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[Urging the Association of Bay Area Governments in the Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
Process to Focus on Unmet Needs for Affordable Housing] 
 

Resolution urging the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) in its upcoming 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Process to focus on San Francisco’s 

unmet needs for housing affordable to low- and moderate-income residents, counteract 

the displacement of low- and moderate-income communities of color in core urban 

cities like San Francisco and Oakland, prioritize increases to the region’s above-

moderate RHNA allocation in high resource and high opportunity jurisdictions, and 

limit increases in above-moderate RHNA allocations to Bay Area cities with 

concentrations of Sensitive Communities. 

 

WHEREAS, The 2022-2030 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (“RHNA”) cycle, due 

to Senate Bill 828 adopted in 2018, increases the Bay Area’s RHNA determination to 2.35 

times higher than the current cycle, for a housing production goal of nearly half a million new 

homes region-wide over 8 years; and 

WHEREAS, The basis for this significant RHNA increase for the Bay Area is to account 

for the “unmet need” and “under-performance” of many of the region’s cities to achieve their 

current RHNA goals; and 

WHEREAS, San Francisco has accounted for a significant share of the region’s 

housing development, through its zoning and robust local real estate and development market 

conditions, such that San Francisco currently has 70,800 units in its entitlement pipeline; and 

WHEREAS, San Francisco has historically met and exceeded its RHNA above-

moderate housing goals and has already met 140 percent of the current eight-year goal which 

carries through 2022, effectively over-performing in the current RHNA cycle; and 
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WHEREAS, Despite the City’s longstanding commitment to affordable housing, 

performing better than most every other California city, San Francisco has nevertheless been 

falling significantly short of meeting its affordable housing RHNA allocation, achieving only 37 

percent of the current low- and moderate-income goals, primarily due to lack of sufficient 

dedicated revenue sources; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Department’s 2018 Housing Trends and Needs Report 

shows that: 

• San Francisco had roughly 49,000 severely rent burdened households in 2015 

• The overwhelming majority of households facing cost burdens—particularly severe cost 

burden consuming 50% or more of income—are very low-income (earning < 50% of 

AMI) and extremely low-income households (<30% AMI) 

• A majority of lower income homeowner households (earning <80% of AMI) are now 

cost burdened 

• Overcrowding disproportionately impacts low-income households, including 12% of 

very low-income households and 10% of low-income households 

• San Francisco has been losing low- and moderate-income residents at a faster rate 

than the rest of the Bay Area; and 

WHEREAS, San Francisco’s rates of housing cost burden and overcrowding, which 

disproportionately impacts low income households, have increased along with higher above-

moderate housing production over the past decade; and 

WHEREAS, During the COVID-19 pandemic, the affordable housing needs of low- and 

moderate-income essential workers, especially workers who live in overcrowded conditions, 

rely more on transit, or are less likely to be able to telecommute, have become increasingly 

evident and critically necessary for public health; and 
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WHEREAS, the regional forecasting of job and household growth upon which the 

RHNA determination is based has not considered COVID-19 impacts on job, housing, and 

transportation demand and the demand for office space, especially as white-collar, knowledge 

workers continue to telecommute; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission in June 2020 passed Resolution No. 20738, 

Centering Planning on Racial and Social Equity in planning and housing policies; and 

WHEREAS, 50% of Black households, 31% of American Indian, and 30% of Latinx 

households are severely burdened by housing costs (spending > 30% of their income on 

housing), while 16% of White households are similarly burdened; and 

WHEREAS, Racial equity should include both integration of housing across income 

levels in high resource and high opportunity cities, and avoidance of further regional 

segregation, gentrification, and displacement of urban and working-class, immigrant and 

BIPOC communities; and 

WHEREAS, recent reports reveal regional trends of “suburbanization of poverty” and 

re-segregation as a result of declining affordability in cities like San Francisco that pushes 

low- and moderate-income people of color to the edges of the metropolitan area, farther from 

the jobs, services, and transit options of the central parts of the region; and 

WHEREAS, In the upcoming RHNA process, there is a risk that San Francisco will 

have its above-moderate RHNA allocation absorb a disproportionate share of the overall 

regional determination increase resulting from historic regional under-performance, without 

considering San Francisco’s over-performance; and 
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WHEREAS, An increase in San Francisco’s above-moderate RHNA allocation could 

require ministerial by-right approval of above-moderate income housing if not enough permits 

are pulled to meet a sufficient share of its RHNA allocation by 2026, pursuant to Senate  

Bill 35 adopted in 2017, which would incentivize evictions, displacement, further regional 

segregation, and exacerbated racial disparities; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That San Francisco urges ABAG to focus on unmet RHNA needs for 

housing affordable to low- and moderate-income residents experiencing cost burden and 

overcrowding in San Francisco and in the region, counteract the displacement of low- and 

moderate-income communities of color in core urban cities like San Francisco and Oakland, 

and prioritize the region’s above-moderate RHNA allocation in high resource and high 

opportunity jurisdictions, and limit increases in above-moderate RHNA allocations to Bay Area 

cities with concentrations of Sensitive Communities; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That San Francisco urges ABAG to consider past over-

performance in the above-moderate income category, to the extent possible by State law, 

when assigning the 2022-2030 above-moderate RHNA allocations, so that jurisdictions that 

have historically provided more than their fair share of regional above-moderate housing 

development are less likely to be subject to required ministerial by-right approvals for above-

moderate income housing; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That San Francisco urges ABAG to consider the potential 

impacts of ministerial by-right approvals for above-moderate income housing and limit 

increases in above-moderate RHNA allocations to Bay Area cities with concentrations of 

Sensitive Communities, as identified by the UC Berkeley Urban Displacement Project, in order 

to avoid the inequitable outcomes of gentrification, racial and socio-economic displacement of 

low-income communities, further regional segregation, and increasing racial disparities; and, 

be it 
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That San Francisco urges ABAG to increase very low, low, 

moderate, and above moderate housing allocations in Bay Area suburban high-opportunity 

jurisdictions where there is extensive land for infill development and less displacement 

pressure, in order to further fair housing equity goals, create a more racially and socio-

economically integrated region, and allocate a fair-share of housing production to cities that 

have historically received RHNA allocations below their portion of regional households, some 

of which have under-performed on housing production goals; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that San Francisco specifically urges ABAG to focus the 

allocation of housing affordable at low and very low incomes based on key factors including: 

Access to High Opportunity Areas and Transit Job Proximity to achieve the most equitable 

outcomes, particularly in light of changing commute patterns due to COVID-19 allowing higher 

income workers to telecommute; and to reduce above-moderate income allocations in cities 

with more Sensitive Communities while emphasizing Jobs-Housing Balance and Access to 

Opportunity to ensure an equitable distribution of above-moderate income growth; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors hereby directs 

the Clerk of the Board to transmit copies to the Association of Bay Area Governments with a 

request to take all action necessary to achieve the objectives of this Resolution. 
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I n T R O d U C T I O n 1

The Housing Needs and Trends Report is an 
effort by the Planning Department to understand 
San Francisco’s housing stock and how it serves the 
city’s residents as well as broad trends impacting 
housing across the city and region.

San Francisco and the Bay Area are currently in the 
midst of a housing affordability crisis unprecedented 
in their history. Increases in housing prices and 
displacement pressures have been a long-term 
trend, driven by policy decisions first established 
decades ago and amplified by regional and national 
economic trends. Over the last 5 years, the crisis has 
intensified as the region’s high-wage employment 
base has grown while regional housing production 
has not kept pace. Much of the policy debate around 
housing has focused primarily on new construc-
tion—should we build more market rate housing? 
can we expand resources to build more affordable 
units?—yet the vast majority of San Franciscans live 
in homes that were built decades ago. The Housing 
Needs and Trends Report is an effort by the Planning 
Department to understand San Francisco’s physical 
housing stock and how it serves the city’s residents 
as well as broad trends impacting housing across the 
city and region.

The report is divided into three sections. The first 
section explores the existing housing stock itself; 
including tenure, age, size, affordability, and produc-
tion trends. The second section analyzes how the 
city’s housing stock serves households of different 
incomes, and how employment and demographic 
changes have impacted the composition of 

San Francisco’s residents and demand for housing 
in recent decades. The final section engages with 
changes to the city’s diverse population in relation to 
housing, in terms of race/ethnic identity, household 
types, and senior and disability status, adult students, 
and individuals experiencing homelessness.

The analysis contained in this report draws from a 
number of data sources in order to provide a rich 
picture of the housing needs of San Franciscans 
and broad trends impacting the region. The three 
main sources include Census data, data from City 
departments, and a public survey undertaken by 
the Planning Department. The Planning Department 
has analyzed US Census data published under 
the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS). PUMS 
allows users to divide and cross-tabulate Census 
data in myriad ways as well as combine individual 
level responses with household characteristics. The 
report also includes analysis of data produced by 
City departments, such as the Department of Building 
Inspection, the Rent Board, and Planning, which 
is available at the level of individual buildings, and 
inventories of affordable housing units managed 
by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community 
Development. Department staff undertook a major 
survey of San Francisco residents (more than 4,500 
in total) to investigate questions that could not 
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be answered using PUMS or City generated data 
such as how San Franciscans find their places of 
residence and how secure or vulnerable they feel 
in their housing. For specific charts and maps, the 
Report also draws on data from commercial sources 
such as Zillow and State/Federal agencies like the 
California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) and the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

The analysis on this Report complements the 
Department’s in statutorily mandated reports on 
housing and land use issues and work products 
such as the Housing Element, Housing Inventory, 
the Housing Balance Report, and monitoring reports 
for the city’s Plan Areas, including the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, Market-Octavia, and the Downtown 
Plan. These existing reports are published on regular 
intervals, according to legislated local and state 
requirements. For example, the Department updates 
its Housing Element every seven years, analyzing 
the amount of zoned capacity the city has to accom-
modate residential growth. The Housing Inventory 
has been published annually for more than 50 years, 
summarizing permit data to show housing develop-
ment activity by neighborhood, type, affordability 
levels, and other variables. Area Plan monitoring 
reports track residential and non-residential develop-
ment activity in specific geographies designated for 
rezoning in recent years against policy goals outlined 
by those plans.

This Report draws on the information contained in 
the Department’s other housing-related publications, 
while taking a broader view in terms of scope and 
data sources. It is an attempt not just to understand 
the mix of housing units built in any given year (as 
does the Housing Inventory) or the ratio between 
market-rate and affordable housing production each 
quarter (Housing Balance Report), but a broader 
look at economic changes in recent decades and 
how they have impacted both residents and the city’s 
housing stock. The Report will support ongoing policy 
and planning work regarding housing policy for the 
City and County of San Francisco. The results of this 
work will provide valuable information to the public 
and decision makers as the Department embarks on 
a Housing Affordability Strategy, starting in summer 
2018. The goals of the Strategy are to inform Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisor actions on 
programs, policies, and potential changes to the 
Municipal Code to develop or expand programs 
to maintain the affordability of the existing housing 
supply and provide housing stability to city residents.

Photo: Brian Rose
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F IGU R E  1 .

Tenure of Occupied Housing Units in 
San Francisco and the Bay Area, 2015

Source: Planning Department calculations of data from 
the ACS (IPUMS-USA) and MOHCD

65%
Renter-
Occupied

45%
Renter-
Occupied

Owner-Occupied

Owner-Occupied, Deed Restricted Affordable Housing

Renter-Occupied

Renter-Occupied, not Rent Controlled

Renter-Occupied, Rent Controlled

Deed Restricted Affordable Housing

NOTE: Rent controlled units are estimated using the American Community Survey (ACS) estimates for renter-occupied units in multifamily buildings constructed 
before 1980. Income-targeted affordable units built before 1980 reported by the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) were subtracted 
from the rent controlled total. Affordable units built after 1980 were subtracted from the ACS estimates for renter occupied units built in 1980 or after and classified 
as renter-occupied, non-rent controlled.

Characteristics of Our 
Housing Stock
San Francisco’s housing stock, developed and 
maintained over more than one and a half centu-
ries, includes many building and unit types. The 
city’s housing serves a diverse set of household 
types—including families with and without children, 
roommates, single individuals, and multi-generational 
households—from a wide range of incomes. Some 
rental units are under rent control, some are restricted 
to low- and moderate-income households, while 
others are rented at market rates. This section 
explores the diversity of San Francisco’s housing 
stock, its geographic distribution, and how it has 
evolved over time.

Tenure and Rent Control Status

A significant majority of San Francisco’s 
households (65%) rent their place of 
residence; a much higher share than the 
region overall (45%).

San Francisco’s tenure mix is shown in FIGURE 1. A 
higher percentage of renters is a common phenom-
enon for central cities within metropolitan regions 
as compared to their suburbs. As will be discussed 
in later sections, the types of households that live 
in the city (higher proportions of single individuals 
and childless couples) tend to disproportionately be 
renters, though the city also has large numbers of 
families with children who rent.

San Francisco

9%

>1%

35%

16%

40%
Bay Area 55%45%

Photo: Jeremy Brooks (CC BY-NC 2.0)

Most of San Francisco’s rental units are 
subject to “rent control.”1 

The number of rent-controlled units is more than 
double the number rental units not under rent control. 
The fact that approximately 80% of San Francisco’s 
total housing stock and 77% of San Francisco’s 
multifamily housing stock was constructed prior to 

1 By-and-large, units located in multi-family buildings constructed before 1979 
are subject to The Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance, 
commonly known as “Rent Control”. This law provides two principal protec-
tions against both evictions and rent raises. For the purposes of this report, 
discussion largely revolves around the price control of units. Under this 
law, rents are set from the date of first occupancy and can only be raised 
annually up to a pre-determined amount or to cover certain renovation costs. 
Once a unit is vacated, landlords can increase the rent to a market rate, a 
process known as vacancy de-control.
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1980 contributes to the high proportion of units that 
are under rent control. As shown in FIGURE 1, approxi-
mately 9% of San Francisco’s housing is comprised 
of deed-restricted affordable housing, developed and 
maintained under a variety of programs, including 
public housing, developments built by non-profit 
entities with public subsidies, below market-rate units 
built by developers in market-rate projects under 
inclusionary zoning, among others. The section on 
affordable housing, below, describes these affordable 
housing programs in San Francisco in further detail.

San Francisco renters stay in their units longer now 
than they did in 1990. Whereas one-third of renters 
had been in their units for less than 2 years in 1990, 
only one-quarter did by 2015. Similarly, 20% of 
renters lived in their units for 11 or more years in 
1990, while by 2015, 29% had a tenure of 10 or more 
years, as shown in FIGURE 2.

How San Franciscans Find Housing 

The Housing Survey conducted by the San Francisco 
Planning Department between December 2017 and 
March 2018 asked residents how they found their 
current place of residence. Responses for renters 
and owners differed significantly, as shown on 
FIGURE 3. A large majority (73%) of those who own 
their homes reported finding it through a real estate 
broker, while the rest found it through a family or 
friend or internet website. Renters found their current 
residence through a variety of channels. Almost half 
of all renters (46%) found their current residence 
through the internet or a newspaper advertisement 
and 27% found it through a family member or friend. 
Between 7% and 9% reported finding their residence 
from a tenant in the building, a roommate, or the 
landlord, and only 3% found it through a broker or 
rental agency.

F IGU R E  2 .

Length of Tenure of Renters in San Francisco, 1990 and 2015

F IGU R E  3 .

How San Francisco Renters and Owners Found Their Current Place of Residence

Source: Decennial Census (1990) and ACS (2015) (IPUMS-USA)

Source: San Francisco Housing Survey, 2018
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33%

14%

32%

15%
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25%

23%
23%

16%

13%

46%
Internet / newspaper / 
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Owners73%

12%
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Renters 46%

8%
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9%

3%

27%
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F IGU R E  5 .

Tenure by Building Size in 
San Francisco and the Bay 
Area, 2015

66%
Single Family Home 
Ownership in  
San Francisco

14%
Single Family Home 
Rental in  
San Francisco

91%
Single Family Home 
Ownership in  
the Bay Area

32%
Single Family Home 
Rental in 
the Bay Area

Bay Area 
Ownership

Bay Area 
Rental

San Francisco 
Ownership

San Francisco 
Rental

Building Size

Compared to the rest of the Bay Area2, 
San Franciscans are much more likely to 
live in multifamily housing, with a fairly even 
distribution of households living in single 
family homes and buildings with 2-4 units, 
5-19 units and 20 units or more.

The rest of the region is dominated by single family 
homes. As shown in FIGURE 4, in San Francisco 31% 
of all units are single family homes, which is less 
than half of the proportion of single family units in the 
region (63%). The building type that accommodates 

2 Unless otherwise noted, this report defines the Bay Area as the 9-county 
region that includes Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, San 
Francisco, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties.

the next largest share of units for both San Francisco 
and the Bay Area are large buildings with more than 
20 units. In San Francisco, those buildings hold 27% 
of all units—almost twice the share of units in large 
buildings in the region (15%). Other categories of 
building types (2-4 units, 5-9 units, and 10-19 units) 
each hold between 10 and 22% of the city’s units 
in San Francisco, and between 6 and 10% of units 
throughout the region.

While San Francisco’s housing stock in general is 
quite different than the rest of the region, the pattern 
of building size by tenure is more similar, as shown in 
FIGURE 5. 66% of homeowners in San Francisco live in 
single family homes compared to 90% for the region. 
Another 11% of San Francisco homeowners live in 
two unit buildings. Given that multifamily housing is 

66%

14%

24%

12%15%

35%

17%

4%
3%

10%

91%

32%

17%
11%

11%

29%

F IGU R E  4 .

Percentage of Residential Units 
by Building Size, 2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA) 

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)

31%
Single Family 
Homes

63%
Single Family 
Homes

Bay AreaSan Francisco
2-4 Units

5-9 Units

10-19 Units

20+ Units
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5-9 Units

10-19 Units

20+ Units

Single Family Homes

Single Family Homes

31%

63%
10%

6%

6%

15%

22%10%

10%

27%
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TA B L E  1 .

Number of Residential Units and Land Area per Unit by 
Building Size

Building Size Units
% of 

Total
Total Land Area 

(in acres)
% of 

Total

20+ Units 115,888 32% 973 10%

5-19 Units 72,663 20% 871 9%

2-4 Units 77,529 21% 2,016 20%

Single Family 96,099 27% 6,334 62%

TOTAL 362,179 100% 10,195 100%

San Francisco Planning Department Land Use Database. Note that unit totals by 
building size in the Land Use Database are different than the Census. 

69% of San Francisco’s total, it is noteworthy that 
the vast majority of homeowners still live in single 
family homes. Rental Housing in San Francisco, like 
the Bay Area, is far more likely to be in multifamily 
buildings. San Francisco has far more rental units 
in larger buildings than the rest of the Bay Area, 
however. In addition, nearly one third (32%) of rental 
housing in the region is single family homes while in 
San Francisco the figure is just 14%.

Although San Francisco is denser than the region, 
much of this density is concentrated in the City’s 
central and northeastern neighborhoods. In the 
southern and western parts of the city, densities are 
more comparable to regional and statewide figures. 
MAPS 1 through 4 illustrate the distribution of units by 
building size throughout San Francisco.

As shown in MAP 1, the majority of the housing stock 
in the city’s western and southern neighborhoods is 
in one-unit buildings (the vast majority of which are 
single-family homes, though some are single units 
above ground floor retail uses). In the southwestern 
neighborhoods (with the exception of Lakeshore), 
more than 75% of units are in such low-density build-
ings. These neighborhoods include Sunset/Parkside, 
West of Twin Peaks, and Excelsior. In southeastern 
neighborhoods like Bernal Heights and Bayview 
Hunters Point, more than 50% of units are one-unit 
buildings. By contrast, all of the neighborhoods in the 
northeast of the city have low percentages of their 
housing made up of one-unit buildings.

Neighborhoods in the northeastern part of the city 
have the highest concentration of buildings of 20 or 
more units, as shown in MAP 2. In neighborhoods like 
South of Market, Japantown, Tenderloin, and Mission 
Bay, more than 75% of units are in buildings with 20 
or more units. The only exception to this pattern is 
the Lakeshore neighborhood in the southwest corner 
of the city, where the Parkmerced development is 
located. Neighborhoods like Nob Hill, Chinatown, and 
Western Addition also have more than half of their 
units in these larger buildings. Conversely, most of the 
city’s neighborhoods, particularly in the southern and 
western parts of the city, have relatively small shares 
of their housing stock in buildings of 20 or more units.

The city’s central and northern neighborhoods have 
higher proportions of medium-density buildings, 
ranging from 2 to 4 units and 5 to 19 units. MAP 3 

shows neighborhoods, largely in the central and 
northwestern neighborhoods of the city, which have 
relatively high percentages of their housing stock 
in buildings of 2 to 4 units. In neighborhoods like 
the Castro/Upper market and the Inner and Outer 
Richmond, close to half of all units are in these types 
of buildings. In central/eastern neighborhoods like 
the Mission, Noe Valley, and Potrero Hill, the share is 
between 30 and 45% of all units. Neighborhoods in 
the northern part of the city (north of Cesar Chavez 
Boulevard and Twin Peaks) also have higher shares 
of their units in buildings with between 6 and 20 units. 
As MAP 4 shows, neighborhoods like Hayes Valley, 
the Marina, and Russian Hill have more than 30% 
of their stock in such buildings. Southern neighbor-
hoods like the Outer Mission, Visitacion Valley, and 
Bayview Hunters Point have the lowest shares of their 
units in these moderate density building categories 
(either 2 to 4 or 5 to 19 units).

The amount of land occupied by each building size 
category varies greatly, with units in higher density 
buildings occupying a much lower amount of the 
city's residential land area, as shown in TABLE 1. 
Buildings with 20 or more units, for example, hold 
a plurality (32%) of the total units in San Francisco. 
However, the total area that is occupied by these 
buildings (973 acres) accounts for only 10% of the 
city’s residential area. By contrast, single family 
homes hold 27% of all housing units and occupy 62% 
of the city's land dedicated to residential uses.

Buildings with more than 5 units contain 52% 
of the city’s units while occupying only 19% 
of the land. Single-family homes provide 27% 
of the city’s units while occupying 62% of its 
residential land.
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Unit Size 

San Francisco has a relatively even 
distribution of units of various sizes (by 
number of bedrooms), whereas a majority 
of units in the Bay Area have 3 or more 
bedrooms.

As shown in FIGURE 6, San Francisco has almost an 
equal share of one bedroom (26%), two bedroom 
(29%), and three or more bedroom (29%) units, with 
an additional 16% of units as studios. However, in 
the Bay Area, the majority of units have 3 or more 
bedrooms. Furthermore, the Bay Area has a smaller 
share of studio units than San Francisco. As will be 
discussed later in the report, the city’s smaller unit 
sizes relative to the region also reflects differences 
in household sizes between the two geographies; 
San Francisco has a much higher proportion of 
households that are individuals or couples without 
children. As FIGURE 8 illustrates, units with 2 or 
more bedrooms make up the majority (58%) of 
San Francisco’s housing stock and house an even 
larger share of the population, about 75%, due to 
their larger size.

Larger units are generally located in smaller 
buildings, while larger buildings tend to hold 
smaller units. 

Single family homes and residential buildings with 2 
to 4 units contain the overwhelming majority (91%) of 
units with 3 or more bedrooms. Single family homes or 
2 to 4 unit buildings hold 66% of two bedrooms units. 

F IGU R E  6 .

Share of Units by Number of Bedrooms in San Francisco and the Bay Area, 2015

F IGU R E  7.

Population by Size of Unit, 2011-2015
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Number of Residential Units by Unit Size and Building Size in San Francisco, 2015
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Building Ages

San Francisco’s housing is much older than the 
housing in the rest of the Bay Area. In part, this 
reflects the region’s historic development patterns, 
which emanated outward from the city’s downtown. 
Approximately half (47%) of San Francisco’s housing3 
was built before 1940 compared to just 15% for 
the Bay Area, as shown in FIGURE 9. San Francisco 
has added relatively fewer housing units in recent 
decades compared to the rest of the region, as 19% 
of units have been built since 1980, compared to 33% 
for the region as a whole.

A plurality (roughly 35%) of buildings in San Francisco 
built before 1979 have only 1 unit, with other building 
size categories ranging between 9 and 13% of the 
total stock built in that period, as shown in FIGURE 

10. Since 1980, the city’s stock has shifted towards 
multifamily buildings, which make up almost 40% of 
all buildings constructed between 1980 and 2004 
and more than 60% of those built between 2005 and 
2015. The dramatic difference in building sizes and 
types likely reflect the availability of large tracts for 
single-family home construction in the western areas 
of the city in the pre- and post-World War II periods. 
By the late 1960s, the last large tracts had been built 
out and by the 1980s, most large parcels available for 
development were for infill multifamily housing.

3 Mel Scott (1985) "The San Francisco Bay Area: A Metropolis in Perspective" 
Berkeley: University of California Press

Vacancy 

Since 1990, vacancy rates in San Francisco have 
fluctuated between 5 and 11%, sitting at 9% in 2015, 
as shown in TABLE 2. The city’s vacancy rate has 
been higher than the Bay Area’s and California’s for 
most of this time. The higher vacancy rate is likely 
due to the fact that a relatively large percentage of its 
housing stock is occupied by renters, which tend to 
turn over more frequently than owners and therefore 
create more regular periods of vacancy. Although 
vacancy rates across all three geographies are 
greater than they were in 1990, they have come down 
from their peak in 2010, during the depths of the 
Great Recession. ACS vacancy data for comparable 
cities shows a general increase since 2000 and that 
San Francisco vacancy rates in 2015 were higher 
than Seattle and Los Angeles and slightly lower than 
Boston and New York.

TA B L E  2 .

Vacancy Rate for Residential Units in San Francisco, 
Bay Area, and California, 1990-2015

Geography 1990 2000 2005 2010 2015

San Francisco 7% 5% 9% 11% 9%

Bay Area 5% 3% 6% 8% 5%

California 7% 6% 7% 9% 8%

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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F IGU R E  9 .

Percentage of Buildings in San Francisco and the Bay Area by Year Built, 2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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San Francisco Buildings by Size and Year Built, 2015
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F IGU R E  1 1 .

Vacant Residential Units by Vacancy Type in 
San Francisco, 2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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Vacancy rates also vary by building age and unit 
size. San Francisco’s older housing stock has higher 
vacancy rates than the new construction housing, 
with approximately 10% of San Francisco’s pre-1939 
units vacant; compared to lower rates (7%) for units 
built between 1940 and 1979 and those built since 
1980, as shown on TABLE 3. Smaller housing units 
(studios and 1-bedrooms) also experience higher 
vacancies. 

TA B L E  3 .

Vacancy Rate for Residential Units in San Francisco by 
Year Built and Unit Size, 2015

Year Built San Francisco Bay Area California

1939 or Earlier 10% 8% 9%

1940-1979 7% 4% 7%

1980-2015 7% 5% 8%

Unit Size San Francisco Bay Area California

0 Studio 13% 12% 13%

1 Bedroom 12% 9% 11%

2 Bedroom 6% 5% 9%

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)

Although vacancy rates in San Francisco have 
remained relatively stable (with the exception of the 
higher rates during the Great Recession), the types of 
vacancies have changed since the 1990s, as shown 
in FIGURE 11. Specifically, three types of vacancy 
have increased;. The first category, “Seasonal, 
Recreational, and Occasional Use”, covers temporary 
housing for business travelers, vacation rentals, and 
second homes, which includes short-term rentals like 
AirBnB and VRBO. The City’s recent legislation to limit 
the number of nights that these units may be rented 
on short-term rental platforms may lower vacancy 
rates under that category.4 The latter two categories, 
“Other Vacant” and “Rented or Sold, not Occupied”, 
include properties vacated after a death or due to 
foreclosure as well as those that have been rented 
or sold, but are still awaiting occupancy. An increase 
in major renovations to properties may be part of the 
cause of the increase in these types of vacancies.5

4 The City’s Office of Short Term Rentals has seen a sharp decrease in the 
number of full-time units posted in short-term rental online platforms though 
data to determine whether this has caused a decrease in vacancy rates is 
not yet available from the U.S. Census.

5 See Paige Dow (2018) “Unpacking the growth in San Francisco’s vacant 
housing stock.” Client Report completed for the University of Calfornia, 
Berkeley Department of City and Regional Planning.
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F IGU R E  1 2 .

SRO Buildings by Construction Date
Source: San Francisco Department of Public Health
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SROs

Single-room occupancy hotels (SROs) have histori-
cally served as a type of housing that is relatively 
affordable to low-income households. The vast 
majority of SROs were built in the decade following 
the 1906 earthquake, as shown in FIGURE 12. Units in 
these buildings are small (the maximum gross floor 
area allowed in the Planning Code is 350 square 

Photo: Tudor Stanley, newamericanmedia.org

feet), often with bathroom and kitchen facilities that 
are shared with other units. Although many of the 
households living in SROs are faced with difficult 
conditions such as overcrowding, building code 
violations, and health hazards like the presence of 
mold,6 these units can often serve as a foothold in 
San Francisco’s expensive housing market for many 
low-income households. SROs are operated by 
non-profit organizations, with rents set to be below a 
percentage of a household’s income, or by for-profit 
landords. Rents in SROs vary greatly across the city, 
from just over $400 in neighborhoods like the Outer 
Mission to more than $1,250 in Haight Ashbury, 
according to the San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection Housing Inspection Services.

MAP 5 shows the distribution of SRO buildings and 
units across San Francisco. There is a clear concen-
tration of SROs in the northeastern corner of the city, 
particularly in neighborhoods like the Tenderloin, 
Chinatown, and South of Market, extending down to 
the northern portion of the Mission. Individual SRO 
buildings are also scattered throughout the city. 

6 San Francisco Department of Public Health (2016) “Single Room Occupancy 
Hotels in San Francisco: A Health Impact Assessment.”
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Group Quarters

In addition to households and vacant units, the 
Census tracks non-related individuals residing in 
group quarters. This category includes institutional 
residential facilities such as correctional or mental 
institutions, as well as settings like college dormito-
ries and military quarters that the Census classifies 
as “non-institutional”.7 San Francisco’s group 
quarters population is roughly 20,000 individuals, 
of which 3,000 are in institutional quarters while the 
majority resides in non-institutional group quarters. 
The population living in group quarters decreased 
by about 4,000 units between 1990 and 2000 largely 
due to closures of military facilities in the Presidio 
and Treasure Island. Since 2000, institutional group 
quarters dwellers have decreased slightly, while 
non-institutional residents have increased, likely as a 
result of growth of adult students living in dormitories 
or other student housing.

7 This category does not include many housing types that are commonly 
considered “group housing” in San Francisco, including SROs, boarding 
houses and other shared housing formats.

F IGU R E  13 .

Population Living in Group Quarters in San Francisco, 1990-2015

Source:  
Decennial Census (1990 and 2000) 

and ACS (2015) (IPUMS-USA)
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Housing Production

Since 1990, annual production has averaged 
roughly 1,900 units per year, of which 28% are 
deed-restricted affordable units. 

Since 2011 housing construction has increased 
rapidly, reaching a peak of 5,046 units in 2016, which 
dropped to 4,441 in 2017.

Annual housing production has generally fluctuated 
upwards since 1990, with notable decreases in 
the mid-1990s, mid-2000s, and during the Great 
Recession, as shown in FIGURE 14. In the recession 
year of 2011, for example, the city saw the fewest 
number of units built since 1990 (269) though 
production has since rebounded.

Affordable and market rate housing 
development have generally ebbed and 
flowed together. This may be in large part 
because new market rate housing has been a 
major source of funding and construction of 
affordable housing.

F IGU R E  14 .

Net production of market rate and affordable units in San Francisco, 1990-2017

Source:  
San Francisco Planning 

Department Housing Inventory
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Affordable Housing

Approximately 9% of San Francisco’s housing 
stock is subsidized and restricted to be rented 
or sold at affordable rates to households that 
earn at or below specified income levels.

These income targeted units are generally known as 
“affordable housing”. The affordable housing stock is 
comprised of over 33,000 units built under a variety of 
local, state, and federal programs, often combining 
multiple sources of subsidy.

Affordable housing in San Francisco includes public 
housing built and maintained by the San Francisco 
Housing Authority, units financed and funded by the 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) through grants, loans, or project-based rental 
assistance, units funded by loans or grants from 
the state Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD), developments built or 
rehabiliatated with federal and state Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), and below market rate 
(BMR) rental and ownership units built by for-profit 
developers as “inclusionary housing” required as 
part of market-rate housing. Local funds also play a 
crucial role in the development and rehabilitation of 
affordable housing. Local funding sources include 
redevelopment area tax increment financing (TIF), 
housing trust fund dollars, and fees paid by develop-
ments (including in-lieu fees paid to meet inclusionary 
housing requirements, jobs-housing linkage fees, and 
development agreement negotiations).

Working with data provided from multiple sources, 
TABLE 4 groups units by major funding programs. 
Local funding provided by the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) 
plays an essential role in the development and 
rehabilitaiton of affordable housing and the majority 
of affordable units have some investment from 
MOHCD (this includes housing funded by the former 
Redevelopment Agency). LIHTC, as the current 
principal source of equity for affordable housing, 
has also funded the development or rehabilitation of 
the majority of San Francisco’s affordable housing 
stock typically in concert with MOHCD funds. Older 
developments originally built or acquired with federal 
and state programs that pre-date LIHTC may be 
counted as units funded by MOHCD and LIHTC if 

these modern funding sources allowed for the refi-
nancing, rehabiliation , or rebuilding of these units. As 
an example, the majority of public housing either has 
been rehabilitated or rebuilt or is currently undergoing 
rehabilitation or rebuilding, using LIHTC, local funds, 
and federal programs including the Rental Assistance 
Demonstration (RAD) program. 

TA B L E  4 .

San Francisco’s Affordable Housing Stock by Program

Funding Type / Affordable Type Total Units

BMR Ownership 1,215

BMR Rental 1,043

Federal & State (HCD/HUD/LIHTC) 11,051

Public Housing 1,081

LIHTC & MOHCD 15,611

MOHCD 3,660

Total 33,661

Source: State and federal data provided by California Housing Partnerhsip 
Corporation (CHPC). Local funding data provided by MOHCD. Public Housing 
data provided by HUD eGIS.

Five neighborhoods in the eastern part of the 
city hold 60% of all of the city’s affordable units.

These five neighborhoods include the Tenderloin 
(18%), South of Market (12%), Western Addition (11%), 
Bayview Hunters Point (11%), and the Mission (8%).

Bayview Gardens. Photo: Bruce Damonte
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M A P  7.

Number of Units Occupied by 
Housing Choice Voucher Holders 
by Census Tract

Source: HUD eGIS
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Housing Choice Vouchers

Data provided by HUD shows the number and loca-
tion by Census tract of Housing Choice Vouchers 
(HCVs- also known as Section 8 vouchers) in use in 
San Francisco. HCVs provide rental assistance to 
very low-income households by covering the differ-
ence between the rent charged by private landlords, 
up to an amount specified by HUD, and what the 
household can afford without paying more than 30% 
of income. The map below shows the location of the 
9,476 HCVs in use in the city. HCVs are generally 
concentrated in areas that also have more affordable 
housing and more lower income households: the 
Western Addition, Tenderloin, South of Market, and 
the Bayview. Some portion of the HCVs in use in the 
city are project-based by the SF Housing Authority, 
meaning that they have been tied to a particular 
affordable housing development as a way to support 
the development’s financing and to provide deeper 
subsidy to tenants.

Photo: Bruce Damonte
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Rent/Sales Prices

Home prices in San Francisco, the Bay Area, and 
California have increased steadily since the 1990s 
with a brief five-year decline between 2007 and 2011, 
as shown in FIGURE 15. Since 2011, median sale prices 
have appreciated rapidly, with increases of roughly 
100% in each of the 3 geographies. The increase 
is most dramatic in San Francisco, which already 
started at a higher median home sales price in 2011 
($662,000), which more than doubled by the end of 
2017, to $1.29 million. Median sales price in 2017 was 
$915,000 in the Bay Area and $527,000 in California. 
The household income needed to afford the median 
home in San Francisco is $250,000 based on the 
assumption that a household would not spend more 
than 30% of income on their mortgage after making a 
down payment of 10% of purchase price.

FIGURE 16 shows rents in San Francisco, the Bay Area 
and California have also trended upward since before 
the Great Recession. The figure shows that median 
asking rents grew significantly after the recession, 
though not quite as sharply as home prices. In 
San Francisco and the Bay Area, rents have begun 
to stabilize since a period of steep growth between 
2012 and 2015, though they have not come down 
significantly. In San Francisco, median asking rent 
had been roughly $3,000 per month in 2012 and grew 
by 50% to $4,500 in 2015. In the Bay Area, median 
rent grew from about $2,400 in 2012 to almost $3,500 

in 2015, where it has remained through the end of 
2017. Median rent in California was less than $2,000 
in 2012 and has grown steadily through the end of 
2017, and is currently $2,500 per month. Median 
rents are significantly lower than asking rents in all 
three geographies. In San Francisco, this may reflect 
the impact of rent control, which stabilizes prices in 
the older housing stock for tenants who remain in 
their units, while asking rents reflect current market 
conditions. In 2016, the median rent in San Francisco 
was less than half of the median asking rent. The 
household income needed to afford the median 
asking rent in San Francisco is $180,000, assuming 
that a household would spend no more than 30% of 
income on rent.

Although home prices and asking rents have 
increased throughout San Francisco since the reces-
sion, this growth has varied across the city. MAP 8 
illustrates these differences, showing the percent 
change in home values by ZIP code between 2010 
and 2017. The ZIP codes encompassing neighbor-
hoods such as Bayview Hunters Point, the Mission, 
Mission Bay, and around Golden Gate Park’s 
Panhandle have experienced the most dramatic 
increases in home values, ranging from 85-100%. 
The neighborhoods on the northeastern corner of the 
city have seen their home values increase the least 
rapidly during this period, but still by more than 55% 
in 7 years.

F IGU R E  15 .

Home Value Index for 
San Francisco, Bay Area, 
and California, 1996-2017 

Source: Zillow
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F IGU R E  1 6 .

Median Rent and 
Median Asking Rent for 
San Francisco, Bay Area, 
and California, 2005-2017

Source: Zillow (Median Asking Rent) and 
ACS (IPUMS-USA) (Median Rent)

NOTE: Median rent data available from 
the ACS for 2005 to 2016 and median 
asking rent available from Zillow for 2010 
to 2017. Median asking rents from Zillow 
do not include Santa Clara county, which 
is included in the 9-county median rents 
from the ACS.
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Rent increases between 2010 and 2017 also varied 
across San Francisco, though they have been less 
steep than the rise of home values, as shown in 
MAP 9. The eastern part of the city, ranging from 
Bernal Heights in the south up to North Beach and 
the Embarcadero in the north have experienced rent 
increases of more than 40%. Throughout much of the 
central and western neighborhoods, these increases 
have been between 30 and 40%. The only neighbor-
hoods that have experienced a rent increase of less 
than 20% in this period are those in ZIP code 94121 
in the northwestern corner of the city, home to some 
of the most expensive real estate in San Francisco.

The increase in home prices in San Francisco has 
been similar for single-family homes and condo-
miniums. FIGURE 17, below, shows that since 1996, 
the value of the median single-family home in the 
city has increased by almost 450%, while the median 
value of condos has increased by nearly 400%, not 
accounting for inflation. By comparison, inflation in 
the Bay Area during this period has increased by 
roughly 60%, when housing costs are excluded. 
Between 2006 and 2016, single-family homes and 
condos roughly tracked each other in terms of 
changes to their values. However, since 2016, single-
family home values have increased perceptibly faster 
than condos.

Security of Tenure

One of the main challenges posed by a housing 
market with rapidly rising rents is the disruption to the 
lives of residents and communities that arises from 
insecurity of tenure. As market rents become more 
expensive, the gap between the rents paid in rent 
control units and those in non-controlled housing 
grows wider, and landlords have a greater incentive 
to evict tenants. A recent study shows that, in tight 
housing markets such as San Francisco’s, landlords 
may be less willing to overlook relatively minor infrac-
tions in order to remove existing tenants and reset 
rents to market rates under vacancy decontrol, even 
where tenant protections are present.8

The San Francisco Rent Board tracks eviction 
notices filed by landlords as part of the process 
to legally remove tenants from their units. Under 
San Francisco’s “just cause” eviction law, landlords 
are required to provide a reason as to why they 
are carrying out an eviction. Evictions can be clas-
sified as “for cause”, for reasons that include late 
payments, breach of lease terms, and nuisance 
complaints or “no fault”, for reasons largely outside 
the tenant’s control, such as the landlord’s use of 
Ellis Act or owner move-in provisions. According 

8 Diamond, R., McQuade, T., and Qian, F. (2018) The Effects of Rent 
Control Expansion on Tenants, Landlords, and Inequality: Evidence from 
San Francisco. Technical report, National Bureau of Economic Research.

Source: Zillow and Bureau of Labor 
Statistics CPI-U less shelter

F IGU R E  17.

Percent Change in Single 
Family Home and Condo Prices 
and Inflation, 1996-2018
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Source: SF Rent Board

F IGU R E  1 8 .

Percent of San Francisco Renters that Reported 
Being Threatened with an Eviction in Last 5 Years, 
2018

Source: 
San Francisco Housing Survey
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to the San Francisco Housing Survey, 15% of 
respondents who are renters reported having having 
been threatened with eviction in the previous 5 years, 
roughly half of which were for cause and half were no 
fault, as shown in FIGURE 18.

Eviction notices tracked by the Rent Board are down 
since the late 1990s, the earliest years for which this 
data is available, as shown in FIGURE 19. Evictions 
peaked at just less than 3,000 in 1998, dropping 
steadily to less than 1,250 at the bottom of the Great 
Recession in 2009. As rents escalated between 2010 
and 2016, evictions also increased, reaching roughly 
2,200 in 2015. Between 2015 and 2016, however, the 
number of eviction notices flattened, and dropped 
significantly to just over 1,500 in 2017. Though it is 
impossible to establish a causal relationship, the 
decrease in evictions correlates with a stabilization of 
rents since 2015, as shown in FIGURE 16.

The evolution in the types of evictions since the late 
1990s is also noteworthy. No fault evictions (such 
as owner move-in and Ellis Act removals) have 
decreased substantially, from a peak of 1,750 in 1999 
to just over 500 in 2017 (they were as low as 250 in 
2011). For cause evictions, on the other hand, have 
not fluctuated as much, decreasing from 1,250 in 
1997 to about 750 in 2004, then steadily increasing 
to 1,500 in 2014. Between 2014 and 2017, for cause 
evictions decreased to 1,000.

F IGU R E  1 9 .

Legal Eviction Notices 
Issued in San Francisco, 
1997-2017

Photo: Asian Law Caucus 
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the increase in extremely-low income households 
in the city has been slower than in the region. 
San Francisco’s very low-income population (30-50% 
AMI) has declined by more than one quarter, while 
the region has increased the number of households 
in that income range by roughly one quarter. While 
the Bay Area has seen its low-income (50-80% AMI) 
population decline, the decline in San Francisco 
has been more noticeable, with about one-third 
fewer low-income households in 2015 compared to 
1990. San Francisco and the Bay Area have both 
experienced reduction in their moderate-income 
households (80-120% AMI). However, San Francisco 
moderate-income households have declined at 
double the rate of the Bay Area. 

Overall the number of low and moderate 
income households earning less than 120% 
of AMI dropped more in San Francisco than 
in the region. The exception was an increase 
in households earning less than 30% of AMI 
however the percentage increase was less 
than the region.

Housing by Income Group
As the previous section highlighted, rents and 
home prices in San Francisco have increased 
rapidly in recent decades. A related phenomenon 
has been an increase in the absolute numbers and 
share of high income households in the city, which 
has occurred concurrently with a decrease in low 
and moderate-income households. Demand for 
housing is determined by the number of households 
looking for housing in a particular market and the 
amount that those households can pay for their unit. 
Household incomes vary widely in the Bay Area and 
San Francisco, with many higher income households 
that largely drive the price of available housing and 
many low and moderate income households who 
may find limited housing that they can afford without 
spending more than 30% of their income.

Some of the demand from lower-income households 
can be met through units that are restricted to 
families and individuals with incomes up to specified 
levels (generally referred to as “affordable housing”), 
though the amount of public and private funding 
limits the number of such units that have been built. 
Similarly, tenant protections and rent control policies 
can ensure that lower-income households have secu-
rity of tenure within the units they currently occupy. 
Given the limited availability of resources to build new 
income restricted affordable housing, it is a reality 
that most residents must rely on the private housing 
market to meet their needs. In order to understand 
changes in the demand for housing in San Francisco, 
it is important to understand the changing composi-
tion of household incomes in the last few decades.

Trends in Household Incomes

FIGURE 20 shows the change in households by income 
group with 1990 as the base year.9 While households 
in the extremely low-income category (30% AMI 
or less) have not decreased in San Francisco, 

9 In order to adequately compare changing incomes across time, the analysis 
in the following sections inflated incomes to 2015 dollars using the US 
Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Consumer Price Index for all Urban Consumers 
(CPI-U), including housing costs. When inflating housing costs to 2015, the 
analsyis uses the CPI-U, less shelter, in order to not duplicate the changes in 
inflation caused by housing itself. The aggregation of households into area 
median income (AMI) levels is done using 2015 AMI levels as defined by the 
San Francisco Mayor’s Office of Housing Maximum Income by Household 
Size derived from the Unadjusted Area Median Income for the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Metro Fair Market Rent Area 
(HMFA) that contains San Francisco. In order to match the income limits of 
most affordable housing programs in San Francisco and for ease of analysis 
and comprehension, the income brackets in this section are those included 
in Table 5.

Photo: Don Shall (CC BY-NC-ND 2.0)
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F IGU R E  2 0 .

Cumulative Percent Change in Number of Households Since 1990 by Income Group in 2000 and 2015,  
San Francisco and Bay Area

F IGU R E  2 1 .

Percentage of San Francisco 
and Bay Area Households by 
Household Income, 1990 and 
2015

Source:  
Decennial Census (1990) and ACS (2015) 
(IPUMS-USA)
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TA B L E  5 .

Area Median Income Brackets and Corresponding 
Income Group

Area Median Income Bracket Income Group

Less than 30% AMI Extremely Low Income

30 - 50% AMI Very Low Income

50 - 80% AMI Low Income

80 - 120% AMI Moderate Income

120 - 200% AMI Above Moderate Income

More than 200% AMI High Income

San Francisco has seen the number of above-
moderate income households earning more 
than 120% of Area Median Income (AMI) triple 
since 1990, a larger increase than the region, 
which also experienced a substantial increase 
in this income group. The vast majority of this 
growth (82%) in San Francisco was in high 
income households earning 200% or more of 
AMI.

As a result of the increase in above-moderate 
income households (above 120% of AMI) and 
decrease in low- and moderate-income households 
in San Francisco, the proportion of households in 
different income groups has also shifted. Whereas in 
1990 the share of households earning less than 80% 
of AMI was more than 50% (in terms of 2015 income 
limits), by 2015 it had decreased to 38%. Conversely, 
households earning more than 120% of AMI have 
increased by more than two thirds from 28% to 47%. 
The region as a whole has not experienced a similar 
reduction in the number of households earning less 
than 80% of AMI since 1990, but higher-income 
households have also grown, from 35% in 1990 to 
42% in 2015.

There are two general explanations for the shift 
towards higher income households in San Francisco 
and the Bay Area. The first explanation is that 

households in lower AMI groups might be earning 
more and shifting towards higher AMI groups. 
Studies have shown that in regions like the Bay Area, 
which have added a lot of high-wage jobs in recent 
decades, service sector wages have also increased 
as compared to the rest of the country. A restaurant 
server earning the median regional wage in 1990, for 
example, may be categorized as an above-moderate 
income worker in 2015 due to higher wages and tips.10

Another explanation is that high-wage earners are 
moving to San Francisco and the Bay Area from 
other regions—or moving to San Francisco from 
within the region- while lower-income households are 
displaced. The increase in the number of households 
with a greater ability to pay for housing signifies an 
increase in demand, which would lead to higher 
prices if supply does not increase at the same rate.

Because Census data only provides cross-sections 
at any given time, it is not possible to track individual 
lower-income households to determine whether they 
are earning higher wages and moving up in AMI 
levels, or whether they are moving out of the region 
and being replaced by higher-income households. It is 
likely that both of these things have occurred and each 
partially explains the shifts described above and the 
sharp increases in housing costs in recent decades.

10 See Enrico Moretti (2012) “The New Geography of Jobs”. New York: Mariner 
Books.

Photo: MOHCD
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F IGU R E  2 2 .

Percentage of workers in 
San Francisco by Wage Group, 
1990 and 2015
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Number of Workers in San Francisco by Wage Group, 1990 - 2015

Source:  
Decennial Census (1990, 2000, 2010) 
and ACS (2005, 2015) (IPUMS-USA)
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Household Income by Number 
of Workers per Household in 
San Francisco, 2011-2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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Workers in San Francisco by Wages

Changes in the number and share of workers by 
wage groups in San Francisco—including both 
commuters and San Francisco residents—mirror the 
changes in households by income discussed above. 
In the period from 1990 to 2015, the census estimate 
of people working in the city increased by more than 
145,000.

The majority of the increase in workers in 
San Francisco has been driven by growth in 
workers earning more than $100,000 per year, 
however, workers earning less than $75,000 
continue to be the majority of workers in 
San Francisco.

62% of job growth since 1990 has been among 
workers earning $100,000 or more (adjusted for 
inflation). The percentage of workers in San Francisco 
earning more than $100,000 increased to 24% from 
12% in 1990. This means there are at least 90,000 
more people working in San Francisco earning more 
than $100,000.

Lower wage workers earning less than $50,000 per 
year declined in number from 1990 to 2005 and 
then rebounded through 2015, however, lower wage 
workers were just 20% of job growth since 1990. The 
number of middle wage workers earning $50,000 to 
$100,000 was relatively stable over the period but 
made up just 18% of total job growth.

Employment and real wages (calculated net of 
inflation) have increased in San Francisco for 
occupations in both low- and high-wage industries 
since 1990. The industries that added the greatest 
number of jobs since 1990 include professional and 
business services (65,000 more jobs) and educa-
tional and health services (30,000 more jobs), which 
have also seen increases in real wages of 4.6% and 
4.1%, respectively. Low-wage industries like leisure 
and hospitality also increased their employment 
in San Francisco (by almost 5,000 jobs) and saw 
increases in real wages of 2.1%.

Higher income households nearly all have a worker in 
the household- and often more than one, as shown 
in FIGURE 24. In fact a majority of households of 
nearly all incomes have at least one worker present. 

In contrast, over two thirds of extremely low income 
households earning less than 30% of AMI do not 
have a worker present.

The number of workers who work and live in 
San Francisco is at an all-time high at almost 
500,000.

Trends in workers living in San Francisco grouped 
by their wages are similar to trends for households 
by income. These trends show that more of 
San Francisco’s higher-wage workers are living in 
the city than in the past, as shown in TABLE 7. Not 
only has the number of higher wage workers in the 
city increased, the number of higher wage workers 
choosing to live in the city has increased as well. 
At the same time, a lower percentage of the city’s 
lower-wage workers are living in the city, which 
corresponds to the drop in lower income households 
living in the city.

TA B L E  6 .

Changes in Employment and Average Annual Real 
Wages for Select Industries in San Francisco

Industry

Change in 
Employment, 

San Francisco 
Residents,  

1990 - 2012/16

Average Annual 
Change in Real 

Wages 
San Francisco, 

1990 - 2015

Leisure and hospitality 4,674 2.1%

Other services 8,076 0.3%

Education and health 
services 30,490 4.1%

Manufacturing -5,766 1.9%

Trade, transportation, and 
utilities 5,456 2.2%

Professional and business 
services 64,781 4.6%

Construction -38 -0.5%

Information 3,923 -0.4%

Financial activities -735 2.8%

Natural resources and 
mining 888 0.0%

NOTE: Industries ordered from lowest to highest average wages in 1990.

Source: Data from U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics analyzed by San Francisco 
Office of Economic Analysis
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TA B L E  7.

Percentage of Workers Who Live in San Francisco by 
Worker Wages, 1990 and 2015

Wage Group 1990 2015 Change

$0 - $25,000 73% 60% 

$25,000 - $50,000 60% 53% 

$50,000 - $75,000 47% 49% 

$75,000 - $100,000 39% 50% 

$100,000 - $150,000 34% 49% 

$150,000+ 37% 44% 

Total 56% 53% 

Source: Decennial Census (1990) and ACS (2015) (IPUMS-USA)

San Francisco receives about 200,000 net 
in-commuters every day, meaning that San Francisco 
employs 200,000 more workers than it houses. 
As TABLE 8 illustrates, the percentage of Bay Area 
workers living in San Francisco increased from 1990 
to 2015 and this is primarily due to San Francisco 
housing a growing percentage and growing number 
of higher wage workers. While the number of lower 
wage workers living in San Francisco has remained 
relatively stable, the percentage of the region’s lower 
wage workers housed in San Francisco has declined 
over this time.

Employment

Population

30%

TA B L E  8 .

Percentage of Bay Area Workers who Live and Work in 
San Francisco by Worker Wages, 1990 and 2015

Wage Group 1990 2015 Change

$0 - $25,000 14% 11% 

$25,000 - $50,000 14% 12% 

$50,000 - $75,000 12% 14% 

$75,000 - $100,000 9% 15% 

$100,000 - $150,000 8% 16% 

$150,000+ 11% 15% 

Total 12% 13% 

Source: Decennial Census (1990) and ACS (2015) (IPUMS-USA)

Job growth in San Francisco and the region, espe-
cially higher wage job growth, has not been accom-
panied by comparable growth in housing. Most of the 
Bay Area’s populous counties added far more jobs 
than housing units in recent decades—especially 
when compared to the nation or the state. Counties 
that historically had been more suburban, such as 
San Mateo, added jobs at a particularly rapid rate 
while limiting housing growth, as shown in FIGURE 25.

An analysis by San Francisco’s Chief Economist 
shows that increases to the region’s housing prices 
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(98% from 1995 to 2015) has been roughly equivalent 
to changes in total income (wages multiplied by 
number of jobs), which have increased by 87% 
during this period. Although employment and popula-
tion have grown during this period—by 30% and 
20%, respectively—these changes have been much 
lower than changes to housing prices, as shown in 
FIGURE 26.

Housing Production and Changes in Households 
by Income

Housing production in the region and in 
San Francisco has failed to keep up with growth 
in higher income households or to meet the needs 
of low and moderate income households. From 
1990-2015 the number of households with incomes 
above 120% of AMI in San Francisco increased by an 
estimated 80,628. Most of this growth (66,000 house-
holds or 82%) was households earning more than 
200% of AMI. Over this same period, San Francisco 
was home to an estimated 29,236 fewer low and 
moderate income households, despite the construc-
tion of over 12,881 affordable units according to 
San Francisco’s annual Housing Inventory Reports 
from 1990-2015. 

The Housing Inventory Reports also show that the 
number of market rate units added from 1990-2015 
was 31,019. Census data shows an additional 23,958 
units in its estimate of housing units in San Francisco 
that do not appear in the Inventory Reports. Some of 
these units are likely to be former military housing in 
the Presidio or Treasure Island that were transferred 
to civilian use while other units may be un-permitted. 
In addition, there may be error in the Census estimate 
or error in the permit data used for the inventory 
reports. 

Accounting for both the market-rate units 
added from the Inventory Reports and the 
units appearing in Census data, there were 
an estimated 25,651 more above-moderate 
income households earning over 120% of 
AMI in 2015 than units added since 1990. 
This means that the existing housing stock 
absorbed these households.

Migration

Migration rates11 from and to San Francisco have 
varied widely by income group. Between 2006 and 
2015, for example, net in-migration to San Francisco 
from individuals in households earning more than 
200% of AMI exceeded 1.5% of the population in 
that income group per year. By contrast, households 
earning between 50% and 80% of AMI experienced 
average annual net out-migration of more than 4% 
in this period. Net migration was also negative for 
households earning between 80% and 120% of AMI 
and 30% to 50% of AMI. Net migration for extremely 
low-income households (earning less than 30% of 
AMI) was positive during this period (slightly less than 
1% annually) as shown in FIGURE 27.

11 Migration rate is defined as the number of individuals who moved in or out of 
San Francisco in a given year, as a percentage of the number of people in 
that income group in that year. The rate is calculated as an annual average 
over the 10-year period 2006 to 2015.

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)

F IGU R E  2 7.

Net Migration as a Percentage of Population by 
Income Group in San Francisco, 2006-2015
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F IGU R E  2 8 .

Number of Owner and Renter Households by Household Income in San Francisco, 2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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Occupied Housing Units in San Francisco by Household Income, Tenure, and Rent Control Status, 2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)

NOTE: There are roughly 18,000 income-restricted units classified as non-controlled rentals, 14,000 units classified 
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Tenure

Unlike most cities in California, San Francisco’s 
housing stock is mostly occupied by renter house-
holds. There are roughly 225,000 renter households 
in the city, compared to 130,000 homeowner 
households. The split of renter households by income 
groups is generally even across income categories, 
with a higher proportion of households at the lowest 
(less than 30% of AMI) and highest (200%+ of AMI) 
brackets, as shown in FIGURE 28. Homeowners, on the 
other hand, are disproportionally made up of higher-
income households, with those earning more than 
120% of AMI making up almost half all owners.

Overall, the majority of homeowners earn 
more than 120% of AMI while the majority of 
renters earn less than 120% of AMI.

Rent Control

A high percentage of the city’s rental stock is 
subject to rent control and provides relative 
affordability for low and moderate income 
households with longer tenures. Households 
that moved into rent controlled units recently 
are much more likely to be higher income than 
in the past, tracking broader changes in the 
city.

As FIGURE 29 shows, the rent controlled stocks serves 
San Francisco households of all incomes, including 
more than 70% of low- and moderate-income resi-
dents (50% to 120% of AMI) surveyed by the Planning 
Department. Similarly, more than 70% of above 
moderate- and high-income survey respondents 
(more than 120% of AMI), reported living in rent-
controlled housing. Lower income residents reported 
living in rent-controlled units at lower rates (about 
55% of very low-income and 35% of extremely low-
income respondents), though these residents were 
much more likely to live in income-targeted affordable 
housing.

Though existing data does not allow the determina-
tion of the incomes of households in rent-controlled 
units, ACS data pulled from IPUMS-USA can be 
cross tabbed to identify household incomes by 
unit tenure and building age and size. FIGURE 30 
shows an approximation of the number of units 
estimated to be rent-controlled, non-rent-controlled, 
and owner-occupied by income. The figure also 
shows that the rent-controlled stock serves a broad 
range of incomes. Roughly 70,000 rental units in 
multifamily buildings built before 1980 are occupied 
by low-income households (earning less than 80% 
of AMI), though approximately 14,000 of this total 
are likely deed-restricted affordable units. In the non-
rent-controlled stock (rental units built after 1980 and 
rental single family homes), close to 40,000 units are 
occupied by low-income households, though 18,000 
are deed-restricted affordable housing. Households 
earning more than 120% of AMI occupy more than 
60% of ownership units.

State law does not allow cities to regulate rents once 
a rent controlled unit is vacated, as a result landlords 
are able to raise rents to market rates. As rents have 
climbed steadily over the last few decades, the gap 
between what households pay in rent and what 
they would pay for their unit (or a similar unit) under 
market rates grows the longer the household stays 
in their unit. Therefore, one of the strategies that low- 
and moderate-income households can use to afford 
to live in San Francisco is to remain in their units, 
while higher income households can afford to move 
more regularly to find units that meet their changing 
needs.

FIGURE 31 shows that households that moved into their 
rent-controlled units more recently tend to be more 
affluent that those who moved in less recently.12 For 
example almost 35% of households that moved into 
a unit in an older, multifamily building in the previous 
2 years earned more than 120% of AMI. By contrast, 
those households make up roughly 20% of the 
households who were in their units for more than 10 

12 In this report, the Planning Department approximated the number of units 
classified as rent-controlled based on tenure status (renter occupied), year 
of construction (built before 1980), and number of units (more than 1). 
Therefore, this approximate number of units also includes income-restricted 
units that cannot be parsed out using Census data. There are roughly 14,000 
income-restricted units classified under rent control (since they were built 
before 1980), about 18,000 classified as non-controlled rentals (affordable 
units built after 1980), and about 1,500 classified as ownership units.
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Percentage of Occupied Rent Controlled Housing by Household Income of Occupants by Move-in Year, 2011-2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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years. Households earning less than 80% of AMI, on 
the other hand, make up almost 70% of households 
who have lived in their units for 20 or more years and 
more than 60% of those who have lived in their units 
between 10 and 19 years, while accounting for 40% 
of households who moved in in the previous 2 years.

In 2015, almost 100,000 out of San Francisco’s 
estimated 160,000 rent-controlled units (which 
includes deed-restricted affordable units built 
before 1980) are rented at rates that would 
be affordable to households earning less 
than 80% AMI. In 1990, more than 140,000 of 
rent-controlled units were affordable to those 
households (See Figure 32).

Units rented in the previous 2 years, show the 
erosion of affordability of the city’s rent controlled 
stock. FIGURE 33 shows that whereas in 1990 almost 
all recently rented rent-controlled units were rented 
at rates affordable to lower income households, by 
2015, only 10,000 such available units were afford-
able to those households.

How San Franciscans of Different Incomes Find 
Housing

Finding housing in San Francisco is a process that 
varies widely by income, particularly for renters. 
According to the San Francisco Housing Survey, lower 
income renter households rely on family or friend 
networks to secure housing much more than higher 
income ones. A large plurality (42%) of extremely 
low-income households found their current place of 
residence through family or friends, and the percentage 
drops for each higher income category down to 10% for 
households earning more than 200% of AMI, as shown 
on FIGURE 34. The mirror opposite is true for households 
that found their current residence through internet or 
newspaper advertisements. High-income households 
were more than 3 times as likely to find their residence 
through ads published online or in newspapers than the 
lowest income households (74% to 24%, respectively).

While most owners across all income categories 
found housing through real estate brokers, a larger 
share (28%) of extremely low-income homeowners 
(those earning less than 30% of AMI) relied on family 
or friends to find their current place of residence. 

F IGU R E  3 4 .

How San Francisco Renters 
and Owners Found Their 
Current Place of Residence

Source: San Francisco Planning Department 
Housing Survey
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Building and Unit Size

As discussed above, San Francisco’s housing stock 
is made up of a wide variety of building sizes, from 
single-family homes to large buildings with hundreds 
of units. The occupancy of different types of build-
ings varies by income and has undergone changes 
since the 1990s. Very low income households have 
declined across most small to medium size buildings 
(with the exception of single family homes) and have 
increased significantly in larger buildings of 20 units 
or more. Similarly, the number of low and moderate-
income households (50 to 120% AMI) decreased 
in the city overall and in each of the building size 
categories except the largest buildings.

More of the city’s low and moderate income 
households are living in large multifamily 
buildings of 50 units or more compared to 
1990.

The number of above moderate income households 
earning between 120% and 200% of AMI, on the 
other hand, expanded somewhat since 1990. The 
growth of these households has occurred in each 

of the building size categories. The number of high 
income households earning more than 200% of AMI 
increased substantially across all building types but 
the growth has been particularly intense in single-
family homes, where they occupy 25,000 more units 
in 2015 than they did in 1990.

An analysis of the distribution of households of 
different incomes across units of various sizes 
(as measured by number of bedrooms) shows 
a similar story as described above. As shown in 
FIGURE 36, the number of very low income households 
remained stable across most unit sizes between 
1990 and 2015. This may reflect a proportion of 
senior households who own homes but have lower 
incomes. Low- and moderate-income households 
decreased in most categories of unit size between 
1990 and 2015 except for studios. The number of 
households earning between 120 and 200% of AMI 
increased or was stable across all unit sizes. High 
income households (earning more than 200% of AMI) 
have expanded in each of the unit size categories, 
but particularly in units with 2, 3 or more bedrooms. 
Whereas in 1990 23,000 high-income households 
occupied these larger units, by 2015 69,000 did.

Photo: Flickr user Cwywy (CC BY-NC-ND 2.0)
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F IGU R E  3 5 .

Number of Occupied 
Units by Building Size 
and Household Income, 
1990 and 2015

Source: Decennial Census (1990) and 
ACS (2015) (IPUMS-USA)
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Building Age

Households of different incomes show little difference 
in the age of the housing that they occupy. Low and 
moderate income households are somewhat more 
likely to reside in housing built from 1940-1979 while 
higher income households are somewhat more likely 
to occupy both new housing and older housing built 
before 1940.

Lower income renters are somewhat more likely to 
live in housing built after 1940, likely reflecting the 
role that income targeted affordable housing plays in 
serving these households. Moderate income house-
holds are somewhat more likely to live in housing built 
between 1940-1979.

Housing Cost Burden

Housing cost burden is a widely-used measure 
of whether individuals and households spend 
an inordinate amount of their earnings to pay for 
housing, leaving little-to-no money to cover other 
expenses such as food, healthcare, education, and 
leisure. The US Census considers households to 
be cost burdened if they spend more than 30% of 
their incomes on housing costs, and severely cost 
burdened if they spend more than 50%.

Housing cost burden has increased for renters 
and owners of nearly all income groups. 
Extremely low income (earning less than 30% 
of AMI) and very low income households 
(earning less than 50% of AMI) continue to 
be the overwhelming majority of households 
facing cost burdens—particularly severe cost 
burden consuming 50% or more of income.

F IGU R E  37.

Percentage of Units by Age of Building and Household Income, 2011-2015

F IGU R E  3 8 .

Percentage of Renter-Occupied Units by Age of Building and Household Income, 2011-2015

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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Percent of San Francisco Renter Households that 
Are Under Rent Burden by Household Income,  
1990 and 2015
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Percent of San Francisco Owner Households that 
Are under Owner Cost Burden by Household Income, 
1990 and 2015
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Between 1990 and 2015, the number of severely rent 
burdened households in San Francisco increased 
from roughly 38,000 to 49,000. In 1990 only house-
holds earning less than 80% of AMI were severely 
rent burdened; by 2015 some of those earning 
between 80 and 120% of AMI begin to show severe 
rent burden levels. For the lowest income group (30% 
AMI or less), more than 80% of households are rent 
burdened and more than 60% experience severe 
rent burden. Severe rent burden among households 
earning between 30 and 50% of AMI increased from 
roughly one-quarter of households to more than 
40%. The share of low-income households (earning 
between 50 and 80% of AMI) under severe rent 
burden tripled from 5% to more than 15%.

Cost burdens for low and moderate income 
households worsened even as the number of 
these households declined.

Owner cost burdens have also increased. Every 
income group below 200% AMI has seen increases 
in their owner cost burden. A majority of homeowner 
households who are lower income (earning less than 
80% of AMI) are now cost burdened. Owner cost 
burden has increased from less than 30% to more 40% 
of all moderate income households, with severe cost 
burden more than doubling from 8% to almost 20%. 
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Percentage of San Francisco Housing Survey 
Respondents Who Reported Being Threatened with 
an Eviction in Previous 5 Years by Income, 2018
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Percent of Households Living in Overcrowded Units 
by Income Group, 2011-2015
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Overcrowding

FIGURE 41 shows that rates of overcrowding are 
highest (12%) among very low-income households 
and decrease by each income category to less 
than 2% for high-income households. Somewhat 
surprisingly, extremely low-income households have 
somewhat lower rates (8%) than very low and low-
income, likely due to smaller household sizes within 
that income group.

Security of Tenure

The Planning Department’s survey of San Francisco 
residents—conducted between December 2017 and 
March 2018—asked whether respondents had been 
threatened with evictions in the previous 5 years, 
and specifically whether the eviction threat was “for 

0 2% 6%4% 8% 10% 12%

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)
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Severely Overcrowded
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YES, For Cause (late payment, nuisance complaints, breach of lease)
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Percentage of San Francisco Housing Survey 
Respondents Who Reported Unstable Housing 
Conditions in Previous 5 Years by Income, 2018
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cause” (late rent payments, nuisance complaints, 
breach of lease) or “no fault” (owner wanted to move 
into unit or used the state’s Ellis Act).13

Of all renters who took the survey, 15% had been 
threatened with evictions in the previous 5 years, 
with a roughly equal split of “for cause” and “at fault” 
eviction notices. Perhaps not surprisingly, the dispro-
portionate share of eviction threats were reported by 
lower-income households. Seven percent of above 
moderate and high-income households (those 
earning more than 120% of AMI) were threatened 
with evictions, which is less than half of the rate for 
the overall sample of renters who were surveyed. 
By contrast, 24% of very low-income and 22% of 
extremely low-income households were threatened 
with an eviction. Survey respondents who said they 

13 This Report uses eviction threats rather than carried out evictions because 
they may be a better representation of housing insecurity. More households 
receive eviction threats than those who are actually evicted.

lived in income-restricted units—who, by definition, 
are lower income—reported being threatened with 
an eviction at a rate comparable to the overall survey 
sample rather than those of lower income respon-
dents. This finding illustrates the extent to which 
deed-restricted affordable housing can serve as a 
bulwark against housing insecurity for low-income 
tenants.

In addition to asking whether renters had been 
threatened with evictions, the survey asked whether 
residents had recently been faced with a situation 
in which they had no housing options other than 
moving in with friends or relatives, living on the street, 
in a car, or in a shelter. Homelessness point-in-time 
counts get at the number of individuals living on the 
street or staying in homeless shelters, but may miss 
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Housing Choices for San Francisco Renters if They Were Forced Out of Current Residence, by Income , 2018
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the number of people who may not have a secure 
place of residence for an extended period of time, 
having instead to piece together arrangements such 
as living in a car, staying with relatives, and the 
like. Of all respondents to the Planning Department 
survey, 22% reported having been in this situation 
in the previous 5 years. Again, income disparities in 
the responses to this question were sharp, with fewer 
than 9% of those earning more than 120% of AMI 
reporting having been in this situation, in contrast to 
32% of those earning less than 50% of AMI. For those 
living in income-restricted units, the percentage that 
reported living in these conditions mirrored that of the 
overall sample, once again indicating the relatively 
stronger tenure security of that subset of low-income 
residents.

The survey further asked whether households that 
are currently housed would have satisfactory options 
in the event that they were to lose their housing 
(due to an eviction, loss of employment, damage to 
their building, and the like). Of all respondents, 28% 
reported not knowing or having no options, or 6% 
more than the number who would be able to move 
to a similar or larger residence in San Francisco. 
The rest reported that they would move to a smaller 
residence in San Francisco or have to move out 
of the city altogether. As with previous questions 
on tenure security, lower income residents were 
disproportionately more likely to have no options, 
with 35% of those earning 30% or less of AMI, 27% 
of those earning 30-50% of AMI responding this way. 
By contrast, only 12% of those earning between 120 
and 200% of AMI and 6% of those earning more than 
200% of AMI reported having no options.

Photo: Sergio Ruiz, SPUR
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The previous section analyzed different ways in which 
household income interacts with San Francisco’s 
housing stock, including changes in the way that 
different types of housing serve households of 
varying incomes. As the city’s income diversity has 
skewed towards higher income households, there 
have also been noteworthy changes to other forms 
of diversity. This section analyzes changes to San 
Francisco’s housing stock with regards to ethnic and 
racial diversity, household type, and senior status. 
This section also analyzes other important segments 
of the city’s population, including adult students and 
homeless individuals. A diversity of backgrounds and 
family types contributes to San Francisco’s character 
and vitality. It is important to understand how the 
city’s housing serves different types of individuals 
and families in order to develop strategies to ensure 
that this diversity continues to define San Francisco 
into the future.

Housing Occupancy by 
Race/Ethnicity
In San Francisco and in America more broadly, 
race and ethnicity has been linked to the location 
and quality of housing that people have access 
to. Government-sanctioned racial discrimination in 
lending and the sale and renting of homes—from 
racial covenants to redlining to exclusionary zoning—
has made housing a central feature of racial inequity 
in the city and the country. In recent decades, 
San Francisco’s increasing housing costs have 
been linked to changes in the city’s racial and ethnic 
composition and concerns about displacement of 
particular communities of color. Understanding how 
San Francisco’s housing stock serves the city’s 
population by race and ethnicity can help us better 
address housing inequities and support the city’s 
racial and ethnic diversity.
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Change in Population by Race and Ethnicity in 
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Share of San Francisco and Bay Area Populations of Different Racial and Ethnic Groups, 1990 and 2015

Source: Decennial Census (1990) and ACS (2015) (IPUMS-USA)
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Trends in Race/Ethnicity

Racial and ethnic minority populations have either 
declined, or grown at a slower rate in San Francisco 
compared to the region as shown in FIGURE 45. 
Notably, San Francisco has lost almost half of its 
Black population since 1990. While the Bay Area 
has also experienced a loss of its Black population, 
San Francisco has lost its population at nearly four 
times the rate of the Bay Area. About half of the 
decline for both geographies occurred between 1990 
and 2000, with the other half of the decline occurring 
between 2000 and 2015.

The Black population in San Francisco has 
reduced by half, a more rapid decline than the 
change in the Bay Area, which has also lost 
Black population.

FIGURE 46 shows that in 1990 San Francisco had a 
larger percentage of non-White households than the 
region. However, by 2015 the Bay Area had a slightly 
higher percentage of non-White households. As a 
proportion of the total population, the loss of Black 
residents in San Francisco is particularly stark, with 
a decline from 11% of the city’s population in 1990 
to only 5% in 2015, while the decline in the Bay Area 
has been less severe, from 8% to 6%. The relative 
growth of the Asian/Pacific Islander and Latino 
populations from 1990 to 2015 has been faster in the 
Bay Area than in San Francisco. In the case of the 
Asian/Pacific Islander population, faster growth at the 
regional level has resulted in greater convergence 
with San Francisco, which has had a greater concen-
tration of Asian and Pacific Islander people that 
continues today (see above that show the proportion 
of SF and the region by race/ ethnicity). The share of 
San Francisco’s population that is Latino increased 
modestly from 13% to 15%, while that growth in the 
region has increased the share of Latinos from 15% 
to 24%.
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San Francisco Households by Race/Ethnicity and Income, 2011-2015
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Net Migration as a Percentage of Population by Race/
Ethnicity in San Francisco, 2006-2015

-3%-5% -2% -1% 0-4% 1%

Asian or Pacific Islander 

Black / African American

Hispanic / Latino

Other / Two or More

White

-4.46%

-1.93%

-0.66%

0.16%

0.55%

Household Income and Race/Ethnicity

The racial and ethnic makeup of San Francisco resi-
dents is strongly correlated with income, as FIGURE 47 
shows. Higher-income individuals are dispropor-
tionately White, while people of color are dispro-
portionally made up of lower-income individuals. In 
particular, approximately 10% of San Francisco’s 
extremely low-income households are Black, while 
in 2015 the Black population only comprises 5% 
of San Francisco’s residents. Conversely, White 
households, which make up 41% of the city’s popula-
tion, account for almost 50% of households earning 
between 120 and 200% of AMI and more than 60% of 
those earning more than 200% of AMI.

Migration

Between 2006 and 2015, the average annual net 
migration rate was negative for Black and Hispanic/
Latino residents.14 Average annual out-migration 
corresponded to 4.5% of the city’s Black population 
and 2% of its Hispanic/Latino population during this 
period. Conversely, Asian/Pacific Islander and White 
residents experienced in-migration equivalent to less 
than 1% of their population per year, as shown in 
FIGURE 48.

14 Migration rate is defined as the number of individuals who moved in or out 
of San Francisco in a given year, as a percentage of the number of people 
in that race/ethnicity in that year. The rate is calculated as an annual average 
over the 10-year period 2006 to 2015.
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Tenure

Homeownership in San Francisco also varies signifi-
cantly by race. Asian/Pacific Islander people have the 
highest ownership rates, with more than half (54%) 
owning their homes. Conversely, Black (31%) and 
Latino (32%) people have the lowest homeownership 
rates. Among White people, 39% own their homes, as 
shown in FIGURE 49.

How San Franciscans of Different Races/
Ethnicities Find Housing

Households of different racial and ethnic groups also 
vary in the ways in which they find housing. These 
differences are particularly sharp for renter house-
holds, as shown in FIGURE 50, below. According to the 
San Francisco Housing Survey, a majority (58%) of 
White residents reported finding their current place of 
residence through the internet or a newspaper adver-
tisement, while only 16% found it through a broker 
or rental agency. For Latino and African-American 
households, the opposite was true, as significant 
pluralities (45% and 43%, respectively) found their 
residence through family and friend networks and the 
share that found homes through advertisements was 
less than half of whites (respectively, 26% and 27%). Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)

Renter

Owner
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Percentage of San Francisco Households by Size of Building and Race/Ethnicity, 2011-2015 
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Percentage of San Francisco Households that Are Cost Burdened by Race/Ethnicity, 2011-2015

Asian/Pacific Islander households were roughly even 
in the percentages who found housing via internet 
and newspaper advertisements (40%) and family and 
friend networks (37%).

A majority of homeowners of all racial and ethnic 
groups who responded to the survey reported finding 
their homes through real estate brokers, though the 
percentage of Latino and African-American house-
holds who did so via family and friend networks was 
substantially higher than the overall sample and the 
percentage of White respondents.

2-4 Units

5-9 Units

10-19 Units

20+ Units

Single Family Homes

Building Size

The occupancy of building size categories varies 
by race and ethnicity, as shown in FIGURE 51. White 
individuals tend to occupy single family homes at 
lower rates than other groups, but at higher rates 
for low-to-medium density buildings (2 to 10 units). 
Single family homes house around 40% of Black 
and Latino individuals and nearly 55% of Asians 
and Pacific Islanders. Black and Asians and Pacific 
Islander indivuduals are slightly more likely to live in 
large buildings of 50 or more units.



H O U S I n G  A n d  S A n  F R A n C I S C O ' S  d I V E R S E  P O P U L AT I O n 53

Housing Cost Burden

Figure 52 shows that people of color in 
San Francisco are more to likely experience 
cost burden and severe cost burden in 
particular. Black and Latino renters face the 
highest rates of cost burden with nearly half 
of both groups cost burdened or severely cost 
burdened. Asian and Pacific Islander renters 
also experience elevated rates of cost burden.

Homeowner households are slightly less cost 
burdened than renters, however, racial disparities 
persist for cost burden among homeowners. White 
people are least likely to live in a cost burdened 
homeowner household. People of color are more 
likely to live in a cost burdened home with Black 
people particularly likely to face cost burdens as 
homeowners.

Overcrowding

While overcrowding has declined since 1990, it is 
heavily concentrated within certain Racial and Ethnic 
groups. Latino and Asian/Pacific Islanders are particu-
larly affected, as more than 20% live in overcrowded 
units. Black people also have elevated rates of over-
crowding (8%) relative to the White population (3%).

Security of Tenure

The Planning Department survey found that racial 
and ethnic minorities face higher levels of tenure inse-
curity than White households. Overall, 15% of survey 
respondents who are renters reported having been 
threatened with an eviction in the previous 5 years. 
Among White and Asian/Pacific Islander respon-
dents, 12% and 9%, respectively, said they had 
been threatened with an eviction. By contrast, 24% 
of Latino respondents and 21% of African-American 
respondents were threatened with an eviction, as 
shown on FIGURE 54.

The survey also asked whether residents had recently 
been faced with a situation in which they had no 
housing options other than moving in with friends or 
relatives, living on the street, in a car, or in a shelter. 
Of all respondents to the Planning Department 
survey, 22% reported to have been in this situation 
in the previous 5 years. White (15%) and Asian/

Pacific Islander (19%) respondents were less likely to 
have experienced such unstable living situations. By 
contrast, 36% of African-American and 34% of Latino 
respondents answered that they had no housing 
options other than to move in with friends or relatives, 
or living without a home temporarily.

When asked whether residents would be able to 
remain in San Francisco if they were forced to move 
from their current living situation, 37% of respondents 
said they would find a new home in the city (14% in 
a smaller unit, and 23% in a similar or larger unit). 
However, 26% said they did not know or had no 
options. Among African-American respondents, 
only 27% said they would find a new home in 
San Francisco and 29% said they had no options. 
Among Latinos, 36% said they had no options.
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Percentage of San Francisco Housing Survey 
Respondents Who Reported Being Threatened with 
an Eviction in the Previous 5 Years, 2018

Asian or Pacific Islander

Latino

ALL

Black

White

0 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

8%

8%

11%

3%

5%

7%

4%

13%

18%

4%

Source: ACS (IPUMS-USA)

nO

YES, For Cause (late payment, nuisance complaints, breach of lease)

YES, no Fault (owner move-in, Ellis Act)

F IGU R E  5 5 .

Percentage of San Francisco Housing Survey 
Respondents Who Reported Unstable Housing 
Conditions in Previous 5 Years by Race/Ethnicity, 
2018

Asian or Pacific Islander

Latino

ALL

Black

White

0 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

22%

15%

34%

36%

19%

Source: San Francisco Planning Department Housing Survey

nO

YES

F IGU R E  5 6 .

Housing Choices for San Francisco Renters if They Were Forced Out of Current Residence, by Race, 2018
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Household Type
People’s housing needs and choices vary depending 
on the type of household to which they belong. For 
instance, individuals without a spouse, partner, or 
family nearby may live alone or with roommates, either 
as a strategy to share housing costs or a desire for 
community (or both). Those living with a partner and/
or children may need homes with 2 or 3 bedrooms 
that can accommodate multiple people. In addition, 
for those who have family nearby, living with other 
related adults may be both a practical and emotional 
choice. Each of these different household types may 
have different needs. Additionally, different household 
types may have different considerations about access 
to schools and open space. On the other hand, 
households may adapt to the city’s housing stock 
through a variety of strategies, such as delaying 
decisions about having children, living in smaller or 
more crowded units, or children living with parents 
into their adult years. Supporting the city’s diversity 
means understanding how the existing housing stock 
serves different household types and how the city’s 
households have been changing over time.

Trends in Household Type

While San Francisco has long been different 
from the rest of the region in its mix of household 
types, since 1990 the number of households with 
children declined slightly in the city while the region 
continued to gain these households, as shown in 
FIGURE 57. Related adults living together increased in 
San Francisco but increased at a much faster rate 
in the Bay Area. San Francisco has experienced 
approximately double the rate of growth in couple 
households compared to the Bay Area and faster 
rates of growth for roommates, particularly since 
2000. San Francisco has about twice the percentage 
of roommate households as the rest of the Bay Area.

The number of households with children 
declined in San Francisco between 1990 and 
2015 while the number in the region grew. 
Households with multiple children were 
particularly affected.

F IGU R E  57.

Percent Change in Number of Households in 
San Francisco and the Bay Area since 1990 by 
Household Type in 2000 and 2015

Source: Decennial Census (1990 and 2000) and ACS (2015)
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Households with children include households with a 
variety of circumstances including variation in income 
that greatly impacts housing choices. The number of 
children in a household impacts housing needs and 
choices as well. While the Bay Area has gained both 
households with one child and households with two 
or more children, San Francisco lost households with 
two or more children perhaps indicating the difficulty 
of securing housing that is large enough to accom-
modate the needs of these households.

Household Income 

The city’s various household types differ by income 
significantly. As FIGURE 58 illustrates, 1-person 
households are disproportionately lower-income.15 
Households with children and related adults living 
together also are more likely to be lower income. This 
contrasts with roommates and couples, which are the 
two household types that have the highest proportion 
of high-income households. This may reflect the fact 
that roommates and childless couples tend to have 
two (or more) incomes rather than dependents or 
members of the household who are not working. 

Changes in households by both income and type 
provides deeper insight into what types of house-
holds in particular have declined or increased in 
San Francisco from 1990 to 2015. Very Low Income 
Households earning up to 50% of AMI have been 
relatively stable in number though in fact, households 
with incomes between 30-50% of AMI have declined 
while households with incomes below 30% of AMI 
have increased. While the number of households 
below 50% AMI has been stable, the demographics 
of these households have shifted. Households with 
children declined in San Francisco while most other 
household types remained stable or, in the case of 
related adults, increased.

Low and moderate income households, earning 
between 50-120% of AMI, have declined in the city 
over this period but that drop has not been even 
among different household types. Low and moderate 
income households with children, one person house-
holds, and roommate households all saw significant 
declines while couples and related adults remained 
relatively stable.

15 AMI percentages are calculated for the median income of each particular 
household size so 1-person households are not lower income simply due to 
the fact that they only have 1 earner.
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Percent Change in Number of Households in 
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Household Type in 2000 and 2015

Source: Decennial Census (1990 and 2000) and ACS (2015)
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Households, earning between 120-200% of AMI, 
have increased in San Francisco but this growth 
has primarily been driven by 1-person households 
and couples while other household types have been 
relatively stable.

High income household have increased significantly 
in San Francisco since 1990 and this is true across 
all households types but particularly couples, one 
person households, and households with children.

Couple households have experienced the 
greatest growth in the city since 1990.

Roughly 25% of couple households have a house-
hold member who is a senior and between 25% and 
30% in each of the other adult age categories (50 to 
64, 34 to 49, and 18 to 33), according to the Census. 
This distribution has remained largely unchanged 
since 1990. However, couple households of different 
ages occupy units of different sizes at significantly 
different rates. FIGURE 64 shows that younger 
people in couples primarily occupy smaller units 
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(1 bedrooms and 2 bedrooms), while middle-aged 
people and seniors in couples primarily occupy larger 
units of 2 and 3 or more bedrooms. This distribution 
likely reflects the fact that older couple households 
may have acquired housing during periods when it 
was less expensive (and therefore they were able 
to afford larger units), though it presents challenges 
to the goal of retaining families with children in 
San Francisco, as younger households may have 
difficulty finding units that are large enough to 
accommodate family growth.

Race/Ethnicity

The distribution of household types by race and 
ethnicity in San Francisco varies significantly, as 
shown in FIGURE 65. The majority of people of color 
live in family households with children or related 
adults. The white population, in contrast, is more 
likely to live alone, in a couple, or in roommate 
households with only about 30% of the white popula-
tion living in households with children or with related 
adults. The Black population, like other communities 
of color, shows about 60% of the population living 
with related adults or in households with children but 
shares a higher percentage of people living alone 
with the White population.
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Net Migration as a Percentage of Population by 
Household Type in San Francisco, 2006-2015

Migration

Migration rates varied significantly for individuals in 
different household types between 2006 and 2015, 
as shown in FIGURE 66.16 Average annual migration 
rates for individuals who moved into roommate 
households accounted for more than 6% of the 
population living in roommate households during 
this period. Conversely, migration rates were nega-
tive for individuals in households with children and 
related adults. Couples without children experienced 
out-migration during this period, though their share 
of San Francisco households has increased, as 
documented above. This may be due to the fact that 
migration data does not show internal mobility within 
San Francisco, such as individuals forming couple 
households or couple households that result when 
grown children exit their parent(s) homes. Individuals 
in households with children had the highest average 
annual out-migration rate, with more than 2% of 
that population migrating out of San Francisco on 
average annually between 2006 and 2015.

Tenure

FIGURE 67 shows that single households as well as 
roommates are more likely to be renters. Larger 
family households, such as households with children 
and related adults, however, are more likely to be 
owners.

16 Migration rate is defined as the number of individuals who moved in or out 
of San Francisco in a given year, as a percentage of the number of people 
of a given household type in that year. The rate is calculated as an annual 
average over the 10-year period 2006 to 2015.
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How San Franciscans of Different Household 
Types Find Housing

Different household types also secured housing 
through different channels, according to the 
San Francisco Housing Survey. For renters, the two 
most common ways through which residents found 
housing were internet and newspaper advertisements 
and family and friend networks. Related adults and 
households with children relied more on family and 
friends, with 57% of the former and 39% of the latter 
reporting that they found their residence via these 
close networks. Couples (61%), roommates (43%), 
and 1-person households (54%) were more likely 
to use online or printed advertisements. Owners of 
all household types were more likely to have used a 
real estate broker to find their home, though a larger 
share of related adults did so through family and 
friend networks.
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How Do Renter and Owner Households of Different Household Types Find Housing in San Francisco, 2018
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Building and Unit Size by Household Type

A majority of units with three bedrooms or more are 
occupied by families with children or relates adults. 
More than 10% are also occupied by roommate 
households. Two bedroom units also have a large 
number of larger households. There are relatively few 
larger households in small units with one or fewer 
bedrooms.

Looking at households with children by building size 
shows that lower income households with children 
are more likely to live in multifamily housing than 
moderate or higher income households who are 
more likely to live in single family homes.

Studio

3 or More Bedrooms

2 Bedroom

1 Bedroom
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Percentage of Households with Children by Income and Building Size in San Francisco, 2011-2015
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Housing Cost Burden

While rent burden affects a significant portion of all 
household types that rent, one person households, 
households with children, and related adult house-
holds are more impacted with rent burden overall 
and severe rent burden. Roommates and couples 
are those who are least rent burdened, perhaps 
due to the fact that those households are able to 
pool incomes in order to pay for housing. It is also 
possible that single individuals form roommate 
households, and couples may delay or abandon 
plans to have children (therefore remaining “couples” 
rather than “households with children”) specifically 
as a strategy to lessen their rent burden. On the other 
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hand, households with children and related adults 
may have household members who do not earn an 
income. The pattern for owner cost burden is similar 
to that of renters, though a smaller share of house-
holds is cost burdened, as show in FIGURE 71.

Overcrowding

Overcrowding is overwhelmingly a problem faced by 
households with children. 15% of households with 
children experience overcrowding while other multi-
person households experience overcrowding at a 
much lower rate. One person households, even living 
in a studio, by definition cannot be overcrowded.

Security of Tenure

Households with children actually have the highest 
eviction rate, reported having been threatened with 
evictions in the previous 5 years at higher rates than 
the overall survey respondents. While 15% of all 
respondents reported recent eviction threats, 19% of 
households with children and 17% of related adults 
did. By contrast, couples (12%) and 1-person house-
holds (14%) reported lower rates of eviction threats 
than the overall population.

Related adults and roommate households reported 
the highest percentage (32% and 33%, respectively) 
of having had no housing options in the previous 5 
years other than living with family or friends, or living 
on the street, in a car, or in a shelter. Both rates are 
significantly higher than the share of the all respon-
dents (22%) who said they experienced this type of 
housing instability. All other household types reported 
lower rates of instability than the overall population.

When asked whether residents would be able to 
remain in San Francisco if they were forced to move 
from their current living situation, 37% of respondents 
said they would find a new home in the city (14% in 
a smaller unit, and 23% in a similar or larger unit). 
However, 26% said they did not know or had no 
options. Related adults (33%), households with 
children (32%), and 1-person households (32%) 
each had similar percentages of residents who had 
no housing choices, above the overall population. 
Households with children and couples (27% and 
26%, respectively) were the only groups that reported 
that living in a similar or larger unit in San Francisco 
would be their next long-term living situation, as 
shown in FIGURE 75.

Source: Decennial Census (1990) 
and ACS (2011-2015) (IPUMS-USA)
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Housing Choices for San Francisco Renters if They Were Forced Out of Current Residence, by Household Type, 2018
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Senior Population
As the Baby Boomer generation continues to age, 
the housing needs and trends of senior households 
is a major focus on housing policy.17 Seniors have 
specific housing and mobility needs that become 
more difficult to meet in San Francisco’s older and 
expensive housing stock. Additionally, incentives for 
households to remain in their units for many decades 
(such as rent control and property tax limits imposed 
by Proposition 13) may create conflicts as younger 
generations seek to move into larger units to start 
families. In San Francisco, the overall lack of afford-
able options for households of all ages exacerbates 
these challenges.

Trends in the Senior Population

San Francisco’s senior population has remained 
relatively stable as a share of the overall population 
since 1990. During this time, the Bay Area’s senior 
population has increased from 11% to 14% of all 
residents, as shown on TABLE 9.

Household Income

Seniors are disproportionately lower-income, with 
over half of seniors earning less than 80% of AMI, as 
shown in FIGURE 76. San Francisco Senior Households 
by Income, 2011-2015. However, because seniors 
may have retirement savings that they can draw that 
are not counted as income, their overall economic 
resources may be greater than household income 
suggests.

17 Harvard University Joint Center for Housing Studies (2016) “Projections 
and Implications for Housing a Growing Population: Older Households 
2015-2035.”
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TA B L E  9 .

Seniors as a percentage of the population in 
San Francisco and the Bay Area, 1990 and 2015

Geography 1990 2015 Change

San Francisco 14.6% 14.7%  0.1%

Bay Area 11% 14.1%  3.1%
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Race/Ethnicity

The distribution of seniors by race/ethnicity is similar 
to the distribution of the entire population but seniors 
do differ in a few ways. Seniors have a higher 
proportion of Asian/Pacific Islander residents (44% 
for seniors compared to 35% for all age groups) and 
Black residents (6% for seniors compared to 5% 
for all age groups), but a lower proportion of Latino 
residents (9% for seniors compared to 15% for all age 
groups). See FIGURE 77.

Household Type

Seniors have a higher percentage of residents living 
in households of related adults, and live in single 
person households at twice the rate of the rest of 
the population. Seniors are much less likely to live 
in couple households, roommate households, or 
households with children. See FIGURE 78.

Tenure

While the majority of San Francisco’s households are 
renter households, the majority of seniors are living in 
owner households. Of seniors in renter households, 
the share of seniors in rent controlled housing and 
non-rent controlled is similar to the distribution 
among renter households overall. See FIGURE 78.

Building and Unit Size

Seniors are more likely than the rest of the population 
to live in single family homes and larger buildings of 
20 units or more. This distribution of senior house-
holds among different building sizes broadly reflects 
the distributions of buildings sizes in the city overall, 
as well as where low income residents live. However, 
the proportion of seniors who live in single family 
homes is larger than the overall population’s. See 
FIGURE 80.

Seniors are slightly more likely than the rest of the 
population to live in smaller units but in general the 
size of seniors’ units do not differ much from the city 
as a whole. See FIGURE 81.
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Housing Cost Burden for San Francisco Renters and 
Owners by Senior Status, 2011-2015
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Housing Cost Burden

Of those seniors living in renter households, about 
half are rent burdened and about a quarter are 
severely rent burdened. This is a higher rate than the 
city as a whole for both rent burden and severe rent 
burden. Seniors living in homeowner households 
have a very similar cost burden rate as the rest of the 
city’s homeowners though a slightly elevated rate 
of severe cost burden. Cost burden for seniors may 
be overestimated as senior households are likelier 
to rely on savings in addition to income to meet their 
housing costs.

Security of Tenure

According to the Housing Survey conducted by the 
Planning Department, senior renter households were 
equally likely to have been threatened with an eviction 
in the previous 5 years as the overall population. 
Similarly, senior households have faced unstable 
living conditions (one in which they had no other 
options than to move in with relatives or friends, live 
in a shelter, a car, or on the street) at the same rates 
as the overall population (23% for senior households, 
22% of all age groups). 
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Distribution of Building Sizes for Units Occupied by 
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Disability
San Francisco residents have a slightly higher rate of 
disability than the Bay Area as a whole, with 9.7% of 
the city’s residents reporting a disability compared to 
9.1% for the region. Both San Francisco and the Bay 
Area show a drop in the percentage of disabled resi-
dents since 2000 though San Francisco’s has been 
more dramatic. In 2000, 14.6% of San Francisco 
residents reported a disability while for the Bay Area 
the rate was 12.3%.
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People with a Disability by Income Group, 2011-2015
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Disability and Age

People with disabilities are much more likely to be 
older adults than the general population. 56% of 
disabled people in San Francisco are seniors 65 
years or older and another 24% are between 50 and 
64 years old for a total of 80% of the disabled popula-
tion 50 years old or older. The strong correlation 
between aging and disability means that the housing 
needs for the two groups are strongly linked.

Income

People with disabilities are much more likely to be 
lower income than the rest of the city’s popula-
tion. 37% of San Franciscans with disabilities are 
Extremely Low income and another 31% are Very Low 
or Low income. Similar to the relationship to aging, 
the high correlation between disability status and 
lower income means that housing affordability is of 
particular concern for the city’s disabled residents.
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Race/Ethnicity

People with disabilities generally have similar racial 
and ethnic demographics as the city in general. An 
exception to this general trend is that people with 
disabilities are somewhat more likely to be Black than 
the rest of the population and somewhat less likely to 
be white.

Household Type

People with disabilities are much more likely to 
live alone or with related adults than the rest of the 
population and much less likely to live in households 
with children or with roommates. Not shown here but 
people with disabilities are more likely to live in group 
quarters. The distribution of people with disabilities 
by household type correlates strongly to seniors 
in San Francisco and those households may face 
similar challenges in terms of accessibility.

Tenure

The tenure of San Franciscans with disabilities is very 
similar to the rest of San Francisco residents with the 
majority being renters as shown in FIGURE 83.
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Building and Unit Size

San Franciscans with disabilities are more likely than 
the rest of the population to live in larger buildings of 
20 units or more. However, the majority of disabled 
residents still live in single family homes or small or 
medium size multifamily buildings.

San Franciscan’s with disabilities are more likely 
than the rest of the population to live in smaller units 
especially studios, however, the majority of residents 
with disabilities still live in larger units.

Housing Cost Burden

Renters with disabilities are more likely than other 
renters to be cost burdened with over half disabled 
renters experiencing rent burden and 30% with severe 
rent burden. San Franciscans with disabilities that live 
in homeowner households are somewhat more likely 
to experience cost burdens, especially severe cost 
burdens, than the rest of the population that live in 
homeowner households. 
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Adult Students
The number of adult students living in San Francisco 
has declined since 1990, from roughly 96,000 to 
83,000 in 2015. Of all adult students, 11% live in 
group housing such as dormitories or other student 
housing and the balance live in homes that are 
not group quarters. The tenure distribution of adult 
students who live in households is very similar to the 
rest of the city with 34% of adult students living in 
homeowner households and 66% in renter house-
holds. Students over the age of 18 make up more 
than half of people living in group quarters who are 
not institutionalized. The number of adult students 
living in group quarters has more than doubled since 
1990, from 4,300 to 9,500. 

For the great majority of adult students who live in 
households rather than group housing, the number of 
students has declined across nearly all income groups 
except for the lowest and highest income households, 
those making less than 30% of AMI and or more than 
200% of AMI respectively. A comparison of 1990 and 
2015 data show that a higher percentage of full-time 
students do not work or do not receive compensation, 
resulting in an increase in adult students in extremely 
low income households. See FIGURE 93.

Photo: Shawn Calhoun (CC BY-NC 2.0)
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Source: San Francisco Housing Survey, 2018
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Homelessness
Homelessness is a pervasive challenge for 
San Francisco housing policy. The lack of shelter for 
homeless individuals and families is an important gap 
in San Francisco’s housing stock and underscores 
the need to develop housing strategies that meet the 
needs of this population. In 2016, the City and County 
of San Francisco created a new city department, 
the Department of Homelessness and Supportive 
Housing, to address the ongoing issue of homeless-
ness in the city. 

In 2017, the point-in-time count (a bi-annual count of 
the homeless population in the city) identified almost 
7,500 individuals as homeless in San Francisco, with 
approximately 4,350 counted as unsheltered (see 
figure below). Of the total number of unsheltered 
homeless individuals, a little over 500 were unaccom-
panied children or transitional-age youth (between 
the ages of 18 and 24).

The City’s stock of supportive housing units includes 
SROs that have been renovated by owners or 
managed by non-profit organizations providing 
supportive services, and also includes apartment 
buildings that offer housing to adults based on 
specific income eligibility. The map below shows the 
City’s permanent supportive housing portfolio, home-
less shelters, and total count of homeless individuals 
from the 2017 point-in-time count by district. Most 
permanent supportive housing (PSH) developments 
exist in districts with a high percentage of the city’s 
homeless population, but there are districts with 
a sizeable portion of homeless persons and few 
permanent supportive housing options. District 10, 
for example, has four permanent supportive housing 
developments but more than 15% of the city’s home-
less population, as shown in MAP 10.

Additionally, the City manages a network of shelters 
and Navigation Centers that provide beds, mats, 
or rooms, for up to 90-night stays for unsheltered 
homeless persons. Many shelters are designed only 
for single adults or couples, but a few specific shelters 
identify as family, women, or youth only shelters. The 
city also operates a temporary winter shelter system 
for week long stays during the more extreme weather 
conditions of winter months. As of January 2017, the 
city operates four Navigation Centers, where homeless 

Photo: Ignacio Munguía (CC BY-NC-ND 2.0)

Sheltered

Unsheltered

2013

2015

2017

0 2,000 6,000 8,0004,000

F IGU R E  9 4 .

Total Number of Homeless Individuals Enumerated 
During the Point-in-time Homeless Count by Shelter 
Status in San Francisco, 2013-2017

Source: San Francisco Department of 
Homelessness and Supportive Housing

4,315 3,035

4,358 3,181

4,353 3,146



S A N  F R A N C I S C O  H O U S I N G  N E E D S  A N D  T R E N D S  R E P O R T72

Supervisorial
District 7

1.2%

Supervisorial
District 8

4.1%

Supervisorial
District 9

7.5%
Supervisorial

District 10

17.4%

Supervisorial
District 11

0.7%

Supervisorial
District 4

0.4%

Supervisorial
District 1

6.1%

Supervisorial
District 2

0.8%

Supervisorial
District 5

6.3%

Supervisorial
District 3

5.3%

Supervisorial
District 6

50.2%

Supervisorial
District 6

50.2%

0 500 1,000 Feet

Shelters & Navigation Centers

Permanent Supportive Housing Projects

Supervisorial
District 7

1.2%

Supervisorial
District 8

4.1%

Supervisorial
District 9

7.5%
Supervisorial

District 10

17.4%

Supervisorial
District 11

0.7%

Supervisorial
District 4

0.4%

Supervisorial
District 1

6.1%

Supervisorial
District 2

0.8%

Supervisorial
District 5

6.3%

Supervisorial
District 3

5.3%

Supervisorial
District 6

50.2%

Supervisorial
District 6

50.2%

0 500 1,000 Feet

Shelters & Navigation Centers

Permanent Supportive Housing Projects

Supervisorial
District 7

1.2%

Supervisorial
District 8

4.1%

Supervisorial
District 9

7.5%
Supervisorial

District 10

17.4%

Supervisorial
District 11

0.7%

Supervisorial
District 4

0.4%

Supervisorial
District 1

6.1%

Supervisorial
District 2

0.8%

Supervisorial
District 5

6.3%

Supervisorial
District 3

5.3%

Supervisorial
District 6

50.2%

Supervisorial
District 6

50.2%

0 500 1,000 Feet

Shelters & Navigation Centers

Permanent Supportive Housing Projects

M A P  1 0 .

Share of Citywide Homeless Population 
by Supervisor District and Location of 
Permanent Supportive Housing Projects 
and Shelters in San Francisco, 2018

Source: San Francisco Planning Department

persons connect with case managers to help find 
more permanent housing solutions and services. 
Navigation Centers are generally low-barrier to entry 
unlike traditional shelters, which usually require 
referrals or have very limited capacity. Since opening, 
Navigation Centers in the city have brought over 1,150 
highly vulnerable people off the streets, and a little 
over 70 percent have exited homelessness to housing.

Certain programs also target specific types of house-
holds and individuals who face housing challenges. 
For chronically homeless veterans, the City provides 
services such as housing search and placement, 
eviction prevention, rental assistance, utility payments, 
moving expense assistance, childcare expense 
assistance, transportation assistance, and application 
for SSI and SSDI support. According to the 2017 
point-in-time count, the number of chronically home-
less veterans decreased over the past five years, from 
260 in 2013 to 137 in 2017, due to increased focus 
and investment on ending veteran homelessness by 
the City and its federal and local partners. 

San Francisco’s 2017 point-in-time count found 190 
families with minor children experiencing homeless-
ness. About 97 percent were living in shelters or 
other homeless facilities. Assistance to homeless 
families includes a coordinated entry system for 
family shelters and other housing interventions, thus 
prioritizing families with children for access to system 
resources. To address youth homelessness, the City 
provides supportive housing for transitional age youth 
(TAY), which are ages 18 to 24, by referrals from local 
agencies. In 2016, the City created a new community 
plan to build and expand housing options targeted 
to the needs of TAY, as well as to prevent youth 
from becoming homeless. In 2017, the point-in-time 
count identified approximately 1,350 unaccompanied 
children and transition-age youth, which is 18 percent 
of the total number of homeless individuals counted 
that year. Of these youth, 96 unaccompanied children 
and 1,020 TAY were unsheltered, thus signifying 
the importance of providing supportive housing for 
homeless youth.
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A high percentage of the city’s rental stock is 
subject to rent control and provides relative 
affordability for low and moderate income 
households with tenures of greater length. 
Income-targeted affordable housing currently 
provides homes for a smaller segment of 
low and moderate income households. 
Households that moved into rent controlled 
units recently are much more likely to be 
higher income than in the past, tracking 
broader changes in the city affecting the 
housing market.

San Francisco has a more even mix of building 
and unit sizes relative to the region, though 
most neighborhoods with a high percentage 
of buildings with high unit counts (20 or more 
units) are clustered in the northeastern part 
of the City while the southern and western 
neighborhoods are dominated by single-family 
homes. Buildings with more than 5 units 
contain 52% of the city’s units and occupy only 
19% of the land. Single-family homes provide 
27% of the city’s units while occupying 62% of 
its land area. 

This report tracks and analyzes changes to San Francisco’s 
housing stock in recent decades as well as socioeconomic and 
demographic trends that have been impacted by and have had 
an impact on the city’s housing. It is an effort by the Planning 
Department to understand the changing housing needs of 
San Franciscans and changes to the city economic, racial and 
ethnic compositions, as well as diversity of household types, 
ages, and disability status. The report shows some major, 
ongoing challenges, such as the loss of low and moderate-
income households and people of color. It also highlights policy 
successes, such as the role of rent control is maintaining relative 
affordability and stability in the older housing stock and the city’s 
efforts to provide a significant amount of deed-restricted afford-
able units as part of its new housing production.

Some of the most salient findings in the report include:

The Report will serve as a resource 

for ongoing policy and planning 

work regarding housing policy for the 

City and County of San Francisco. 

The results of this work will 

provide valuable information as the 

Department embarks on a Housing 

Affordability Strategy, starting in 

summer 2018. 
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San Francisco has gained high income 
households while the number of low- and 
moderate-income households has dropped, 
with the exception of extremely low income 
households, which has grown slightly. Higher 
income households have occupied a larger 
share of existing housing as the growth in their 
numbers substantially exceeded new housing 
produced. Housing cost burdens worsened for 
all but the highest income households.

San Francisco has undergone additional 
demographic changes along with changes in 
households by income, including loss of the 
Black population and households with children. 
Housing cost burdens and overcrowding 
are more likely to impact people of color. 
Households with children are also particularly 
impacted by overcrowding.

San Francisco new housing construction 
has averaged 1,900 new units per year since 
1990 though the recent rate has increased 
substantially (to more than 5,000 in 2016 and 
an average of 4,000 between 2014 and 2017). 
Income targeted affordable housing was 28% of 
the total housing produced since 1990.
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RESOLUTION CENTERING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S WORK PROGRAM AND 
RESOURCE ALLOCATION ON RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY; ACKNOWLEDGING AND 
APOLOGIZING FOR THE HISTORY OF INEQUITABLE PLANNING POLICIES THAT HAVE 
RESULTED IN RACIAL DISPARITIES; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO IMPLEMENT ITS 
RACIAL AND SOCIAL EQUITY ACTION PLAN; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO DEVELOP 
PROACTIVE STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS STRUCTURAL AND INSTITUTIONAL RACISM, IN 
COLLABORATION WITH BLACK AND AMERICAN INDIAN COMMUNITIES AND 
COMMUNITIES OF COLOR; DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO AMEND ITS HIRING AND 
PROMOTION PRACTICES TO ENSURE THAT THE DEPARTMENT’S STAFF REFLECTS THE 
DIVERSITY AND DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE COMMUNITY AT ALL STAFF LEVELS; 
RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CONDEMN DISCRIMINATORY 
GOVERNMENT ACTIONS; AND, DIRECTING THE DEPARTMENT TO BUILD ACCOUNTABILITY 
THROUGH METRICS AND REPORTING.  
 
PREAMBLE 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reflected on the current events of COVID-19 and its 
disproportionate effects on American Indian communities, Black communities,  and communities of color; 
the murders of George Floyd, Breonna Taylor, Ahmaud Arbery, Alex Nieto, Mario Woods, Luis Góngora 
Pat, and countless others as a result of police brutality and misconduct; and underlying government and 
economic structures that create the platform for these events; and 
 
WHEREAS, the San Francisco Human Rights Commission states that racial equity means the systematic 
fair treatment of people of all Races that results in equal outcomes, while recognizing the historical context 
and systemic harm done to specific racial groups; and, 
 
WHEREAS, San Francisco has a long history of creating and/or enforcing laws, policies, and institutions 
that have promoted white supremacy and perpetuated racial inequities in the City and County of San 
Francisco (“the City”), much of which is difficult to document due to historical erasure. The conditions that 
have created such racial inequities are also compounded by the intersection of race with class, gender, 

mailto:miriam.chion@sfgov.org
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sexuality, immigration status, disability, and other social identities and experiences that result in 
inequitable treatment or opportunities; and,  
 
WHEREAS, using the power of zoning and land use, the City, its Planning Commission (“Commission”) 
and Department (“Department”) and other government agencies, individuals, and private organizations 
have intentionally advanced policies aligned with white supremacy goals to segregate, displace, dispossess 
and extract wealth from Black communities, the American Indian community, and other communities of 
color. With the acknowledgement that this list is by no means exhaustive, examples include but are not 
limited to the following: Our history of state-sanctioned racism began with the genocide, exploitation, and 
dispossession of resources of the American Indian people on whose land our state and nation were 
founded. The City’s 1870 Cubic Air Ordinance and 1880 Laundry Ordinance targeted the Chinese 
population using appeals of public safety to limit where they could live and work. Starting in the 1930s, 
Federal policies like redlining and local practices like racial covenants explicitly blocked American Indians, 
Black people and people of color from loans for homeownership and maintenance, as well as access to 
neighborhoods with good services and jobs; these policies led to cycles of disinvestment, segregation and 
poverty concentration among these communities. In 1942, in response to the bombing of Pearl Harbor, San 
Francisco aided the federal government in the forced eviction and internment of thousands of people of 
Japanese ancestry. In 1945, the Department’s first General Plan identified neighborhoods that were 
predominately people of color as “blighted” – including the Western Addition, South of Market, 
Chinatown, the Mission, and Bayview/Hunter’s Point – and the Redevelopment Agency used this 
designation to justify the wholesale removal of Black communities and other communities of color through 
eminent domain. Furthermore, in the early 2000s, people of color were more likely to receive subprime 
housing loans than White borrowers. These predatory lending practices led to the foreclosure crisis and 
recession starting around 2008, disproportionately impacting Black, Latinx, American Indian, and low-
income people; at the national level, middle-income Black and Latinx households lost nearly one-half of 
their wealth due to foreclosures and job losses. The cumulative impacts of these and other policies have 
resulted in the persistent outmigration and displacement of communities of color: the American Indian 
community in San Francisco experienced a decline from 0.5% of the population in 2006 to 0.1% today; while 
the Black community in San Francisco decreased from 11% of the City’s population in 1990 to 5% in 2018; 
and, 
 
WHEREAS, Although the City has taken steps to undo the damage caused by past policies and practices, 
the racial disparities caused continue to the present day. Despite progress in addressing explicit 
discrimination, racial inequities continue to be deep, pervasive, and persistent in San Francisco. In the 1950s 
and beyond, particularly in the context of a national Civil Rights Movement, systemic racism in San 
Francisco became much less explicit. Moving away from overtly race-based exclusionary policies regarding 
land or business ownership, the City's more recent and increasingly sophisticated racism has been defined 
by inaction or lack of intervention with regards to racial discrimination in employment, housing, 
neighborhood choice (through implicit exclusionary zoning), education, health care, or the criminal justice 
system; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the legacy of these discriminatory policies is that San Francisco’s American Indians, Blacks, 
and people of color have historically been, and many currently are, denied equal access to essential services 
and means of creating wealth, including affordable housing and homeownership opportunities, high-
performing public schools, adequate transportation options, safe parks and open spaces, affordable health 
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care, access to financial capital and entrepreneurship opportunities, and stores selling healthy food, among 
others; and, 
 
WHEREAS, San Francisco’s American Indians, Blacks, and people of color have historically been, and 
many currently are, disproportionately exposed to more environmental stressors including air and soil 
pollution, illegal dumping, industrial uses and transportation impacts, and are more likely to live in 
housing conditions where degraded indoor air quality contributes to the prevalence of asthma, other 
airborne diseases, and other health disparities; and,  
 
WHEREAS, stark disparities continue to exist for City residents along racial lines. Race predicts worse 
outcomes for people of color across key indicators, including education, income, health, and incarceration, 
among others. For example, household income for White households is close to three times that of Black 
families and close to double that of American Indian and Latinx households, respectively. 53% of inmates 
in San Francisco County Jail are Black, while they only comprise about 5% of the City’s total population. In 
2018, American Indian and Black San Franciscans were more than three times more likely to be unemployed 
than Whites (11.9% and 12.5% versus 3.6%, respectively); and unemployment rates were similarly high for 
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islanders (8.8%) and Latinxs (9.4%); and,  
 
WHEREAS, The 2019 San Francisco Community Health Needs Assessment conducted by the San Francisco 
Health Improvement Partnership ("SFHIP") found that racial health inequities and poverty were 
foundational issues affecting the health of San Franciscans, impacting life expectancy, infant and maternal 
health, nutrition, stress, heart disease, and more. For example, in 2015-2017, the life expectancy in San 
Francisco was 72.1 years for Blacks, 76 years for Pacific Islanders, 81.7 years for Whites, 85.1 years for 
Latinxs, and 87 years for Asians. (This report, as well as several other data sources in this resolution, did 
not include data on San Francisco’s American Indians. Such data is often unavailable in urban areas due to 
low population counts, which perpetuates disparities in documentation and policies that address 
community needs.) The rates of asthma and COPD hospitalizations in the Black community are more than 
10 times higher than for Asians; Pacific Islanders have the second highest rates. In San Francisco, Black 
women are twice as likely as White women to give birth prematurely, and Black and Pacific Islander 
women have the highest rates of prenatal morbidity. SFHIP also found that between 2007 and 2016, Black 
mothers had about 4% of births in San Francisco, but experienced 50% of maternal deaths, and 15% of infant 
deaths. While health data for the American Indian population in San Francisco is limited, this community 
also faces persistent health disparities across a number of indicators. For instance, even though the overall 
rate of infant mortality in California has been declining since 2005, the American Indian/Alaska Native 
infant mortality rate in California remains high, averaging 6-7 infant deaths per 1,000 live births between 
2005 and 2012; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the impact of the redlining that went into effect in 1937 in San Francisco can still be seen today: 
87% of redlined neighborhoods in San Francisco are neighborhoods currently undergoing displacement. 
The 2010 Census data showed a decline in the number of children of every racial group (including 
American Indian, Black, Latinx, and Asian and Pacific Islander) residing in San Francisco except white and 
multiracial children. Between 1990 and 2014-15, as housing prices rose, neighborhoods became more 
segregated, with the share of Black households in San Francisco living in high-poverty neighborhoods 
increasing from 41% in 2000 to 65% in 2015 (compared to 27% of Asian households, 19% of Latinx 
households, and 12% of White households). 50% of Black households, 31% of American Indian, and 30% of 
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Latinx households are severely burdened by housing costs (spending more than 30% of their income on 
housing), while 16% of White households are similarly burdened. American Indian, Black, and Latinx  
residents have the lowest home ownership rates, at 0.3%, 4%, 9%, respectively. Latinxs reported the highest 
percentage of having been threatened with eviction (24%), with 11% of those evictions having been raised 
with no cause, exceeding the percentage of no-cause evictions for other racial groups. 34% of Latinxs also 
reported having faced unstable living conditions in the last five years, with 36% stating they would have 
no other housing options if they were forced to move from their current residence.  
 
WHEREAS, Black and American Indian people are overrepresented among the homeless population. The 
2019 San Francisco Homeless Count and Survey found that 37% of people experiencing homelessness were 
Black, while they represent only 5% of San Francisco’s population. Overrepresentation in the homeless 
population was also high for American Indians (5% compared to 0.1%) and Pacific Islanders (2% compared 
to 0.2%). Of all people surveyed, 61% reported not being able to afford rent and 37% reported having no 
income. Discrimination and lack of access to opportunities for American Indian, Black  and people of color 
put them at a higher risk of homelessness; and,  
 
WHEREAS, racial disparities in the rates of infection and death from COVID-19 have been documented, 
with American Indian, Black, and people of color disproportionately impacted by the disease. As of June 
3rd, 2020 COVID-19 data for San Francisco, indicate that Black communities in San Francisco comprised 
9.3% of deaths, even though they comprise 5% of the population; Latinx communities comprised 47.8% of 
diagnosed cases (and comprise 15.2% of the population); American Indian communities comprised 0.4% of 
diagnosed cases (and comprise 0.1% of the population); and Asian communities comprised 46.5% of deaths 
(and comprise 34.1% of the population). In a study UCSF conducted  in the Mission District in April 2020, 
95% of the people who tested positive for COVID-19 were Latinx. 82% of those who tested positive reported 
having been financially affected by the economic fallout of the pandemic, and only 10% reported being able 
to work from home. Without swift action, the health and economic impacts of the pandemic are likely to 
exacerbate existing disparities; and, 
 
WHEREAS, San Francisco and other cities across the nation are part of a movement to eliminate 
institutional racism in partnership with the Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE), a national 
network dedicated to achieving racial equity and advancing opportunities for all. The Department’s 
ongoing participation in GARE since January 2016 has given staff the training, tools, and support to build 
the Department’s organizational capacity to advance racial equity in its programs, policies, and services; 
and,  
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors, through Resolution No. 190547 on July 11, 2019, amended the 
Administrative Code to create an Office of Racial Equity as a Division of the Human Rights Commission, 
with authority to create a citywide Racial Equity Framework, analyze the impact of Board ordinances on 
racial equity, and create a racial reconciliation process; require City departments to create Racial Equity 
Action Plans and to provide annual updates on such Plans; require City departments to designate 
employees as racial equity leaders, and require the Department of Human Resources to produce an annual 
report concerning racial equity in the City workforce; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the General Plan includes multiple Area Plans encompassing the areas where people of color 
have settled and recognizing the importance of their contributions to the City’s rich cultural fabric. For 
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example, the Mission Area Plan includes an objective that recognizing the Mission as the center of Latino 
life in San Francisco. Similarly, the East SoMa Area Plan and the Western SoMa Area Plans recognize the 
SoMa as the center of Filipino-American life in San Francisco. The Chinatown Area Plan includes an 
objective that directs the City to preserve the cultural heritage there as well.  In contrast, the Hunters Point 
Shipyard Area Plan and the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, the two Area Plans encompassing the City’s 
largest concentration of Black residents, lacks any explicit objectives or policies recognizing the Bayview as 
one of the areas integral to Black San Francisco or directing the City to preserve physical or cultural 
resources there.  Further, the General Plan lacks any Area Plan for the Western Addition, another area of 
the City replete with the physical and cultural assets of Black San Francisco; and, 
  
WHEREAS, in 1995, the Board of Supervisors established the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment 
Survey Area, whereby a majority of the Bayview Hunters Point neighborhoods was considered for the 
creation of a Redevelopment Project Area. Over the next seven years, Redevelopment staff worked with 
the Bayview community and the Project Area Committee to create the Bayview Hunters Point 
Revitalization Concept Plan, which set forth a community-based vision and strategy for revitalizing the 
neighborhood.  Planning Department staff joined the effort in helping the revitalization effort by providing 
a major rewriting of Bayview’s Area Plan; and, 
  
WHEREAS, in 2006, both the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment and the amended Area Plan were 
adopted. The revised Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan (BVHP Area Plan) provides broad principles, 
objectives, and policies for community development in the Bayview neighborhood.  The BVHP Area Plan 
discusses the need to arrest the demographic decline of the African American population; provide 
economic development and jobs, particularly for local residents; eliminate health and environmental 
hazards including reducing land use conflicts; provide additional housing, particularly affordable housing; 
provide additional recreation, open space, and public service facilities, and better address transportation 
deficiencies by offering a wider range of transportation options.   Over the next several years, Planning and 
Redevelopment staff worked together with the Project Area Committee and Bayview community to 
consider zoning changes and economic development programs to strengthen the community consistent 
with the Revitalization Plan; and, 
  
WHEREAS, in 2012, Redevelopment, as a planning tool, was eliminated in California, and with it, the 
ability to leverage community development funds through tax increment financing and convene 
community based redevelopment boards (Project Area Committees), With the elimination of 
redevelopment in California, the major framework that the City was using to pursue improving the 
Bayview for its workers and residents was lost; and, 
  
WHEREAS, the Planning Department has more recently devoted staff time and resources to the Bayview.  
For example, the Department 1) published a draft African American Historic Context Statement, a 
milestone document that assists City staff and commissioners, property owners, business owners, residents 
and other stakeholders gain a better understanding of the development and evolution of San Francisco’s 
African American communities; 2) collaborated with community stakeholders and other City agencies in 
the establishment of the African American Arts and Cultural District; 3) collaborated with the District 
Supervisor Shamann Walton and community stakeholders to preserve approximately 10 acres of 
industrially used lands in the Bayview Industrial Triangle; and 
  



Resolution No. 20738 CASE NO. 2016-003351CWP 
June 11, 2020 Centering Planning on Racial and Social Equity 
 
 

 6 

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff maintains an ongoing working relationship, in collaboration with 
the UC Berkeley based Youth – Plan, Learn, Act, Now (Y-Plan) educational strategy, with the youth of 
Malcolm X Elementary School in the Bayview, engaging the urban youth to become civically engaged 
through urban planning and to create adaptive strategies and community inspired solutions to confront 
sea level rise along Islais Creek in the Bayview; Planning Department staff has actively participated in 
transportation planning in the Bayview, including serving on the Municipal Transportation Agency's 
Community Based Transportation Plan Technical Advisory Committee; and, 
  
WHEREAS, notwithstanding the foregoing, the Planning Department is professionally and morally 
obligated to devote further resources in this community given the historic neglect on the part of the City of 
San Francisco; and 
 
WHEREAS, in the coming years the Department will amend the General Plan through adoption of updated 
Housing and Transportation Elements, adoption of a Preservation Element, and updates to incorporate 
environmental justice, racial and social equity, and climate resilience across all relevant elements. On May 
28, 2020, the Department launched the first of these updates: the Housing Element 2022 Update. The 
Housing Element policies will be grounded on the following values: racial and social equity, minimum 
displacement, more housing for all in all neighborhoods, and neighborhoods resilient to climate and health 
crises. The Transportation Element will be the next Element to undergo an update and will center its 
policies in ConnectSF’s goals of equity, economic vitality, environmental sustainability, safety and 
livability, and accountability and engagement; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission (Commission) adopted the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, Phase 
I on November 21, 2019 to guide the Department and Commission actions to strengthen our internal-facing 
processes and practices to address disparities in the Department’s internal functions to advance 
organizational equity, through strategies that include: ongoing training for all staff; a  biannual staff survey 
to assess Department attitudes and progress towards racial and social equity; and an interim Racial & Social 
Equity Assessment Tool to apply to relevant projects, policies, and practices; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted a Racial & Social Equity Vision on November 21, 2019, 
which envisions: inclusive neighborhoods that provide all with the opportunity to lead fulfilling, 
meaningful, and healthy lives; a city where public life and public spaces reflect the past, present and future 
of San Franciscans; a city where a person’s race does not determine their lives’ prospects and success; an 
inclusive Planning Department and Commissions that represent and engage the communities we serve; a 
Department that proactively infuses racial and social equity in both internal operations and external 
Planning work; and reimagines what the Planning field is and can be – inclusive, diverse and one that 
centers racial and social equity both as a practice and as an indicator of success; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission directed the Department to develop a Racial & Social Equity Action 
Plan, Phase II in collaboration with the new Office of Racial Equity, other City agencies, the Mayor’s Office, 
the Board of Supervisors, and community stakeholders, to carefully examine and address legacy racial and 
social inequities and disparities in the Department’s programs and policies and to develop Phase II with 
bold and forward-thinking strategies to advance racial and social equity in San Francisco; and, 
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MOVED, that the Commission considered public comment and reviewed the information before them and 
hereby adopts this Resolution.   
 
FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 
 
The  Resolution directs the Planning Department to center its work program and resource allocation on 
racial and social equity; acknowledges and apologizes for the history of racist, discriminatory and 
inequitable planning policies that have resulted in racial disparities; directs the Department to develop 
proactive strategies to address and redress structural and institutional racism, in collaboration with Black 
and American Indian communities and communities of color; directs the Department to amend its hiring 
and promotion practices to ensure that the Department’s staff reflects the diversity and demographics of 
the community at all staff levels; recommends that the Board of Supervisors condemn discriminatory 
government actions; and directs the Department to build accountability through metrics and reporting. 
 
General Plan Compliance.  The Resolution is in conformity with the General Plan’s overall principles and 
discussion of preserving the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods, although further 
changes to the General Plan may be needed to implement better the Planning Department’s racial and 
social equity policies. While the current General Plan contains some discussion of equity as indicated in the 
sections listed below, current objectives and policies across Elements do not adequately address disparities 
that are closely associated with race as well as other vulnerable populations.  
 

I.  HOUSING ELEMENT 
POLICY 5.3.  Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against immigrants and households 
with children. 
 
POLICY 9.3.  Maintain and improve the condition of the existing supply of public housing, 
through programs such as HOPE SF. 

 
II. COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 3. PROVIDE EXPANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 
 
III. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 
POLICY 1.2.  Prioritize renovation in highly-utilized open spaces and recreational facilities and in 
high needs areas. 
 
IV. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
POLICY 1.7.  Assure expanded mobility for the disadvantaged. 

V. COMMUNITY FACILITIES ELEMENT 
POLICY 3.6  Base priority for the development of neighborhood centers on relative need. 
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VI. COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 4.  ASSURE THE SOUND, EQUITABLE AND EXPEDIENT RECONSTRUCTION OF 
SAN FRANCISCO FOLLOWING A MAJOR DISASTER. 
 
VII. ARTS ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE II-2.   SUPPORT ARTS AND CULTURAL PROGRAMS WHICH ADDRESS THE 
NEEDS OF DIVERSE POPULATIONS. 

 
VIII. AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 
POLICY 4.3.  Minimize exposure of San Francisco's population, especially children and the 
elderly, to air pollutants. 
 
IX. BAYVIEW HUNTERS POINT AREA PLAN  
OBJECTIVE 15. COMBINE SOCIAL REVITALIZATION WITH PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC 
REVITALIZATION EFFORTS. 
 
POLICY 9.3 
Support expanded role of African American firms in distribution and transportation industries. 
 
POLICY 15.3. Make maximum use of Indigenous community resources to increase civic pride 
and support physical and economic revitalization. 

 
X. CHINATOWN AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 1. PRESERVE THE DISTINCTIVE URBAN CHARACTER, PHYSICAL 
ENVIRONMENT AND CULTURAL HERITAGE OF CHINATOWN. 
 
XI. EAST SOMA AREA PLAN  
OBJECTIVE 7.3. REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SOUTH OF MARKET AS THE 
CENTER OF FILIPINO-AMERICAN LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO. 
 
XII. MISSION AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 7.3. REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE CENTER OF 
LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO. 
 
XIII. WESTERN SOMA AREA PLAN 
OBJECTIVE 9.4 REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SOUTH OF MARKET AS A CENTER 
FOR FILIPINO-AMERICAN AND LGBTQ LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO. 
 
POLICY 9.4.3. Protect and support Filipino, LGBTQ and other minority or culturally significant 
local business, structures, property and institutions in Western SoMa. 
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POLICY 9.4.6. Prioritize maintenance and support funding for cultural and service facilities that 
support Filipino-Americans, such as the Bayanihan Center, the Filipino Education Center, and 
the West Bay Pilipino Multi-Services Center. 
 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission condemns all forms of racism, sexism, 
homophobia, ableism, and other forms of discrimination; and affirms that all people – which explicitly 
includes American Indian people, Black people, and people of color –  have a right to be in our City and 
have a right to safe and affordable housing, neighborhoods free from pollution and violence, opportunities 
for educational advancement and wealth creation, and access to essential services such as parks, 
transportation, health care, and places selling healthy food, among others; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission stands in solidarity with the civil unrest and 
demands for justice of our fellow San Franciscans and communities across the nation, and affirms that 
Black Lives Matter; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission must carry its responsibility for guiding the 
development of our city, streets, and open spaces with a central planning focus on racial and social equity; 
and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission condemns and apologizes for  government 
practices that have resulted in and continue to have disproportionate impacts upon American Indian 
people, Black people, and people of color, including racist, discriminatory, and inequitable  planning 
policies, such as redlining, exclusionary zoning, racial covenants, urban renewal and discriminatory 
enforcement of land use policies; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors 
condemn all discriminatory government practices, including law enforcement practices that have resulted 
in a disproportionate number of American Indian people, Black people and people of color dying at the 
hands of law enforcement; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission recommends that the Board of Supervisors 
reallocate resources towards expanding access to open space, housing, transportation, and services for 
American Indian community, Black community, and communities of color; and that it minimize the 
negative impacts of budget cuts due to the COVID-19 pandemic on these communities; and,  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs all Department staff to move beyond 
acknowledgement of injustice and take concrete actions that are visible in the reallocation of resources and 
work program to (1) increase the American Indian and the Black population and provide stability to  
communities of color; (2) expand access to open space, housing, transportation, quality amenities and 
public services, and reduce exposure to environmental pollution in these communities, while ensuring that 
such investments do not lead to displacement or exacerbate inequities; and, (3) develop and expand 
participation for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color ; and 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to collaborate with 
the Office of Racial Equity (ORE) to align its work with ORE’s framework to dismantle structural and 
institutional racism, which asserts that the City’s work shall: (1) Affirmatively address racial and social 
inequities; (2) Assert that housing is a human right, and prioritize equitable housing development without 
displacement of American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; (3) Develop 
public land strategies to meet affordable and inclusionary housing goals; (4) Support wealth-building 
through home ownership for American Indian communities, Black communities, and communities of color; 
(5) Champion housing choice by dismantling exclusionary zoning policies; (6) Promote environmental 
justice; and (7) Redress the consequences of government-sanctioned racial harm via meaningful City-
supported, community-led processes; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to expand the 
implementation of Phase I of the Racial & Social Equity Action Plan, to ensure that the Department’s 
internal practices are thoughtfully examined and amended to advance racial and social equity across all of 
its core functions; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to increase  the 
resources necessary for the development and implementation of Phase II of the Racial & Social Equity 
Action Plan to ensure that: (1) plans, policies and programs actively address and redress structural and 
institutional racism, (2) equity metrics are created in partnership with Black, and American Indian 
communities and communities of color, and (3) new community strategies are funded based on equity 
metrics; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs Department staff to address racial and 
social equity as it develops policies and programs to respond to the health, economic and housing crises 
resulting from the COVID-19 pandemic, prioritizing meeting the needs of Black communities, American 
Indian communities, and communities of color through its policies and programs to support the adaptive 
use and design of the public realm, community engagement and planning, protection of tenants and 
cultural resources, affordable housing preservation and production, streamlining and other support for 
small businesses, and funding for public services and infrastructure, among others; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to assess, strengthen 
and fund its  partnerships with Black and American Indian communities and communities of color to (1) 
center their voices in the development of plans, policies, regulations and investment strategies, (2) develop 
a specific definition of racial and social equity, and (3) identify community planning priorities. and (4) 
increase resources for participatory capacity building; and,  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, The Planning Commission directs the Planning Department to recommit to 
the holistic improvement of the areas of the city where Black communities, American Indian communities 
and  communities of color have settled; and,  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Planning Department to prepare 
work programs for the Commission’s consideration that are designed to enrich the City’s cultural fabric 
through comprehensive considerations of the communities’ needs, particularly around racial and social 
equity; and, 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to amend the General 
Plan to incorporate policies that explicitly prioritize racial and social equity for American Indian 
communities, Black communities, and communities of color; and that subsequent amendments to the 
General Plan utilize a racial and social equity lens; and,  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to change hiring and 
promotion practices to correct the underrepresentation of American Indian people, Black people, and 
people of color across all staff levels and ensure the workforce reflects the needs of our communities; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission directs the Department to build accountability 
by identifying actions it will implement to advance racial and social equity, including developing 
performance measures, incorporating a racial and social equity lens in budgeting decisions, and reporting 
to the Commission on its progress at regular intervals; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission asserts that the responsibility for 
implementing these structural and institutional changes falls upon all Department staff, across all levels 
and functions, and that it should not fall solely or disproportionately upon the American Indian, Black, or 
people of color staff who are already burdened with their lived experiences of racism; and, 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby ADOPTS the proposed Resolution.   
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on June 11, 
2020. 
 

 

 

Jonas P. Ionin  
Commission Secretary  
 

 

AYES:   Chan, Diamond, Fung, Imperial, Johnson, Koppel, Moore 

NOES:   None 

ABSENT:  None 

ADOPTED:  June 11, 2020 
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: support for resolution Item 16, file # 200955
Date: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 1:29:00 PM

 

From: Kathy Lipscomb <kathylipscomb2@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 1:15 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: support for resolution Item 16, file # 200955
 

 

____________________________________________

September 1, 2020
 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS), board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Please add this correspondence to the legislative file.
 
Support for Resolution Item 16, File # 200955

 
Dear Supervisors,
 
I am writing in support of Resolution Item 16, File # 200955 regarding the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation process and its implications for San Francisco.
 
It’s time for the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to address the Bay
Area’s true unmet housing needs, and for San Francisco to do its part.
 
San Francisco needs to focus on homes for our essential workers and their families, especially
those facing the “unmet needs” identified by ABAG of high housing costs and severe
overcrowding.
 
We need to provide stable communities for Black and Brown residents facing gentrification
and displacement pressures associated with runaway land speculation and unaffordable
housing.
 
And we must work toward a truly racially integrated and just Bay Area, reversing the regional
segregation pushing people of color to the edges of the metropolitan area, far from jobs,
services and transit, that are the result of concentrating unaffordable housing in our central
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cities.
 
Thank you, and please support Resolution 200955, urging ABAG to focus on unmet needs for
housing affordable to low- and moderate-income residents, and to not increase San
Francisco’s annual allocation of unaffordable market-rate housing.
 
Kathy Lipscomb 
member, Senior & Disability Action
--
You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google Groups
"SFADC" group.
To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an email
to sfadc-forum+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com.
To view this discussion on the web visit https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/sfadc-
forum/CAOMfZHk-nw0avpCM4moGL%2BO7rp2AnYoRNE-
gfzVt6EMTVQuAvQ%40mail.gmail.com.

2 Attachments
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: Market Rate Housing + Build the west side
Date: Thursday, September 10, 2020 10:23:00 AM

 

From: Jordan Staniscia <jordan.staniscia@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 5:15 PM
To: Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>;
Marstaff (BOS) <marstaff@sfgov.org>; PrestonStaff (BOS) <prestonstaff@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman
(BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; RonenStaff
(BOS) <ronenstaff@sfgov.org>; Waltonstaff (BOS) <waltonstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>
Subject: Market Rate Housing + Build the west side
 

 

To Mayor Breed and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors,
 
I am a 28 year-old man who has lived in San Francisco for 10 years. The rent and cost to purchase a
home or condo in San Francisco is known as being the highest globally. As I sit and listen to
the board about to vote to ask for a smaller RHNA allocation, I can't help but think that San Francisco
wants me to move away.
 
I want to have my children here. I want to start a family here. But at every turn the city government
upholds the status quo—expensive housing for the rich and not building new housing here.
 
Market rate and affordability are all needed! I am a middle class citizen and I have competed
constantly for the same housing with our less well off residents. I've lived in 100 year old buildings
here and paid the same rent as a brand new building. This is an insane perversion of supply and
demand.
 
Build. More. Housing. Period. All of it! 
 
Build on the West side for once too and stop protecting the millionaires and billionaire land-owning
class. Upzone every parcel! We can solve this if we'd only try. Don't force me out, please.

Jordan
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From: Hickey, Jacqueline (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: Gordon Mar"s Resolution for Affordable Housing First
Date: Tuesday, September 1, 2020 1:30:00 PM

 

From: Barbara Delaney <barbarabdelaney@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 31, 2020 5:35 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Peskin,
Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Gordon Mar's Resolution for Affordable Housing First
 

 

Dear SF Supervisors,
I understand you will be voting tomorrow on Mr. Mar's
resolution and that there will be another opportunity for public
comment before the vote.
I called in last week to support this resolution and I stayed on the
phone to hear what others were saying.  I was struck by the
enormous similarity among the callers who called to oppose the
resolution - not only in the way they expressed themselves but
also in their arguments.  Many of them, for instance, seemed to
imply that because San Francisco was not subject to fires and
had clean air there needed to be more market rate housing so
people outside the city could live here.  I was speechless at the
entitlement of those speakers who argued that those who can
afford market rate housing should be able to buy it in SF to
escape fire and bad air in the surrounding counties.  
What also struck me, however, was the process of public
comment in these days of Covid and remote hearings.  While I'm
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sure this allows more people to participate, it also allows for
more fraud and deception.   The similarity of the Opposed
speakers made this all too obvious.
Here are the problems:
1.  A caller can be whoever they want to be.  They may not have any
interest in the issue at all but someone who does may have paid them to call
in, may have paid many of them to call in and provided them with scripts.  I
know that land use attorneys do this for planning commission
hearings (they claim they will enlist "community and
neighborhood support for your project") and it is just possible
that this scam may have moved on to BOS meetings.  
2.  While it is wonderful that there is time for public comment, in
this particular case the people who are most affected by the
results are at opposite ends of the wealth spectrum.  People who
need affordable housing are the ones least likely to be able to
take time out of their day to wait to speak at a BOS meeting (if
they even knew one was going on or how to call in).  The system
is unfairly weighted against these people who
need affordable housing but do not have the resources to make
their voices heard.  There is more than enough market rate housing in the
city at the moment so why would anyone who didn't stand to profit from
developing market rate housing bother to call in to oppose a resolution that
required more affordable housing before more market rate housing?  
3.  Affordable housing is anathema to property developers which
is why they so often opt to buy their way out of the affordable
housing requirement in new construction (which is now so low
as to be nearly useless).  They are in it for the money, not for the
economic diversity or the health of the city's housing stock for which they care
nothing.  Most of them don't even live here but they love the
development friendly climate which allows them to harvest great
profits at the expense of the people of San Francisco.



 
You are our representatives and we who need affordable housing
are in all your districts.  PLEASE SUPPORT GORDAN
MAR'S RESOLUTION.  Most of us have no one but you to
look after our bigger picture interests.  The developers opposing this
resolution will exploit the limited available land in SF (with the help of
ABAG and the RHNA quotas) for their own gain until there will be no
place left to build affordable housing unless you require that affordable
housing goals are met before any market rate housing is built.  PLEASE
HELP US.  Thank you.
 
These are the words, opinions and pleas of 
 
Barbara Delaney
Outer Sunset Activists United
 
 
 
--
Barbara Delaney



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: anastasia Yovanopoulos
To: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS);

Mar, Gordon (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); BOS-
Legislative Aides

Subject: Fw: ABAG
Date: Friday, August 28, 2020 5:31:36 PM

 

Dear Supervisor Mandelman,

As your District #8 constituent, I ask you to vote for the resolution co-sponsored by
Supervisors Mar, Ronen, Walton, Fewer and Preston- "urging ABAG in the RHNA
Process, to focus on unmet needs for affordable housing and maintain the current
RHNA allocation level of above-moderate housing in San Francisco in its upcoming
RHNA process".

The upcoming RHNA levels will increase to 2.35 higher! There is a risk that San
Francisco will have its market-rate RHNA allocation double, or more, in order to
absorb the overall regional determination increase resulting from under-performance
by other cities.

In the current RHNA cycle, San Francisco has met and exceeded its
RHNA for above-moderate/market rate housing, over-performing - by producing 140
% of the current eight- year goal which carries through 2021.  

We've fallen significantly short of meeting our affordable housing RHNA
allocation for low- and moderate-income goals, achieving only 37 % primarily
due to lack of sufficient dedicated revenue sources.

Developers choose to produce high-end or market rate units over low and
moderate-income units because it is more profitable for their bottom-line,
causing an imbalance in the supply side of affordable units.

Consider the fact that Planning Department’s 2018 Housing Trends and Needs
Report reflects that a majority of lower income homeowner households (earning
<80% of AMI) are now cost burdened, and that overcrowding disproportionately
impacts low-income households, including 12% of very low-income households and
10% of low-income households- Also consider the racial disparities that exist:  Black,
American Indian, and Latinx households are more severely burdened by housing
costs and than White households.

San Francisco's resolution urges ABAG

to focus on unmet RHNA needs for housing affordable to low- and moderate-
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income residents experiencing cost burden and overcrowding in San Francisco
to maintain and not increase the current eight-year allocation level of above-
moderate “market-rate” housing to San Francisco in the 2022-2030 RHNA cycle

Moreover, our city must not support a RHNA allocation that would trigger SB35 by-
right approvals for market-rate housing in San Francisco because it would further
incentivize land speculation, associated with displacement and regional segregation.

An increase in the market-rate housing allocation to San Francisco in the ABAG
RHNA process would likely trigger mandatory by-right approvals of all market-rate
housing by state law due to Senate Bill 35 adopted in 2017; and by-right approvals of
market-rate development by state law in San Francisco would incentivize land
speculation and speculative development entitlements in gentrifying communities of
color, which is associated with racial and socioeconomic demographic shifts,
evictions, displacement, further regional segregation, and exacerbated racial
disparities.

Presently there's a surplus of vacant high-end and market rate units in our city.

Please vote for this resolution.  Thank You.
Sincerely,

Anastasia Yovanopoulos
District #8 tenant
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Support for Supervisor Mar"s Resolution Item 29, File 200955
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 4:03:00 PM

 

From: Nancy Wuerfel <nancenumber1@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 2:49 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Peskin,
Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Supervisor Mar's Resolution Item 29, File 200955
 

 

Hi to all the Supervisors!
 
It is time to actually support the longest running BOS promise to build
more affordable housing!  No more trickle down thinking that market rate
housing will somehow now increase the number of affordable units.  Stand
up for Supervisor Mar's resolution to do the right thing, and STOP the
games the developers and their political allies are playing that sabotage
getting homes for regular folks built.
 
DO IT ON AUGUST 25, 2020!
 
Thanks,
Nancy Wuerfel
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Adopt Supervisor Mar"s Resolution Item 29, File 200955
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 4:04:00 PM

 

From: Steve Ward <seaward94133@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 3:24 PM
To: Steve Ward <seaward94133@yahoo.com>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston,
Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt
(BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman
(BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Adopt Supervisor Mar's Resolution Item 29, File 200955
 

 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

Adopt Supervisor Mar's Resolution Item 29, File 200955. RHNA quotas should at
minimum should reflect the burden already undertaken by San Francisco as his
proposal argues. Furthermore due consideration should be given to the density of the
area on which RHNA is imposing that burden. Fairness would require that those
having a higher density need bare less a burden than that of those areas with low
density. Economic development as a precursor or simultaneous catalyst must figure
strongly in planning for those areas that have the room, desire and the need for
development. 

Areas devastated by fire might be explored.

COVID-19 presents new dynamics for housing, malls emptied as well as many other
store fronts which can be converted. The office vacancy rate 13% in SF as people will
be working at home as an increasing and continuing trend presents an opportunity for
conversion. Public transportation is down 75%. Increased density results in increased
contagion opportunity The trend is that people are exiting San Francisco.
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The people who live in the area where the development will come to rest should have
the greatest say and have the most knowledge of what is appropriate to the
character, needs, infrastructure and general well being of their unique neighborhood.
Their local political leaders must have the authority to make those calls and are the
ones most easily accessible and accountable to the local people. Supervisor Mar's
resolution is a step in the direction of preserving this principle and of achieving the
fairness herein advocated.

Steve Ward
La Playa Park Village
Outer Sunset Distr. SF
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Kathy Howard
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS); Haney, Matt

(BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Walton, Shamann (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen,
Hillary; Yee, Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

Subject: BOS Item 29, 200955 - SUPPORT
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 5:32:23 PM

 

Dear Supervisor,

I am writing in support of Resolution Item 29, File 200955.

I oppose any increase in the ABAG RHNA quotas for market-rate housing.   I mean, really.  How many
more neighborhoods does we have to destroy to satisfy the greed of developers? 

But if you need other reasons to limit market-rate housing quotas, here are a few:

·        There are only so many building sites in San Francisco.  Building market-rate housing uses up land
and resources that should be used for lower-income housing. 

·        There are now many vacant housing units; we need to find them and get them on the market. 

·        Air BnB still has a lot of units in SF that are not registered.  We need to find them and get them on
the market.

·        With more fires and loss of homes all over the state, the price of building material and the shortage
of  labor is going to increase even more than during the last fires.  Affordable housing cannot
compete with market-rate housing in paying for materials and labor.  It will all go to more luxury
developments, if they are permitted.

·        Every 10 units of market-rate housing requires at least 3 units of affordable housing for the people
who provide services to the upper classes.  If we build more market-rate units, we will just need
more and more affordable units.  This is a Catch-22.  We can't build market rate housing as a way
out of the affordability crises.

·        The COVID pandemic (and the one after that, whenever it happens) has destroyed many of the
small businesses that made San Francisco unique and attracted high earners.

·        The COVID pandemic and the desire for social distancing, as well as the need for open space and
backyards for families, have prompted those who can afford it to move to areas with these
amenities.  The much-praised-by-development-interests-stack-and-pack housing has lost its appeal
while destroying those very amenities of open and green space that might have persuaded people
to stay in the City.

·        The loss of many of the jobs that made the city attractive to wealthy tech workers, and the
discovery that people can work at home (or even attend City hall meetings from the comfort of our
dining rooms), have all prompted people to rethink paying high rents or mortgages to live in San
Francisco.

·        The people who do not have the above options and cannot afford to move are people whom we
need in San Francisco, to keep it the diverse and vibrant city it has bgeen.  We need to provide
housing for them first.

We don't need more market-rate housing.  Our RHNA quotas for market-rate housing should be
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DECREASED or even eliminated.

Thank you for your consideration.

Katherine Howard



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Adam Buchbinder
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Item 29 on the Tuesday, August 25 BoS meeting (File No. 200955).
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 10:55:45 PM

 

Hello! I'm not from San Francisco; I'm a Planning Commissioner in the South Bay. We'll soon
be revising our housing element, and I'm excited that we'll have RHNA numbers which will
more accurately reflect the need in the region.

Unfortunately, Supervisor Mar seems to have a different attitude. To see a member of the
Board of Supervisors making an attempt to bar entry to the city while it's the only part of the
region not on fire or clogged with smoke is cruel and short-sighted.

Mar's resolution claims that "San Francisco has shouldered much of the region’s housing
development, far above its regional share of households"; in fact, it's added only one home for
every eight to ten new jobs in the city!
(https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2019/09/20/our-viewtheres-only-one-way-to-
fix-our-housing.html) If construction since 2010 had tripled, San Francisco would still be
consigning its workers to homelessness or crushing commutes.

Mar claims that "There is little basis for “unmet market-rate housing need” in San Francisco’s
rates of housing cost burden and overcrowding", but the reason the market serves so few
people in San Francisco is precisely because of the kind of supply restrictions Mar is
proposing. Low-quality housing is stupendously expensive precisely because the city has
chased this fantasy, that new buildings displace people, when in fact, a lack of new buildings
displaces people (https://research.upjohn.org/up_policybriefs/19/,
https://research.upjohn.org/up_workingpapers/307/).

Mar's resolution includes fearmongering about "SB35 by-right approvals for market-rate
housing [...] it would further incentivize land speculation, associated with displacement and
regional segregation". SB 35 only applies to projects which are 50% or more subsidized
affordable housing, according to San Francisco's own planning department
(https://sfplanning.org/sites/default/files/forms/SB35_SupplementalApplication.pdf). The
Starcity development at 457-475 Minna contains 143 subsidized units; Mercy Housing has
145 permanent supportive units at 833 Bryant; Episcopal Community Services is providing
256 supportive units for formerly homeless people at 1068 Mission. All of these were fast-
tracked using SB 35. (https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/11/24/is-californias-most-
controversial-new-housing-production-law-working/)

The President of ABAG, Mayor Jesse Arreguin of Berkeley, assured the public that RHNA
goals are "a floor, not a ceiling"
(https://twitter.com/aceckhouse/status/1276284168041689089) when the regional allocation
was set. The Board of Supervisors could, if they desired, plan to solve the housing crisis--
while the 6th Cycle numbers are better than the 5th, a shortage will remain even if those
numbers are met (https://medium.com/yimby/planning-to-fail-4e832012a020). I urge the
Board to reject Supervisor Mar's resolution, and allocate for plentiful housing in San
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Francisco.

Adam Buchbinder



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: marla bastien knight
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Market Rate Housing Quota
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 10:51:18 AM

 

Dear Board Members and President Yee,

I urge you to suupport Supervisor Mar's resolution.  We are in the middle of a pandemic and
economic downturn that is unprecedented and undoubtedly long term. Build more market rate
housing? For the wealthy who are left standing and probably will only live in these units
parttime? This is folly. We need to build housing for those who actually need it. We need to
responsibly plan for a future SF that supports a strong middle class, the bedrock of any viable
society.  We need more affordable housing not more market rate!

 Respectfully yours,
Marla Bastien Knight
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: larrydelaney1@aol.com
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Preston, Dean (BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS); Haney, Matt

(BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Walton, Shamann (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen,
Hillary; Yee, Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS)

Cc: barbarabdelaney@gmail.com; kathyhoward@earthlink.net; Quan, Daisy (BOS)
Subject: Supporting Gordon Mar"s resolution on affordable housing
Date: Tuesday, August 25, 2020 11:39:40 AM

 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

We strongly urge you to support the resolution on today's agenda written by Gordon Mar
urging the Association of Bay Area Governments in its upcoming Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) Process to focus on San Francisco’s unmet needs for housing affordable
to low- and moderate-income residents, and to maintain the current RHNA allocation level
of above-moderate housing in San Francisco.

This resolution is very well written and articulates the compelling reasons why it should be
approved.

Warm regards,

Larry and Barbara Delaney
1279 44th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: Support Resolution Item 29, File 200955
Date: Wednesday, August 26, 2020 8:59:00 AM

 
 

From: jrigo.sf@gmail.com <jrigo.sf@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 8:12 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Peskin,
Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support Resolution Item 29, File 200955
 

 

Dear Supervisors,
 
Please support Resolution Item 29, File 200955.
 
We need to ensure our housing goals reflect the needs of our residents, and in San Francisco, that
means prioritizing housing that’s actually affordable to the people who live here.  The increase in our
RHNA goals is more dangerous than any of the housing bills that are circulating in Sacramento. 
Why?  Because most likely, San Francisco will NOT meet our RHNA quota, in which case, Scott
Wiener's SB 35 will force ALL market rate developments to be approved by-right with NO public
input as long as they offer a measly 10% affordable housing.
 
Thank you,
 
Jeff Rigo
San Francisco
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: SUPPORTING BOS Agenda Item #29 Urging ABAG in RHNA to Focus on Unmet Needs for Affordable

Housing File #200955
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 11:03:11 PM

Hello all,
 
For the file.
 
Eileen
 

From: aeboken <aeboken@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 12:43 PM
To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>
Subject: SUPPORTING BOS Agenda Item #29 Urging ABAG in RHNA to Focus on Unmet Needs for
Affordable Housing File #200955
 

 

TO: Board of Supervisors members 
 
I am supporting this resolution as there are a number of issues with the current RHNA
numbers and process. 
 
Eileen Boken 
Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods*
 
* For identification purposes only. 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Adopt Supervisor Mar"s Resolution Item 29, File 200955
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 4:04:31 PM

 

From: Steve Ward <seaward94133@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 3:24 PM
To: Steve Ward <seaward94133@yahoo.com>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston,
Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt
(BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton,
Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>;
Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman
(BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Adopt Supervisor Mar's Resolution Item 29, File 200955
 

 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

Adopt Supervisor Mar's Resolution Item 29, File 200955. RHNA quotas should at
minimum should reflect the burden already undertaken by San Francisco as his
proposal argues. Furthermore due consideration should be given to the density of the
area on which RHNA is imposing that burden. Fairness would require that those
having a higher density need bare less a burden than that of those areas with low
density. Economic development as a precursor or simultaneous catalyst must figure
strongly in planning for those areas that have the room, desire and the need for
development. 

Areas devastated by fire might be explored.

COVID-19 presents new dynamics for housing, malls emptied as well as many other
store fronts which can be converted. The office vacancy rate 13% in SF as people will
be working at home as an increasing and continuing trend presents an opportunity for
conversion. Public transportation is down 75%. Increased density results in increased
contagion opportunity The trend is that people are exiting San Francisco.



The people who live in the area where the development will come to rest should have
the greatest say and have the most knowledge of what is appropriate to the
character, needs, infrastructure and general well being of their unique neighborhood.
Their local political leaders must have the authority to make those calls and are the
ones most easily accessible and accountable to the local people. Supervisor Mar's
resolution is a step in the direction of preserving this principle and of achieving the
fairness herein advocated.

Steve Ward
La Playa Park Village
Outer Sunset Distr. SF
 



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: FW: Support for Supervisor Mar"s Resolution Item 29, File 200955
Date: Monday, August 24, 2020 4:03:09 PM

 

From: Nancy Wuerfel <nancenumber1@aol.com> 
Sent: Monday, August 24, 2020 2:49 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Preston, Dean (BOS) <dean.preston@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS)
<gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS]
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Peskin,
Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>
Subject: Support for Supervisor Mar's Resolution Item 29, File 200955
 

 

Hi to all the Supervisors!
 
It is time to actually support the longest running BOS promise to build
more affordable housing!  No more trickle down thinking that market rate
housing will somehow now increase the number of affordable units.  Stand
up for Supervisor Mar's resolution to do the right thing, and STOP the
games the developers and their political allies are playing that sabotage
getting homes for regular folks built.
 
DO IT ON AUGUST 25, 2020!
 
Thanks,
Nancy Wuerfel
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✔

 1. For reference to Committee.  (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).

 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor

 6. Call File No.

 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

 9. Reactivate File No.

 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on  

 5. City Attorney Request.

Please check the appropriate boxes.  The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

 Small Business Commission  Youth Commission  Ethics Commission

 Building Inspection Commission Planning Commission

inquiries"

 from Committee.

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Mar

Subject:
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Process

The text is listed:
Resolution urging the Association of Bay Area Governments in its upcoming Regional Housing Allocation (RHNA) 
Process to focus on San Francisco’s unmet needs for housing affordable to low- and moderate-income residents, and 
to maintain the current RHNA allocation level of above-moderate housing in San Francisco.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: /s/Gordon Mar
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