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ITEM 9 - 2007. 1275E

SAN FRACISCO 2004 AN 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT

Public Hearing on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report - The proposed proj ect is the
2004 and 2009 Housing Elements. The Housing
Element is a public policy document that
addresses issues relating to housing needs
for San Francisco residents. The Housing
Element is prepared in response to Government
Code Section 65580, et seq. California housing
element law, which required local jurisdictions
to plan for and address the housing needs of
its population for attainment of state housing
goals. The California Court of Appeals has
determined the environmental document prepared
for the 2004 Housing Element inadequate, and
has directed the City to prepare an EIR for the
2004 Housing Element. The City must also
comply with state housing element law and
prepare another periodic update of the Housing
Element. The City has undergone a community
planning process and prepared the draft 2009
Housing Element. This EIR will satisfy the
ci ty i S legal requirements for preparing an EIR
on the 2004 Housing Element and will also
analyze the environmental effects of the 2009 0 R I GINAL
Housing Element.
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- -000--

PROCEEDINGS
THURSDAY, AUGUST 5, 2010

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioners, we

can move forward to Item 9, Case No. 2007. 1275E, the

San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element, public

hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Report.

MS. RAGE: Good evening, President
Miguel and members of the Commission.

I am Jessica Range with the Maj or

Environmental Analysis Division of the Planning

Department.

This is a hearing to receive comments on

the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Case No.

2007.1275E, the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element.

We just heard an informational presentation

on the 2009 Housing Element but I want to reiterate

that this is a Draft EIR on both the 2004 and the

2009 Housing Element policies.

The way in which the organization of the

document is set up is that for each environmental

topic area, we address environmental impacts of the

2004 housing element followed by the environmental

impact of the 2009 housing element.

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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1 Staff is not here is to answer comments

2 today. Comments will be transcribed and responded

3 to in writing in a comments and responses document.

4 This document will respond to all verbal

5 and written comments and make revisions to the Draft

6 EIR as appropriate.

7 This is also not a hearing to consider

8 approval or disapproval of the proj ect . That

9 hearing will follow the final certification of the
10 final EIR.
11 Comments today should be directed to the

12 accuracy and adequacy of the information contained

13 in the draft EIR.
14 Commentors should speak slowly and clearly

15 into the microphone so that the Court Reporter can

16 produce an accurate transcript.
17 Commentors should also state their name and

18 their address so that we can send them a comments

19 and responses document when that is available.
20 After hearing comments from the general

21 public, we will also take any comments on the draft

22 EIR from the Planning Commission.

23 The public comment period for this project
24 or for this EIR began on June 30th, 2010, and it

25 extends until 5: 00 0' clock p. m. on Monday,
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August 16th.

This concludes my presentation on this

matter. If you have any questions, I am available.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.

Before we start with public comment, I just

want to mention that there have been a number of

requests for extension of the time.

I personally would be willing to extend it

for a full sixty days, basically, to the end of

August just for preliminary comment.

Public comment, Penelope Clark, Rose

Hillson, Calvin Welch.

MS. HILLSON: Good afternoon,

Commissioners. Actually, good evening,

Commissioners.

I have a few things about the 2004/2009

Draft - - Housing Element Draft EIR.

In the previous item, it i S basically a
draft still, and my concern is this draft EIR

actually relies on the draft version and so it's

hard to reach conclusions.

I tried my best and, actually, truthfully,

this is my very first meeting of a Housing Element

Draft EIR. I found it very interesting.
There were 3,441 pages and 70.3 megabytes
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1 of data and I really would like the comment period

2 to be extended at a minimum three months because

3 it's, as I said, the previous item, the 2009 Housing

4 Element is a draft, not finalized and also there was

5 a combination, kind of like the joining of the
6 2004/2009 and it was very -- to me, it was very

7 complex.

8 It's not easy to read and I think 11m just

9 an average intelligent person but it got to the

10 point where things were getting duplicative using

11 the same obj ecti ves, policies, and measures to

12 satisfy numerous categories of environmental impact

13 as less than significant except for two categories

14 of noise and transportation and circulation which

15 was significant.
16 So, for that, I submit to you my forty
17 typed pages of questions and comments because I am

18 unsure of what everything means because I'm a normal

19 person.
20 I'm not an architect. I'm not a lawyer,
21 and so I asked all these questions and I apologize

22 for them but I really need to find out what this is
23 about and I am a member of the Jordan Park

24 Improvement Association.

25 I'd love to spell my name. My last name is
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H-i-l-l-s-o-n, first name Rose; and the Jordan Park

Improvement Association President, Richard Warner,

has asked me to read this letter:

"Dear Commissioners: On behalf

of the Jordan Park Improvement

Association, I request a ninety-day

continuance of the deadline for

comments on the EIR for the 2004

and 2009 housing element.

"The 2009 housing element is

the second draft and has not been

adopted.

"The EIR cannot be adopted

on the assumptions made on the

housing element which is not

complete.

"We have retained counsel to

prepare comments on the DIR. The

Jordan Park Improvement Association

obj ects to certification of the EIR

and approval of this proposed proj ect .
"Please grant the ninety-day

continuance on this matter. Thank

you. Richard Warner."

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.
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1 MS. HILLON: Thank you very much.

2 MR. WELCH: Calvin Welch, counsel for
3 Community Housing Organizations.

4 My remarks are only three pages. This is

5 the third housing element that I have been involved

6 in, only the second that had an EIR and I have come

7 to understand that housing elements approach being a

8 near religious experience.

9 Mysticisms and what is hidden is revealed

10 and what is revealed is hidden and there are cloaks
11 of smoke and blue smoke and it's extraordinary and

12 especially I commend Director Rahaim in saying the

13 proof of the pudding comes in the application of the

14 policies on a day-to-day basis which is even more a

15 mystical experience when one realizes how they are

16 applied.
17 There are four basic obj ections that the
18 counsel - - my name is Calvin Welch, counsel for

19 Community Housing Organizations -- that we have all

20 relating to affordability.
21 We believe that DEIR misstates, is both
22 inaccurate and incomplete in measuring the City's

23 failure and the environmental impacts of the City's

24 failure of meeting its annual goals, affordable

25 housing development goals.
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1 The EIR makes near religious assertions.

2 Increased density on Page VF48. Increased density,

3 particularly when located near areas in transit

4 generally produce lower vehicle ownership rates and,

5 therefore, generates less parking demand than would

6 otherwise occur.

7 Absolutely no proof. Absolutely no

8 supporting data. Indeed, you'll find on Appendix F

9 on the CD rom on Page 25 of Appendix F no trip

10 generation estimates are provided for the study.
11 So, how is it that you can so safely assume
12 that increased density particularly when located

13 near transit rich areas generally produce lower

14 vehicle ownership?

15 The second question: Does affordable

16 housing have the same transit and traffic demands

17 that market rate housing has?

18 Isn't that an important question? Don't
19 you make individual proj ect decisions based upon

20 that?
21 Not analyzed in this DEIR, not analyzed!
22 How can you possibly do that and call this a
23 complete or inaccurate document?

24 Do you know that there fewer uses of the
25 term "affordable housing" or "permanently affordable
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1 housing" in the proposed i 09 housing element than in

2 the' 04 housing element?

3 Why a reduction in the policy of

4 affordability? Not explained, not even pointed out

5 that there are fewer such use of terms.

6 I would love to be asked questions to get

7 to the questions that have been raised about

8 affordable production in San Francisco but my time

9 is up.
10 PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you. Is
11 there additional public comment on this item?

12 MR. VARGAS: Good evening,
13 Commissioners.

14 My name is John Vargas. It's really pretty
15 strange to see a process in the City of having the
16 housing element being somehow slowly prepared and

17 put into some sort of official shape over a ten-year

18 period and still not be in place.
19 We have a housing master plan that has not
20 been in place for ten years and then when it comes

21 to the point of reviewing in the environmental

22 impact report what is supposed to address the CEQA

23 aspects of these proposed housing elements and we

24 have two of them, and then when it comes to creating

25 a public review period, we choose to do during the
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1 Summer vacation period for our families and students

2 and everybody else.

3 I have to now appear to express apologies

4 for Hiroshi Fakuda, the Chairman of the Land Use and

5 Housing Committee of the Ocean San Francisco

6 neighborhood.

7 He's on the housing crew that hasn't been

8 in place for several months but usually they take

9 them in the Summer.

10 That i s double A but that he be here and so
11 it is really unfortunate to see something that is so

12 fundamental as the housing managed by the City being

13 that it's hard to say that it will heard adequately

14 in a public review period of sixty days in the

15 Summer and you have got ten years to put it

16 together.
17 There is some sort of lopsided aspect into
18 what is being expected of the Department and the

19 professionals and the Commission and what is

20 expected of the public and the people in the City
21 who is expect to be served by this Master plan

22 housing document.

23 So, I urge you to take into - - secure this
24 account, the letter from Trudy and Kathrine

25 Devinchenzi who successfully demonstrated to the

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050

21499
Line

21471
Text Box
3-14
Cont.



Page 11

1 ci ty in the courts that it was in error to not have

2 an environmental impact report prepared for a

3 housing element which is an absurd decision and the

4 letter asks for a ninety-day continuance beyond this

5 - - that December 6th day out to August 16th date,

6 ninety days.

7 You have a 2009 housing element that won't

8 be finished until the October. It would be talking

9 about the EIR in the 2009? Thatls -- the date also

10 follow the end of October.
11 Thank you for the public comment period.
12 PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.
13 MR. FRIESE: Bob Friese, and thank you

14 again for your attention.
15 I hadn't known until Noon that I was going

16 to be asked to speak today and one of reasons was,

17 ironically, that the person representing the

18 fourteen neighbor groups is, herself, on a
19 construction site.
20 So, I'm here in that regard not to speak at
21 this point on individual elements of the housing

22 element but to actually congratulate the Department

23 for the fact it has got it done when the volume was

24 sitting out in front of Bill Lee.
25 It is extraordinarily difficult, in part,
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1 because of the Summer and, in part, also because of

2 the complexity of the documents and, in part,

3 because of the fact that it is very difficult to get
4 all the components parts and the commentors together

5 to give the kind of statement where we can say with

6 some, you know, hopefully, confidence that we're

7 going to have agreement rather than dispute down the

8 line.
9 I absolutely will do my best to as we

10 head down the recent - - very recent past to get
11 together not only the spokesman for those

12 neighborhood groups but the coalition of San

13 Francisco neighborhoods, Judy Berkowitz, and Kathy

14 Devinchenzi represented the very citizen advisory

15 uni ts, including the - - not just District 2 and
16 District 8 but all of the others that are
17 interested.
18 And I would like to stress again the
19 general bar is ninety days from the 16th of August

20 as being an appropriate time.
21 If for some reason you cannot do

22 ninety days, at least sixty days from the 16th of

23 August but not from June 30th for the reasons stated
24 by Mr. Vargas. Thank you.

25 PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Thank you.
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1 Is there additional public comment on this

2 item? If not, public comment is closed.

3 Commissioner Olague?

4 VICE PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Yeah.

5 I was going to ask Mr. Welch to elaborate

6 on his comments earlier, if you don't mind. Yeah.

7 I thought we had a small speaker group. Tha t 's why

8 I didn't ask you at the time.

9 MR. WELCH: There were - - it seemed
10 to me two rather extraordinary statements made by

11 Commissioners, one that somehow we don't know the

12 affordabili ty level of residents of affordable --
13 permanently affordable housing in San Francisco and

14 the data has not been presented.
15 I have been in this Commission chambers two

16 heads of the Mayor's office of policy and reported
17 to this chamber, to this body, Matt Franklin and

18 before Matt Franklin, Marsha Rosen.

19 Nonprofit housing developers are required
20 each year to submit a report on the income levels
21 and qualifications of each household member

22 continuing to reside in their unit. That's to the
23 City and county of San Francisco.
24 In addition, every two years if it has --
25 if the development has HUD money, they must file
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1 such a report or a similar report with HUD.

2 We know exactly how many people and what

3 qualifications they have and whether or not they

4 meet the requirements of the development of housing.

5 That's how we provide housing in San

6 Francisco. We provide housing to people at certain

7 income levels and the City tests to make sure that

8 those people continue to meet those income levels.

9 It is a base misstatement of fact that, A,

10 that information has not been given to you and, B,

11 that somehow, it has escaped our minds.

12 Second of all, it isn't fifty percent of
13 the housing that is subsidized in San Francisco.

14 Folks, it's a hundred percent.

15 The largest housing subsidy in this country
16 is mortgage tax deduction. One hundred of the

17 housing market in this country is subsidized by the
18 federal or state government.

19 So, why do you want to point out or hold
20 out affordable housing as being somehow subsidized

21 and not somehow paying its way is absurd. All

22 housing in this country is subsidized by the
23 government, directly or indirectly.
24 The largest single housing subsidy of the
25 federal government, over $2 trillion is the mortgage
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1 tax deduction.

2 In addition, anybody who owns rental

3 property knows you get to deduct expenditures for

4 rent from your federal taxes as well.

5 So, it's all subsidized, folks. The
6 problem with housing in San Francisco and the

7 problem of this element in the statement - - Draft

8 Environmental Impact Report is that it takes it out

9 of the context. Hopefully, the SB375 will try to

10 put back into the context of transit, employment,

11 and housing.

12 It's a great triad. We can't - - we can't
13 simply believe that we can solve the housing problem

14 by this simple housing solution or that housing

15 type. It's a - - housing is a function of income.

16 It's about who works here. Housing, it's
17 not housing that determines who lives here. It's
18 who works here determines who lives here, and if we

19 do not understand that we have to reach some sort of
20 balance between employment opportunities, income,

21 housing, and transit then smart growth the way we

22 practice it in this city as I say in the paper is

23 silly.
24 We are basically housing, a workforce, a
25 commuting workforce in San Francisco.
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1 That's the - - by missing our affordable

2 targets, we don't - - we are not creating jobs in San

3 Francisco that pay enough to the average worker to

4 afford the average house - - the average housing cost

5 in San Francisco . Twelve percent of our population

6 can afford to buy a home in San Francisco,

7 twel ve percent!

8 So, who's buying the market rate units that

9 we overproduce in terms of the regional goals every

10 year? It's not San Franciscans.

11 Are they taking public transit? Not
12 hardly. They drive or they are in minivans that are

13 allover central San Francisco taking people to

14 Google!

15 That's the reality, and for the Draft
16 Environment Impact Report to ignore that reality, to
17 pretend it doesn't exist, to look in this narrow way

18 at only housing inputs and not the totality of
19 housing jobs and transportation, then I think we
20 keep chasing our tails and asking ourselves kind of
21 silly questions.

22 How is it that we are not housing the
23 middle class? We are housing the middle class.

24 They just don't work here. They work somewhere else

25 and, I mean, that's - - the question becomes and I
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want to invite each and everyone of you to the

University of San Francisco on the 14th and 15th of

August for a community congress that is, amongst

other things, going to try to address how do we

employ San Franciscans in San Francisco?

Since we - - I have been doing this, we've

gone from sixty percent of the jobs in San

Franciscans being held by San Franciscans to about

forty-eight percent.

It's very hard to believe that that doesn't

have a dramatic impact on housing and housing policy

and that's what I tried to do in the paper and I

think that's what has failed to be done in this

Environmental Impact Report, is to fully understand

and be informed that that relationship between jobs,

housing, and transit and we really do know who we

house in affordable housing. We really do.

We don't house young people in senior

housing. We don't house well people in AIDS'

housing.

We really have that figured out. We know

how to do that and we do do that and it's a

disservice for you to imply that we don't. It is

beyond a disservice.

COMMISSIONER LEE: You know, but
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Calvin, I think one of the things we should look at

is auditing to make sure because when one person has

a two-bedroom, how do you explain that affordable

housing?

How can you get no one to address that

issue? One person gets a two-bedroom affordable

housing.

I don't know what you'reMR. WELCH:

talking about.

COMMISSIONER LEE:

You i ve been around a long time.

right?

Tell me, Calvin!

You would know,

You're talking about theMR. WELCH:

housing element, right?
COMMISSIONER LEE: Yeah. That is

part of the housing element because if one person

gets away with it, how do you know other people get

away with it?

MR. WELCH: I have no idea. I f the
person had children and the children went to

college, I have no idea.

I have no idea what you are talking about

but your assertion that we have no idea who is in

affordable - - annual reports are required and done

both by the City and the federal government.

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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COMMISSIONER LEE:

PRESIDENT MIGUEL:

argument on this one.

Well, who i s office

Let's not have an

Thank you ve ry much --

Thank you.MR. WELCH:

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Mr. Welch.

Okay.

MR. ANTONINI: Very briefly. Thank

you.

Okay. Actually, I'm going to try to keep

this in regards to what we're here to discuss and

that is the adequacy of the report and the only

thing I would say is that I did not see in some of

the - - the talk about special needs, I didn't see a
comparison of our special needs relative to other

parts of the Bay Area and the other parts of the

country and I guess some kind of, you know,

assessment of our special needs population relative

to those other areas and, you know, any kind of

causative factors as to why that's the case. I

think that's important to know.

The other thing was the comment period and

I know there have been some discussions about

extending it and I would be in favor of the

ninety days, the extension which would be I think

September 30th. I believe it began on June 30th.
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The one caveat I have and maybe you can

answer it is -- I mentioned this earlier, is there a

threat of some funding if we go too long but, again,

the entire housing element goes on. This is only

the DEIR and my concern is this.

As we know, we went through a long process

to get 2004 passed and it was challenged in court

and the challenge was sustained and so, therefore,

you know, we have had to make sure that whatever is

in this document addresses what the basis of the

challenge is and it is a long and complicated

document and, actually, some of the housing element

isn't even finished yet but the analysis is.

And so one point made by some of the

commentors was, you know, we want to make sure the

actual - - most of the content of the housing element

is at least pretty well complete so we know that,

you know, you can assess its' impacts.

MR. RAIM: Mike, If I may, I think
there was some misunderstandings about that.

The reason that it's a draft is because you

have not approved the DEIR. You cannot approve a

final version of anything

MR. ANTONINI:

MR. RAIM:

Right. So, it is
until it has been
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1 reviewed, of course, under state law and that's why

2 it is otherwise titled a draft.

3 The draft is complete as far as our

4 proposed language.

5 I mean, obviously, there are things that

6 might change but there's nothing incomplete in the

7 actual draft in front of you.
8 COMMISSIONER OLAGUE: Thanks.

9 PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Commissioner Olague?

10 VICE PRESIDENT OLAGUE. . . . in the

11 actual hearing and I think there doesn't seem to be
12 support for ninety days but I'm going actually
13 encourage at least sixty days. Then if the other
14 people

15 PRESIDENT MIGUEL: End of August?

16 VICE PRESIDENT OLAGUE: End of August,

17 the last day of August, have some kind of a

18 compromise because I do believe that --

19 PRESIDENT MIGUEL: Do we have a motion?

20 VICE PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Yeah, it's a

21 motion, I guess.
22 MR. RAIM: You can't take it now.
23 VICE PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Or just - - it's

24 not a motion. I just would 1 ike to request that --
25 COMMISSION SECRETARY: Commissioners,

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050

21499
Line

21499
Line

21471
Text Box
2-7
Cont.

21471
Text Box
3-17



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page 22

from your comments and the President can make that

determination and direct staff to extend the comment

period.

I started thisPRESIDENT MIGUEL:

discussion with that.
I would request staff to extend the comment

period until the last day of August.

MS. JONES: Yes, and just for the
record, this is Sarah Jones from the Maj or

Environmental Analysis Section of the Planning

Department, I'm also acting for the ERO at this time

and we will extend the comment period to

August 31st. I don't know what date for the impact.

VICE PRESIDENT OLAGUE: Thank Mr . Calvin

Welch for his comments to clarify some things for

me.

MR. WELCH: Thank you.

PRESIDENT MIGUEL: We will take a

fifteen-minute break.

COMMISSION SECRETARY: Thank you.

Commissioners, we are on a 15 -minute

recess. Public hearing is closed on that item.

MS. JONES: Thank you.
(AT 8: 35 P. M., EIR ITEM 9 CONCLUDED)

- -000--
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1

2
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5 Star Reporting Service, Inc., 703 Market Street,
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7 do hereby certify:

8 That the foregoing proceedings were

9 stenographically reported at the time and place

10 herein set forth; that all comments, obj ections and

11 statements made at the time of the proceedings are
12 transcribed;
13 That the foregoing is a true and correct
14 transcript of the hearing proceedings.

15 I further certify that I am not a relative
16 or employee of any attorney of the parties nor

17 financially interested in the action.
18 I declare under penalty of perj ury by the
19 laws of the State of California that the foregoing
20 is true and correct.

21

22

23

24

25

Dated: MONDAY, AUGUST 9, 2010.

(~'lV--.
Easteller Bruihl, RPR, CSR No. 3077

STAR REPORTING SERVICE, INC. (415) 348-0050
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February 3, 2011 
 
 
Re: San Francisco Housing Element 2009: Release of Draft for Adoption 
 
 
Dear Citizens of San Francisco:  
 
Today marks the release of our third draft of the 2009 Housing Element. This draft has been long 
in coming, and I want to thank all of you who have participated in the two and a half years of 
community process that have brought us to this point. Your contributions, received through public 
hearings, workshops and presentations, stakeholder sessions, joining staff during office hours or 
providing feedback through letters, emails or surveys, have provided a strong statement about San 
Francisco’s need for - and commitment to - a comprehensive set of policies to increase housing 
supply, retention, affordability and choice.   
 
This third draft still hinges on the core ideas first developed in the document’s early draft:  
prioritization of permanently affordable housing; recognition and preservation of neighborhood 
character; integration of planning for housing, jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and our 
City’s role as sustainable model of development.  The majority of its policies represent these core 
values that our citizens were able to converge upon. However, the valuable diversity of opinion in 
San Francisco means that not every policy in this document can represent consensus.  

This third draft represents a synthesis of the comments received on the first (June 2009) and second 
(July 2010) drafts released by the Planning Department, and addresses comments received from the 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), the state agency charged with 
administering state housing element law.  Changes in this draft: 

• Highlight the City’s continuing strategy to plan for growth through community plans, and 
to partner that growth with supportive infrastructure and other improvements.  This 
practice directs development to areas well-served by transit, ensures “complete 
neighborhoods” and helps to relieve pressure on neighborhoods less able to accommodate 
growth. (Policy 1.2) 

• Reiterate the Planning Department’s commitment to involving all stakeholders in the 
community planning process, from neighborhoods to Citywide and regional stakeholders. 
(Policy 1.4) 

• Clarify support for housing projects along major transit lines that are consistent with 
current zoning and design guidelines.  While this was not a universally supported policy, it 
is the land use counterpart to the City’s Transit First policy, and a critical factor in meeting 
our greenhouse gas reduction goals.  (Policy 1.10) 

• Further reinforce neighborhood character, with stated support for individual community 
efforts that support good planning principles, Department adoption of neighborhood-
specific design standards, and zoning to ensure that new housing does not harm the 
prevailing character of existing neighborhoods. (Policies 11.2, 11.3 and 1..4) 

• Emphasize processes that convey clear information early on to all parties involved in new 
development, from project sponsors to concerned neighbors. Examples of such process 
include the Department’s recently adopted Pre-Application Process and Preliminary Project 
Assessment requirements. (Policy 10.2) 
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With this release, the Planning Department intends to work towards adoption of the Housing 
Element, including certification of an environmental impact report (EIR) under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), in accordance with state housing element law. Initiation 
hearing for this adoption is tentatively scheduled for February 24th, 2011.The City is already well 
overdue for this adoption, as updates of housing elements for all jurisdictions in the Bay Area were 
due on June 30th, 2009. Because no final draft has been adopted by our local governing bodies, San 
Francisco is listed as “out of compliance” on HCD’s Housing Element Compliance Report, which 
impacts the City’s eligibility for state housing, community development and infrastructure funding 
programs. A timely adoption will confirm our continued dedication towards meeting the State of 
California’s objectives towards housing and community development, and will reinstate our 
eligibility for these funds.  

This Housing Element, proposed as a draft for adoption, reaffirms our shared commitment to a 
City that meets its residents’ housing needs for everyone. It could not have been developed without 
your input. In that vein, I will be hosting another forum for discussion on this final draft with 
interested community members, to be held the evening of Wednesday, February 16th. I look forward 
to your continued participation as we move through the adoption process.   
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
John Rahaim 
Planning Director 
San Francisco Planning Department 
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ISSUE 1: 
ADEQUATE SITES

OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE 

FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE 

SITES TO MEET THE CITY’S HOUS-

ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA-

NENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

POLICY 1.1

Plan for the full range of housing needs 
in the City and County of San Francisco, 
especially affordable housing.

POLICY 1.2

Focus housing growth and infrastructure-
necessary to support growth according 
to community plans. Complete planning 
underway in key opportunity areas such 
as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 
Hunter’s Point Shipyard.

POLICY 1.3

Work proactively to identify and secure 
opportunity sites for permanently 
affordable housing.

POLICY 1.4

Ensure community based planning 
processes are used to generate changes 
to land use controls.

POLICY 1.5

Consider secondary units in community 
plans where there is neighborhood 
support and when other neighborhood 
goals can be achieved, especially if that 
housing is made permanently affordable to 
lower-income households.

POLICY 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and 
size of units within established building 
envelopes in community based planning 
processes, especially if it can increase the 
number of affordable units in multi-family 
structures.

POLICY 1.7

Consider public health objectives when 
designating and promoting housing 
development sites.

POLICY 1.8

Promote mixed use development, and 
include housing, particularly permanently 
affordable housing, in new commercial, 
institutional or other single use 
development projects.

POLICY 1.9

Require new commercial developments 
and higher educational institutions to 
meet the housing demand they generate, 
particularly the need for affordable housing 
for lower income workers and students.

POLICY 1.10

Support new housing projects where 
households can easily rely on public 
transportation, walking and bicycling for 
the majority of daily trips.

ISSUE 2: 
CONSERVE AND IMPROVE 
EXISTING STOCK

OBJECTIVE 2

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, 

AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN-

TENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT 

JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

POLICY 2.1

Discourage the demolition of sound 
existing housing, unless the demolition 
results in a net increase in affordable 
housing.

POLICY 2.2

Retain existing housing by controlling the 
merger of residential units, except where a 
merger clearly creates new family housing.

POLICY 2.3

Prevent the removal or reduction of 
housing for parking.

POLICY 2.4

Promote improvements and continued 
maintenance to existing units to ensure 
long term habitation and safety.

POLICY 2.5

Encourage and support the seismic 
retrofitting of the existing housing stock.

OBJECTIVE 3

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 

THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, 

ESPECIALLY RENTAL UNITS.

POLICY 3.1

Preserve rental units, especially rent 
controlled units, to meet the City’s 
affordable housing needs.

POLICY 3.2

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 
rehabilitation to protect affordability for 
existing occupants.

POLICY 3.3

Maintain balance in affordability of existing 
housing stock by supporting affordable 
moderate ownership opportunities.

POLICY 3.4

Preserve “naturally affordable” housing 
types, such as smaller and older 
ownership units.

POLICY 3.5

Retain permanently affordable residential 
hotels and single room occupancy (SRO) 
units.

ISSUE 3: 
EQUAL HOUSING 
OPPORTUNITIES

OBJECTIVE 4

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT 

MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI-

DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES.

POLICY 4.1

Develop new housing, and encourage the 
remodeling of existing housing, for families 
with children.

POLICY 4.2

Provide a range of housing options for 
residents with special needs for housing 
support and services.

POLICY 4.3

Create housing for people with disabilities 
and aging adults by including universal 
design principles in new and rehabilitated 
housing units.
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POLICY 4.4

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental 
housing opportunities, emphasizing 
permanently affordable rental units 
wherever possible.

POLICY 4.5

Ensure that new permanently affordable 
housing is located in all of the City’s 
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated 
neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit 
types provided at a range of income levels.

POLICY 4.6

Encourage an equitable distribution of 
growth according to infrastructure and site 
capacity.

POLICY 4.7

Consider environmental justice issues 
when planning for new housing, especially 
affordable housing.

OBJECTIVE 5

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS 

HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAIL-

ABLE UNITS.

POLICY 5.1

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have 
equal access to subsidized housing units.

POLICY 5.2

Increase access to housing, particularly 
for households who might not be aware of 
their housing choices.

POLICY 5.3

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly 
against immigrants and households with 
children.

POLICY 5.4

Provide a range of unit types for all 
segments of need, and work to move 
residents between unit types as their 
needs change.

OBJECTIVE 6

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE 

RISK OF HOMELESSNESS.

POLICY 6.1

Prioritize permanent housing solutions 
while pursuing both short- and long-term 
strategies to eliminate homelessness.

POLICY 6.2

Prioritize the highest incidences of 
homelessness, as well as those most in 
need, including families and immigrants.

ISSUE 4: 
FACILITATE PERMANENTLY 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

OBJECTIVE 7

SECURE FUNDING AND RE-

SOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING, INCLUDING 

INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE 

NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADI-

TIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

POLICY 7.1

Expand the financial resources available 
for permanently affordable housing, 
especially permanent sources.

POLICY 7.2

Strengthen San Francisco’s affordable 
housing efforts by planning and 
advocating at regional, state and federal 
levels.

POLICY 7.3

Recognize the importance of funds for 
operations, maintenance and services 
to the success of affordable housing 
programs.

POLICY 7.4

Facilitate affordable housing development 
through land subsidy programs, such as 
land trusts and land dedication.

POLICY 7.5

Encourage the production of affordable 
housing through process and zoning 
accommodations, and prioritize affordable 
housing in the review and approval 
processes.

POLICY 7.6

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing 
to maximize effective use of affordable 
housing resources.

POLICY 7.7

Support housing for middle income 
households, especially through programs 
that do not require a direct public subsidy.

POLICY 7.8

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 
models which enable households to 
achieve homeownership within their 
means, such as down-payment assistance, 
and limited equity cooperatives.

OBJECTIVE 8

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SEC-

TOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FA-

CILITATE, PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

POLICY 8.1

Support the production and management 
of permanently affordable housing.

POLICY 8.2

Encourage employers located within San 
Francisco to work together to develop 
and advocate for housing appropriate for 
employees.

POLICY 8.3

Generate greater public awareness about 
the quality and character of affordable 
housing projects and generate community-
wide support for new affordable housing.

OBJECTIVE 9

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY 

THE FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL 

SOURCES.

POLICY 9.1

Protect the affordability of units at risk of 
losing subsidies or being converted to 
market rate housing.

POLICY 9.2

Continue prioritization of preservation of 
existing affordable housing as the most 
effective means of providing affordable 
housing.

POLICY 9.3

Maintain and improve the condition of the 
existing supply of public housing, through 
programs such as HOPE SF.
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ISSUE 5: 
REMOVE CONSTRAINTS TO 
THE CONSTRUCTION AND 
REHABILITATION OF HOUSING

OBJECTIVE 10

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET 

THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT 

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

POLICY 10.1

Create certainty in the development 
entitlement process, by providing clear 
community parameters for development 
and consistent application of these 
regulations.

POLICY 10.2

Implement planning process 
improvements to both reduce undue 
project delays and provide clear 
information to support community review.

POLICY 10.3

Use best practices to reduce excessive 
time or redundancy in local application of 
CEQA.

POLICY 10.4

Support state legislation and programs 
that promote environmentally favorable 
projects.

ISSUE 6: 
MAINTAIN THE UNIQUE 
AND DIVERSE CHARACTER 
OF SAN FRANCISCO’S 
NEIGHBORHOODS

OBJECTIVE 11

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DI-

VERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER 

OF SAN FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBOR-

HOODS.

POLICY 11.1

Promote the construction and 
rehabilitation of well-designed housing 
that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and 
innovative design, and respects existing 
neighborhood character.

POLICY 11.2

Ensure implementation of accepted design 
standards in project approvals.

POLICY 11.3

Ensure growth is accommodated without 
substantially and adversely impacting 
existing residential neighborhood 
character.

POLICY 11.4

Continue to utilize zoning districts which 
conform to a generalized residential land 
use and density plan and the General 
Plan.

POLICY 11.5

Ensure densities in established residential 
areas promote compatibility with prevailing 
neighborhood character.

POLICY 11.6

Foster a sense of community through 
architectural design, using features that 
promote community interaction.

POLICY 11.7

Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, 
by preserving landmark buildings and 
ensuring consistency with historic districts. 

POLICY 11.8

Consider a neighborhood’s character 
when integrating new uses, and minimize 
disruption caused by expansion of 
institutions into residential areas.

POLICY 11.9

Foster development that strengthens local 
culture sense of place and history.

ISSUE 7: 
BALANCE HOUSING 
CONSTRUCTION AND 
COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE

OBJECTIVE 12

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH 

ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 

SERVES THE CITY’S GROWING 

POPULATION.

POLICY 12.1

Encourage new housing that relies 
on transit use and environmentally 
sustainable patterns of movement.

POLICY 12.2

Consider the proximity of quality of life 
elements, such as open space, child 
care, and neighborhood services, when 
developing new housing units.

POLICY 12.3

Ensure new housing is sustainably 
supported by the City’s public 
infrastructure systems.

ISSUE 8: 
PRIORITIZING SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT

OBJECTIVE 13

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEL-

OPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 

CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING.

POLICY 13.1

Support “smart” regional growth that 
locates new housing close to jobs and 
transit.

POLICY 13.2

Work with localities across the region to 
coordinate the production of affordable 
housing region wide according to 
sustainability principles.

POLICY 13.3

Promote sustainable land use patterns that 
integrate housing with transportation in 
order to increase transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle mode share.

POLICY 13.4

Promote the highest feasible level of 
“green” development in both private and 
municipally-supported housing.
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PART II.
OBJECTIVES & POLICIES

Please note that this text contains Part 2: Objectives and 

Policies of the Housing Element. Part 1: Data and Needs 

Analysis and Appendix C: Implementation Measures are 

available separately. 



INTRODUCTION

Housing element law mandates that local governments 

adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing 

needs of all economic segments of the community. " e City 

of San Francisco has embraced this requirement as an op-

portunity for a community based vision for San Francisco’s 

future. Part 2 of the Housing Element sets forth objectives, 

policies, and programs to address the housing needs iden-

tifi ed in Part one. " e Housing Element is intended to 

provide the policy background for housing programs and 

decisions; and to provide broad direction towards meet-

ing the City’s housing goals. As with other elements of the 

General Plan, it provides the policy framework for future 

planning decisions, and indicates the next steps the City 

plans to take to implement the Housing Element’s objec-

tives and policies. Adoption of the Housing Element does 

not modify land use, specify areas for increased height or 

density, suggest specifi c controls for individual neighbor-

hoods, implement changes to the Zoning Map or Planning 

Code, or direct funding for housing development. Any 

such changes would require signifi cant community and 

related legislative processes, as well as review and public 

hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors.

Why is Housing an Issue?

San Francisco’s population continues to grow; now sur-

passing the 1950s population peak, with over 800,000 

residents. As a hub for the region, San Francisco hosts a 

signifi cant proportion of the City’s jobs, as well as the core 

of local transportation infrastructure. Despite the recent 

economic impacts of the national recession, industries 

in San Francisco are – slowly - growing, particularly in 

the categories of fi nancial and professional services, and 

knowledge industries such as biotechnology, digital media, 

and clean technology. With new employment opportuni-

ties comes the increased demand for a variety of housing 

types.

Aff ordable housing is the most salient housing issue in San 

Francisco and the Bay Area. ABAG projects that at least 

39% of new housing demands will be from low and very 

low income households (households earning under 80% 

of area median income), and another 22% aff ordable from 

households of moderate means (earning between 80 and 

120% of area median income). " e policies and programs 

off er strategies to address these specifi c housing demands. 

San Francisco General Plan
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Based on the growing population, and smart growth goals 

of providing housing in central areas like San Francisco, 

near jobs and transit, the State Department of Housing 

and Community Development (HCD), with the Associa-

tion of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that San 

Francisco must plan for the capacity for roughly 31,000 

new units, 60% of which should be suitable for housing 

for the extremely low, very low, low and moderate income 

households, in the next Housing Element period to meet 

its share of the region’s projected housing demand. Because 

San Francisco also shares these state and regional objectives 

to increase the supply of housing, improve the regional 

jobs-housing balance, protect the environment, and pro-

mote a more effi  cient development pattern, this Housing 

Element works to meet those targets.

The City’s Housing Values 

In developing the 2009 Housing Element Update, the City 

worked closely across agencies and broadly with San Fran-

cisco neighborhoods, community organizations, housing 

advocates, and residents. " rough a broad outreach process 

that included a Community Advisory Body, stakeholder 

sessions, over 30 community workshops, monthly offi  ce 

hours, and interactive web outreach including an online 

survey, four housing values were developed to guide the 

2009 Housing Element:

1. Prioritize permanently aff ordable housing. Across the 

City, participants acknowledged that the cost of hous-

ing in San Francisco was an issue aff ecting everyone, 

from working families to the very poor. " us the 

Housing Element focuses on creating the right type 

of housing, to meet the fi nancial, physical and spatial 

needs of all of our residents who cannot aff ord mar-

ket-rate housing. " is requires not only creating new 

housing, but addressing the numerous housing types 

needed for San Francisco’s diverse population, and 

preserving and maintaining the existing housing stock 

, which provides some of the City’s most aff ordable 

units.

2. Recognize and preserve neighborhood character. 

Residents of San Francisco, from its wealthiest neigh-

borhoods to its lower income areas, prioritized their 

own neighborhoods’ physical and cultural character. 

" erefore the Housing Element recognizes that any 

plans for housing, from individual projects to com-

munity plans, need to acknowledge the unique needs 

of individual neighborhood which they are located. 

No individual strategies proposed in this Housing 

Element are appropriate universally; each needs to be 

considered within the neighborhood context. By us-

ing community planning processes that are driven by 

the input of the community itself, the City can ensure 

that the best qualities of neighborhoods are not only 

maintained, but strengthened.

3. Integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation 

and infrastructure. Participants stressed that housing 

does not occur in a vacuum- that successful housing 

must be considered as a part of a whole neighborhood, 

one that includes public infrastructure such as transit, 

open space and community facilities, and privately 

provided infrastructure such as retail and neighbor-

hood services. As one considers the needs of various 

household types, steps must be taken to encourage 

amenities required by families, such as child care, 

schools, libraries, parks and other services.

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II
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4. Cultivate the City as a sustainable model of develop-

ment. " e City’s residents recognized the City’s social, 

practical and legislative responsibility to address 

housing needs from both the local and the regional 

perspective, given San Francisco’s role as a job center 

and a transit nexus. " us, the Housing Element pri-

oritizes increasing transit availability and accessibility, 

and prioritizing housing development where transit 

and other mode options are improved, to reduce the 

impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. It promotes 

“green” development in both new and reconstruction. 

It does not, however, promote growth at all costs: the 

Housing Element recognizes that a truly sustainable 

San Francisco balances housing production with other 

major values discussed above, in the context of aff ord-

ability needs, infrastructure provision, and neighbor-

hood culture and character.

Challenges Ahead: Balancing Goals 
with Resources and Realities 

In an eff ort to plan for and respond to growing housing 

demands, the Planning Department has engaged several 

neighborhoods in specifi c community planning eff orts. 

Ten community plans – the Candlestick and Hunters Point 

Shipyard Plans, Rincon Hill, Market & Octavia, Central 

Waterfront, East SoMa, Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero 

Hill and Balboa Park Area Plans, and the Visitacion Valley 

Master & Redevelopment Plan - have been adopted since 

the 2004 Housing Element update. Together these recently 

adopted Plan Areas are projected to add growth of almost 

40,000 new units, which, in combination with citywide 

infi ll potential provides sites which can accommodate over 

6,000 new units, as cited in Part 1 of the Housing Element. 

Ongoing community planning eff orts, including major 

redevelopment plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island and 

Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard, will add even more capac-

ity over the next 20 years.

Implementation of these plans, both on the housing and 

infrastructure side still requires signifi cant planning and 

support. " e City has made strides in developing new 

housing to serve that growing population - about 18,960 

new housing units were added to the City’s housing stock 

since 2000 - housing aff ordability continues to be a major 

policy issue. Even with very successful policies and pro-

grams, and an all-time high average production rate of over 

2000 units per year, San Francisco achieved only 67% of 

its housing goals for very low and low production, and a 

total of 47% of all aff ordable housing production.1 Because 

of the high cost of housing subsidies required to provide a 

unit to low and very low income households ranges from 

$170,000 to $200,000 per unit. Total costs to meet the 

total need projected by the RHNAs exceed $2 billion dol-

lars, signifi cantly more than funding has allowed in previ-

ous years. Given current economic conditions this level of 

funding is far more than can be realistically expected in the 

short term.

" is Housing Element addresses residential development 

during a period of national recession, against a backdrop 

of reductions in sale and rental values, backlogs of unsold 

units, and a dearth of funding for new housing develop-

ment. Working within this context, the Housing Element 

stresses stabilization strategies that respond to the eco-

nomic downturn. Creative new context specifi c strategies 

include:

Small-site acquisition and rehabilitation, where the 
City takes an active role in securing and stabilizing 
existing units as permanently aff ordable housing.

Owner-initiated rehabilitation, where the City sup-
ports- fi nancially or otherwise – owner or landlord 
initiated improvements to existing housing, par-
ticularly at-risk rental units.

Project partnerships, fostering relationships between 
aff ordable and market rate developers on new sites, 
or on projects which may have stalled, to expand 
aff ordable housing opportunities. 

Providing assistance in foreclosures, including as-
sistance to existing homeowners and working to 
secure foreclosed units as aff ordable opportunities. 

However, even with these strategies the City will not likely 

see the development 31,000 new units, particularly its af-

fordability goals of creating over 12,000 units aff ordable to 

low and very low income levels projected by the RHNA. 

" ere are adequate sites to meet projected housing needs, 

and the policies of this Housing Element support further 

housing development. However, realizing the City’s hous-

ing targets requires tremendous public and private fi nanc-

ing - given the state and local economy and private fi nance 

conditions is not likely to be available during the period of 

this Housing Element.

1 Note: Other major cities, such as Oakland and Los Angeles, faced the same challenges, 
meeting on average only 30% of their aff ordability targets

•

•

•

•

San Francisco General Plan
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For the City is to be truly successful in achieving the 

type and amount of housing targeted by the RHNAs 

and mandated by local and regional sustainability goals, 

a full partnership with the state and the region is required. 

Funding at the state and regional levels need to continue 

to consider – and prioritize - San Francisco’s share of the 

statewide housing, particularly its aff ordability challenges, 

when allocating funding for aff ordable housing and for 

public infrastructure. Only through this partnership, and 

if infrastructure and housing funding priorities are coor-

dinated with regional growth objectives, can the City truly 

move towards these housing production targets.

Acknowledging Tradeoffs

" e Housing Element is intended to be an integrated, 

internally consistent and compatible statement of policies 

for housing in San Francisco, based upon the goals of the 

citizens of the City. However, many of these goals have a 

natural tension between them. For example, the relation-

ship of market rate to aff ordable housing can often seem 

competitive, and even oppositional. Yet increased levels of 

aff ordable housing cannot be achieved without the private 

development sector, which brings signifi cant funding to-

wards aff ordable housing and its needed services through 

tax revenues, inclusionary requirements and other fees. In 

balancing this relationship, the City needs to consider how 

all types of housing contribute to overall goals.

Another tension exists between the demand for more hous-

ing in San Francisco and the impact – real or perceived 

– that new development can have on neighborhoods. To 

meet local and regional sustainability goals, more housing 

and greater density is required, but growth needs to be 

shaped so that it does not occur at the expense of valued 

San Francisco neighborhood qualities. Community plans 

balance these factors to increase housing equitably while 

still preserving what people love about their neighbor-

hoods.

Another major issue to balance is the relationship between 

housing and infrastructure " e City’s goal is to locate hous-

ing in areas that already have access to infrastructure and 

services, many sites large enough for aff ordable housing are 

often found in transitioning areas that require additional 

infrastructure. " e City needs to seek equilibrium for hous-

ing opportunities by prioritizing increased infrastructure or 

services to these transitioning areas.

" e purpose of this Housing Element is not to resolve all of 

those tensions, but to provide a framework the City can use 

to highlight concerns that should be balanced by decision 

makers, to achieve the City’s stated housing goals.

The Document

" e objectives and policies that follow are intended to 

address the State’s objectives and the City’s most pressing 

housing issues: identifying adequate housing sites, con-

serving and improving existing housing, providing equal 

housing opportunities, facilitating permanently aff ordable 

housing, removing government constraints to the con-

struction and rehabilitation of housing, maintaining the 

unique and diverse character of San Francisco’s neighbor-

hoods, balancing housing construction with community 

infrastructure, and sustainability. Each set of objectives 

and related policies is accompanied by implementing pro-

grams - a detailed schedule of actions that will implement 

the housing element including timelines, steps, projected 

outcomes and entities responsible for each action. Also, 

each set of objectives and policies is followed by a series of 

strategies for further review - ideas which were raised over 

the course of the Housing Element development and out-

reach, which require further examination, and potentially 

long-term study, before they can be directly implemented. 

" ese strategies will be examined in more detail with the 

appropriate agencies over the course of the draft Housing 

Element’s review, to determine if such strategies are pos-

sible and can be pursued as implementation programs.
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OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR 
DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 
THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY 
PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Even during declining economies, housing demand in San 

Francisco continues. Families continue to grow, life expec-

tancy has increased, and more people seek to live closer 

to where they work. " e need for housing comes from 

households of all income levels.

In an eff ort to manage the regional growth and accommo-

date projected housing needs throughout the Bay Area, the 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) allocates a 

number of housing units at various income levels to each 

community in the region based on projected job growth. 

ABAG has allocated more than 31,000 new housing units 

in City and County of San Francisco through the year 

2014, with over 60% of those units required to be aff ord-

able to households of moderate income (defi ned as 120% 

of Area Median Income) or below.

Reaching these ABAG goals will require the implementa-

tion of a number of strategies, including planning and con-

structing new permanently aff ordable housing, for which 

land must be identifi ed. Housing sites must be considered 

carefully in order to make the most of a limited land sup-

ply while ensuring that new housing is in keeping with 

existing neighborhood character. Specifi c criteria should 

be considered when planning for, and securing, sites for 

housing. To enable easy access and movement throughout 

the City, housing should be located close to transit, and 

to other necessary public infrastructure such as schools, 

parks and open space, as well as quasi-public or privately 

provided services such as child care and health facilities. 

To enable access to retail and services, new housing should 

be located throughout the City in a mixed-use fashion. To 

ensure the health of residents, housing should be located 

away from concentrations of health-impacting land uses. 

New housing is not the only answer to addressing housing 

needs in San Francisco. Other strategies, such as retention 

of existing units, and making existing units permanently 

aff ordable, as discussed in Objectives 2 and 3 , enable the 

City to meet many of its housing aff ordability goals.

POLICY 1.1

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City 

and County of San Francisco, especially affordable 

housing.

San Franciscans are a diverse population, with a diverse set 

of housing needs. Future housing policy and planning ef-

forts must take into account the diverse needs for housing. 

" e RHNA projections indicate housing goals for vari-

ous income levels, these provide basic planning goals for 

housing aff ordability. San Francisco’s housing policies and 

programs should provide strategies that promote housing 

at each income level, and furthermore identify sub-groups, 

Issue 1: 
Adequate Sites
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such as middle income and extremely low income house-

holds that require specifi c housing policy. In addition to 

planning for aff ordability, the City should plan for housing 

that serves a variety of household types and sizes.

POLICY 1.2

Focus housing growth and infrastructure-necessary 

to support growth according to community plans. 

Complete planning underway in key opportunity 

areas such as Treasure Island, Candlestick Park and 

Hunter’s Point Shipyard.

In order to increase the supply and aff ordability of housing, 

the City has engaged in signifi cant planning for housing 

through Area Plans (portions of the General Plan which fo-

cus on a particular part of the City), Redevelopment Plans 

(community revitalization plans authorized and organized 

under the provisions of the California Community Rede-

velopment Law), and major development projects created 

in partnership with private sponsors. Adopted community 

plans include Balboa Park, Market and Octavia and the 

Central Waterfront neighborhoods; the Eastern Neighbor-

hoods program including the Mission, South of Market, 

Showplace Square and Potrero Hill; Candlestick, and 

Hunters Point Shipyard; and several Redevelopment Area 

Plans, most recently Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock.

Plans underway include Japantown, Glen Park, Western 

SoMa and Executive Park. Other major projects in devel-

opment with the City include Treasure Island, Park Merced 

and the Transbay Transit Center. " ese ongoing com-

munity planning eff orts should continue. " ese projects 

could result in a community accepted housing vision for 

the neighborhood, related zoning changes and neighbor-

hood specifi c design guidelines that will encourage housing 

development in appropriate locations.

Together, these planning eff orts could provide capacity 

for signifi cantly more than the 31,000 units allocated for 

this planning period (2007-2014). However these plans 

will require signifi cant investment in infrastructure and 

supporting services in order to support this growth. Each 

adopted plan contains related programs for aff ordable 

housing (directing the mix of housing types, tenures and af-

fordability needs), infrastructure and community services, 

they also contain design guidelines and community review 

procedures. " e City should prioritize public investment 

in these plan areas, according to each plans’ infrastructure 

and community improvement program. " ese plans will 

also require diligence in their application: each plan con-

tains numerous policies and principles intended to ensure 

neighborhood consistency and compatibility, and it is up 

to Planning Department staff  and the Planning Com-

mission to uphold those principles in project review and 

approvals.
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Plan Area / Major Project
Estimated New Housing 
Construction Potential*

Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800

Market/Octavia Area Plan 6,000

Central Waterfront Area Plan 2000

Mission Area Plan 1700

East SOMA Area Plan 2900

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area 
Plan

3200

Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100

Visitation Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,500

Transbay Redevelopment Plan 3,400

Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan 3,000

Hunters Point Shipyard/ Candlestick 
Point

10,000

Total Adopted Plans & Projects: 39,600

Executive Park 1,600

Glen Park 100

Japantown To be determined

Park Merced 5,600

Transit Center District 1,200

West SOMA 2,700

Treasure Island 7,000

Total Plans & Projects Underway: 18,200

TOTAL 57,800

* From individual NOP and EIR, rounded

POLICY 1.3

Work proactively to identify and secure opportunity 

sites for permanently affordable housing.

While in previous years land prices have dramatically in-

creased, current land prices seem to have stabilized. " is 

may provide opportunity for sites for permanently af-

fordable housing development that should be aggressively 

pursued.

Publicly-owned land off ers unique opportunity for devel-

opment of aff ordable housing. " e City should regularly 

review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused public 

property, through an annual reporting process that pro-

vides such information to the Mayors Offi  ce of Housing. 

Public property no longer needed for current or foreseeable 

future public operations, such as public offi  ces, schools or 

utilities should be considered for sale or lease for develop-

ment of permanently aff ordable housing. " e City should 

ensure that future land needs for transit, schools and other 

services will be considered before public land is repurposed 

to support aff ordable housing. Where sites are not appro-

priate for aff ordable housing, revenue generated from sale 

of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the 

City’s Aff ordable Housing Fund under the San Francisco 

Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 - 11.

" e City’s land-holding agencies should also look for cre-

ative opportunities to partner with aff ordable housing de-

velopers. " is may include identifying buildings where air 

rights may be made available for housing without interfer-

ing with their current public use; sites where housing could 

be located over public parking, transit facilities or water 

storage facilities; or reconstruction opportunities where 

public uses could be rebuilt as part of a joint-use aff ordable 

housing project. Agencies should also look for opportuni-

ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more 

appropriate sites, thereby making such sites available for 

housing development. For example, certain Muni fl eet 

storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas 

could be relocated, thereby allowing in-fi ll mixed use or 

residential development. " e City should proactively seek 

sites for aff ordable housing development by buying devel-

opments that are no longer moving towards completion. 

" is may include properties that have received some or 

all City land use entitlements, properties that have begun 

construction but cannot continue , or properties that have 

completed construction, but whose owners must sell.

POLICY 1.4

Ensure community based planning processes are 

used to generate changes to land use controls.

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods 

to work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their 

future, including housing, services and amenities. Such 

plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase 

infi ll development in locations close to transit and other 

needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also 

develop or update neighborhood specifi c design guide-

lines, infrastructure plans, and historic resources surveys, 

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II

9



as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City 

has undertaken signifi cant community based planning ef-

forts to accommodate projected growth. Zoning changes 

that involve several parcels or blocks should always involve 

signifi cant community outreach, as part of a community 

based planning process.

Any new community based planning processes should 

be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and 

involve the full range of City stakeholders. " e process 

should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the 

support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption 

of the Planning Department’s or other overseeing agency’s 

work program; and the scope of the process should be ap-

proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the 

Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land 

use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any 

changes to land use policies and controls that result from the 

community planning process may be proposed only after 

an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft 

plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive 

opportunity for community input. Proposed changes must 

be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of 

Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing. Additionally, 

the Department’s Work Program allows citizens to know 

what areas are proposed for community planning. " e 

Planning Department should use the Work Program as a 

vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities, and 

should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage, 

and make it available for review at the Department.

POLICY 1.5

Consider secondary units in community plans where 

there is neighborhood support and when other 

neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially 

if that housing is made permanently affordable to 

lower-income households.

Secondary units (in-law” or “granny units”) are smaller 

dwelling units within a structure containing another much 

larger unit, frequently in basements, using space that is sur-

plus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent a 

simple and cost-eff ective method of expanding the housing 

supply. Such units could be developed to meet the needs of 

seniors, people with disabilities and others who, because of 

modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need small units at 

relatively low rents.

Within a community planning process, the City may ex-

plore where secondary units can occur without adversely 

aff ecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in 

the case of new construction, where they can be accom-

modated within the permitted building envelope. " e 

process may also examine where existing secondary units 

can be legalized, for example through an amnesty program 

that requires building owners to increase their safety and 

habitability. Secondary units should be limited in size to 

control their impact.

POLICY 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and size 

of units within established building envelopes in 

community based planning processes, especially 

if it can increase the number of affordable units in 

multi-family structures.

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi-

tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in 

proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in 

an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each 

800 square feet of lot area. " is limitation generally applies 

regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people 

likely to occupy it. " us a small studio and a large four-

bedroom apartment both count as a single unit. Setting 

density standards encourages larger units and is particularly 

tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri-

marily of one- or two-family dwellings. However, in some 

areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which 

are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather 

than number of units might more appropriately control 

the density. 

Within a community based planning process, the City 

may consider using the building envelope, as established 

by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code require-

ments, to regulate the maximum residential square footage, 

rather than density controls that are not consistent with 

existing patterns. In setting allowable residential densities 

in established neighborhoods, consideration should be 

given to the prevailing building type in the surrounding 

area so that new development does not detract from ex-

isting character. In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, 

prevailing height and bulk limits should be maintained to 

protect neighborhood character.

San Francisco General Plan
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POLICY 1.7

Consider public health objectives when designating 

and promoting housing development sites.

A healthy neighborhood has a balance of housing and the 

amenities needed by residents at a neighborhood level, such 

as neighborhood serving retail, particularly stores off ering 

fresh produce, childcare and medical services. Community 

planning eff orts should include requirements, incentives or 

bonuses to encourage necessary amenities as appropriate.

Land use and transportation planning decisions are directly 

related to environmental health and justice issues in San 

Francisco. For example, SFDPH environmental health 

inspectors frequently observe that families live in buildings 

that cause a variety of health outcomes such as asthma and 

lead poisoning. Understanding the impacts of past uses on 

the soil, the proximity to currently operating heavy indus-

trial uses, and the surrounding air quality are critical when 

developing housing.

In 2007 the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

completed the Healthy Development Measure Tool 

(HDMT), a system to evaluate health impacts of new de-

velopment. " e HDMT proposes a checklist for evaluating 

a range of project types from smaller housing developments 

to neighborhood wide community plans. " e HDMT cov-

ers six topics: environmental stewardship, sustainable and 

safe transportation, public infrastructure (access to goods 

and services), social cohesion, adequate and healthy hous-

ing, and a healthy economy, with over 100 benchmarks 

in total. " e level of analysis the tool provides can be very 

useful in developing housing policy and programs for 

a large area, as it can aide in identifying gaps in services 

and amenities to be addressed at a policy level. Because of 

HDMT tool’s breadth, it is important that it be used in the 

appropriate context. " erefore the HDMT should be used 

to provide a general review of overall context, particularly 

in the development of community plans. 

POLICY 1.8

Promote mixed use development, and include 

housing, particularly permanently affordable 

housing, in new commercial, institutional or other 

single use development projects.

San Francisco has a strong tradition of mixed-use neigh-

borhoods, allowing residents to take advantage of the City’s 

rich mix of services and amenities on foot and by transit. 

Mixed-use buildings in San Francisco allow residents to 

live above street-front commercial space, services or insti-

tutional uses. Housing should continue to be considered as 

a joint use with all compatible non-residential uses. While 

separation of some uses will always be required to protect 

public health, the majority of the City’s non-residential 

uses, such as retail, services and workplaces, are compatible 

with, and can be improved by, the inclusion of housing. 

POLICY 1.9

Require new commercial developments and higher 

educational institutions to meet the housing demand 

they generate, particularly the need for affordable 

housing for lower income workers and students.

New commercial or other non-residential development 

projects increase the City’s employment base, thereby 

increasing the demand for housing. Similarly, institutions 

of higher education provide needed services and contribute 

to the intellectual and cultural life of the City, while at the 

same time create a demand for housing by students, which 

can pressure on existing housing stock.
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" e City’s Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, which collects 

fees for aff ordable housing production from commer-

cial developments, should continue to be enforced and 

monitored. Higher educational institutions should assist 

in the provision of additional housing, including aff ord-

able housing, as well. " e City should use the institutional 

master plan (IMP) process required by the City’s Planning 

Code to encourage institutions to provide housing, should 

support new construction of student housing that could 

reduce pressure on the existing housing stock, and should 

consider incentives for student housing development.

POLICY 1.10

Support new housing projects where households 

can easily rely on public transportation, walking and 

bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

San Francisco enjoys an extensive network of transit lines, 

including a number of major transit lines that provide 

nearby residents with the opportunity to move about the 

City without need of a car. Because of proximity to transit 

and bicycle networks, neighborhood serving businesses 

and job centers, some 29% of the City’s households do not 

own cars and 33% of San Franciscans take public transit 

to work, with higher rates for households in transit-rich 

areas. Infi ll housing in transit-rich areas can provide lower 

income households, aff ordable unsubsidized housing op-

portunities. Housing with easy access to transit facilitates 

the City’s eff orts to implement the City’s Transit First 

policy. Additionally housing near transit can provide site-

effi  cient and cost eff ective housing.

In reviewing reliance on public transportation, it is impor-

tant to distinguish areas that are “transit-rich,” and located 

along major transit lines, from those that are simply served 

by transit. For the purposes of this Housing Element, “ma-

jor transit lines” are defi ned as those that have signifi cant 

ridership and comprehensive service – meaning almost 

24-hour service with minimal headways. " is network of 

major transit lines includes BART’s heavy rail lines, MUNI 

Metro’s light rail system including the F, J, K, L, M and N 

lines, and Muni’s major arterial, high-ridership, frequent 

service local network lines. " ese lines are defi ned and 

prioritized in Muni’s Transit Eff ectiveness Project (TEP) as 

the “24-hour Rapid Network,” and will be slated for long-

term improvements. " ese transit lines are slated to receive 

funding and service increases which will make it easier to 

meet service demands as well as increase the ability to travel 

both downtown and between neighborhoods. " erefore, 

the Department should support housing projects along 

these major transit lines provided they are consistent with 

current zoning and design guidelines.
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A Model of Efficient Site Development: 
HOPE SF

HOPE SF is a local initiative, jointly managed 

by the San Francisco Housing Authority and the 

Mayor’s Office of Housing, to rebuild many of 

San Francisco’s public housing communities. 

HOPE SF grew out of the federal initiative called 

HOPE VI (Housing Opportunities for People 

Everywhere), with the goal of transforming public 

housing developments from large, disconnected 

developments into mixed income, mixed use 

neighborhoods. These neighborhoods will 

provide a range of housing options that will allow 

residents throughout various phases in their 

life to move up the housing ladder, and include 

community building components that will assist 

in moving households from crisis to stability and 

economic advancement.

There are currently 4 HOPE SF projects currently underway, with an additional 3 sites anticipated over the next 

decade. The land that once held nearly 2,500 public housing units will be developed with 6,000 housing units 

(at one-for-one replacement of public housing), parks, and other necessary amenities to make a neighborhood 

whole. These projects exemplify context appropriate redevelopment that increases the number of housing units 

while increasing neighborhood amenities.
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OBJECTIVE 2

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND 
PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 
STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING 
AFFORDABILITY.

" e majority of San Francisco’s housing stock is over 60 

years old – it is an important cultural and housing asset 

that the City must protect for future generations. Nearly 

all of San Francisco households will make their home in 

existing housing – RHNA goals for new housing represent 

less than one percent of the existing housing stock. " ere-

fore, conserving and improving the existing stock is critical 

to San Francisco’s long term housing strategy. Retaining 

existing housing reduces the needs for resources to build 

new housing. Policies and programs under this objective 

facilitate conservation and improvement of the variety of 

unit types physical conditions. 

Housing maintenance includes routine maintenance, ma-

jor repair projects, and preventive care – especially seismic 

work. " e health of the existing housing stock requires that 

all types of maintenance be pursued to the extent possible, 

while not overburdening low-income groups. " e seismic 

sustainability of the existing stock is of particular local 

concern.

POLICY 2.1

Discourage the demolition of sound existing 

housing, unless the demolition results in a net 

increase in affordable housing.

Demolition of existing housing often results in the loss of 

lower-cost rental housing units. Even if the existing hous-

ing is replaced, the new units are generally more costly. 

Demolition can result in displacement of residents, causing 

personal hardship and need to relocate. Older housing stock 

should only be considered for demolition and replacement 

when the resulting project results in a signifi cant increase 

in unit aff ordability.

" ere are environmental and natural resources consid-

erations when demolishing housing stock that is physi-

cally sound. " erefore, a determination of ‘sound housing’ 

should be based on physical condition, not economic value. 

San Francisco’s Planning Code and Planning Commission 

guidelines require public hearing and deliberation for 

demolition of units, discourage the demolition of sound 

housing stock, especially historically signifi cant structures, 

and require that replacement projects be entitled before 

demolition permits are issued. " e City should continue 

these policies.

POLICY 2.2

Retain existing housing by controlling the merger 

of residential units, except where a merger clearly 

creates new family housing.

San Francisco is vulnerable to both subdivisions and unit 

mergers in response to short term market trends. " e City 

must protect the existing units and their relative aff ord-

ability while recognizing the need for some fl exibility to 

support family housing. Merging of two units, especially 

small units, can allow a family to grow without leaving 

their community. Yet mergers also result in a net loss of 

housing units in the City, where the resulting unit is often 

less aff ordable, thus amplifying both problems of hous-

ing supply and aff ordability. All proposals to merge units 

should be carefully considered within the local context and 

housing trends to assure that the resulting unit responds to 

identifi ed housing needs, rather than creating fewer, larger 

and more expensive units.

Issue 2:
Conserve and Improve Existing Stock
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POLICY 2.3

Prevent the removal or reduction of housing for 

parking.

Maintaining existing space in buildings that is dedicated 

to housing reduces the need for the production of new 

housing to support existing and future households. " e 

more habitable space in a structure, the greater the abil-

ity of the structure to adapt to a variety of lifecycles, and 

the more fl exibility provided for the growth of families. 

Space currently dedicated to housing people should not 

be converted into parking. Furthermore, the City should 

encourage the conversion of ground fl oor space to housing, 

provided such a conversion does not impact the long term 

seismic sustainability of the existing structure.

POLICY 2.4

Promote improvements and continued maintenance 

to existing units to ensure long term habitation and 

safety.

As the City’s housing stock ages, maintenance becomes 

increasingly important. " e majority of San Francisco 

housing is more than 60 years old. Property owners should 

be encouraged and supported in eff orts to maintain 

and improve the physical condition of housing units. 

Maintenance is generally the responsibility of property 

owners, with the City enforcing appropriate seismic and 

safety standards. But in some circumstances such as low 

income homeowners, senior homeowners, or neglected or 

abandoned property, the City should take a more active 

role through funding and programs in order to facilitate 

maintenance and improvements and ensure the long term 

habitability of the housing stock.

Although code enforcement should be actively pursued, 

fl exibility should be granted to low-income households 

where Code violations do not create a public safety hazard 

or a serious household safety condition. Legalization of 

existing secondary units should be considered, where Code 

violations do not create a public safety hazard, in exchange 

for designating the unit permanently for senior or aff ord-

able housing.

POLICY 2.5

Encourage and support the seismic retrofitting of 

the existing housing stock.

A major earthquake could jeopardize 8,600 to 100,000 

housing units. Seismic retrofi tting of the existing housing 

stock increases the possibility of sound housing after a 

seismic event.

Neighborhood Preservation:
Chicago’s Upkeep and Repair Services Program 

As residents age it often becomes harder to upkeep a home. 

The City of Chicago in partnership with local non-profit HOME 

(Housing Opportunities and Maintenance for the Elderly) has 

established a program for elderly residents to receive assis-

tance with regular home maintenance. Types of repairs include: 

light plumbing, replacing faulty light fixtures or switches, repair-

ing or maintaining weather stripping and caulking. They also 

support universal design retrofits, such as installing handicap 

access grab bars and railings and other similar repairs. In 2009 

$300,000 in funding (from both the City of Chicago and private 

foundations) made 720 repairs possible in the homes of 407 

low-income elderly homeowners.
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" e City should prioritize public resources to address the 

most imminent risks: 1) structures at high risk of collapse 

and therefore pose the highest public safety risk, such as 

soft-story buildings; 2) structures that house low income or 

vulnerable populations; and 3) structures that are vulner-

able due to construction type. DBI should focus seismic 

upgrade programs towards vulnerable geographies and soils 

types (as identifi ed by CAPPS), populations (areas with 

low median incomes or high population of seniors) and 

building types (older, rent-controlled and soft story).

" e City should also continue to educate and assist prop-

erty owners in their eff orts to make seismic safety improve-

ments. Currently property owners can fi nd information on 

DBI’s earthquake preparedness website, attend lunchtime 

talks, or reference the Seismic Safety FAQ for building 

owners sheet.

OBJECTIVE 3

PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE 
EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY 
RENTAL UNITS.

San Francisco is a city of renters – which enables incredible 

diversity of age, income, and household type. Students, 

young professionals, artists, new families, low income 

households, and many others rely on the availability of 

rental housing to live in San Francisco. " e City’s market-

rate rental units generally provide moderately priced hous-

ing options, while rent controlled units and permanently 

aff ordable rental units meet needs at lower income levels. 

" us the availability of sound and aff ordable rental housing 

is of major importance to meet the City’s housing needs.

Regulations protecting the aff ordability of the existing 

housing stock have traditionally focused on rental housing, 

such as rent control and its associated tenants rights laws, 

and condominium conversion limits. Both rent control 

and condominium conversion limits evoke an impassioned 

public discussion around housing rights, private property 

rights, and quality of life in San Francisco, and property 

owners continue to emphasize the negative eff ects of rent 

control policies on the supply of housing. " is discussion 

warrants continued public engagement in the ongoing 

eff ort to provide a balance of housing opportunities to sup-

port San Francisco’s diverse population. 

POLICY 3.1

Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled 

units, to meet the City’s affordable housing needs.

Sixty-two percent of San Francisco’s residents are renters. 

In the interest of the long term health and diversity of 

the housing stock the City should work to preserve this 

approximate ratio of rental units. " e City should pay 

particular attention to rent control units which contribute 

to the long term existence and aff ordability of the City’s 

rental housing stock without requiring public subsidy, by 

continuing their protection and supporting tenant’s rights 

laws. Eff orts to preserve rental units from physical dete-

rioration include programs that support landlord’s eff orts 

to maintain rental housing such as: maintenance assistance 

programs, programs to support and enhance property 

management capacity, especially for larger companies, and 

programs to provide fi nancial advice to landlords.

POLICY 3.2

Promote voluntary housing acquisition and 

rehabilitation to protect affordability for existing 

occupants.

As the majority of San Francisco’s housing units are over 60 

years old, maintenance issues, particularly in rental proper-

ties, often impact the overall livability of some housing. 

" e level of investment required for signifi cant mainte-

nance can jeopardize the aff ordability of the unit, putting 

low income tenants at risk. To balance the need for aff ord-

able, yet safe, housing, aff ordable housing funds should 

be invested into rehabilitation of existing stock. As a cost 

eff ective way for the City to secure permanently aff ordable 

housing, this strategy must occur with full participation of 

the property owner, and must not result in displacement of 

existing tenants.

POLICY 3.3

Maintain balance in affordability of existing housing 

stock by supporting affordable moderate ownership 

opportunities.

" e intent of maintaining a balance of housing opportu-

nities is to maintain housing for a diversity of household 

types and income categories.
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Units in limited equity cooperatives remain aff ordable 

because they are deed-restricted to an aff ordability level, so 

that the owner can sell his/her unit for a price up to that 

maximum aff ordability level. Opportunities to create af-

fordable homeownership opportunities through programs 

such as limited equity cooperatives should be supported.

Limited conversions of rental stock to condominiums 

also help achieve aff ordable homeownership, providing a 

category of housing stock for moderate income housing 

needs. " us, while the City needs to consider the impact 

of conversion of rental units to ownership status, as it will 

impact preservation of rental units, this issue should be 

balanced with the need for a diversity of housing choices. 

Conversion of rental housing to time share or corporate 

suite use should be prohibited.

POLICY 3.4

Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such 

as smaller and older ownership units.

A review of current sales prices reveals that new homes 

are priced considerably higher than existing, older hous-

ing stock. " is is particularly true of smaller units, such 

as the mid-century construction in certain lower density 

residential neighborhoods. " ese housing units provide a 

unique homeownership opportunity for new and smaller 

households. While higher density housing generally results 

in more shared costs among each unit, the pre-existing 

investment in lower density housing generally outweighs 

the benefi ts of higher density in terms of housing aff ord-

ability. To the extent that lower density older housing units 

respond to this specifi c housing need, without requiring 

public subsidy, they should be preserved. Strategies detailed 

under Objective 2, to retain existing housing units, and 

promote their life-long stability, should be used to support 

this housing stock.

POLICY 3.5

Retain permanently affordable residential hotels and 

single room occupancy (SRO) units.

Residential or single-room occupancy hotels (SROs) off er 

a unique housing opportunity for lower income elderly, 

disabled, and single-person households. " e proximity of 

most SROs to the downtown area has fueled pressure to 

convert SRO’s to tourist hotels. In response to this, the City 

adopted its Residential Hotel Ordinance, which regulates 

and protects the existing stock of residential hotels. " is 

ordinance requires permits for conversion of residential 

hotel rooms, requires replacement on a 1 to 1 level, and 

requires 80% of the cost of replacement to be provided to 

the City in the case of conversion or demolition. 

Residential hotels located in predominantly residential 

areas should be protected by zoning that does not permit 

commercial or tourist use; in non-residential areas, con-

version of units to other uses should not be permitted or 

should be permitted only where a residential unit will be, 

or has been, replaced with a comparable unit elsewhere. For 

those hotels that are operated as mixed tourist/permanent 

resident hotels, strict enforcement is needed to ensure that 

the availability of the hotel for permanent residential oc-

cupancy is not diminished. City programs should support 

the retention of residential hotels, restrict conversions and 

demolitions, and require mitigations to any impacts on the 

aff ordable housing stock.
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OBJECTIVE 4

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS 
THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES.

Population diversity is one of San Francisco’s most im-

portant assets; San Francisco’s residents span ethnicities, 

income levels, household types and sizes. Supporting 

household diversity requires the City support a variety of 

housing opportunities, so that everyone has the opportu-

nity to live in a suitable home that they can aff ord.

A diverse housing stock provides housing for people 

throughout their lifecycle, as they move from being a single 

household, to families with children, to aging and elderly. 

It accommodates diff erent types of households, from tra-

ditional married couples to cooperative living households, 

from female-headed households to multigenerational 

families with adult children who live at home. It provides a 

range of housing options for people’s varying needs, which 

might span illness, disability, or unique supportive service 

needs. Designing housing that can accommodate all physi-

cal abilities is critical to maintaining housing diversity.

A diverse housing stock provides unit types that span 

fi nancial abilities as well as personal choice, in diverse, 

economically integrated neighborhoods that off er a posi-

tive quality of life. Households should be able to choose 

the form of tenure most suited to their needs, from either 

a rental or an ownership housing stock. And they should 

be able to fi nd suitable, aff ordable places to live in healthy 

neighborhoods, free from concentrations of pollutants 

such as aging industrial uses, power plants, and sewage 

treatment facilities.

Issue 3: 
Equal Housing Opportunities
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POLICY 4.1

Develop new housing, and encourage the 

remodeling of existing housing, for families with 

children.

FamilFamilies with children are very much part of the 

City’s vitality and diversity. While currently families with 

children constitute a small portion of San Francisco house-

holds, with only 12% of the City’s total population being 

14 years old and younger, the changing demographics of 

the City illustrate that the need for family housing is grow-

ing, as larger, extended families increase and as more and 

more households desire to stay in the City as they have 

children.

Much of the new housing constructed in the last decade 

was smaller studios and one-bedroom units. New multi-

bedroom units are often too expensive for the average San 

Francisco family. Many large families, especially those 

newly immigrated to the United States, are crowded into 

units designed for much smaller households. As a result, 

San Francisco’s families with children are leaving or are 

experiencing overcrowded conditions.

While all agencies in the City acknowledge the need for 

housing for families with children, particularly low and 

very low family needs, there still is no accepted defi nition 

of family housing. " e Department of Children Youth 

and Families has developed a number of recommendations 

for action towards family housing, including a proposed 

defi nition of family-friendly housing. " is work should be 

codifi ed into a formal city defi nition that can be used to 

shape housing requirements, and inform housing construc-

tion approvals.

Recent community planning eff orts promote the con-

struction of new housing for families by requiring that a 

minimum 40% of new units constructed have two-bed-

rooms or more. " is practice should be continued where 

appropriate. Existing units can also off er opportunities for 

“family-sized” housing through expansion and in some 

cases unit mergers. A number of existing units are already 

sized for family households, especially single family homes. 

" e City should off er support for elderly people who seek 

to downsize their homes, and encourage people who may 

be better served by alternatives, particularly in term of size, 

upkeep and budget, to downsize.

For family sized units to work for families the City needs 

to look beyond the provision of housing to ensure that the 

other amenities critical to families are provided. Proximity 

to schools, to open space, and to aff ordable child care are 

critical for the well-being of families.

POLICY 4.2

Provide a range of housing options for residents 

with special needs for housing support and 

services.

" ere are a number of groups in the City in need of special 

housing consideration. Populations in need of support in-

clude the physically and mentally disabled; those suff ering 

from mental illness, cognitive impairment; or dementia; 

or those suff ering from severe illness such as AIDs. " ey 

also include people undergoing transitions, such as those 

trying to exit homelessness, aging out of foster care, leav-

ing a hospital or institutional care; or populations in need 

of special security, such as transgender individuals. Many 

of these groups need housing with supportive services 

provided either on-site or nearby; many face bias in their 

existing housing situations, and many are at risk of losing 

housing due to disruptive behavior, deteriorating medical 

conditions, or an inability to aff ord rent.

Another category of at-risk individuals includes the City’s 

recent immigrants, particularly refugees and undocument-

ed workers, including day laborers and domestic workers. 

Many of these new arrivals need low cost housing and 

support services including multicultural and multilingual 

assistance. Many have families whom they support, and are 

stressed from overcrowding and substandard living condi-

tions; many are homeless.

" e City should take an active role to encourage the con-

struction of new facilities, and the expansion of the avail-

able housing units, in appropriate locations suited to needs 

of these groups. " e City should also support eff orts by 

potential sponsors to identify and develop sites for special 

users and work cooperatively with social service agencies 

and housing providers. " e City should also seek to reduce 

institutional barriers to development of innovative forms 

of housing that would better serve these individuals, from 

group housing to supportive housing to residential treat-

ment facilities. One category of need that is expected to 
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increase dramatically in coming years , due to a reduction 

in custodial care for older adults at hospitals and in nurs-

ing facilities,is dementia care. Also, there will be a grow-

ing population of people with cognitive impairment and 

dementia in San Francisco between 2010 to 2030. A broad 

range of residential care facilities will be needed to provide 

step-down 24-hour care. A range of care settings, from 

Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly or Residential 

Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill to new, more fl exible 

models, such as the GreenHouse model, a group-home 

facility for seniors, should be explored.

Of particular importance are the ancillary social and medi-

cal service facilities, employment or advocacy services that 

enable positive living for members of in-need populations. 

" e link to services is critical- in some cases, intensive 

case management and availability of services can make the 

diff erence between someone becoming institutionalized 

or homeless, or remaining in their own home. " erefore, 

support facilities need to be located on-site, or integrated 

into neighborhoods within close pedestrian or transit ac-

cess from residences. In particular, board and care facilities, 

group homes, and services that allow at-risk or disabled 

persons to live at home while still receiving daily support, 

should be permitted to locate close to their clients. Where 

new residential care facilities are constructed, they should 

be located close to existing services, and in underserved 

neighborhoods to allow clients to remain meaningfully 

engaged in their community.

POLICY 4.3

Create housing for people with disabilities and 

aging adults by including universal design principles 

in new and rehabilitated housing units.

Despite the cost of housing, San Francisco remains attrac-

tive to seniors and people with disabilities because of the 

City’s transportation, health services, and other resources. 

While some of the disabled and elderly will require housing 

that provides supportive, long-term care arrangements as 

discussed above, many will remain largely independent for 

longer periods of time, needing only physical accommoda-

tions to enable active living. Yet people with disabilities and 

aging San Franciscans often have diffi  culty fi nding hous-

ing constructed to meet their physical accessibility needs. 

While the current San Francisco Building Code requires 

all new construction except one and two-family dwellings 

to comply with the Code’s disability access requirements, 

much of the City’s existing stock is inaccessible, and 

existing privately funded multi-family dwellings are not 

required to include accessibility upgrades when completing 

alterations. " ose with physical disability issues are further 

at risk in obtaining housing because they often have lower 

than average incomes.

" e City’s community planning processes should foster 

private and publicly supported housing designed according 

to universal design principles, meaning that it is accessible, 

or can be made adaptable, to the disabled or elderly. “Ac-

cessible” means that the housing presents no physical bar-

riers to handicapped or elderly people. “Adaptable” means 

housing whose entry and circulation are designed and 

constructed so that relatively minor adjustments and addi-

tions can make the unit fully accessible. Existing housing 

may be more diffi  cult to retrofi t, and more costly, when it 

is being rehabilitated as permanently aff ordable housing, so 

accessibility and adaptability design requirements should 

be made fl exible for reconstruction projects.

Similar to the discussion above regarding housing for 

people with supportive needs, of particular importance 

are the everyday services and activities that sustain healthy, 

independent living for those with cognitive impairments, 

physical constraints and low mobility. Community plan-

ning processes should also foster direct, walkable access to 

recreational facilities and open space, to commercial areas 

and shopping, and to community services. " ey should go 

beyond physical access to ensure that people with cognitive 

impairment, dementia, other disabilities and aging adults 

feel comfortable and safe. Inclusion of public realm features 

that promote security, such as clearly visible signage, bright 

lighting and surveillance features that improve public 

safety, can go a long way towards creating age and disability 

friendly communities.

POLICY 4.4

Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing 

opportunities, emphasizing permanently affordable 

rental units wherever possible.

In recent years the production of new housing has yielded 

primarily ownership units. However, this trend may be 

shifting, as low vacancy rates and high rents indicate a 

strong demand for rental housing, and as lending practices 
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shift in favor of projects with a long-term source of income 

(rents). " e City should make a concerted eff ort to do what 

is within its control to encourage the continued develop-

ment of rental housing throughout the City, including 

market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle 

income needs.

Recent community planning eff orts have explored incen-

tives such as fee waivers, or reductions in inclusionary 

housing requirements, in return for the development of 

deed-restricted, long-term rental housing. " e City should 

also seek new ways to promote new, permanently aff ord-

able rental housing, such as by looking to existing sites 

or buildings for acquisition by the City as permanently 

aff ordable units; this would require a local fund that is 

structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 

become available. 

POLICY 4.5

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing 

is located in all of the City’s neighborhoods, and 

encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a 

diversity of unit types provided at a range of income 

levels.

Economically-integrated, diverse neighborhoods provide 

residents with a number of benefi ts. Crime levels, school 

attendance and graduation rates, employment opportunity 

and health status of residents tend to be markedly improved 

in integrated neighborhoods, as compared to exclusively 

lower-income areas.

While San Francisco’s neighborhoods are more economi-

cally integrated than its suburban counterparts, concen-

trations of low-income households still exist. Special 

eff orts should be made to expand housing opportunities 

for households of lower-income levels in other areas of 

the city, and community planning eff orts should include 

policies and programs that foster a diverse, integrated 

housing stock. " ese planning eff orts should also include 

protections against the displacement of existing low- and 

moderate-income households by higher income groups.

" e City’s Inclusionary Housing Program, which requires 

that aff ordable housing units be provided on-site, provides 

one method for on-site integration (Map II-2: Below 

Market Rate Housing Projects). Construction of new af-

fordable housing projects should likewise be distributed 

throughout the City, to ensure equitable neighborhoods as 

well as equal access to residents living in diff erent parts of 

San Francisco (Map II-3: Aff ordable Housing Projects). For 

example, the homeless population lives in many neighbor-

hoods throughout the City and would benefi t from having 

housing resources in the neighborhood in which they work 

and live. All neighborhoods of the city should be expected 

to accept their fair share of aff ordable housing, whether 

it is through the City’s inclusionary aff ordable housing 

policies, construction of new 100% aff ordable projects, or 

rehabilitation projects.

POLICY 4.6

Encourage an equitable distribution of growth 

according to infrastructure and site capacity.

Equitable growth brings economic opportunity to all 

residents, provides for intelligent infrastructure investment 

and off ers a range of housing choices. Distributing growth 

equitably means that each part of the City has a role in 

planning for growth, and receives an equitable distribution 

of growth’s benefi ts. It is as much about revitalizing and 

redeveloping transitioning parts of the City such as the 

Eastern Neighborhoods, as it is about guiding new com-

munities in areas such as Treasure Island.

Whether in existing or new neighborhoods, all of the City’s 

resident’s should have access to public infrastructure, ser-

vices and amenities. In ideal circumstances, infrastructure 

will be available before or in concert with new housing. 

" erefore growth should be directed through community 

planning to areas where public infrastructure exists and 

is underutilized; or where there is signifi cant site capacity 

and new infrastructure is planned in cooperation with new 

development.

POLICY 4.7

Consider environmental justice issues when 

planning for new housing, especially affordable 

housing.

" e term “environmental justice” was born out of a concern 

that minority and low-income populations bear a dispro-

portionate share of adverse health and environmental im-

pacts because of where they live. Proximity to undesirable 
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land uses, substandard housing, housing discrimination, 

personal safety in housing, and community displacement 

are environmental justice issues that need to be addressed 

in many of the City’s neighborhoods.

Housing is an important component of addressing en-

vironmental justice. " e City should promote new, and 

rehabilitated, low-income housing on sites that do not 

have negative health impacts, near services and supplies so 

that residents have access to transit and healthy fresh food, 

jobs, child care and youth programs. " e City needs to also 

ensure that the costs of housing do not lead to other en-

vironmental justice impacts, such as sacrifi cing nutrition, 

healthcare, and the needs of their children.

OBJECTIVE 5

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL 
ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS.

Previous policies have discussed the need to maintain and 

add new housing to meet San Francisco’s identifi ed needs; 

the policies that follow under this Objective are intended 

to make sure that all residents have access to those units. 

Governmental ‘red tape’, including byzantine application 

systems and disparate housing application processes, can 

make accessing the supportive housing system extremely 

diffi  cult, particularly for people already burdened by lan-

guage or other social barriers. Social and economic factors 

can discriminate against certain population groups and 

limit their access to housing opportunities, leading to pat-

terns of economic and racial segregation. And even when 

people have successfully entered the supportive housing 

system, options seldom provide an exit strategy towards 

independence.

POLICY 5.1

Ensure all residents of San Francisco have equal 

access to subsidized housing units.

Federal fair housing laws prohibit discrimination against 

protected classes of people as described below in Policy 

6.4; they also prohibit most types of preference so as to 

avoid discrimination. Many communities, including San 

Francisco, have adopted some form of local preference, 

providing priority for people who live and/or work in 

the municipality to aff ordable and/or workforce housing 

sponsored and/or supported by the City. However, smaller 

geographic preference areas, or any specifi c racial or other 

preference, put local governments at risk of violating fair 

housing laws and constitutional law. To ensure all residents 

have access to housing, public agencies should make special 

eff orts to attract cultural, racial or ethnic groups who might 

not normally be aware of their housing choices, particu-

larly those who have suff ered discrimination in the past. 

Marketing and outreach eff orts should encourage applica-

tion by households who are least likely to apply because of 

characteristics protected by fair housing law.

POLICY 5.2

Increase access to housing, particularly for 

households who might not be aware of their housing 

choices.

Currently, subsidized housing is off ered through a number 

of City agencies, including the San Francisco Housing 

Authority, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the 

Mayor’s Offi  ce of Housing, and the Department of Health 

and Human Services; by nonprofi t entities managing their 

own housing developments; and even by market-rate 

developers in the case of the City’s Inclusionary Housing 

Program. " e result of so many programs, with diff erent 

administrating entities, creates diffi  culty in navigating the 

City’s aff ordable housing placement system, and places a 

high burden on housing advocates and service providers. A 

comprehensive, single-stop source of all available housing 

is needed to link residents to prospective homes in a timely 

matter.

Eff orts to improve access should focus particularly on groups 

who might not be aware of their housing choices, including 

those with lower incomes, language and comprehension 

barriers, and those who have suff ered discrimination in the 

past. " e City should therefore partner with community 

providers already serving those groups. Available housing 

should be advertised broadly, with targeted outreach to at-

risk populations and communities, in multi-lingual media 

to ensure fair marketing practice. And information about 

housing rights, such as safeguards against excessive rent in-

creases, should be given the same marketing and outreach. 
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POLICY 5.3

Prevent housing discrimination, particularly against 

immigrants and households with children.

Housing discrimination is defi ned as the denial of rights 

to a group of persons by direct providers of housing whose 

practices making housing unavailable to certain groups 

of people. Discrimination can be based on race, color, or 

national origin; religion; sex or gender; familial status; and 

disability; and furthermore on factors such as HIV/AIDS 

status, weight or height, source of income, and economic 

discrimination. Discrimination in housing is governed pri-

marily by the federal Fair Housing Act. To ensure housing 

opportunities for all people, the City should assist in the 

implementation of fair housing and anti-discrimination 

laws. " e Human Rights Commission enforces the City’s 

Fair Housing Law and handles complaints of housing 

discrimination.

Households with children are one group that is often cited 

as having diffi  culty fi nding suitable housing because some 

landlords discriminate against children as tenants. " e 

City should continue enforcement of the 1987 ordinance 

prohibiting residential apartment owners from discrimi-

nating against families based on household size unless the 

Building Code does not permit occupancy of the dwelling 

by a family of that size. In publicly subsidized housing, 

households with dependent children should have multiple 

bedroom units.

" e State and City have developed numerous tenants’ rights 

laws and fair housing statutes. Education of residents and 

tenants is critical to ensure implementation of these laws, 

and the City should work not only to uphold such laws, 

but to broaden their aff ect by partnering with community 

service providers and housing rights advocates to expand 

both knowledge and .protections.

POLICY 5.4

Provide a range of unit types for all segments of 

need, and work to move residents between unit 

types as their needs change.

Changes in life stage or household type, such as a personal 

need, illness or disability; the birth of a child; or a change in 

economic situation or job opportunity, can aff ect the type 

of unit a household requires. Once residents do achieve 

housing, they are also challenged in moving beyond that 

unit to another housing unit that may be more appropriate 

Moving up the Housing Ladder:
Galvin Apartments

The Galvin Apartments located in San Francisco’s SOMA district provide low 

income households permanently affordable studio apartments. The 56 units 

were constructed in 2006 as an off-site requirement of the City’s Inclusionary 

Zoning ordinance. As opposed to an SRO unit, the studios at the Galvin have 

full private baths and kitchenettes with a stove and a microwave. This type of 

development fills a niche in the housing market that allows SRO tenants move 

up the housing ladder into a more permanent housing type.

Rental units constructed under the Inclusionary Zoning requirement are re-

quired to be affordable to a resident earning 60% of the area median income. 

However, the developer of the Galvin Apartments partnered with Tenderloin 

Housing Clinic to construct units that could be rented at 35% of area median 

income.

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART II

25



for their current life stage. To meet the diversity of need 

demanded by the residents of San Francisco, a range of 

housing types must be provided, and the ability to move 

between these types – often referred to as “moving up the 

housing ladder” must be available.

Supportive housing, or housing for the formerly homeless, 

is often the fi rst step on the ladder for many individuals. 

However, much of the housing aimed at meeting this need 

is temporary, renting by the week or month, and intended 

only to provide short-term housing until another option 

can be found. Other options, and support service that 

help move people between these options, is required. To 

make such movement possible, the City needs to make a 

concerted eff ort to link its various programs, and provide 

counseling for residents in aspects of those programs so 

they have the ability to move between them. " e City also 

needs to provide fi nancial support needed to start at the 

next level, whether that is a rental deposit for an apartment 

or a down payment for a fi rst home. " e City should also 

look to helping people on the other side of the housing lad-

der, such as those who might be downsizing, particularly 

from single family homes into either smaller units/condos 

or rental units.

OBJECTIVE 6

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF 
HOMELESSNESS.

Over the last Housing Element period, San Francisco has 

made strides in addressing homelessness, with documented 

decreases in population living on the street. " e policies of 

the 1980s that regarded temporary shelter as an acceptable 

housing plan for homeless households has been superseded 

by an increased focus on permanent supportive housing 

programs, as well as programs such as Project Homeless 

Connect (where volunteers connect homeless individuals 

to services), Care Not Cash (which redistributes general 

relief support in the form of housing & other services), and 

eviction prevention services that attempt to stem the onset 

of homelessness before it starts.

However, homelessness continues, and recent fi gures show 

that homelessness fi gures have increased as unemployment 

has risen. Statistics show that the category at most risk for 

homelessness is middle-aged individuals, particularly males, 

of all races; immigrants and families. Special categories of 

risk include veterans, those with substance abuse problems, 

and transgendered individuals.

Centralized Information: 
Washington DC Housing Search Website

In late 2008, Washington DC introduced a website that aggregates the City’s affordable rental and for sale 

property listings: http://www.dchousingsearch.org. All of the affordable housing development projects funded 

by the DC Department of Housing and Community Development are required to list available units on DCHous-

ingSearch. DC Housing Authority developments, Section 8 rental and for sale properties, and other managed 

developments are also included. Both publicly subsidized units as well as privately owned units are searchable 

on the website.

The online housing locater service is free to both prospective tenants and landlords. Listings for apartments 

include the number of bedrooms and baths, rent and deposit costs, a map of location, and if the unit is handi-

cap accessible. In addition to the housing listings, the website also provides housing information and resources 

such as an affordability calculator, links to tools and services for renters and low-income households, and renter 

rights and responsibilities information.
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POLICY 6.1

Prioritize permanent housing solutions while 

pursuing both short- and long-term strategies to 

eliminate homelessness.

While shelters can provide an alternative to sleeping on the 

streets, they do little to address the underlying causes. A 

permanent solution to homelessness requires permanent 

aff ordable housing. San Francisco has focused homeless 

housing eff orts on providing very low-income homeless 

singles and families a range of supportive options that are 

intended to stabilize their housing situation for the long 

term. Programs sponsored by the Human Services Agency 

include Permanent SRO Housing for Single Adults through 

the Master Lease Program, Rental Housing Subsidies for 

Single Adults and Families with Disabilities including 

mental health, substance abuse and/or HIV/AIDS, and 

Permanent Supportive Housing for Families.

In addition to permanent housing, temporary shelters and 

services are still needed, particularly services that provided 

in an unbiased, multi-lingual and multicultural context. 

Immediate housing will be needed to serve socio-economic 

groups that will be particularly impacted by the recent 

economic trends. In particular, more home-improvement 

workers and day laborers, facing more competition and 

a dwindling number of construction jobs, are becoming 

homeless. Yet few fl exible options for housing - meaning, 

housing that is not already reserved for a specifi c program 

- exist in the neighborhoods they call home, resulting in 

people shuttling from neighborhood to neighborhood to 

fi nd an open bed.

" e City’s “Continuum of Care: Five-Year Strategic Plan,” 

created by the San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating 

Board (the primary City policy board responsible for plan-

ning and coordinating homeless programs in the city), is 

intended to provide a comprehensive roadmap for policy 

and services directed towards people who are homeless 

and at risk for homelessness. Its “priority” sectors of action 

include permanent, subsidized housing; transition from 

incarceration, foster care and hospitals as well as avoiding 

evictions; interim housing in shelters as a stopgap until 

permanent housing is available; improvement of access to 

housing and support services; increased economic stability 

through employment services and education; and respect-

ful, coordinated Citywide action dedicated to individual’s 

rights. " e City’s “10 Year Plan to End Chronic Home-

lessness” focuses more deeply upon permanent supportive 

housing for the chronically homeless including families, 

which make up an estimated 20% of San Francisco’s home-

less population. Both plans should continue to be executed 

and implemented, and creation of the housing types they 

promote – both permanently aff ordable and necessary ad-

ditional shelters – should be located equitably across the 

City according to need.

POLICY 6.2

Prioritize the highest incidences of homelessness, 

as well as those most in need, including families and 

immigrants.

Between 60 to 80% of all homeless individuals in San Fran-

cisco may suff er from physical disability, mental illness, or 

substance addiction. " e City’s “Continuum of Care” plan 

prioritizes stable, permanently housing for this group.

Families, while not the highest incidences of homelessness 

(last year’s count by the Human Services Agency found 

that 91% of the homeless were single adults, and 9% were 

in families) are an important category of need. Homeless 

family housing is extremely limited; focusing on the City’s 

chronically homeless often leaves out families, who tend 

to become homeless situationally, based on current job or 

economic conditions.

Refugees and immigrants also face housing hardship. 

Language barriers and, frequently, the additional hurdle 

of illegality can create unique barriers to housing access. 

Homeless people who are undocumented can face prejudice 

in trying to secure beds or units, inability to communicate, 

and frequently have diffi  culty accessing beds on a regular 

basis, or the more stable, long-term forms of housing 

that might enable them to move up the housing ladder. 

Both families and immigrants should be given particular 

consideration in the City’s homeless policies and housing 

creation.
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OBJECTIVE 7

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR 
PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT 
ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADITIONAL 
MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

Responding to the needs for aff ordable housing is the most 

critical housing objective in San Francisco. San Francisco’s 

projected aff ordable housing needs far outpace the capacity 

for the City to secure subsidies for new aff ordable units. A 

successful funding strategy will require a range of resources 

including federal, state, and regional partners, and the 

City.

First, the City must continue to proactively pursue addi-

tional federal, State and regional aff ordable housing and 

infrastructure dollars to support projected housing needs. 

Second, the City must continue to aggressively develop 

local programs to fund aff ordable housing, including strat-

egies that more effi  ciently use existing subsidies to work 

towards the desired mix of aff ordable housing options. 

" ird, the City needs to look beyond dollars for creative 

ways to facilitate aff ordable housing development that 

make sense in the current economic climate, such as land 

subsidy programs, process and zoning accommodations, 

and acquisition and rehabilitation programs.

POLICY 7.1

Expand the financial resources available for 

permanently affordable housing, especially 

permanent sources.

San Francisco should continue to be a leader in identifying, 

securing and mandating funding for permanently aff ord-

able housing. Building on a good track record for securing 

federal and state funds, the City shall continue to lobby for 

necessary funding in coordination with regional entities. 

Local programs such as HOPE-SF, inclusionary housing 

and 50% set asides of Redevelopment Areas’ Tax Incre-

ment Financing dollars demonstrate a strong dedication 

to providing local funding to aff ordable housing. " ese 

programs should be continued and expanded as feasible.

" e State should also consider methods of increasing fund-

ing for aff ordable housing. Ballot measures do not promote 

long-term security for aff ordable housing, and given recent 

ballot trends, asking voters to go further into debt every 

four years is a risky proposition. " e City should support 

state eff orts to identify a permanent state fund that would 

fi nance housing for low- and middle-income households.

A dedicated, permanent source of local funding for housing 

programs will also help address the need for aff ordability 

over the long-term. Currently, local funding for aff ordable 

housing is dependent on annual budgeting, which makes 

long-term planning diffi  cult. It also creates a situation 

where aff ordable housing funding is dramatically eff ected 

by downturns in the economy, which further exacerbates 

issues already faced by low-income families. Ultimately 

San Francisco’s aff ordable housing programs should have a 

permanent funding source.

POLICY 7.2

Strengthen San Francisco’s affordable housing 

efforts by planning and advocating at regional, state 

and federal levels.

Housing aff ordability in San Francisco is not an issue that 

may be addressed in isolation from other municipalities in 

the region. Because the region’s growth forecast is based 

on increased housing development that supports alterna-

tive transportation modes, the State and region’s policies 

project that a large proportion of the region’s growth will 

Issue 4: 
Facilitate Permanently Aff ordable Housing
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continue in San Francisco. " us, the City needs to advocate 

strongly for a coordinated regional strategy that takes into 

account the planning and capital required to accommodate 

the household growth in a sustainable way.

Also, because the RHNAs originate from state allocations, 

state funding sources need to program funding for aff ord-

able housing and infrastructure according to growth fore-

casts. Senate Bill 375, California’s landmark smart growth 

bill adopted in 2008, legislates the reduction of greenhouse 

gases through regional and local planning eff orts, and re-

quires that any transportation projects and programs that 

receive state funding must be consistent with these green-

house gas reduction plans. However, the State should seek 

to go further in tying funding to smart growth allocations, 

by directing housing and infrastructure funds towards ju-

risdictions accommodating that smart growth; and federal 

stimulus fund eff orts should follow this same model. " e 

City needs to use it’s planning and redevelopment eff orts, 

which outline a land use and infrastructure framework for 

growth, to more strongly advocate at the state and federal 

funding world.

POLICY 7.3

Recognize the importance of funds for operations, 

maintenance and services to the success of 

affordable housing programs.

A holistic approach to aff ordable housing includes careful 

consideration of the operation, services and maintenance 

programs necessary to maintain the housing once it is built. 

As the income level of households decreases, the income 

subsidy needed to cover the gap between eligible operating 

costs and project income becomes deeper.

 Operations and maintenance costs should be considered as 

a necessary aspect of publicly subsidized aff ordable housing 

projects. One potential strategy is the development of a fund 

earmarked for operations and maintenance costs aff ordable 

to very low-income persons, based on the supplement to 

rent revenue required to cover ongoing operating expenses. 

Services plans should include resident placement and sup-

portive services, including job placement, as needed.

POLICY 7.4

Facilitate affordable housing development through 

land subsidy programs, such as land trusts and land 

dedication.

Land costs are a considerable portion of aff ordable housing 

development costs. Land trusts and land dedication pro-

grams can reduce those costs – thus reducing the overall 

subsidies required to build new aff ordable housing units. 

" e City shall support and encourage land based subsidies, 

especially when land is well suited for aff ordable housing 

development.
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Land trusts rely on individuals or groups to purchase the 

land and later devote that land to aff ordable development 

entities; this model is appropriate for public agencies or 

larger employers as a way of supporting aff ordable housing 

development. " e San Francisco Community Land Trust 

is one example of how a nonprofi t can purchase land and 

maintain permanent aff ordability by creating long terms 

ground leases that include re-sale restrictions.

Land dedication allows property owners to designate their 

land for an aff ordable housing project; this model could 

most likely be used by private citizens or private develop-

ers wishing to provide community benefi ts. " e Trust for 

Public Land has a program which promotes dedication for 

open space purposes by providing major tax deductions; a 

similar program could be developed for charitable contri-

bution of land for housing purposes.

POLICY 7.5

Encourage the production of affordable housing 

through process and zoning accommodations, 

and prioritize affordable housing in the review and 

approval processes.

Public processing time, staffi  ng, and fees related to City 

approval make up a considerable portion of aff ordable 

housing development costs. " e City should expedite the 

review process and procedures as appropriate; to reduce 

overall development costs and increase the performance of 

public investment in aff ordable housing.

Local planning, zoning, and building codes should be 

applied to all new development, however when quality of 

life and life safety standards can be maintained zoning ac-

commodations should be made for permanently aff ordable 

housing. For example exceptions to specifi c requirements 

including open space requirements, exposure requirements, 

or density limits, where they do not aff ect neighborhood 

quality and meet with applicable design standards, includ-

ing neighborhood specifi c design guideline, can facilitate 

the development of aff ordable housing. Current City 

policy allows aff ordable housing developers to pursue these 

zoning accommodations through rezoning and application 

of a Special Use District (SUD).

City review and approval of aff ordable housing projects 

should be improved to reduce costly delays. Aff ordable 

housing projects already receive Priority Application Pro-

cessing through coordination with the Planning Depart-

ment, Department of Building Inspection, and Department 

of Public Works. " is process could be further enhanced by 

designating a planner(s) to coordinate governmental activi-

ties related to aff ordable housing.

POLICY 7.6

Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing to 

maximize effective use of affordable housing 

resources.

" e City’s existing housing stock provides a resource which 

can be used to fulfi ll a number of aff ordable housing needs. 

" e City should pursue and facilitate programs that en-

able households to better access existing housing stock. By 

acquiring and rehabilitating such units, the City can use af-

fordable housing funds in a cost-eff ective way that provides 

stability in existing low-income neighborhoods, where 

units may be at risk of poor safety or conversion. Such 

housing acquisition and rehabilitation should happen only 

on a voluntary basis, and must not displace occupants.

San Francisco should also explore opportunities to take 

advantage of projects that are delayed, abandoned or are 

on the market. Having a readily accessible pool of fund-

ing available for purchase of such projects would enable 

aff ordable housing developers to take over the land and 

entitlements of such projects. " e City should explore a 

number of options to assist in securing these opportunities 

for permanently aff ordably housing, co-ops or land-trust 

housing, including subsidies, aff ordable housing programs, 

new tax incentives or government intervention

POLICY 7.7

Support housing for middle income households, 

especially through programs that do not require a 

direct public subsidy.

Market rate housing in the City of San Francisco is gener-

ally available to households making at or above 180% of 

median income. Aff ordable housing programs, including 

City subsidized aff ordable housing and inclusionary 

housing, are provided to households at or below 120% of 

median income. " is leaves a gap of options for households 

in between those two categories, referred to as “middle 

income” households and defi ned for the purposes of this 

Housing Element as housing aff ordable to households 
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making between 120 and 150% of median income. Un-

fulfi lled demand for middle income housing impacts the 

supply and pressure on housing stock for lower income 

households.

San Francisco prioritizes federal, state, and local subsidies 

for lower income households; therefore the City should 

support innovative market-based programs and practices 

that enable middle income housing opportunities. Creating 

smaller and less expensive unit types that are “aff ordable by 

design” can assist in providing units to households falling 

in this gap. Development strategies that reduce construc-

tion costs, such as pre-fabricated housing and other low 

cost construction types can decrease overall housing costs, 

making it aff ordable to middle income households without 

subsidy. Industrialized wood construction techniques used 

in lower density housing and light-weight prefabricated, 

pre-stressed concrete construction in moderate and high 

density housing also have the potential of producing great 

savings in construction time and cost.

POLICY 7.8

Develop, promote, and improve ownership 

models which enable households to achieve 

homeownership within their means, such as 

down-payment assistance, and limited equity 

cooperatives.

Aff ordable homeownership opportunities are part of pro-

viding a diversity of housing opportunities in the City.

San Francisco should continue homeownership assistance 

programs including counseling, down payment assistance, 

silent second mortgages and programs that support teach-

ers. Other programs that reduce the burden of homeown-

ership such as limited equity cooperatives, which can be 

created through community land trusts and are discussed 

in Policy 3.2, should be supported by the City.

Recent homeownership and foreclosure trends have resulted 

in potential opportunities for aff ordable homeownership 

programs. To the extent that San Francisco experiences 

foreclosures, San Francisco should provide assistance to 

existing homeowners and work to secure foreclosed units as 

aff ordable ownership opportunities. Where larger, multi-

unit buildings become available via foreclosures, the City 

should look to acquire them as permanently aff ordable 

units; this would require the ability to reformulate related 

programs to access funding, or a designated local fund that 

is structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they 

become available.

OBJECTIVE 8

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR 
CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, 
PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING.

" e development of aff ordable housing is critical to the long 

term health, sustainability and diversity of San Francisco. 

In order to successfully deliver aff ordable housing the City 

and private sector must have the tools they need to develop 

and rehabilitate aff ordable housing. It is in the interest of 

the City to ensure that both public and private entities 

that participate in the delivery and maintenance of aff ord-

able housing have resources and materials, in addition to 

funding that are necessary to deliver aff ordable housing. 

Key functions include technical support and services, and 

political support and development of public awareness.

POLICY 8.1

Support the production and management of 

permanently affordable housing.

Non-profi t housing development corporations develop 

most of San Francisco’s subsidized aff ordable housing. " e 

City should continue to provide technical and fi nancial 

assistance to support continued operations and enhanced 

capacity of these entities. One strategy is to facilitate part-

nerships, such as linking nonprofi ts with private developers 

for joint development opportunities, or with lenders to 

expand funding options. Another is providing information 

and advice, such as training on design, green building and 

energy effi  cient remodeling, and information about con-

struction products.

Additionally the City should invite partnerships towards 

aff ordable housing development with market rate develop-

ers, major employers, religious organizations, other philan-

thropic organizations and trade unions. " ese organizations 

may off er development or organizational capacity, funding 

or land resources.
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POLICY 8.2

Encourage employers located within San Francisco 

to work together to develop and advocate for 

housing appropriate for employees.

Local employers, particularly larger employers, have a 

vested interest in securing housing necessary to support 

their work force. " e City should foster stronger housing 

advocacy among employers, who could advocate for hous-

ing projects and types. " e City should also connect major 

employers to both market-rate and aff ordable developers, 

especially those with a vested interest in workforce hous-

ing; such partnerships could provide developers with a 

funding resource, or a pool of committed residents, which 

could reduce the risk of developing a project, while secur-

ing housing for employees.

POLICY 8.3

Generate greater public awareness about the 

quality and character of affordable housing projects 

and generate community-wide support for new 

affordable housing.

Aff ordable housing projects are sometimes delayed or with-

drawn because of community opposition. Greater public 

awareness of aff ordable housing challenges and potential 

solutions would generate broader long-term support for 

housing. San Franciscans, faced with one of the most ex-

pensive housing markets in the City, generally support the 

notion of providing more aff ordable housing options and 

understand the range and severity of aff ordable housing 

needs in the City. However when individual projects are 

presented the macro understanding of the aff ordable hous-

ing crisis gets lost in fears about changes to an individual 

neighborhood or block. " e City, in coordination with 

aff ordable housing providers, should work to showcase suc-

cessful aff ordable housing projects that improve neighbor-

hoods, help households, and provide much needed workers 

for our City.

OBJECTIVE 9

PRESERVE UNITS SUBSIDIZED BY THE 
FEDERAL, STATE OR LOCAL SOURCES.

In 1997, in response to a change in federal guidelines that 

allowed the aff ordability provisions on subsidized housing 

to expire, San Francisco created a program to preserve af-

fordable housing. " rough this program the Mayor’s Offi  ce 

of Housing and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

has acquired and transferred a number of at-risk develop-

ments to non-profi t entities for permanent aff ordability.

Continuing to maintain the existing stock of subsidized 

units is a critical component of San Francisco’s aff ordable 

housing strategy. As units provided by the Redevelopment 

Agency and MOH, which currently apply life-long aff ord-

ability restrictions to their projects, are not particularly at 

risk, eff orts need to focus on properties not fi nanced by 

these entities. Additionally, the City should continue to 

provide long term funding strategies to new subsidized 

units, to protect the public’s investment in aff ordable hous-

ing and maintain housing stability.

POLICY 9.1

Protect the affordability of units at risk of losing 

subsidies or being converted to market rate 

housing.

Existing aff ordable housing units should be maintained and 

preserved at their current levels of aff ordability. " rough the 

Housing Preservation Program (HPP), the City’s housing 

agencies work to restructure funding terms of Community 

Development Block Grant funds and housing offi  ce bonds 

to extend aff ordability terms of subsidized developments. 

In most cases, the land is purchased by the Redevelopment 

Agency, with long-term aff ordability contracts required for 

the units. " e City should continue these eff orts to ensure 

that subsidized units remain aff ordable when a specifi c sub-

sidy expires. To protect aff ordability, preservation program 

eff orts need to begin early, prior to the contract’s expiration 

date, so careful tracking of existing subsidized housing and 

coordinated planning among various agencies should be 

continued.
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" e City also has additional ordinances that limit profi t 

from market-rate conversions of restricted units, thereby 

motivating HUD contract renewals. " ese include the Rent 

Control Ordinance (Administrative Code, Chapter 37), the 

Assisted Housing Preservation Ordinance (Administrative 

Code, Chapter 60), the Source of Income Ordinance (City 

Police Code, Article 33, Section 3304), and the Just Cause 

Eviction Ordinance (Residential Rent Stabilization and Ar-

bitration Ordinance, Chapter 37.9). " e implementation 

of these ordinances should be continued.

POLICY 9.2

Continue prioritization of preservation of existing 

affordable housing as the most effective means of 

providing affordable housing.

Financial support is required to continue to support the 

preservation of existing aff ordable housing. " e HPP 

program has used tax-exempt bond fi nancing, low income 

tax credits and federal funds to fi nance acquisition and 

rehabilitation costs. In addition, the Agency has engaged 

tenants and built organizing capacity to support acquisi-

tion negotiations with owners of such developments. 

" e City should continue these mechanisms to complete 

acquisitions of existing, at-risk subsidized units.

Small Site Acquisition and Rehabilitation: 
Curtis Johnson Apartments

Beyond Shelter Housing Development Corporation 

(BSHDC) is a non-profit in Los Angeles that is dedicated 

to both providing housing to people and families that are 

either homeless or at-risk of becoming homeless. In their re-

cent development, the Curtis Johnson Apartments located 

in South Los Angeles, BSHDC partnered with the California 

Community Reinvestment Corporation Affordable Housing 

Partners (CCRC) to transform 48 “at-risk” multifamily hous-

ing projects into a model of scattered-site, service-enriched 

housing available for for very low-income families. The exist-

ing housing units were acquired and rehabilitated to provide 

a combination of studios, one and two bedroom units, with new kitchens, bathrooms, as well as on-site laundry 

facilities. Residents have access to a BSHDC services coordinator and may also access services through the 

Family Services Center at nearby BSHDC development. These units were individual properties scattered across 

several sites within close proximity to one another, which allowed for easier rehabilitation management, with a 

services coordinator, access to a nearbyfamily services center, and ongoing property management.

Additionally, other agencies in the City should look to 

retain existing aff ordable housing stock with supportive 

programs and policies. Privately owned and operated rental 

housing is under continuing pressure to convert to market 

rate housing, and programs such as the acquisition and 

rehabilitation model discussed previously can aid in their 

retention.

POLICY 9.3

Maintain and improve the condition of the existing 

supply of public housing, through programs such as 

HOPE SF.

" e San Francisco Housing Authority is the largest land-

lord in San Francisco with over 6,200 units, and is one 

of the most important sources of permanently aff ordable 

housing for low-income households. " e devolution of re-

sponsibility for public housing from a federal to local level 

requires increased local responsibility for public housing 

developments. " e City should continue to pursue innova-

tive local fi nancing techniques, energy effi  ciency measures, 

and creative property management and customer service. 

Innovative programs such as HOPE SF, which distinguish 

San Francisco as a leader in public housing redevelopment 

should be continued with City investment and support.
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OBJECTIVE 10

ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, 
AND TRANSPARENT DECISION-MAKING 
PROCESS

Many factors can constrain the development, maintenance, 

and improvement of the housing stock. Market conditions, 

such as the cost of land, the availability of materials, and 

the rate of labor, are diffi  cult to aff ect through government 

actions. Local requirements, such as noticing procedures, 

review periods and public comment periods, are necessary 

to ensure opportunities for neighborhood participation. 

However, providing clarity of planning and permitting 

requirements, processing time, application and review 

procedures, and environmental review requirements, can 

reduce unnecessary delays.

POLICY 10.1

Create certainty in the development entitlement 

process, by providing clear community parameters 

for development and consistent application of these 

regulations.

" ere is a clear public benefi t to creating, and applying, a 

strict approach to regulatory land use controls. Certainty 

in the development regulations simplifi es the process for 

applicants, and allows neighbors to understand and antici-

pate the likely outcomes of changes in their neighborhood. 

It also reduces misunderstandings between developers and 

communities before proposals have been designed to a 

level of detail where change can be very costly or time-

consuming. " e ultimate goal of a “certain” development 

entitlement process is to create greater transparency and 

accountability in the process for all parties, empowering 

both the public and developers.

A goal of recent Planning Department community planning 

processes is to use the intensive neighborhood-based plan-

ning process to coordinate citywide goals with the needs 

of individual neighborhoods. " e resulting adopted area 

plans have directed both land use and urban form to create 

development that is of a character and quality specifi ed by 

the community, through clear Planning Code provisions as 

well as neighborhood specifi c Design Guidelines.

It is critical that the spirit and letter of these adopted 

area plans are implemented. Full implementation of the 

Community’s vision requires consistent application of 

plan policies and project review. Once such controls are 

in place, it is the responsibility of planning and permit-

ting staff  to adhere to consistent and clear application of 

Planning Code, Design Guidelines, and other adopted 

requirements. Monitoring reports adopted as a part of each 

area plan should be used to improve consistency and results 

of the regulatory process.

Aff ordable housing projects are often granted exceptions to 

general requirements to further the City’s ability to meet 

aff ordable housing objectives. Often simple exceptions 

raise confusion and concern among community members. 

Where additional support may be required for projects 

which meet the City’s targeted housing needs, such as 

permanently aff ordable housing for very-low and low-in-

come households, the City should explore methods such as 

designating Planning staff , or taking an active role in medi-

ating disputes with neighbors. Such a function could either 

be provided within the City or contracted with an outside 

non-profi t entity to provide free mediation services.

Issue 5: 
Remove Constraints to the Construction and 
Rehabilitation of Housing
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POLICY 10.2

Implement planning process improvements to both 

reduce undue project delays and provide clear 

information to support community review.

As part of the Action Plan, the Planning Department is 

exploring a number of procedural and operational reforms 

intended to reduce project delays and increase community 

review.

To provide a more effi  cient review process that also provides 

the potential for earlier community review, the Planning 

Department is implementing a “Revised Development 

Review Process,” based on the concept that earlier input 

and coordination by all divisions of the Planning Depart-

ment on larger, more complex projects results in a more 

effi  cient review overall. " e effi  ciency is gained by identify-

ing and addressing signifi cant project issues, and providing 

developers more comprehensive procedural information 

early in the review process. " is approach also improves 

the likelihood that communities surrounding potential de-

velopment projects will be more aware early in the review 

process. Together, these features reduce the overall review 

time for a project, allow for earlier community awareness, 

and—perhaps most importantly—ultimately result in bet-

ter projects being approved and built.

To initiate neighbor communication early on in the devel-

opment process, and provide the project sponsor the op-

portunity to address neighbor concerns about the potential 

impacts of the project prior to submitting an application, 

the Department has also implemented a required Pre-Ap-

plication Process that requires eligible project sponsors 

to conduct community meetings prior to fi ling any en-

titlement, inviting all relevant Neighborhood Associations, 

abutting property owners and occupants. " is process 

allows the community access to planned projects, and al-

lows the project sponsor to identify, and address, issues and 

concerns early on.
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POLICY 10.3

Use best practices to reduce excessive time or 

redundancy in local application of CEQA.

" e California Environmental Quality Act was initiated to 

open development decisions so that action could be taken 

to off set negative environmental eff ects, and as a mecha-

nism for community review of projects. At its basis, CEQA 

off ers a tool to balance environmental values with concrete 

development decisions, and as such, was one of the early 

tools citizens and agencies had to promote environmentally 

favorable projects, and reject, or reduce the impact of, nega-

tive ones. However, its provisions have created numerous 

concerns about delay and misuse of CEQA; policymakers 

have recently started discussing reform of CEQA to help 

address concerns about misuse and delays to good hous-

ing projects. Reform should be pursued in a way that does 

not unduly limit neighborhood participation in review of 

development proposals.

Using best practices, Community Plan exemptions and 

tiered environmental reviews can help enable CEQA to be 

more closely tuned to its initial intent, and to become a 

strong mechanism for smart growth planning and develop-

ment. In particular, the City should explore mechanisms 

that will maintain the strength of CEQA and its use as 

a tool for environmental protection while eliminating 

aspects of its implementation that are not appropriate to 

the City’s context. One such improvement underway is the 

recent Board of Supervisors direction to study the updat-

ing of automobile “Level of Service” (LOS) with Auto 

Trip Generation (ATG) as a more meaningful measure 

of traffi  c impacts in an urban context. " e City should 

ensure best practices do not impact any community’s abil-

ity to understand, and provide input towards, impacts of 

proposed projects. Residents should continue to have due 

process available to them to participate in future of their 

neighborhoods.

POLICY 10.4

Support state legislation and programs that promote 

environmentally favorable projects.

Senate Bill 375 legislates the reduction of greenhouse gases 

through regional and local planning eff orts, to achieve state-

wide sustainable development goals. SB 375 provides some 

regulatory relief for “sustainable projects” to reduce project 

costs, processing time and legal risks, including reducing 

some CEQA provisions. It also hints at linking future State 

infrastructure funding, specifi cally transportation funds, to 

achievement of smart growth goals, including lower vehicle 

miles traveled. Allocation of aff ordable housing resources, 

particularly for new production, should be consistent with 

smart growth principles.

SB375, and future regional and state eff orts, should be ac-

companied by the kind of funding that will enable growth to 

truly be “smart”. Linking funding directly to effi  cient land 

use, rather than to population or regions, would encourage 

smart land use patterns. " e implementation of SB375 

should be monitored, and addressed with amendments if 

necessary, to ensure it successfully provides the tools neces-

sary to meet its smart growth goals in San Francisco.
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OBJECTIVE 11

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND 
DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO’S 
NEIGHBORHOODS.

San Francisco is a City of neighborhoods, each with a 

distinct character and quality. While the Housing Element 

provides a citywide housing strategy, no policy should be 

applied without fi rst examining its applicability to each 

specifi c neighborhood’s unique context. Its implementation 

should be applied and expressed diff erently in each neigh-

borhood. " e existing character, design context (including 

neighborhood specifi c design guidelines), historic and cul-

tural context, and land use patterns of each neighborhood 

shall inform and defi ne the specifi c application of Housing 

Element policies and programs. As each neighborhood 

progresses over time the distinct characters will form the 

foundation to all planning work in the area. Just as the 

City seeks a variety of housing types to meet the diversity 

of needs, the City also values a variety of neighborhood 

types to support the varying preferences and lifestyles of 

existing and future households. Changes planned for an 

area should build on the assets of the specifi c neighborhood 

while allowing for change.

POLICY 11.1

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-

designed housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, 

and innovative design, and respects existing 

neighborhood character.

San Francisco has a long standing history of beautiful and 

innovative architecture that builds on appreciation for 

beauty and innovative design. Residents of San Francisco 

should be able to live in well-designed housing suited to 

their specifi c needs. " e City should ensure that housing 

provides quality living environments and complements the 

character of the surrounding neighborhood, while striving 

to achieve beautiful and innovative design that provides a 

fl exible living environment for the variety of San Francisco’s 

household needs.

" e City should continue to improve design review to 

ensure that the review process results in good design that 

complements existing character. " e City should also seek 

out creative ways to promote design excellence. Possibilities 

include design competitions that foster innovative think-

ing, and encouraging designers to meet with other local 

architects to provide peer review. New York City recently 

implemented a similar initiative that awards public projects, 

including aff ordable housing, based on talent and experi-

ence rather than to the lowest bidder, which has resulted in 

several buildings with lauded design.

POLICY 11.2

Ensure implementation of accepted design 

standards in project approvals.

As the City’s Residential Design Guidelines state, San Fran-

cisco is known for its neighborhoods and the visual quality 

of its buildings. Its architecture is diverse, yet many neigh-

borhoods are made up of buildings with common rhythms 

and cohesive elements of architectural expression. For all 

new buildings and major additions, the fundamentals of 

good urban design should be followed, respecting the ex-

isting neighborhood character, while allowing for freedom 

of architectural expression. A variety of architectural styles 

(e.g. Victorian, Edwardian, Modern) can perform equally 

well. Proposed buildings should relate well to the street 

and to other buildings, regardless of style. New and sub-

stantially altered buildings should be designed in a manner 

that conserves and respects neighborhood character. High 

quality materials, and a strong attention to details, should 

be carried across all styles. And buildings should represent 

their era, yet be timeless.

Issue 6: 
Maintain the Unique and Diverse Character of 
San Francisco’s Neighborhoods
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Planning Department review of projects and development 

of guidelines should build on adopted local controls, in-

cluding recently adopted Area Plans, neighborhood specifi c 

design guidelines, and historic preservation district docu-

ments. Planning staff  should be aware of, and be a resource 

for, on-going individual community eff orts that support 

good planning principles, such as neighborhood-specifi c 

Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R’s) and 

design guidelines. New development and alterations or 

additions to existing structures in these neighborhoods 

should refer to these controls in concert with the citywide 

Residential Design Guidelines, although only those guid-

ing documents approved by the Planning Commission 

may be legally enforced by Planning staff . Also projects in 

historic preservation districts should refer to related design 

documents.

POLICY 11.3

Ensure growth is accommodated without 

substantially and adversely impacting existing 

residential neighborhood character.

Accommodation of growth should be achieved without 

damaging existing residential neighborhood character. In 

community plan areas, this means development projects 

should adhere to adopted policies, design guidelines and 

community review procedures. In existing residential 

neighborhoods, this means development projects should 

defer to the prevailing height and bulk of the area.

To ensure character is not impacted, the City should 

continue to use community planning processes to direct 

growth and change according to a community-based vi-

sion. " e Planning Department should utilize residential 

design guidelines, neighborhood specifi c design guidelines, 

and other documents describing a specifi c neighborhoods 

character as guideposts to determine compatibility of pro-

posed projects with existing neighborhood character.

" e Department should support the adoption of neigh-

borhood-specifi c design standards in order to enhance or 

conserve neighborhood character, provided those guide-

lines are consistent with overall good-planning principles 

and help foster a more predictable, more timely, and less 

costly pre-development process. To this end, the Depart-

ment should develop offi  cial procedures for submittal of 

neighborhood-initiated design guidelines, for review by 

Department staff , and for adoption or endorsement.

POLICY 11.4

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to 

a generalized residential land use and density plan 

and the General Plan.

Current zoning districts result in land use and density pat-

terns shown on the accompanying Generalized Permitted 

Housing Densities by Zoning District, Map 6; and the ac-

companying table illustrating those densities, Table I-64, in 

Part 1 of the Housing Element. " e parameters contained 

in the Planning Code under each zoning districts can help 

ensure that new housing does not overcrowd or adversely 

aff ect the prevailing character of existing neighborhoods. 

" e City’s current zoning districts conform to this map 

and provide clarity on land use and density throughout the 

City. When proposed zoning map amendments are con-

sidered as part of the Department’s community planning 

eff orts, they should conform generally to these this map, 

although minor variations consistent with the general land 

use and density policies may be appropriate. " ey should 

also conform to the other objectives and policies of the 

General Plan.

POLICY 11.5

Ensure densities in established residential areas 

promote compatibility with prevailing neighborhood 

character.

Residential density controls should refl ect prevailing 

building types in established residential neighborhoods. 

Particularly in RH-1 and RH-2 areas, density prevailing 

height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect 

neighborhood character. Other strategies to maintain and 

protect neighborhood character should also be explored, in-

cluding “neighborhood livability initiatives” that could ex-

amine guidelines and principles to preserve what is beloved 

about the area. Such an initiative could result in strategies 

to improve the appearance and accessibility of neighbor-

hood commercial districts, or neighborhood specifi c design 

guidelines for specifi c RH-1 and RH-2neighborhoods.
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POLICY 11.6

Foster a sense of community through architectural 

design, using features that promote community 

interaction.

Buildings defi ne the public realm. Building height, set-

back, and spacing defi ne the streets, sidewalks, plazas, and 

open space that provide the setting for people to meet and 

interact informally and shape the neighborhood’s range of 

social experiences and off erings. Buildings shape views and 

aff ect the amount of sunlight that reaches the street. And 

the frontage of buildings can encourages interaction, while 

providing safety and increasing surveillance of the street. 

" us, buildings should be designed with a human scale, 

consistent with each individual area’s traditional pattern of 

development. Design features such as regular entrances and 

windows along the street, seating ledges, outdoor seating, 

outdoor displays of wares, and attractive signage, the use of 

stoops and porticos, and limiting blank walls all assist in 

ensuring an inviting community environment.

" e uses of buildings and their relationships to one another 

can also aff ect the variety, activity, and liveliness of a place. 

Zoning for a mix of use, open spaces and community 

facilities in appropriate locations, such as neighborhood 

commercial centers, can increase opportunities for social 

interaction. Mixing compatible uses within buildings, such 

as housing with retail, services or small-scale workplaces, 

can build activity for friendly streets and public spaces. In 

the best cases, the defi ning qualities of buildings along the 

street create a kind of “urban room” where the public life of 

the neighborhood can thrive.

POLICY 11.7

Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by 

preserving landmark buildings and ensuring 

consistency with historic districts.

Landmarks and historic buildings are important to the 

character and quality of the City’s neighborhoods and are 

also important housing resources. A number of these struc-

tures contain housing units particularly suitable for larger 

households and families with children.

New buildings adjacent to or with the potential to visually 

impact historic contexts or structures should be designed to 

complement the character and scale of their environs. " e 

new and old can stand next to one another with pleasing 

eff ects, but only if there is a successful transition in scale, 

building form and proportion, detail, and materials.
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POLICY 11.8

Consider a neighborhood’s character when 

integrating new uses, and minimize disruption 

caused by expansion of institutions into residential 

areas.

" e scale and design of permitted commercial and insti-

tutional buildings should acknowledge and respond to the 

surrounding neighborhood context, incorporating neigh-

borhood specifi c design guidelines whenever possible. To 

ensure a successful integration of these uses, especially large 

institutions, the City should pay close attention to plans 

for expansion through master planning eff orts. Analysis 

should include needs generated for housing, transporta-

tion, pedestrian amenities, and other services.

POLICY 11.9

Foster development that strengthens local culture 

sense of place and history.

In addition to the factors discussed above, including 

physical design, land use, scale, and landmark elements, 

neighborhood character is also defi ned by long-standing 

heritage, community assets, institutional and social char-

acteristics. Maintaining the linkages that such elements 

bring, by connecting residents to their past, can contribute 

to the distinctiveness of community character and unique 

sense of place; as well as foster community pride and par-

ticipation.

Elements of community heritage can include the public 

realm, including open space and streets; and the built envi-

ronment, institutions, markets, businesses that serve local 

needs, and special sites. Other, non-physical aspects can 

include ethnicity, language, and local traditions. Develop-

ment of new housing should consider all of these factors, 

and how they can aide in connecting to them. Housing 

types that relate to the community served, particularly the 

income, household and tenure type of the community, can 

help to address negative changes in socioeconomic condi-

tions, and reduce displacement. Constructing housing that 

includes community components that build upon this sense 

of place, such as public plazas, libraries, community facili-

ties, public art, and open spaces, can build a stronger sense 

of community heritage. And the development of neighbor-

hood-specifi c design guidelines, as discussed above, should 

review local neighborhood characteristics that contribute 

to and defi ne its character beyond the physical.

Historically, neighborhoods in San Francisco have become 

identifi ed with certain cultural groups, including ethnic-

communities that have settled within corridors or areas of 

larger neighborhoods. It is important to recognize, how-

ever, that local culture is not static- San Francisco’s cultural 

character and composition have shifted as social, ethnic, 

and political groups have moved across the City’s landscape. 

Plans and programs, including housing developments, 

need to recognize the duality of changing environments 

when they occur, and work to both preserve the old while 

embracing the new.
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Community Design Guidelines:
Westwood Park and Upper Market

Several of San Francisco’s neighborhoods have developed design guidelines specific to their neighborhood. 

These adopted guidelines are used by the neighborhood, city staff and commissions to evaluate proposed 

projects within the two neighborhoods. This case study looks at two neighborhoods, Westwood Park and 

Upper Market, which used different methods for the development of the guidelines, either of which might be 

appropriate for other neighborhoods throughout the city.

In 1992, the Westwood Park Neighborhood Association initiated and completed a set of design guidelines for 

their neighborhood. The Westwood Park Residential Design Guidelines recognize the cohesiveness of style in a 

neighborhood built over 2 decades, and provide a general context for neighborhood character. The guidelines 

specifically cover both physical criteria for residential lots as well as design aesthetics for residential buildings. 

Topics included in the guidelines range from front and rear yard setbacks to appropriate materials for windows 

and garage doors. The guidelines were incorporated into the City’s Planning Code as a part of the Westwood 

Park Residential Character District.

In 2008, in the face of increasing development opportunities, District 8 Supervisor Dufty initiated a planning 

process to give residents, developers, merchants, and community members the opportunity to develop 

design parameters for the Upper Market corridor. The San Francisco Planning Department, in conjunction with 

Supervisor Dufty, hired an urban planning and design consultant team to lead the public series of community 

workshops held throughout the fall of 2007. The outcome of the community process was a set of guidelines 

that cover topics such as designing an inviting ground floor design, active upper story design, natural systems 

in building design, and context-sensitive architecture. The Planning Commission adopted the Upper Market 

Development Design Guidelines as a policy of the Planning Commission, requiring adherence to the Guidelines 

as a driving criteria for project review and approval.
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OBJECTIVE 12

OBJECTIVE 12 BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH 
WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT 
SERVES THE CITY’S GROWING POPULATION.

San Francisco’s planning should take into account all 

elements of a whole neighborhood in coordination with 

new housing. Citywide and neighborhood specifi c plan-

ning should consider neighborhood infrastructure such as 

parks, recreational facilities and schools, and neighborhood 

services such as grocery stores, drug stores and other com-

mercial services.

" e City must continue to plan for the necessary infrastruc-

ture, especially transportation and water services, to support 

existing and new households. " ese fundamental services 

should be planned at a system level by each relevant agency 

and coordinated with new growth. Additionally, standard 

development project review procedures should continue to 

consider the relationship between new development and 

necessary infrastructure.

Other important neighborhood elements maintain the 

health, well-being, and social standards of our City, includ-

ing publicly provided functions such as schools, parks, 

libraries; as well as privately developed ones such as grocery 

stores and neighborhood retail, child care, art and cultural 

facilities. " ese elements are critical to maintaining and 

enhancing the quality of life in San Francisco and should 

be encouraged and supported.

POLICY 12.1

Encourage new housing that relies on transit 

use and environmentally sustainable patterns of 

movement.

New residents require access to neighborhood serving 

businesses, employment centers, recreation facilities, and 

regional centers. To the extent possible these trips should 

be easily accommodated on the existing transportation net-

work with increased services. To that end the city should 

Issue 7: 
Balance Housing Construction and Community 
Infrastructure
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promote housing development in areas that are well served 

with transportation infrastructure including Bart trains, 

and Muni light rail trains. However, changes to the Plan-

ning Code to further accommodate housing near transit 

will occur through a community based planning process. 

Encouragement of the use of public transit and car-shar-

ing must be accompanied by improving the reliability and 

usability of public transportation and broadening access to 

and location of car share options, as ways to make these 

alternatives more attractive. Additionally, bicycle amenities 

can and should be an integral component to housing and 

supporting the City’s Transit First policy. " e City must 

maintain and improve the transportation network in coor-

dination with new development. Long range transportation 

planning should consider projected growth patterns. Tools 

such as impact fees should facilitate the coordination of 

new growth with improved transportation infrastructure. 

As the City has been directing planning eff orts to shape 

housing construction in transit-rich locations through its 

Redevelopment, Better Neighborhoods and other commu-

nity planning processes, its funding eff orts should prioritize 

these parts of the City. To ensure that new neighborhood 

infrastructure, particularly transit, is provided concurrently 

with new growth, agencies within the City should priori-

tize funding or planning eff orts within these planned areas, 

especially for discretionary funding application processes 

such as the state’s Proposition 1C.

POLICY 12.2

Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, 

such as open space, child care, and neighborhood 

services, when developing new housing units.

San Francisco’s neighborhoods’ support a variety of life 

choices through the quality of life elements they provide. 

Such elements include open space, child care facilities and 

other neighborhood services such as libraries, neighbor-

hood-serving retail (including grocery stores), community 

centers, medical offi  ces, personal services, locally owned 

businesses, and a pedestrian and bike-friendly environ-

ment. " ese elements enable residents to continue to live 

in their neighborhood as their needs change, and encourage 

neighborhood relationships. Access to these amenities and 

services at a neighborhood level enables residents to make 

many trips on foot or public transportation.

Some of these amenities are maintained by the City, such as 

open space and some child care facilities. " e City should 

consider projected growth patterns in plans for the growth 

and maintenance of these quality of life amenities. Other 

neighborhood services such as grocery stores, drug stores, 

and restaurants are provided by private parties – the City 

should support and encourage the adequate provision of 

these services whenever possible.

POLICY 12.3

Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the 

City’s public infrastructure systems.

Projected growth will aff ect our local public infrastructure 

systems, especially transportation infrastructure and systems 

such as water, sewer and power. Realizing this, the City and 

County of San Francisco has taken a proactive eff ort in 

working towards interagency solutions. However, because 

provision of major infrastructure transcends City boundar-

ies, long-term strategic planning also requires coordination 

with, and support from, State and regional agencies. It is 

critical that State and regional infrastructure funding be 

directly linked to the Regional Housing Needs Allocations 

(RHNA), and award plans for infi ll growth, rather than 

awarding vehicular capacity throughout the region.
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Housing and Community Infrastructure:
Broderick Place 

Faletti’s Plaza, constructed in 2005 at the corner of 

Fell and Broderick Streets, is a model development 

that successfully integrated needed community 

infrastructure with the construction of new housing. 

The development involved relocating an existing 

branch bank and parking lot to create 119 housing 

units in a mixed use project with a neighborhood 

market, additional retail uses and a new bank 

building. Faletti’s, a neighborhood grocer that 

closed in 1999, leaving the community without 

everyday food access, was brought back to the 

neighborhood with the development, enabling resi-

dents access to a full service grocery store. The retail uses physically wrap the development’s parking garage 

so that it is virtually unseen from the sidewalk. The parking garage provides spaces for the residential and retail 

uses, as well as bicycle parking and car share parking spots.

With regards to transportation, the City’s long-range 

Countywide Transportation Plan guides future investment 

decisions. Managed by the San Francisco County Trans-

portation Authority, the Plan looks at projected growth 

in jobs and housing in San Francisco, regional trends and 

changing needs, to provide the city’s blueprint for trans-

portation system development and investment over the 

next 30 years.

With regards to water supply, the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission (SFPUC) plans for growth via the 

Urban Water Management Plan, which is updated every 

fi ve years, and is pursuing strategies to addressing increased 

growth by means such as innovative conservation practices, 

use of recycled water, and increased use of groundwater. In 

conjunction with these plans, the PUC has established new 

connection fees to ensure that new development pays for 

the impact it places upon the supply network. " e PUC 

has also recently adopted rate increases to fund voter-ap-

proved seismic improvements to the pipe network and the 

combined sewer/stormwater system.

" e City’s power networks need to be given the same co-

operative consideration. While the City is currently well 

supplied with power, and is supplementing that system 

regularly with new technologies such as wind and solar, 

aging infrastructure, funding constraints and deferred 

maintenance highlight the need for continued master plan-

ning if the emerging vision for a more sustainable system 

is to be achieved.
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OBJECTIVE 13

OBJECTIVE 13 PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND 
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING.

" e United Nations’ defi nition of sustainability, also used 

by the San Francisco Sustainability Plan, states that “A 

sustainable society meets the needs of the present without 

sacrifi cing the ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs.” Accordingly, sustainable development in San 

Francisco aims to meet all human needs – environmental, 

economic and social – across time.

San Francisco is often seen as a leader in urban sustainable 

development, because of its early adoption of a Sustainabil-

ity Plan (1997), and subsequent policies, from prohibitions 

on plastic bags and bottled water to the recently adopted 

Green Building Ordinance. However, sustainable develop-

ment does not focus solely on environmental issues. It 

should encompass the way we promote economic growth, 

so that the most vulnerable, disadvantaged residents get an 

equal share of the benefi ts of growth. Also critical is the 

concept of social equity, which embraces a diversity of val-

ues that are not perhaps as easily quantifi ed as greenhouse 

gas emissions or marketplace dollars, such as housing & 

working conditions, health, educational services and recre-

ational opportunities, and general quality of life.

While San Francisco’s transit accessibility and role as a 

regional job center does promote its role as a nexus for new 

housing development, sustainability does not mean growth 

at all costs. A truly sustainable San Francisco balances hous-

ing production with aff ordability needs, infrastructure pro-

vision, and neighborhood culture and character. " us, as 

the City prioritizes sustainability in housing development, 

all actions need to keep in mind its broad range of envi-

ronmental, economic and social components, by ensuring 

that housing development does not degrade environmental 

quality, or contribute emissions that further impact our 

resources; by promoting economic vitality so that all citi-

zens have access to housing that is within their means and 

close to their workplace; and by protecting the rights of all 

citizens, including preventing their displacement.

POLICY 13.1

Support “smart” regional growth that locates new 

housing close to jobs and transit.

In San Francisco, and in many of the other job centers in 

the Bay Area, workers struggle to fi nd housing they can 

aff ord. At the same time, employers have diffi  culty recruit-

ing employees, because of the lack of aff ordable options 

near their locations. " ese trends exacerbate long-distance 

commuting, one of the primary sources of greenhouse gas 

emissions; they also negatively impact the working families 

struggling with such commutes by demanding more travel 

time and higher travel costs.

Issue 8: 
Prioritizing Sustainable Development
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" e City should support eff orts to construct more housing 

near jobs, and near transit. Yet, sustainable development 

requires consideration of the impacts of new housing. Plans 

for smart growth must work to prevent the unintended 

consequences on low-income residents, such as gentrifi ca-

tion and displacement, and to maintain the character and 

composition of neighborhoods for the long-term.

" is answer of new housing near jobs does not apply to 

San Francisco alone. As part of the larger regional economy 

of the Bay Area, decisions made by one community - to 

limit commercial or residential growth - aff ect other com-

munities in the region. SB 375 attempts to address this at 

a state level, but continued eff orts are required to ensure 

new residential development is planned region wide to take 

advantage of the availability of employment opportunities, 

effi  cient transportation systems, and community services. 

It is imperative that governing entities such as the Asso-

ciation of Bay Area Governments and the State structure 

funding and other incentives to direct local government 

policies to house their fair, “smart” share of the labor pool, 

particularly those locations close to transit. San Francisco 

should take an active role in promoting such policies, and 

discouraging funding that would enable housing develop-

ment that is not attached to the use of public transit. " e 

City should also play a greater role in ensuring local and 

regional growth management strategies are coordinated 

and complementary.

POLICY 13.2

Work with localities across the region to coordinate 

the production of affordable housing region wide 

according to sustainability principles.

Because the need for housing relates to jobs which are 

provided across the region, planning for housing requires a 

regional strategy. In a true jobs-housing balance, the work-

ers are the residents of nearby housing, and housing costs 

are aff ordable to the local workforce. Provided the type 

and cost of housing constructed are taken into account, 

smart growth strategies can address the housing needs of 

low-income residents, while contributing to diverse com-

munities.

Construction of housing aff ordable to a mix of incomes 

must be provided not only in San Francisco, but through-

out the region, to allow low-income residents to reach jobs 

as well as needed services like grocery stores and child-care. 

At the present time, most of the region’s subsidized housing 

for low- and moderate-income households is concentrated 

in the central cities, including San Francisco. Communities 

throughout the Bay Area, particularly those who provide 

working opportunities for this same population, should ac-

cept responsibility for housing low- and moderate-income 

households as well. One way of addressing aff ordability 

needs across municipal boundaries is to explore the creation 

of a regional aff ordable housing fund, which could accept 

funds from both public and private sources. Another is a 

permanent state fund that would fi nance housing for low- 

and middle-income households, which would ease some of 

the funding uncertainty that occurs during diffi  cult budget 

years.

POLICY 13.3

Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate 

housing with transportation in order to increase 

transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

Sustainable land use patterns include those located close 

to jobs and transit, as noted above. But they also include 

easy access to, and multiple travel modes between, other 

services, shopping and daily needs. " is could mean all ser-

vices needed are located within an easy walk of the nearby 

housing; it could also mean that such services are available 

by bike or transit, or in the best cases, by all modes. " e 

common factor in sustainable land use patterns is that the 

need for a private car is limited.

To encourage walking, cycling and transit use, compre-

hensive systems must be in place. A Citywide network of 

walkable streets, bike lanes that are safe for children as well 

as the elderly, and reliable, convenient, transit must be in 

place. " e City should continue eff orts to improve such 

networks, to make them more attractive to users. " e City 

should also continue requirements and programs that link 

developers of housing to contribute towards such systems. 

San Francisco General Plan

46



Sustainable design that includes improved streets and 

transit stops adjacent to developed property, as well as the 

inclusion of mid-block crossings, alleys and bike lanes at 

larger, multi-block developments, can further incentivize 

non-automotive movement. 

POLICY 13.4

Promote the highest feasible level of “green” 

development in both private and municipally-

supported housing.

Green development specifi cally relates to the environmen-

tal implications of development. Green building integrates 

the built environment with natural systems, using site 

orientation, local sources, sustainable material selection 

and window placement to reduce energy demand and 

greenhouse gas emissions.

San Francisco has for several years had a municipal green 

building ordinance, and in [give year] adopted strict green 

building standards for private construction as well. " e 

City also promotes several incentive programs to encour-

age development to go beyond the requirements of the 

ordinances, including Priority permitting for LEED Gold 

certifi ed projects, solar rebates at the local, state and federal 

level, and rebates for energy and water effi  ciency.

Preservation and rehabilitation of existing buildings is in 

and of itself a “green” strategy, normally consuming far less 

energy than demolition and new construction. But truly 

addressing climate change must include upgrades to these 

buildings as well. Often, features that add to the initial cost 

of a structure are highly cost-eff ective in terms of the life 

cycle or operating costs. For example, weatherization of 

existing housing can usually pay for itself in a short time, 

resulting in lower utility bills and housing costs. Energy 

costs, particularly, can be a burden on low-income families; 

reducing energy costs, can leave more money for housing. 

Where the City coordinates on implementation of sustain-

ability programs, priority should be given to programs 

based on their eff ectiveness and feasibility.
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Portland’s Clean Energy Fund

A partnership between municipal governments and power companies in 

the Portland, Oregon area are currently piloting a Clean Energy Fund that 

provides a financial mechanism for making green retrofits in residential 

buildings possible without upfront prohibitive costs. The goal of the program 

is to provide homeowners a loan that covers the cost of materials and 

installation for energy improvements. The loan for such improvements is 

paid back over time through the savings they reap from the improvements 

on their utility bills. The partnership is using 2009 Federal Stimulus dollars as 

the seed money for this program.

Homeowners are provided with a home energy assessment that is 

conducted by both a professional Building Performance Institute contractor 

and an “Energy Advocate” that helps explain potential improvements. This 

team assists the team from the beginning with financing options all the 

way through the installation process. The Portland area pilot is focusing on 

energy improvements that include: basic weatherization (insulation, air seal-

ing, duct sealing), space heating (furnace or heat pump), hot water (gas, 

electric, tankless gas), solar hot water, solar photovoltaic, and windows.

San Francisco General Plan
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ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

AGI Adjusted Gross Income

AMI Area Median Income

BART Bay Area Rapid Transit 

BIC Building Improvement Cmmittee 

CAPSS Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety 

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERF Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund

CHRP San Francisco Community Housing Rehabilitation Program

CPC Capital Planning Committee

DAAS Department of Aging and Adult Services

DAH Direct Access to Housing Program

DALP Down Payment Assistance Loan Program 

DBI Department of Building Inspection

DPH Department of Public Health

DCYF Department of Children Youth and Families

DHS Department of Human Services

DOE Department of the Environment

DPW Department of Public Works

DR Discretionary Review

HSA Human Services Agency

HDMT Healthy Development Measurement Tool

HOPE VI Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere

HOPE SF Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere San Francisco

HPP Housing Preservation Program

HRC Human Rights Commission

LEED Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design

MOH Mayor’s Office of Housing

MONS Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood Services

MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

MUNI San Francisco Municipal Railway

NC Neighborhood Commercial

OEWD Office of Economic and Workforce Development

Prop 1C State of California Proposition 1C Grant Program

RHNA Regional Housing Needs Assessment

RPD City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department

SB 375 State of California Senate Bill #375

SFHA San Francisco Housing Authority

SFMTA San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

SFRA San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

SFUSD San Francisco United School District

SOMA South of Market

SRO Single-Room Occupancy Units

SUD Special Use District 

TDM Transportation Demand Management

TEP Transit Effectiveness Project

TIDF Transportation Impact Development Fee

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled
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