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LAND USE

OBJECTIVE 1.1
STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S EXISTING MIXED USE 
CHARACTER, WHILE MAINTAINING THE NEIGHBOR-
HOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE AND WORK

OBJECTIVE 1.2
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND 
MIXED USE IS ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOP-
MENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER

OBJECTIVE 1.3
RETAIN THE MISSION’S ROLE AS AN IMPORTANT LOCA-
TION FOR PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR 
(PDR) ACTIVITIES.  

OBJECTIVE 1.4
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S NEIGH-
BORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS

OBJECTIVE 1.5
INSTITUTE FLEXIBLE “LEGAL NONCONFORMING USE” 
PROVISIONS TO ENSURE A CONTINUED MIX OF USES IN 
THE MISSION

OBJECTIVE 1.6
SUPPORT A ROLE FOR “KNOWLEDGE SECTOR” BUSI-
NESSES IN APPROPRIATE PORTIONS OF THE MISSION 

OBJECTIVE 1.7 
MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF NOISE ON AFFECTED AREAS 
AND ENSURE GENERAL PLAN NOISE REQUIREMENTS 
ARE MET.

OBJECTIVE 1.8
IMPROVE INDOOR AIR QUALITY FOR SENSITIVE LAND 
USES IN THE MISSION 

HOUSING

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

OBJECTIVE 2.2
RETAIN AND IMPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORD-
ABLE TO PEOPLE OF ALL INCOMES 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 
ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SAT-
ISFY AN ARRAY OF HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO 
TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY SERVICES.

OBJECTIVE 2.4
LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING

OBJECTIVE 2.5 
PROMOTE HEALTH THROUGH RESIDENTIAL DEVELOP-
MENT DESIGN AND LOCATION

OBJECTIVE 2.6 
CONTINUE AND EXPAND THE CITY’S EFFORTS TO 
INCREASE PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRO-
DUCTION AND AVAILABILITY

BUILT FORM

OBJECTIVE 3.1 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE 
MISSION’S DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER 
FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND 
CHARACTER

OBJECTIVE 3.2
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL 
CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS WALKING AND SUSTAINS A 
DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM

OBJECTIVE 3.3
PROMOTE THE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY, ECO-
LOGICAL FUNCTIONING AND THE OVERALL QUALITY 
OF THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT IN THE PLAN AREA

TRANSPORTATION

OBJECTIVE 4.1
IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING 
AND NEW DEVELOPMENT IN THE MISSION

OBJECTIVE 4.2 
INCREASE TRANSIT RIDERSHIP BY MAKING IT MORE 
COMFORTABLE AND EASY TO USE

OBJECTIVE 4.3
ESTABLISH PARKING POLICIES THAT IMPROVE THE 
QUALITY OF NEIGHBORHOODS AND REDUCE CONGES-
TION AND PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS BY ENCOURAGING 
TRAVEL BY NON-AUTO MODES

OBJECTIVE 4.4
SUPPORT THE CIRCULATION NEEDS OF EXISTING AND 
NEW PDR USES IN THE MISSION 

OBJECTIVE 4.5
CONSIDER THE STREET NETWORK IN THE MISSION AS A 
CITY RESOURCE ESSENTIAL TO MULTI-MODAL MOVE-
MENT AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE

OBJECTIVE  4.6
SUPPORT WALKING AS A KEY TRANSPORTATION MODE 
BY IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION WITHIN THE 
MISSION AND TO OTHER PARTS OF THE CITY  

OBJECTIVE 4.7
IMPROVE AND EXPAND INFRASTRUCTURE FOR BICY-
CLING AS AN IMPORTANT MODE OF TRANSPORTATION

SUMMARY OF OBJECTIVES
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OBJECTIVE 4.8
ENCOURAGE ALTERNATIVES TO CAR OWNERSHIP AND 
THE REDUCTION OF PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS 

OBJECTIVE  4.9
FACILITATE MOVEMENT OF AUTOMOBILES BY MANAG-
ING CONGESTION AND OTHER NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF 
VEHICLE TRAFFIC 

OBJECTIVE 4.10
DEVELOP A COMPREHENSIVE FUNDING PLAN FOR 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

STREETS AND OPEN SPACE

OBJECTIVE 5.1
PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET 
THE NEEDS OF RESIDENTS, WORKERS AND VISITORS

OBJECTIVE 5.2
ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT INCLUDES HIGH 
QUALITY PRIVATE OPEN SPACE

OBJECTIVE 5.3
CREATE A NETWORK OF GREEN STREETS THAT CON-
NECT OPEN SPACES AND IMPROVE THE WALKABILITY 
AND AESTHETICS OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.  

OBJECTIVE 5.4
THE OPEN SPACE SYSTEM SHOULD BOTH BEAUTIFY THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD AND STRENGTHEN THE ENVIRON-
MENT

OBJECTIVE 5.5
ENSURE THAT EXISTING OPEN SPACE, RECREATION 
AND PARK FACILITITES ARE WELL MAINTAINED

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

OBJECTIVE 6.1 
SUPPORT THE ECONOMIC WELLBEING OF A VARIETY OF 
BUSINESSES IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS 

OBJECTIVE 6.2
INCREASE ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR WORKERS BY PRO-
VIDING ACCESS TO SOUGHT-AFTER JOB SKILLS

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

OBJECTIVE 7.1 
PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND 
FACILITIES

OBJECTIVE 7.2  
ENSURE CONTINUED SUPPORT FOR HUMAN SERVICE 
PROVIDERS THROUGHOUT THE EASTERN NEIGHBOR-
HOODS

OBJECTIVE 7.3 
REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE 
CENTER OF LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

OBJECTIVE 8.1
IDENTIFY AND EVALUATE HISTORIC AND CULTURAL 
RESOURCES WITHIN THE MISSION PLAN AREA 

OBJECTIVE 8.2
PROTECT, PRESERVE, AND REUSE HISTORIC RESOURCES 
WITHIN THE MISSION PLAN AREA

OBJECTIVE 8.3
ENSURE THAT HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONCERNS 
CONTINUE TO BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ONGO-
ING PLANNING PROCESSES FOR THE MISSION PLAN 
AREA AS THEY EVOLVE OVER TIME

OBJECTIVE 8.4
PROMOTE THE PRINCIPLES OF SUSTAINABILITY FOR 
THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE INHERENTLY 
“GREEN” STRATEGY OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

OBJECTIVE 8.5
PROVIDE PRESERVATION INCENTIVES, GUIDANCE, AND 
LEADERSHIP WITHIN THE MISSION PLAN AREA

OBJECTIVE 8.6 
FOSTER PUBLIC AWARENESS AND APPRECIATION OF 
HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE MIS-
SION PLAN AREA
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EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS
Community Planning
http://easternneighborhoods.sfplanning.org

Planning for Change

San Francisco is a special place because 
of  the way in which it has always balanced 
preservation with change.  Our neighbor-
hoods have changed with the times, but 
they have always kept something of  their 
unique character – an essence of  San 
Francisco that doesn’t look or feel like 
anywhere else.  In the late 20th and early 
21st century, the city’s eastern bayfront has 
been the epicenter for change, and for all 
the pressures, debates and concern that its 
prospect entails.  From the South of  Market 
to Visitacion Valley, traditionally industrial 
areas have begun transforming.  Housing, 
offi ces, and the shops and services which 
cater to them have been springing up next 
to industrial businesses.  Wealthier residents 
have begun to move into neighborhoods 
traditionally inhabited by the working class.  
Residents, community activists and business 
owners have all recognized the need for 
rational planning to resolve these confl icts 
and stabilize these neighborhoods into the 
future.

THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS PLANS

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans are 
conceived as a means to address inevitable 
change in four of the neighborhoods most 
affected – the South of Market, the Mission, 
Showplace Square / Potrero Hill and the 
Central Waterfront.
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Twin Policy Dilemmas:
Stabilizing the Industrial Lands and Providing Affordable Housing

At their core, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans 
try to accomplish two key policy goals:

1) They attempt to ensure a stable future 
for PDR businesses in the city, mainly by 
reserving a certain amount of  land for this 
purpose; and 

2) they strive to provide a signifi cant amount 
of  new housing affordable to low, moderate 
and middle income families and individuals, 
along with “complete neighborhoods” that 
provide appropriate amenities for these new 
residents.

Stabilizing the Industrial Lands
At one time, land zoned for industrial uses 
covered almost the entire eastern bayfront of  
San Francisco, from the southern county line 
to well north of  Market Street.  As the city’s 
economy has transformed over time, away from 
traditional manufacturing and “smoke-stack” 
industry toward tourism, service and “knowl-

edge-based” functions, the city’s industrial lands 
have shrunk steadily. 

By the 1990s, land zoned for industrial uses 
stood at about 12% of  the city’s total usable 
land (i.e. not including parks and streets).  This 
period was one of  strong economic growth in 
which the city gained thousands of  new jobs 
and residents. As a result, capital, business and 
building activity surged into the industrial and 
residential Eastern Neighborhoods, south of  
downtown. While this wealth brought needed 
resources, it also created confl icts around the 
use of  land.  San Francisco’s industrial zoning 
has from the beginning been very permissive 
– allowing residences, offi ces and other uses, 
in addition to industrial businesses.  Old and 
new residents, established industrial businesses 
and new, non-industrial business ventures all 
vied for building space and more affordable 
land in the Eastern Neighborhoods. It became 
clear over time, that non-industrial land uses 
– mainly housing and offi ces that can pay far 
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more for land – would make signifi cant inroads on industrially zoned land in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Also during this period, a new, non-industrial future was charted for several 
signifi cant portions of  the city’s industrial lands.  These included Mission Bay 
(slated for new housing, a University of  California research campus and other 
research and development space), the Hunters Point Shipyard (new housing, 
commercial and sports facilities) and the Schlage Lock site (slated for new 
housing, open space and retail).

Faced with the removal of  these areas from industrial zoning and the increasing 
competition for land in the remaining industrial areas, the Planning Depart-
ment began a process to identify how much land was needed in the city for 
continuing industrial use and determine how to stabilize that land into the 
future. Recognizing that industrial land in the city was being used for many 
functions that didn’t fall under traditional manufacturing “smokestack” cat-
egories, the term “Production, Distribution and Repair” (PDR) was coined 
to refer to the wide variety of  activities that needed cheaper land and larger 
spaces to function.

The analysis process, carried out over several years, included a number of  
components:  Community discussions about the future of  industrial lands in 
the city, analysis of  the value of  PDR businesses to the city’s economy and 
workforce, analysis of  the needs of  PDR businesses to prosper, and analysis 
of  the land supply available to support PDR businesses. (See page viii under 
For Further Reading for a list of  studies and publications dealing with these 
subjects.)

These studies concluded that there is indeed a future for PDR businesses in 
the city.  These businesses contribute to the city’s economy – by providing 
stable and well paying jobs for the 50% of  San Franciscans without college 
degrees, and by supporting the city’s “front offi ce” economy.  The analysis also 
concludes that many types of  PDR businesses could thrive in San Francisco 
given the right conditions.  Chief  among these conditions is a secure supply 
of  land and building space, buffered from incompatible land uses and free of  
competing users with higher ability to pay for land.

Providing Affordable Housing
San Francisco has an ongoing affordable housing crisis.  In 2007, the median 
income for a family of  four in the city is about $86,000.  Yet it requires twice 
that income to be able to afford the median priced dwelling suitable for a 
family that size.  Only an estimated 10% of  households in the city can afford 
a median-priced home.  

PREFACE

1990s

2,781 acres
12.6% of city

Future
Proposed

1,505 acres
6.8% of city

Industrially-Zoned Land in 
San Francisco

* The upcoming Western SoMa Plan 
Area proposal will contain additional 
industrially-zoned areas.
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Current and future residents of  limited means are likely to need assistance to 
continue to live in San Francisco. Many future San Francisco workers will be 
earning below 80% of  the area’s median income. Sales clerks and secretaries, 
as well as technical professionals and bank executives, must be able to live 
here. San Francisco must also house the fi refi ghters, policemen, teachers, and 
health, recreation and primary care providers needed to support the city’s 
population. Even construction workers who build new houses need housing 
they can afford.

The General Plan’s Housing Element tells us that San Francisco needs to 
build over 2,700 new units a year to meet its share of  the region’s projected 
housing demand. At least 40% of  this new housing construction should be 
affordable to low and very low income households, and 32% affordable to 
households of  moderate means.

In order to succeed in meeting the city’s housing objectives, three major pre-
requisites must be met:

• An adequate supply of  land must be identifi ed;
• Regulatory and other impediments must be removed and incentives added; 

and
• Adequate fi nancing must be available for both private and non-profi t 

housing development. 

What is “affordable housing”?

“Affordable housing” refers simply to 
apartments or condominiums that are 
priced to be affordable to individuals 
and families earning anywhere from 
about 30% to about 120% of the city’s 
median income (or about $30,000 to 
$114,000 for a family of four).  Because 
affordable housing sells or rents for less 
than the amount required to cover its 
costs, it must be subsidized.  This sub-
sidy can come in the form of govern-
ment funding, or through requirements 
that developers designate a certain 
percentage of new units they build as 
affordable.

What is PDR?

The Planning Department has adopted the term 
“Production, Distribution and Repair” or “PDR” to refer to 
the very wide variety of activities which have traditionally 
occurred and still occur in our industrially zoned areas.  
PDR businesses and workers prepare our food and 
print our books; produce the sounds and images for our 
movies; take people to the airport; arrange flowers and 
set theatrical stages; build houses and offices; pick up 
our mail and garbage.  PDR and related activities include 
arts activities, performance spaces, furniture wholesaling, 
and design activities.  In general, PDR activities, occurring 
with little notice and largely in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 
provide critical support to the drivers of San Francisco’s 
economy, including the tourist industry, high tech industry 
and financial and legal services, to name a few. PDR 
businesses also tend to provide stable and well-paying jobs 
for the 50% of San Francisco residents who do not have a 
college degree.

Why do PDR businesses need 
protection through zoning?  
There are several reasons why 
San Francisco, like many other 
large U.S. cities, is considering 
providing protection for PDR 
activities through zoning 
changes in some areas.

1) Competition for land: San Francisco has very limited 
land available and because current zoning permits almost 
any activity in an industrial zone, residential and office uses, 
which can afford to pay far more to buy land, have been 
gradually displacing PDR activities.

2) Land use conflicts: Some (though certainly not all) PDR 
businesses use large trucks, stay open late, make noise 
or emit odors.  As residences and offices locate adjacent 
to these PDR businesses more frequently, conflicts arise, 
sometimes forcing the PDR businesses to curtail operations 
or even leave the city.
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As the discussions continued around where and how to preserve some of  the 
city’s industrial lands, it became increasingly clear that the dialogue needed to 
be expanded to include the subject of  how to supply a signifi cant amount of  
affordable housing in formerly industrial areas where a transition to housing 
and mixed use would occur.

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans:
A Response to the Twin Policy Dilemmas
The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans were developed over several years, with the 
participation of  thousands of  community members and other stakeholders.  
They embody a series of  strategies for responding to the need to preserve some 
industrial land in the city while also providing increased levels of  affordable 
housing.  The following Key Principles inform all the objectives and policies 
contained in the Plans:

People and Neighborhoods:
1) Encourage new housing at appropriate locations and make it as affordable 

as possible to a range of  city residents

2) Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical 
elements of  complete neighborhoods

The Economy and Jobs:
3) Reserve suffi cient space for production, distribution and repair activities, 

in order to support the city’s economy and provide good jobs for resi-
dents

4) Take steps to provide space for new industries that bring innovation and 
fl exibility to the city’s economy

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans are structured as Area Plans in the city’s 
General Plan.  Each consists of  eight chapters.  The fi rst two – Land Use and 
Housing – set out fundamental objectives and policies around stabilizing the 
use of  land and providing affordable housing.  The following six chapters 
– Built Form, Transportation, Streets and Open Space, Economic Development, Historic 
Preservation, Community Facilities – all provide the background and support for 
ensuring that we plan complete neighborhoods.

The Area Plans are accompanied by an Implementation Document which 
lays out the program of  community improvements, a funding strategy to 
realize those improvements and directs administration of  a public benefi ts 
program.

PREFACE

For Further Reading

EPS Report: Supply/Demand Study for 
Production, Distribution, and Repair 
(PDR) in San Francisco’s Eastern 
Neighborhoods (April, 2005)

Community Planning in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning Options 
Workbook Draft ( 2003 )

Profiles of Community Planning Areas 
( 2002 )

Industrial Land in San Francisco: 
Understanding Production, Distribution, 
and Repair

All of these documents are available to download 
on the Eastern Neighborhoods web site:
http://easternneighborhoods.sfplanning.org
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Retail however, does not employ as many people as 
Production Distribution and Repair (PDR) activities.  
PDR businesses, concentrated in the northeast Mis-
sion, provide jobs for about 12,000 people, making 
PDR businesses the largest employers in the Mission.  
These businesses support San Francisco’s service and 
tourist industry and are comprised of  everything from 
furniture makers, sound and video recording studios, 
wholesale distributors, auto repair shops, plumbing 
supply stores, lumber yards, and photography studios, 
to the large PGE and Muni facilities. 

The Mission is known for its rich culture.  It hosts 
annual public celebrations such as “Carnival”, “Cinco 

MISSION

The Mission is a neighborhood of  strong character 
and a sense of  community developed over decades.  
This area is home to almost 50,000 people, with 
Latinos comprising over half  the population.  The 
Mission is bounded by Guerrero to the west, Potrero 
to the east, Division to the north and Cesar Chavez 
to the south.

In addition to providing more than 23,000 jobs for 
the city of  San Francisco, the Mission also provides 
a place for almost 50,000 residents to live, many in 
households substantially larger and poorer than those 
found elsewhere in the City. There are about 17,000 
units of  housing in the Mission mixed with com-
mercial, industrial, retail and other uses.  This mix of  
uses makes it possible for many residents to live and 
work in the same general area.

Retail is a signifi cant business type in the Mission.  
Mission and 24th Streets in particular offer a variety 
of  shops and services including many small grocery 
stores, beauty shops and restaurants that serve the 
local neighborhood and refl ect the Latino popula-
tion.  There are about 900 stores and restaurants in 
the Mission, employing nearly 5,000 people.

INTRODUCTION
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M I S S I O N  A R E A  P L A N

de Mayo” and “Encuentro del Canto Popular”  and 
houses a variety of  community and cultural resources 
including Centro del Pueblo, the Mission Cultural 
Center, the Mission Economic Development Asso-
ciation, ODC, Cell Space, PODER, Saint Peters 
Housing, Dolores Street Community Services, the 
Bay Area Video Coalition, The Mission News and 
El Teco Lote newspaper.  Perhaps the most visible 
cultural resource however, are the many murals found 
throughout the area. These themed illustrations on 
the sides of  buildings provide an historic and cultural 
context for residents and visitors alike.  

Overall, the Mission has a well-developed neighbor-
hood infrastructure, easy access to shops and res-
taurants, an architecturally rich and varied housing 
stock, rich cultural resources, and excellent transit 
access. Traditionally a reservoir of  affordable housing 
relatively accessible to recent immigrants and artists, 
housing affordability in the Mission has signifi cantly 
declined in the past decade as condominium conver-
sions have removed affordable rental housing and 
evicted low-income residents and families.  Moreover, 
new housing has been largely unaffordable to existing 
residents, and constructed on land formerly occupied 
by PDR businesses.

In addition to the Eastern Neighborhoods-wide 
goals outlined above, the following community-
driven goals were developed specifi cally for the Mis-
sion, over the course of  many public workshops:

• Preserve diversity and vitality of  the Mission

• Increase the amount of  affordable housing

• Preserve and enhance the existing Production, 
Distribution and Repair businesses

• Preserve and enhance the unique character of  
the Mission’s distinct commercial areas

• Promote alternative means of  transportation to 
reduce traffi c and auto use

• Improve and develop additional community 
facilities and open space

• Minimize displacement
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LAND USE

This section presents the vision for the use of  land in the Mission.  It identifi es activi-
ties that are important to protect or encourage and establishes their pattern in the 
neighborhood.  This pattern is based on the need to increase opportunities for new 
housing development, particularly affordable housing, retain space for production, 
distribution and repair (PDR) activities, protect established residential areas, and build 
on the vibrant neighborhood commercial areas around Mission, Valencia, and 24th 
Streets.  Where and how these activities occur is critical to ensuring that future neigh-
borhood change contributes positively to the city as well as the area’s vitality, fostering 
the Mission as a place to live and work.   

To ensure the Mission remains a center for immigrants, artists, and innovation, the 
established land use pattern should be reinforced.  This means protecting established 
areas of  residential, commercial and PDR, and ensuring that areas that have become 
mixed-use over time develop in such a way that they contribute positively to the 
neighborhood.  A place for living and working also means a place where affordably 
priced housing is made available, a diverse array of  jobs is protected, and where goods 
and services are oriented to serve the needs of  the community.  For the Mission to 
continue to function in this way, land must be designated for such uses and controlled 
in a more careful fashion.

LAND USE
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OBJECTIVE 1.1

STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S EXISTING MIXED USE CHARACTER, WHILE 
MAINTAINING THE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE AND WORK

Much of  the Mission is mixed use in character.  Neighborhood commercial areas such 
as Mission, Valencia, and 24th Streets support a variety of  activities, including shops and 
services, housing, small offi ces, and PDR businesses.  Residential areas contain some 
small corner stores and other neighborhood serving uses.  The Northeast Mission is 
home to a unique mixture of  activities which includes many important and successful 
PDR businesses, as well as offi ces, housing, retail and other uses.  This mix of  uses 
contributes to the vitality of  the Mission and should be retained.  

The challenge in the Mission is to strengthen the neighborhood’s mixed use character, 
while taking clear steps to protect and preserve PDR businesses, which provide jobs 
and services essential for the city.  This Plan’s approach to land use controls in the 
Mission includes the following key elements:

• Maintain existing zoning controls for the low and medium density residential areas 
in the southeast part of  the Mission

• Generally maintain existing neighborhood commercial zoning in the Mission and 
Valencia Corridors, including portions of  16th Street, but recognize the good 
transit service available here by eliminating density limits and parking minimum 
requirements.

• Eliminate density limits and minimum parking controls in some residential areas 
of  the Mission which are close to Mission Street transit.

• In some parts of  the Northeast Mission Industrial Zone, establish new controls 
that protect PDR businesses by prohibiting new residential development and 
limiting new offi ce and retail development.

• In other parts of  the Northeast Mission Industrial Zone, establish new controls 
that allow mixed income residential development, while limiting new offi ce and 
retail development.

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.1.1 
Revise land use controls in some portions of the Northeast Mission Industrial 
Zone to stabilize and promote PDR activities, as well as the arts, by prohibiting 
construction of new housing and limiting the amount of office and retail uses that 
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can be introduced.  Also place limitations on heavier industrial activities which may 
not be appropriate for the Mission

Implementation:1.1.1.1
Amend the Planning Code to establish a new “PDR-1” district in this area.

Policy 1.1.2 
Revise land use controls in portions of the Northeast Mission Industrial Zone 
outside the core industrial area to create new mixed use areas, allowing mixed-
income housing as a principal use, as well as small retail, small office, and small 
to medium sized research and development uses, while protecting against the 
wholesale displacement of PDR uses. 

Implementation 1.1.2.1  
Amend the Planning Code to establish a new “Urban Mixed Use” district in this area.

Policy 1.1.3
Maintain the successful Mission Street and Valencia Street Neighborhood Com-
mercial districts; recognize the proximity to good transit service by eliminating 
residential density limits and minimum parking requirements.

Implementation 1.1.3.1
Amend the Planning Code to establish “Neighborhood Commercial – Transit” districts 

along Mission, Valencia and parts of 16th Street.

Policy 1.1.4
In higher density residential areas of the Mission, recognize proximity to good 
transit service by eliminating density limits and minimum parking requirements; 
permit small neighborhood serving retail.

Implementation 1.1.4.1
Amend the Planning Code to establish “Residential Transit-Oriented” districts in portions of 

the Mission residential areas.

Policy 1.1.5
In lower density residential areas of the Mission, generally further from good tran-
sit service, maintain existing residential controls.

Implementation 1.1.5.1
Maintain existing Planning Code provisions in these areas.

Policy 1.1.6 
Permit and encourage small and moderate size retail establishments in neighbor-
hood commercial areas of the Mission, while allowing larger retail in the formerly 
industrial areas when part of a mixed-use development.

Implementation 1.1.6.1  
Retain existing retail use size controls in the Planning Code that principally permit small 

and moderate sized retail establishments in the neighborhood commercial districts along 



M I S S I O N  A R E A  P L A N

D
R

A
F

T

6
DRAFT FOR CITIZEN REVIEW

Mission, Valencia, and 24th and portions of 16th Street. Permit large retail establishments in 

the new Urban Mixed Use districts when part of a mixed-use development. 

OBJECTIVE 1.2

IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED USE IS 
ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING 
WITH NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

It is important that new housing be developed in appropriate areas, that it be compatible 
with its surroundings, and that it satisfy community housing needs.  Locating housing 
in neighborhood commercial areas with good transit, as well as in some portions of  
former industrial areas, allows new development to capitalize on existing infrastructure.  
By increasing development potential on some parcels, reducing parking requirements, 
and replacing existing unit density controls with “bedroom mix” controls that require 
a portion of  new units to be larger and more family-friendly, more housing of  the 
appropriate type can be encouraged.  

Strong building design controls, discussed further in the Built Form chapter of  this 
Plan, should ensure that these new buildings are designed to be compatible with their 
surroundings.  Building facades should be broken up, development above a certain 
height should be set back on small residential alleys to allow light and air, and active 
ground fl oors should be required. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.2.1 
Ensure that in-fill housing development is compatible with its surroundings.

Implementation 1.2.1.1  
(See design guidelines in the Built Form chapter and affordability requirements in the Hous-

ing chapter). 

Policy 1.2.2 
For new construction, and as part of major expansion of existing buildings in 
neighborhood commercial districts, require ground floor commercial uses in new 
housing development.  In other mixed use districts encourage housing over com-
mercial or PDR where appropriate.  

Implementation 1.2.2.1  
Amend the Planning Code to require ground floor commercial uses in new development 

in Neighborhood Commercial – Transit districts.  Allow (but do not require) housing over 

commercial or PDR where appropriate in the new Urban Mixed Use district.   
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Policy 1.2.3 
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density 
through building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements. 

Implementation 1.2.3.1  
In all new zoning districts that permit housing, amend the Planning Code to remove maxi-

mum density controls and institute building height, bulk, and bedroom mix requirements. 

Policy 1.2.4 
Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to increase maxi-
mum heights for residential development. 

Implementation 1.2.4.1  
Amend the height and bulk controls for the Mission to increase height limits in appropriate 

places.  (See height map in the Built Form chapter). 

OBJECTIVE 1.3

RETAIN THE MISSION’S ROLE AS AN IMPORTANT LOCATION FOR 
PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR (PDR) ACTIVITIES.  

It is important for the health and diversity of  the city’s economy and population that 
production, distribution, and repair (PDR) activities fi nd adequate and competitive 
space in San Francisco.  PDR jobs constitute a signifi cant portion of  all jobs in the 
Mission.  These jobs tend to pay above average wages, provide jobs for residents of  all 
education levels, and offer good opportunities for advancement.  However, they usu-
ally lease business space and are therefore subject to displacement.  This is particularly 
important in the Mission as average household sizes tend to be larger and incomes 
lower than the rest of  the city.  Half  of  Mission residents are foreign born with two-
thirds coming from Latin America and Mexico, and over half  are Latino.  About 45% 
of  Mission residents speak Spanish at home.  PDR businesses provide accessible jobs 
to many of  these residents.   

PDR is also a valuable export industry.  PDR businesses that design or manufacture 
products in San Francisco often do so because of  advantages unique to being located 
in the city.  These export industries present an opportunity to grow particular PDR 
sectors,  strengthening and diversifying our local economy.  PDR also supports the 
competitiveness of  knowledge industries by providing critical business services that 
need to be close, timely and often times are highly specialized.  

Many PDR businesses form clusters, including arts activities, that are unique to San 
Francisco and provide services and employment for local residents.  Establishing 
space for PDR activities that is protected from encroachment by other uses responds 
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to existing policy set forth in the city’s General Plan, particularly the Commerce and 
Industry Element, that includes the following pertinent policies:

• Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such 
activity to the city (Objective 2, Policy 1)

• Promote the attraction, retention, and expansion of  commercial and industrial 
fi rms which provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and 
semi-skilled workers (Objective 3, Policy 1)

• Avoid public actions that displace existing viable industrial fi rms (Objective 4, 
Policy 3)

• When Displacement does occur, attempt to relocate desired fi rms within the city 
(Objective 4, Policy 4)

• Avoid encroachment of  incompatible land uses on viable industrial activity (Objec-
tive 4, Policy 5)

• Maintain an adequate supply of  space appropriate to the needs of  incubator 
industries (Objective 4, Policy 11)

Generally, establishing areas for PDR businesses achieves the following:

1. Stabilizes activities that are susceptible to displacement including arts activities.

2. Stabilizes areas that contain concentrations of  “blue collar”, unskilled and semi-
skilled jobs

3. Helps to ensure the availability of  jobs across all economic sectors, providing a 
wide range of  employment opportunities for San Francisco’s diverse population.

4. Ensures that there is space for activities important to meeting the city’s everyday 
needs.

5. Ensures that there is space for businesses that support the city’s wider economy 
and health.

6. Ensures that there is space for new business sectors to emerge, which helps San 
Francisco to maintain its role as a regional center.

7. Fosters a diverse economy, which helps to ensure the city’s long-term economic 
vibrancy.   



D
R

A
F

T

9

C
h
a
p

te
r 

1
: 
L
a
n
d

 U
se

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.3.1
In areas designated for PDR, protect the stock of existing buildings used by, or 
appropriate for, PDR businesses by restricting conversions of industrial buildings to 
other building types and discouraging the demolition of sound PDR buildings.

Implementation 1.3.1.1 
In PDR districts, amend the Planning Code to institute new building demolition controls 

that protect sound PDR buildings.

Policy 1.3.2 
Require development of flexible buildings with generous floor-to-ceiling heights, 
large floor plates, and other features that will allow the structure to support vari-
ous businesses..

Flexibly designed buildings with high fl oor to ceiling heights best accommodate the 
PDR businesses of  today and tomorrow.  Such spaces, equipped with roll-up doors or 
other large apertures for example, facilitate the movement of  goods and supplies.

Implementation 1.3.2.1 
(See design guidelines in the Built Form chapter.)

OBJECTIVE 1.4

MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN THE MISSION’S NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL AREAS

Mission Street is well served by MUNI and has two BART stations, at 16th and 24th 
streets.  Directing new development along neighborhood commercial streets in the 
area, such as Mission and Valencia streets, increases their vitality as neighborhood 
commercial areas and takes advantage of  existing transit infrastructure.  A tremendous 
amount of  this vitality is due to the unique character of  the Mission’s neighborhood 
commercial areas, and that character should be encouraged and protected.  Uses that 
are not community or neighborhood serving should be managed in order to promote 
neighborhood serving and family oriented businesses.  To ensure compatibility with the 
existing scale of  these areas, large lot development and lot mergers and business sizes 
should be carefully controlled.  Because new zoning will allow for additional develop-
ment capacity, more affordable housing should be required to address the needs of  
area residents and families.  

The existing Mission alcoholic beverage controls, restricting new bars and liquor 
stores, cover most of  the Mission district.  However in sections of  Mission Street adult 
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entertainment and tourist hotels are currently permitted with conditional use approval.  
To promote more community serving businesses in the Mission, these uses should be 
prohibited in neighborhood commercial areas.  

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.4.1 
Direct new mixed-use residential development to the Mission’s neighborhood com-
mercial districts to take advantage of the transit and services available in those 
areas. 

Implementation 1.4.1.1 
Amend the Planning Code to create “Neighborhood Commercial – Transit” (NC-T) zones 

along Mission and Valencia Streets, which will continue to permit residential development, 

while relaxing density and minimum parking controls.

Policy 1.4.2
Ensure that the Mission’s neighborhood commercial districts continue to serve the 
needs of residents, including immigrant and low income households.  

Implementation 1.4.2.1 
Retain the existing use and size controls for the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street Neigh-

borhood Commercial districts to ensure they serve the needs of local residents that are 

unique to each of the Mission’s neighborhood commercial streets. 

Implementation: 1.4.2.2 
Work with the Mayors Office of Workforce and Economic Development (MOEWD) to 

promote local businesses, including those that serve the immigrant community.

OBJECTIVE 1.5

INSTITUTE FLEXIBLE “LEGAL NONCONFORMING USE” PROVISIONS TO 
ENSURE A CONTINUED MIX OF USES IN THE MISSION

A notable characteristic of  the Mission is that even in its industrial areas, there exists 
a unique and varied mix of  offi ces, retail, housing and other uses, in addition to PDR 
businesses.  The intent of  the Plan is to create successful mixed areas where PDR uses 
can exist and compete well with other uses in the future. 

To ensure that the Mission’s unique mix remains in place, existing offi ce and retail 
establishments in the Mission’s mixed use and PDR districts should be allowed to stay 
legally, as long as they were legally established in the fi rst place.  Property owners whose 
offi ce and retail tenants leave should be allowed to replace them with similar tenants.

Existing legal non conforming use rules already provide substantial protections to 
certain types of  establishments that pre-date the proposed rezoning.  For example, in 
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areas where limitations will be imposed under new zoning on retail and offi ce uses, 
existing offi ce and retail uses that do not comply with this limitation would be able to 
remain, provided they were legally established in the fi rst place.  

However, existing rules do not contemplate districts where housing units are prohib-
ited outright.  Because new zoning will create such districts, the nonconforming use 
provisions in the Planning Code should be modifi ed in order to allow for the continu-
ance of  existing housing in areas where housing will no longer be permitted under 
the new zoning.  

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.5.1 
Continue existing legal nonconforming rules, which permit pre-existing establish-
ments to remain legally even if they no longer conform to new zoning provisions, 
as long as the use was legally established in the first place.

Implementation 1.5.1.1
Continue existing Planning Code regulations for legal nonconforming uses.  

Policy 1.5.2
Provide flexibility for legal housing units to continue in districts where housing is no 
longer permitted.

Implementation 1.5.2.1 
Amend the Planning Code to develop new nonconforming use provisions which relate  to 

existing housing in districts where housing is no longer permitted.

OBJECTIVE 1.6

SUPPORT A ROLE FOR “KNOWLEDGE SECTOR” BUSINESSES IN 
APPROPRIATE PORTIONS OF THE MISSION 

The “Knowledge Sector” consists of  businesses that create economic value through 
the knowledge they generate and provide for their customers. These include businesses 
involved in fi nancial services, professional services, information technology, publishing, 
digital media, multimedia, life sciences (including biotechnology), and environmental 
products and technologies. The Knowledge Sector contributes to the city’s economy 
through the high wages these industries generally pay, creating multiplier effects for 
local-serving businesses in San Francisco, and generating payroll taxes for the city. 
Although these industries generally require greater levels of  training and education 
than PDR workers typically possess, they may in the future be able to provide a greater 
number of  quality jobs for some San Franciscans without a four-year college degree, 
provided appropriate workforce development programs are put in place. 
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From a land use perspective, the Knowledge Sector utilizes a variety of  types of  space. 
Depending on the particular needs of  a company, this may include buildings for offi ces, 
research and development (R&D), and manufacturing. Mixed use and industrial land in 
the Mission benefi ts from lower rents and less-intensive development than other parts 
of  the city. These characteristics may allow for the location of  manufacturing and R&D 
components of  the Knowledge Sector, as well as provide some “Class B” offi ce space 
suitable for Knowledge Sector companies which cannot afford or would prefer not to 
be located downtown. These uses could be supported in the following manner: 

• The PDR component of  the Knowledge Sector could locate throughout the mixed 
use and PDR districts of  the Mission.

• The offi ce component of  the Knowledge Sector should be directed towards space 
above the ground fl oor in buildings in the Mission’s Mixed Use and PDR districts. 
The amount of  offi ce space in these buildings should be controlled, in order to 
support the continued viability of  some PDR uses above the ground fl oor. 

• R&D uses range from offi ce-only to a mixture of  offi ce and production and test-
ing activities. To the degree that these uses are offi ce-only, they should be subject 
the same controls as offi ce uses. The more industrially-oriented R&D uses could 
be located throughout the Mixed Use and PDR districts of  the Mission, though 
the offi ce component would be subject to offi ce controls. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.6.1 
Continue to permit manufacturing uses that support the Knowledge Sector in the 
Mixed Use and PDR districts of the Mission.

Implementation 1.6.1.1 
Continue to permit manufacturing uses in Mixed Use and PDR districts. 

Policy 1.6.2 
Allow Knowledge Sector office-type uses in portions of the Mission where it is ap-
propriate. 

Implementation 1.6.2.1  
Permit limited amounts of office above the ground floor in Mixed Use and PDR districts.

Policy 1.6.3
Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to allow research 
and development uses that support the Knowledge Sector. 
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Implementation 1.6.3.1 
Continue to permit R&D-oriented manufacturing uses in Mixed Use and PDR districts. 

Permit limited amounts of R&D office above the ground floor in other Mixed Use and PDR 

districts.

OBJECTIVE 1.7 

MINIMIZE THE IMPACT OF NOISE ON AFFECTED AREAS AND ENSURE 
GENERAL PLAN NOISE REQUIREMENTS ARE MET.

Noise, or unwanted sound, is an inherent component of  urban living. While environ-
mental noise can pose a threat to mental and physical health, potential health impacts 
can be avoided or reduced through sound land use planning. The careful analysis and 
siting of  new land uses can help to ensure land use compatibility, particularly in zones 
which allow a diverse range of  land uses. Traffi c is the most important source of  
environmental noise in San Francisco.  Commercial land uses also generate noise from 
mechanical ventilation and cooling systems, and though freight movement.  Sound 
control technologies are available to both insulate sensitive uses and contain unwanted 
sound from noisy uses. The use of  good urban design can help to ensure that noise 
does not impede access and enjoyment of  public space. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.7.1 
Reduce potential land use conflicts by providing accurate background noise-level 
data for planning. 

Implementation 1.7.1.1
Update the 1972 San Francisco Transportation Noise-level map in the General Plan Noise 

Element to reflect current conditions and to ensure compatible land use planning.

Policy 1.7.2
Reduce potential land use conflicts by carefully considering the location and design 
of both noise generating uses and sensitive uses in the Mission.

Implementation 1.7.2.1 
As part of the environmental review process for proposed new uses that are expected 

to generate noise levels that exceed ambient noise, work with the Department of Public 

Health to identify any existing sensitive uses near to the location of the proposed new 

noise generating use and analyze the potential impacts of the proposed noise generating 

use on those nearby sensitive uses.

Implementation 1.7.2.2 
As part of the environmental review process for proposed new sensitive uses, work with 

the Department of Public Health to identify  any existing noise generating uses near to 

the location of the proposed new sensitive use and analyze the potential impacts on the 

proposed new sensitive use.  
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OBJECTIVE 1.8

IMPROVE INDOOR AIR QUALITY FOR SENSITIVE LAND USES IN THE 
MISSION 

Exposure to air pollutants can pose serious health problems, particularly for children, 
seniors and those with heart and lung diseases. Sound land use planning aims to 
reduce air pollution emissions by co-locating complementary land uses, which helps 
to decrease automobile traffi c and encourage walkability and by avoiding land use-air 
quality confl icts that can result in exposure to air pollutants.  While there are numerous 
social, environmental and economic benefi ts associated with integrating land use and 
transportation, there is also a potential risk of  exposing residents to poor indoor air 
quality when infi ll residential developments are located in close proximity to air pollu-
tion sources, including traffi c sources such as freeways or major streets. Epidemiologic 
studies have consistently demonstrated that children and adults living in proximity to 
busy roadways have poorer health outcomes, including higher rates of  asthma disease 
and morbidity and impaired lung development.  Given increasing demands for hous-
ing, particularly affordable housing, and the limited amount of  available and suitable 
land for housing in San Francisco, it is important that the review process for proposed 
development projects incorporate analysis and mitigation of  air quality confl icts, 
particularly with respect to sensitive land uses such as housing, schools, daycare and 
medical facilities. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 1.8.1 
Minimize exposure to air pollutants from existing traffic sources for new residen-
tial developments, schools, daycare and medical facilities. 

Implementation 1.8.1.1 
As part of the environmental review process for proposed new sensitive uses, including 

residential, childcare, and school facilities, work with the Department of Public Health to 

perform the appropriate exposure analysis.
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Northeast Mission

Maintain the unique, mixed character of 
the Northeast Mission Industrial Zone.  

Protect PDR in some blocks by 
prohibiting residential development and 

limiting office and retail.  Encourage 
housing and mixed use in other blocks, 
while enforcing mixed income housing 
rules for new residential development.  

Prohibit heavier industrial use in this area.

Mission-Valencia Corridor

On Mission and Valencia, encourage 
transit oriented neighborhood 

commercial with housing and/or 
small offices above.  Relax density 

and parking requirements to 
acknowledge good transit service 
here.  Along other major streets, 

encourage medium density 
residential development with limited 
neighborhood serving retail.  Along 
small streets and alleys encourage 

low to medium density residential, in 
scale with these smaller spaces.

South Mission

Maintain the low to medium 
residential character of this area.

24th Street

Maintain the neighborhood 
commercial character of this 

smaller scale commercial street.

Mission
Generalized Zoning Districts 
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HOUSING

Historically the Mission has been a valuable source of  affordable housing for immigrants 
and families.  There are about 60,000 people living in the Mission district, about half  of  
whom are foreign born, mostly from Central America and Mexico.  Median household 
incomes are lower and household sizes about 30% larger in the Mission than the city 
as a whole, and this is particularly true for Latino households which, according to the 
2000 census, have a median household size of  3.8 and a median household income of  
$44,500.  For the entire Mission the median household size is 3 and the median income 
is $48,227, whereas the citywide median household size is 2.3 and the median income 
is $55,200.  Although new housing continues to be constructed in the Mission, the 
majority of  this housing is market rate, owner-occupied and generally unaffordable to 
existing residents and families.

The production of  affordable housing is one of  the main goals of  the Mission Area 
plan, in order to provide housing for neighborhood residents and others who are 
overburdened by their housing costs.  “Affordable housing” refers simply to apart-
ments or condominiums that are priced so as not to fi nancially burden a household 
– housing costs that do not prevent individuals or families of  any income level from 
affording other necessities of  life, such as food, clothing, transportation and medical 
care.  While the City has established affordability limits for individuals and families 
earning anywhere from about 30% to about 120% of  the city’s median income, even 
families beyond that threshold have diffi culty affording housing in San Francisco. 
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What constitutes an affordable rent or mortgage is more specifi cally defi ned locally 
as a proportion of  annual income for individuals and families.  Households are cat-
egorized by income as very low, low, and moderate income households based on their 
relation to the median income. (Median income is the level at which exactly half  of  
the City’s households are above and half  are below.)    According to the Mayor’s Offi ce 
of  Housing, the median income for 2007 for a household with four members in San 
Francisco was $80,319.  Yet the substantial majority of  market rate homes for sale in 
San Francisco are priced out of  the reach of  low and moderate income households 
- less than 10% of  households in the City can afford a median-priced home.

The City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program is one existing method by which 
the City produces several Below-Market Rate (BMR) units to families and individu-
als’ earning below what is required to afford market prices. Under the amended 2006 
Ordinance, market rate developments of  fi ve units or more are required to include a 
mandatory fi fteen percent of  the project’s total units as BMR’s, which are affordable to 
low and moderate-income buyers (for rentals, people earning below 60% of  median; 
for ownership units, people earning between 80 and 120% of  median). Alternatively, 
developments may select an equivalent option of  off-site development or payment 
of  in-lieu fee.  

However, this program only covers those earning up to 120% of  median income, which 
in 2007 was $96,400 for a household of  four. Yet even families earning more than this 
have diffi culty affording housing in San Francisco.  Almost 30% of  its households 
fall in the bracket of  moderate and middle incomes. Housing for working households 
remains one of  the City’s greatest needs. 

The Mission Area Plan strives to meet six key objectives surrounding housing produc-
tion and retention:

1. The Plan strives to construct new housing affordable to people with a wide range of  
incomes via the rezoning of  some of  the City’s industrial lands. It assists households 
at low and very low incomes through inclusionary and land dedication strategies. 
It aims to help people making above the 120% of  median income threshold for 
inclusionary housing but below the amount required to afford market rate units, 
through “middle income” development options.

2. The Plan strives to retain and improve existing housing, in recognition of  the fact 
that sound existing housing is one of  the most valuable sources of  housing the 
City has.

3. The Plan ensures that residential development meets not only the affordability 
needs, but the other needs- unit size, number of  bedrooms, community services 
and neighborhood amenities – to create a high quality of  life for all individuals and 
families in the Eastern Neighborhoods.
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4. The Plan aims to lower the costs of  housing production to translate into lower-priced 
units, by increasing development capacity, enabling cost-effective construction and 
by recognizing that “time is money” in reducing unnecessary processes.

5. The Plan aims to promote health and well-being for residents, through well-designed, 
environmentally friendly neighborhoods and units.

6. The Plan aims to continue the City’s ongoing efforts to increase affordable housing 
and production, through increased funding available for affordable housing through 
City, state, federal and other sources.

OBJECTIVE 2.1 

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING 
CREATED IN THE MISSION IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE 
RANGE OF INCOMES

The City of  San Francisco has produced a signifi cant number of  market rate units 
in the last fi ve years, yet still has many units to produce at low, moderate and middle 
incomes if  it is to meet the spectrum of  need identifi ed in the Housing Element of  
the General Plan. San Francisco’s Housing Element establishes the Plan Area, as well 
as the entirety of  the Eastern  Neighborhoods, as a target area in which to develop 
new housing to meet San Francisco’s identifi ed housing targets in the category of  low, 
moderate and middle income units. A portion of  the industrial lands of  the Eastern 
Neighborhoods – areas formerly zoned for C-M, M-1, M-2 and SLI, but not required 
to meet current PDR needs - offer an opportunity to zone areas to meet these identi-
fi ed categories of  need. 

In order to facilitate the housing production percentage targets identifi ed in the Hous-
ing Element, this plan sets forth new zoning districts on formerly industrial lands 
that enable the production of  the type of  housing San Francisco needs. In these new 
zoning districts, affordable housing would be permitted as of  right. However, not all 
sites will be appropriate for the development of  100% affordable housing projects, or 
are available for development.  The “Service Light Industrial” (SLI) area, which lim-
ited residential development only to 100% affordable housing, has yielded few units. 
Therefore, the rezoning of  the existing SLI will utilize a more fl exible form of  zoning 
with “mixed income” requirements, which would enable market rate housing only so 
long as it is accompanied by a signifi cant amount of  housing that meets the City’s very 
low, low, moderate and  middle income housing needs. 

In the area of  the Mission generally known as the “Northeast Mission Industrial Zone” 
(NEMIZ) housing is permitted by conditional use according to the underlying indus-
trial zoning.  In recent years housing development has been restricted here by a series 
of  interim policies from the Planning Commission and Board of  Supervisors.  Under 
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the “mixed income” housing requirements, in the formerly industrial zones, where 
market-rate housing was previously restricted, would be modifi ed to allow developers 
a range of  options to meet affordability needs. Those wishing to develop market rate 
housing would be able to do so only under the following requirements:  

1. Provide a high percentage of  units affordable to low, low, or 
moderate income households on-site (through superinclusionary 
requirements, above and beyond the City’s Inclusionary Program)  
in a mixed income project. .

 2. Dedicate land for the development of  100% affordable hous-
ing, available to very low and low income households.

3. Provide moderately affordable units on-site, as housing avail-
able to middle income households - those making below 150% 
of  the median income. 

Site developability in these areas will be increased by removal 
of  density controls and in some cases through increased heights, to address the City’s 
most pressing housing needs.

Single Resident Occupancy (SRO)  units – defi ned by the Planning Code as units 
consisting of  no more than one room at a maximum of  350 square feet - represent an 
important source of  affordable housing in the Mission, representing about 9% of  its 
housing stock. (There are an estimated 457 SRO Hotels in San Francisco with over 
20,000 residential units, with most located in the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, and 
South of  Market). SRO units have generally been considered part of  the city’s stock 
of  affordable housing, and as such, City law prohibits conversion of  SROs to tourist 
hotels. SROs serve as an affordable housing option for elderly, disabled, and single-
person households, and in recognition of  this, the Plan adopts several new policies to 
make sure they remain a source of  continued affordability. Therefore, SROs are per-

mitted as a category of  housing available to moderate and middle 
income households, and are permitted under the SLI district’s  
“mixed income” housing requirements. In recognition of  the fact 
that SROs serve small households, the Plan exempts SRO devel-
opments from meeting unit-mix requirements.   In recognition 
of  the fact that SROs truly are living spaces, and to prevent the 
kind of  sub-standard living environments that can result from 
reduced rear yards and open spaces, this Plan requires that SROs 
adhere to the same rear yard and exposure requirements as other 
types of  residential uses. Finally, the Plan calls for sale and rental 
prices of  SROs to be monitored regularly to ensure that SROs 
truly remain a source of  affordable housing, and that policies 
promoting them should continue. 
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The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 2.1.1 
Require developers in some formally industrial areas to contribute towards the 
City’s very low, low, moderate and middle income needs as identified in the Hous-
ing Element of the General Plan.

Implementation 2.1.1.1
Amend the Planning Code to designate an “Urban Mixed Use” (UMU) zoning district in 

some formally  industrial areas, imposing “mixed income” housing requirements.

Policy 2.1.2
Provide land and funding for the construction of new housing affordable to very 
low and low income households.

Implementation 2.1.2.1
Amend the Planning Code to provide options within the “mixed income” housing require-

ments which allow developers to dedicate land for construction of affordable housing.

Policy 2.1.3
Provide units that are affordable to households at moderate and ”middle in-
comes” – working  households earning above traditional below-market rate 
thresholds but still well below what is needed to buy a market priced home, with 
restrictions to ensure affordability continues. 

Implementation 2.1.3.1
Amend the Planning Code to provide options within the “mixed income” housing require-

ments which allow developers to construct housing priced for moderate and “middle” 

incomes. 

Policy 2.1.4 
Allow single-resident occupancy hotels  (SROs) and “efficiency” units to continue 
to be an affordable type of dwelling option, and recognize their role as an appro-
priate source of housing for small households. 

Implementation 2.1.4.1
Amend the Planning Code to permit SROs to be constructed under “mixed income” hous-

ing requirements provided they are meet moderate and “middle” income levels.

 

Implementation 2.1.4.2
Amend the Planning Code to exempt SROs and other small households types such as 

affordable senior housing from requirements to provide a minimum of 40% two-bedroom 

units.

Implementation 2.1.4.3
Amend the Planning Code to require SRO development to adhere to moderate and 

“middle income” pricing requirements.

Implementation 2.1.4.4
The Planning Department will work with SFDPH and DBI to amend the Building Code to 

update housing standards for new and existing SROs to reflect their current uses. 
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Implementation 2.1.4.5
Maintain an inventory of SRO hotels and units. Include in the Plan’s regular monitoring 

program a review of affordability levels of SROs. If monitoring demonstrates that SROs are 

no longer a reliable source of affordable housing, revise SRO policies.

OBJECTIVE 2.2

RETAIN AND IMPROVE EXISTING HOUSING AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE OF 
ALL INCOMES 

The existing housing stock is the City’s major source of  rela-
tively affordable housing. The Eastern Neighborhoods’ older 
and rent-controlled housing has been a long-standing resource 
for the City’s lower and middle income families.. Priority should 
be given to the retention of  existing units as a primary means to 
provide affordable housing.

Demolition of  sound existing housing should be limited, as 
residential demolitions and conversions can result in the loss of  
affordable housing. The General Plan discourages residential 
demolitions, except where they would result in replacement hous-
ing equal to or exceeding that which is to be demolished.  The 
Planning Code and Commission already maintain policies that 

generally require conditional use authorization or discretionary review wherever demoli-
tion is proposed.  In the Eastern Neighborhoods, policies should continue requirements 
for review of  demolition of  multi-unit buildings.  A permit to demolish a residence 
cannot be issued until the replacement structure is approved. When approving such a 
demolition permit and the subsequent replacement structure, the Commission should 
review levels of  affordability and tenure type (e.g. rental or for-sale) of  the units being 
lost, and seek replacement projects whose units replaced meet a parallel need within 
the City. The goal of  any change in existing housing stock should be to ensure that 
the net addition of  new housing to the area offsets the loss of  affordable housing by 
requiring the replacement of  existing housing units at equivalent prices.

The rehabilitation and maintenance of  the housing stock is also a cost-effective and 
effi cient means of  insuring a safe, decent housing stock. A number of  cities have 
addressed this issue through housing rehabilitation programs that restore and stabilize 
units already occupied by low income households. While the City does have programs 
to fi nance housing rehabilitation costs for low-income homeowners, it could expand 
this program to reach large scale multi-unit buildings. Throughout the project area, 
the City could work to acquire and renovate existing low-cost housing, to ensure its 
long-term affordability.

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:
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Policy 2.2.1 
Maintain strict demolition policies that require replacement of units that are 
equivalent to those lost at both income level and tenure type.

Implementation 2.2.1.1
Consider levels of affordability and tenure type of replacement units as cirteria in the 

administration of Conditional Use authorizations. 

Policy 2.2.2
Preserve viability of existing rental units.

Implementation 2.2.2.1 
Extend funding programs for housing rehabilitation (CHRP loans) to owners of rental prop-

erties where rents serve below median tenants.  

Policy 2.2.3
Consider acquisition of existing housing for rehabilitation and dedication as perma-
nently affordable housing.

Implementation 2.2.3.1
The  Mayor’s Office of Housing will continue to allocate funds for rehabilitation projects, 

and pursue acquisition and rehabilitation of major projects. 

Policy 2.2.4 
Ensure that at-risk tenants, including low-income families, seniors, and people with 
disabilities, are not evicted without adequate protection.

Implementation 2.2.4.1 
The Mayors Office of Housing (MOH) will work with agencies such as the Rent Board and 

Tenants Union to prevent unfair evictions. 

Implementation 2.2.3.2
The Mayors Office of Housing (MOH) will establish additional programs for at-risk catego-

ries, to find units within neighborhoods and to assist transition to new living units.

Implementation 2.2.3.3
The Mayors Office of Housing (MOH) will work with neighborhood nonprofits to offer dis-

placed tenants comparable units and replacement housing or other adequate protections.

OBJECTIVE 2.3 

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY 
OF HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND 
COMMUNITY SERVICES.

According to the Eastern Neighborhoods Socioeconomic Rezoning Impacts analysis, 
the Mission has a high concentration of  family households relative to the rest of  the 
city even and to other areas in the Eastern Neighborhoods.  Close to 50 percent of  
all households in the Mission are family households, over 22 percent are households 
with children, and just fewer than 20 percent of  the total population in the Mission 
are children under 18 year of  age.  



M I S S I O N  A R E A  P L A N

D
R

A
F

T

26
DRAFT FOR CITIZEN REVIEW

Household size also tends to be greater in the Mission, with households 
with four or more people constituting a large percentage – 20 percent of  
households – while the share of  housing units with one-bedroom or no 
bedrooms is above 50 percent of  all units in the area.  Therefore, the Mis-
sion, which claims more than half  of  the Eastern Neighborhoods housing 
stock, shows the greatest mismatch between housing type and housing 
need. Overcrowding, defi ned by the U.S. Census bureau as more than one 
person per room, and severe overcrowding (more than 1.5 persons per 
room) is also greatest - over 6 percent overcrowded and 15 percent severe 
- in the Mission. 

The need for housing in the Mission covers the full range of  tenure type 
(ownership versus rental) and unit mix (small versus large units).  While 
there is a market for housing at a range of  unit types, recent housing 
construction has focused on the production of  smaller, ownership units. 
Policies in this plan are aimed to correcting this imbalance, in order to bet-
ter serve families and renters.   The Housing Element of  the city’s General 
Plan recognizes that rental housing is often more affordable than for-sale 

housing, and existing city policies regulate the demolition and conversion of  rental 
housing to other forms of  occupancy.  New development in the Mission area should 
ensure that rental opportunity is available for new residents as well. 

To try to achieve more family friendly housing, the Plan makes several recommenda-
tions. New development will be required to include at least 40% units with two or 
more bedrooms and will be encouraged to provide at least 10% units with three or 
more bedrooms (SROs and senior housing will be exempted from this requirement). 
Family friendly design should incorporate design elements such as housing with private 
entrances, on-site open space at grade and accessible from the unit, inclusion of  other 
play spaces such as wide, safe sidewalks, on-site amenities such as children’s recreation 
rooms or day-care. The Planning Department can also encourage family units by drafting 
family-friendly guidelines to guide its construction, and by promoting projects which 
include multi-bedroom housing located in close proximity to schools, day-care centers, 
parks and neighborhood retail. Projects which met such guidelines could be provided 
faster processing time, including streamlined processing. 

One of  the key priorities of  the Mayor’s Offi ce of  Housing is expanding the stock of  
family rental housing, with particular emphasis on very low and extremely low income 
families. The Plan encourages the Mayor’s Offi ce to maintain this priority in funding 
100% affordable housing developments that provide safe, secure housing with multiple 
bedrooms and family-oriented amenities such as play areas and low-cost child care.  
In addition to the type of  housing constructed, it is important to consider the services 
and amenities available to residents – transit, parks, child care, library services, and other 
community facilities. Many parts of  the Eastern Neighborhoods are already underserved 
in many of  these categories; and the lower income, family-oriented households of  these 
neighborhoods, more than any other demographic, have a need for these services.. The 



D
R

A
F

T

27

C
h
a
p

te
r 

2
: 
H

o
u
si

n
g

Plan aims to improve the neighborhoods, and to meet the needs that new residential 
units in the Eastern Neighborhoods will create, including increased demands on the 
area’s street network, limited open spaces, community facilities and services. New 
development will be required to contribute towards improvements that mitigate their 
impacts. The resulting community infrastructure, constructed through these funds and 
through other public funding, will benefi t all residents in the area.

The public benefi ts funds generated will support improvements to community infra-
structure, including parks, transit, child care, libraries, and other community facilities 
needed by all new residents, but particularly needed by lower-income residents and 
families. Often, affordable housing exists in areas with poor neighborhood quality of  
life, poor access to transit and unreliable neighborhood services; yet the lower income 
households, more than any other demographic, have a need for these services. The pub-
lic benefi t policies intended to mitigate new development’s impacts will, in cooperation 
with other public funding, ensure that not only new housing, but also existing affordable 
housing, receives the community infrastructure a good neighborhood needs

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 2.3.1 
Target the provision of affordable units for families.

Implementation 2.3.1.1 
The Planning Department and MOH will work to identify potential development sites. for 

faimly houisng

Implementation 2.3.1.2 
The Board of Supervisors will increase public funding for family-sized units.

Implementation 2.3.1.3 
Amend the Planning Code to allow family-sized inclusionary units to count towards overall 

unit mix.

Policy 2.3.2
Prioritize the development of affordable family housing, both rental and owner-
ship, particularly along transit corridors and adjacent to community amenities.
Implementation.

Implementation 2.3.2.1 
Draft design guidelines for family friendly housing to guide development in these areas.

Implementation 2.3.2.2 
Prioritize funding for family and rental units in distribution of affordable housing monies in 

transit and amenity-rich areas. 

Policy 2.3.3 
Require that 40 percent of all units in new developments have two or more 
bedrooms and encourage that at least 10 percent of all units in new development 
have three or more bedrooms, except Senior Housing and SRO developments. 
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Implementation 2.3.3.1
Amend the Planning Code to eliminate residential densities, instead regulate by by bed-

room number.

Implementation 2.3.3.2
Enable units provided through inclusionary or other affordable housing programs to count 

towards a total project percentage.

Policy 2.3.4 
Encourage the creation of family supportive services, such as childcare facilities, 
parks and recreation, or other facilities, in affordable housing or mixed use devel-
opments. 

Implementation 2.3.4.1 
Ensure  design guidelines contain specifications for child care facilities within multi- family 

housing.

Implementation 2.3.4.2 
Allow units designed and designated for licensed family childcare to count towards inclu-

sionary requirements.

Implementation 2.3.4.3 
In locations where there is an identified park or recreational need, allow land dedicated to 

meet mixed income requirements to be dedicated as a park or recreation space. 

Implementation 2.3.4.4 
Apprise developers of available incentives, including grant funding, for licensed child care 

centers or providing and dedicating public open space. 

Policy 2.3.5 
Explore a range of revenue- generating tools including impact fees, public funds 
and grants, assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund com-
munity and neighborhood improvements. 

Implementation 2.3.5.1 
The Planning Department will  work in cooperation with implementing agencies such as the 

SFCTA and MTA, the Department of Recreation and Parks, the Mayors Office of Economic 

and Workforce Development and the  Mayor’s Office of Housing, to secure grant and 

bond funding for community improvements.

Implementation 2.3.5.2 
The Planning Department will work with the Department of Recreation and Parks to cre-

ate neighborhood assessment districts to support maintenance of new parks.

Implementation 2.3.5.3 
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with the board of Supervisors and 

other City agencies, to support state law changes that will enable use of tax increment 

financing to support plan based improvements. 

Policy 2.3.6 
Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public 
Benefit Fund to subsidize transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street improvements, 
park and recreational facilities, and community facilities such as libraries, child 
care and other neighborhood services in the area.
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Implementation 2.3.6.1
Amend the Planning Code to require impact fees on all new residential and nonresidential 

development to fund community improvements in the project area, as supported by the 

findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently underway).

OBJECTIVE 2.4

LOWER THE COST OF THE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING

There is a demonstrated need to reduce the overall cost of  housing 
development and therefore reduce rental rates and purchase prices.  
Revising some requirements associated with housing development 
and expediting processing can help lower costs.  The city’s current 
minimum parking requirement, for example, is a signifi cant barrier 
to the production of  housing, especially affordable housing.  In 
much of  the housing built under current parking requirements, the 
cost of  parking is included in the cost of  owning or renting a home, 
requiring households to pay for parking whether or not they need 
it.  As part of  an overall effort to increase housing affordability in 
the Plan Area, costs for parking should be separated from the cost 
of  housing and, if  provided, offered optionally.

There are a number of  design and construction techniques that can 
make housing “affordable by design” – effi ciently designed, less 
costly to construct, and therefore less costly to rent or purchase. 
For example, forgoing structured parking can signifi cantly reduce 
construction costs. Thus, as part of  this Plan, parking requirements 
will be revised to allow, but not require parking.  This provision will allow developers 
to build a reasonable amount of  parking if  desired, and if  feasible while meeting the 
Plan’s built form guidelines. Small in-fi ll projects, senior housing projects or other 
projects that may desire to provide fewer parking spaces would have the fl exibility to 
do so.  Also, conventionally framed low-rise construction is less costly than high rise 
construction requiring steel and concrete.  City actions including modifying zoning and 
building code requirements to enable less costly construction, as well as encouraging 
smaller room sizes and units that include fewer amenities or have low-cost fi nishes 
while not yielding on design and quality requirements can facilitate these techniques.

Finally the approval process for housing can be simplifi ed, to reduce costs associated 
with long, protracted approval periods. Discretionary processes such as Conditional Use 
authorizations, and mandatory (i.e. non community initiated)  Discretionary Review, 
should be limited as much as possible while still ensuring adequate community review. 
Provisions within CEQA should be used toenable exemptions or reduced review, 
including reduced traffi c analysis requirement for urban infi ll residential projects. 
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The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 2.4.1 
Require developers to separate the cost of parking from the cost of housing in 
both for sale and rental developments.

Implementation 2.4.1.1
Amend parking requirements in the Planning Code.  

Implementation 2.4.1.2
Monitor the sales prices of parking spaces in new developments, and re-evaluate policies 

based on information.

Policy 2.4.2 
Revise residential parking requirements so that structured or off-street parking 
is permitted up to specified maximum amounts in certain districts, but is not 
required.

Implementation 2.4.2.1 
Amend parking requirements in the Planning Code. 

Policy 2.4.3 
Encourage construction of units that are “affordable by design.” 

Implementation 2.4.3.1 
The Planning Department will work with the development community and the Department 

of Building Inspection and the Department of Public Health to explore making changes to 

the Planning and Building Codes, as appropriate, that will make development less costly 

without compromising design excellence translating into less costly units.

Policy 2.4.4 
Facilitate housing production by simplifying the approval process wherever pos-
sible. 

Implementation 2.4.4.1
Eliminate the majority of conditional use permit requirements in the Eastern Neighbor-

hoods. 

Implementation 2.4.4.2
Establish strict timelines surrounding Discretionary Review – i.e. do not allow extended 

continuances for plan reviews.

Implementation 2.4.4.3
Facilitate efficient environmental review of individual projects by developing and adopting 

comprehensive local guidance for land use projects that includes significance thresholds, 

best-practice analytic methods, and standard feasible mitigations. Borrow from best prac-

tices in local guidance development from other California jurisdictions. 

Implementation 2.4.4.4
Utilize state authorized infill exemptions where appropriate to limit environmental review 

residential development consistent with this plan.
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OBJECTIVE 2.5 

PROMOTE HEALTH THROUGH RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT DESIGN 
AND LOCATION

Well-planned neighborhoods - those with adequate and good quality housing; access 
to public transit, schools, and parks; safe routes for pedestrians and bicyclists; employ-
ment for residents; and unpolluted air, soil, and water - are healthy neighborhoods. 
Quality living environments in such neighborhoods have been demonstrated to have an 
impact on respiratory and cardiovascular health, reduce incidents of  injuries, improve 
physical fi tness,  and improve social capital, by creating healthy social networks and 
support systems.  

Housing in the plan area should be designed to meet the physi-
cal, social and psychological needs of  all and in particular, of  
families with children.  Housing should also be designed to 
meet high standards for health and the environment. Green 
structures which use natural systems have better lighting, tem-
perature control, improved ventilation and indoor air-quality 
which contribute to reduced asthma, colds, fl u and absenteeism.  
Also, health based building guidelines can help with health and 
safety issues such as injury & fall prevention; pest prevention; 
and general sanitation.  

To promote health at the neighborhood level, the San Francisco Department of  
Health has facilitated the multi-stakeholder Eastern Neighborhood Community Health 
Impact Assessment (ENCHIA) to produce a vision for a healthy San Francisco as 
well as health objectives, measures, and indicators. The Department of  Public Health 
(DPH) has worked with the Planning Department and other city agencies to assess 
the impacts, both positive and negative, of  new development, and many aspects of  
this plan refl ect those efforts.

The policies and implementation measures are as follows:

Policy 2.5.1 
Consider how the production of new housing can improve the conditions required 
for health of San Francisco residents. 

Implementation 2.5.1.1
Encourage new residential development projects to use the San Francisco Healthy Devel-

opment Measurement Tool (HDMT) or the HDMT development checklist at the design or 

project review phase to evaluate the healthfulness of project location and design choices in 

a holistic manner.

Policy  2.5.2
Develop affordable family housing in areas where families can safely walk to 
schools, parks, retail, and other services.
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Implementation 2.5.2.1
The Mayor’s Office of Housing should emphasize seeking sites / provide 

family sized units with good access to community amenities like parks, 

social services, and schools.

Implementation 2.5.2.2
Draft design guidelines for family friendly housing, and include guidelines 

for licensed childcare centers and licensed family childcare in multi- fam-

ily housing. 

Implementation 2.5.2.3
The Planning Department will work with the Mayor’s Office of Commu-

nity Development and DCYF to co-locate affordable licensed childcare 

in new affordable family housing units above 100,000 square feet.

Policy 2.5.3
Require new development to meet minimum levels of “green” construction. 

Implementation 2.5.3.1
Follow the recommendations of the Mayor’s Task Force on Green Building for the City 

and County of San Francisco and employ Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 

(LEED)® standards and/or other systems such as GreenPoints as requirements for new 

commercial building and residential uses.

Policy 2.5.4
Provide design guidance for the construction of healthy neighborhoods and build-
ings.

Implementation 2.5.4.1
Consider the creation of health based building guidelines through the creation of a  DBI, 

DPH, & Planning workgroup on healthy housing. Amend necessary Planning Code or Build-

ing Code requirements per workgroup recommendations.  

OBJECTIVE 2.6 

CONTINUE AND EXPAND THE CITY’S EFFORTS TO INCREASE 
PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION AND 
AVAILABILITY

The city already has programs in place to increase access and production of  affordable 
housing, primarily though the Mayor’s Offi ce of  Housing.  These existing programs, 
such as the inclusionary housing program, should be promoted and strengthened 
where economically feasible. Current city programs such as the second mortgage loans, 
fi rst-time homebuyer, and down payment assistance programs should be promoted 
and expanded. To encourage private renovation of  existing housing by low-income 
homeowners, programs that provide low-cost credit and subsidies to homeowners 
for the repair of  code violations and target such subsidies to low-income households, 
especially families and seniors, should be initiated. And new models that reduce hous-
ing costs, such as limited equity models, location effi cient mortgages and community 
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land trusts, should be explored. Finally, programs, incentives and funding to increase 
housing production outside of  the Mayor’s Offi ce of  Housing should be pursued, 
such as developer-supported housing initiatives, for-profi t and non-profi t developer 
partnerships as well as employer subsidies for workforce housing.

In addition, there are a number of  Citywide policies that can be modifi ed to recognize 
population needs and growth. Units that are nonconforming or illegal, such as acces-
sory units or housing in nonresidential structures, are often sources of  affordable 
housing, and the City should continue to explore ways of  legalizing such units. One 
prime example is live-work units, which as nonconforming units are limited in expan-
sion. The City could enable live/work units to conforming status as a residential unit, 
provided they meet planning and building code requirements for residential space and 
pay retroactive residential development fees, e.g. school fees, as well as new impact fees 
that are proposed as part of  this area plan. Finally, the City should work outside of  the 
planning process to support affordable housing through Citywide initiatives, such as 
housing redevelopment programs, and employer subsidies for workforce housing. 

The City should continue to work for increased funding towards its programs, utiliz-
ing outside sources such as state and regional grant funding as well as new localized 
sources. Property transfer taxes, tax increment, and City prioritization all offer potential 
dedicated funding streams that can provide needed revenue to the continued need for 
affordable housing. 

Policy 2.6.1
Continue and strengthen innovative programs that help to make both rental and 
ownership housing more affordable and available.

Implementation 2.6.1.1
The Planning Department will support efforts of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and other 

City departments by continuing to provide departmental resources.

Policy 2.6.2
Explore housing policy changes at the Citywide level that preserve and augment 
the stock of existing rental and ownership housing. 

Implementation 2.6.2.1
Amend the Planning Code to allow pre-existing, nonconforming units such as Live/Work 

loft, to pay retroactive development impact fees  to achieve conformance status, as sup-

ported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently underway).

Implementation 2.6.2.2
Continue to monitor neighborhood support for accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and 

provide information to interested groups on topic.

Implementation 2.6.2.3
The Mayor’s Office of Housing will work with the Board of Supervisors to develop citywide 

housing initiatives, including bond funding, housing redevelopment programs, and employer 

subsidies for workforce housing . 
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Policy 2.6.3
Research and pursue innovative revenue sources for the construction of affordable 
housing, such as tax increment financing, or other dedicated City funds. 

Implementation 2.6.3.1
Keep apprised of existing state, Federal and other housing grants and opportunities which 

can leverage the City’s ability to construct or rehabilitate affordable housing. 

Implementation 2.6.3.2
Explore the establishment of a Tax Increment Funding Set-Aside for affordable housing in 

the neighborhoods, to provide a guaranteed funding source for affordable housing.
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BUILT FORM

The many cultures, land uses, architectural styles, street grids and street types that exist 
within the Mission neighborhood defi ne its character and set it apart from other areas 
of  San Francisco.  Indeed it is the coexistence and commingling, at times chaotic, of  
all these different elements that attracts most residents to the Mission.  Urban design 
is central to defi ning how such a diverse physical and social environment is able to 
function, and will determine whether new additions contribute to, or detract from, the 
neighborhood’s essential character.

The main purpose of  this chapter is to strengthen the current character of  the neighbor-
hood, while allowing new development to positively contribute in an original way to the 
quality of  life of  residents, visitors and workers.  The three main elements addressed 
here are height, architectural design and the role of  new development in supporting a 
more ecologically sustainable urban environment.  The policies and guidelines in this 
chapter will help to harmonize the old and the new. Where it is appropriate from an 
urban design and city building perspective, the increase heights in those areas that are 
expected to see signifi cant new development or that ought to have increased heights 
to support the city’s public transit infrastructure.  The design of  streets and sidewalks, 
an equally critical element in creating sustainable and enjoyable neighborhoods, is 
addressed in the Street and Open Space chapter of  this Plan.  

BUILT FORM 

C
h
a
p

te
r 

3
: 
B

u
ilt

 F
o

rm



M I S S I O N  A R E A  P L A N

D
R

A
F

T

36
DRAFT FOR CITIZEN REVIEW

OBJECTIVE 3.1 

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION’S 
DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS 
ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER

The Mission is one of  the city’s most distinctive neighborhoods.  To maintain this 
unique character in the face of  new development we must ensure that buildings are 
of  high-quality design and that they relate well to historic and surrounding structures.  
We must also ensure that new buildings enhance the quality of  place and that ensure 
the neighborhood’s long-term livability and a compelling relationship to the rest of  
the city.  

Specifi c policies and design guidelines to address the objective outlined above are as 
follows:

Policy 3.1.1
Adopt heights that are appropriate for the Mission’s location in the city, the 
prevailing street and block pattern, and the anticipated land uses, while preserving 
the character of its neighborhood enclaves. (see Heights Map)

Policy 3.1.2
The design of new mixed-use infill development in the Northeast Mission Indus-
trial Zone (NEMIZ) should strengthen the area’s industrial character through 
appropriate materials, massing, and setback.

The tight integration of  light industrial, mixed use and residential buildings makes the 
NEMIZ a unique area in the city.  All new development needs to strengthen the area’s 
traditional industrial character by choosing quality materials and fi nishes compatible 
with the existing fabric and by designing within a building envelope that is consistent 
with the surrounding context.  New development should also recognize the building’s 
responsibility to provide architecturally interesting ground fl oors that contribute to, 
and not detract from, the pedestrian experience.

Policy 3.1.3
Relate the prevailing heights of buildings to street and alley width throughout the 
Plan Area. 

Generally, the height of  buildings is set to relate to street widths throughout the Plan 
Area.  An important urban design tool in specifi c applications is to frame streets with 
buildings or cornice lines that roughly refl ect the street’s width.  A core goal of  the 
height districts is to create an urban form that will be intimate for the pedestrian, while 
improving opportunities for cost-effective housing and allowing for pedestrian-sup-
portive ground fl oors.  
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Policy 3.1.4
Heights should also reflect the importance of key streets in the city’s overall urban 
pattern, such as Mission and Valencia streets, while respecting the lower scale 
development that typifies much of the established residential areas throughout the 
Plan Area (see heights map).

Generally, the prevailing height of  buildings is set to relate to street widths throughout 
the Plan Area.  Height should also be used to emphasize key transit corridors and 
important activity centers. A primary intent of  the height districts is to provide greater 
variety in scale and character while maximizing effi cient building forms and enabling 
gracious ground fl oors.

The scale of  development and the relationship between street width and building 
height offer an important orientation cue for users by indicating a street’s relative 
importance in the hierarchy of  streets, as well as its degree of  formality.  Taller build-
ings with more formal architecture should line streets that play an important role in 
the City’s urban pattern.

Policy 3.1.5
Establish and require height limits along alleyways to create 
the intimate feeling of an urban room.

The alleyway network in the Mission offers residents and visitors 
the opportunity to walk through one of  the most intimately-
scaled environments in San Francisco.  This feeling of  intimacy 
is established by carefully balancing building height and setbacks 
so as to ensure a sense of  enclosure, while not overwhelming 
the senses.  

Heights at the property line along both sides of  alleys should be limited.  In general, 
building height at the property line must not exceed 1.25 times the width of  the alley.  
Above this height, a minimum 10-foot setback is required to maintain the appropriate 
and desired scale.

Policy 3.1.6
Establish and require height limits and upper storey setbacks to maintain ad-
equate light and air to sidewalks and frontages along alleys.

The narrowness of  many of  the Mission’s alleyways requires that development along 
them be carefully sculpted to proper proportions and to ensure that adequate light and 
air reach them and the frontages along them. 

In addition to the building height and setback requirements stated in Policy 3.1.6  above, 
the building height at the property line along the south side of  east-west alleys, building 
height must be setback so as to ensure a 45-degree sun access plane, as extended from 
the property line on the opposite side of  the street to the top corner of  each storey.  

Introducing through-alleys is an important part of a dynamic 
pedestrian network along otherwise large blocks.
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Along both north-south and east west alleyways, setbacks are not required for the fi rst 
60 linear feet of  the alley from the adjoining major street, as measured from the property 
line along the major street, so as to allow a proper streetwall along that street.

Policy 3.1.7
Respect public view corridors.  Of particular interest are the east-west views to the 
Twin Peaks and Potrero Hill, south views to Bernal Hill, and several views towards 
the downtown.

San Francisco’s natural topography provides important wayfi nding cues for residents and 
visitors alike, and views towards the hills or the bay enable all users to orient themselves 
vis-à-vis natural landmarks.  Further, the city’s striking location between the ocean and 
the bay, and on either side of  the ridgeline running down the peninsula, remains one 
of  its defi ning characteristics and should be celebrated by the city’s built form.

Policy 3.1.8
New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should 
do so with full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and 
materials of the best of the older buildings that surrounds them. 

Infi ll development should always strive to be the best design of  the times, but should 
do so by acknowledging and respecting the positive attributes of  the older buildings 
around it. Therefore, the new should provide positive additions to the best of  the old, 
and not merely replicate the older architecture styles.
 

Policy 3.1.9
Architectural design should be used to highlight publicly important views generated 
by shifts in the street grid or the termination of a street at a T-intersection.

 The evolution of  the city’s built fabric presents important opportunities to increase 
visual interest and create a special identity for the neighborhood.  As one moves 
through the neighborhood, unexpectedly coming upon a view that terminates in a 
building designed to a higher standard generates an image unique to that place, while 
also helping to create a special connection to the built environment.

Policy 3.1.10
New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space.  
Where an existing pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new develop-
ment on mixed-use-zoned parcels should have greater flexibility as to where open 
space can be located.

Policy 3.1.9
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural or aesthetic value, 
and promote the preservation of other buildings and features that provide conti-
nuity with past development.
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Important historic buildings cannot be replaced if  destroyed.  Their rich palette of  
materials and architectural styles imparts a unique identity to a neighborhood and pro-
vides valuable additions to the public realm. The Mission, as do the other inner-ring 
neighborhoods with an industrial past, demonstrates how adaptive reuse of  historic 
buildings can provide a unique, identifi able, and highly enjoyed public place.  Historic 
or otherwise notable buildings and districts should be celebrated, preserved in place, 
and not degraded in quality.  See the Historic Preservation section of  this area plan 
for specifi c preservation policies.

OBJECTIVE 3.2

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT 
SUPPORTS WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE 
PUBLIC REALM

Achieving an engaging public realm for the Mission is essential.  While visual interest 
is key to a pedestrian friendly environment, current development practice does not 
always contribute positively to the pedestrian experience, and many contemporary 
developments detract from it.  Seeing through windows to the activities within – be they 
retail, commercial, or PDR – imparts a sense of  conviviality that blank walls or garage 
doors are unable to provide.  Visually permeable street frontages offer an effective and 
engaging nexus between the public and private domains, enlivening the street, offering 
a sense of  security and encouraging people to walk.  Where there are residential uses, 
seeing the activities of  living is key, represented by stoops, porches and entryways, 
planted areas, and the presence of  windows that provide “eyes on the street.” 

Specifi c policies and design guidelines to address the objective outlined above are as 
follows:

Policy 3.2.1
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.

A. Provide strong, repeating vertical articulation on new buildings, especially those with 
large street frontages, to achieve the visual interest necessary to sustain pedestrian 
interest and activity.  Avoid undifferentiated massing longer than 25 feet on resi-
dential streets or alleys, and 40 feet on all other streets.  Such vertical articulation 
as this cannot be satisfactorily achieved by minor changes such as change of  color 
alone.

B. For vertically mixed-use buildings, changes in use should be visually differenti-
ated through changes in material, scale, setback or other means, and not solely by 
color. 
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C. Building openings and fenestration should represent the uses behind them, mini-
mize visual clutter, harmonize with prevailing conditions, and provide architectural 
interest.  Windows should have a minimum recess of  3 inches, generally should be 
oriented, and open, vertically, and the frames should not be made of  vinyl.  

D. Use authentic, materials with a substantial appearance, including wood, masonry, 
ceramic tile, pre-cast concrete or integrated stucco. Avoid using inauthentic materials, 
in particular those that have the appearance of  thin veneer or attachment, such as 
EIFS or tilt-up panels.  If  used, inauthentic materials should not be the dominant 
façade material, and should not be used for detailing or ornamentation.  I get the 
dislike of  stucco, but what’s the discussion been on this?

E. Brick, stone, tile, veneers or applied materials should terminate logically and strongly, 
such as by wrapping corners and terminating at architectural modulations, articula-
tions, frames or other features, so that they don’t appear superfi cially affi xed to the 
façade.

F. Blank or blind frontages at the ground fl oor are highly discouraged and should be 
minimized wherever possible.  Where necessary, frontages used for utilities, storage, 
refuse collection and other activities should be integrated into the overall articula-
tion and fenestration of  the façade, or be masked by landscaping or other design 
features where active uses are not possible.

G. Extended blank or blind frontages are not permitted along Transit Preferential Streets 
as defi ned in the General Plan, and within the 6th Street neighborhood commercial 
transit district, even if  alternative street or alley frontage is not available.

Policy 3.2.2
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible.

 A.  Maximize interior clear ceiling heights for ground fl oor retail or PDR uses.  
Where height districts end in fi ve feet, such as 45’, 55’, 65’, and 85’, interior 
ground fl oor clear ceiling heights should maximize a fi fteen foot envelope.  
This additional height will increase the fl exibility of  the space and improve 
its long-term viability.

B. Ground-level facades should be 75% transparent to permit a clear view 
inwards from the street and should not be tinted. Post construction alterations, 
such as retail displays, should not obscure the clear view.

Policy 3.2.3
Minimize the visual impact of parking.

A. Where off-street parking is provided, placing it underground should be encouraged 
wherever site conditions allow, and especially for development on lots exceeding 

At-grade parking must be 
wrapped with at least 15 feet 
of active uses, such as retail 
or PDR.
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5,000 square feet.  Underground parking should be consolidated for mul-
tiple properties, where opportunities arise, thereby reducing the average 
cost of  construction and minimizing the number of  curb cuts and garage 
entrances.

B. At grade parking is strongly discouraged.  Where at-grade parking is neces-
sary, it should be wrapped with a minimum of  15 feet of  active use, such as 
residential, retail, or PDR on both the primary and secondary street front-
ages, except for the minimum frontage required for fi re doors and parking 
access.

C. For development with no more than 20 units, parking access should be provided by 
a single door not exceeding 8 feet.  Where lot dimensions require separate ingress 
and egress, individual doors and driveways should not exceed a width of  eight feet 
and should be separated by one foot.

D. For developments with more than 20 residential units but less than 100 residential 
units, individual doors and driveways should not exceed a width of  8 feet for ingress 
and 8 feet for egress, separated by one foot, and should not be widened to allow 
for off-street loading.    Combined ingress and egress should not exceed 16 feet.  
More than one ingress and one egress or one combined ingress/egress access point 
should be discouraged.

E. For developments with 100 residential units or more, individual 
doors and driveways should not exceed a width of  8 feet for ingress 
and 8 feet for egress for auto parking, separated by one foot, and 10 
feet for ingress and 10 feet for egress for joint parking and loading.   
Based on the conditions above, a combined ingress and egress should 
not exceed 20 feet.  More than one ingress and one egress or one 
combined ingress/egress access point should be discouraged.

F. The number of  curb cuts should be kept to an absolute minimum, 
with no more than one lane for ingress and one lane for egress, 
regardless of  the total amount of  parking proposed.  Parking and loading should 
share access lanes, wherever possible, rather than requiring separate doors and 
driveways.

G. Curb cuts are prohibited on Transit Priority Streets (TPS), along Valencia Street, and 
on 24th Street through the neighborhood retail district, even if  alternative street or 
alley frontage is not available.

H. Where a building has two frontages, parking entrances, loading docks, bays, and 
auxiliary service entrances should be accessed from secondary streets, and their 
visual impact on the neighborhood should be minimized.

Buildings should have a clear 
bottom, middle and top.  The 
building exterior of floors with 
retail or PDR uses should be 
differentiated visually from 
residential floors.

Parking infrastructure should 
not be noticeable from the 
street.  The above building 
shows how insubstantial ma-
terials and observable parking 
infrastructure can degrade the 
pedestrian experience on the 
street.
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Policy 3.2.4
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.

A. Blank and blind walls at the ground fl oor are highly discouraged and should be 
minimized.  Building frontage should not be used for utilities, storage, and refuse 
collection wherever possible; where this function must be on the street, landscap-
ing and other well-integrated design features shall be used to enhance the street 
frontage.

B. Ground-fl oor units should be primarily accessed directly from the public way, and 
not through common corridors or lobbies.  Upper story units should connect to a 
lobby entry that opens directly onto the public way.  Where possible, units should 
not be accessed only from an interior courtyard.

C. The individual entrances to ground-fl oor units should be set back 3-5 feet but no 
more than 10 feet from the street-fronting property line, and should be at least 18 
inches, and ideally 3 feet, above sidewalk level.  

D. All setback areas should maximize landscaping opportunities.

E. Utility vaults and access panels should be placed in driveway curb cuts so as to 
prevent blank building frontages and to ensure that sidewalk planting opportunities 
for street trees and landscaping are not limited.  

F. Physically intimidating security measures such as window grills or spiked gates should 
be avoided; security concerns should be addressed by creating well-lit, well-used 
streets and active residential frontages that encourage “eyes on the street.”

Policy 3.2.5
Building form should celebrate corner locations.

A.  In use, design and entry, orient buildings towards corners.

B.  Major entrances should be located at corners, but primary residential 
entrances can be located away from the corner to prevent congestion.

C.  Architectural features and detailing including towers, bays, and copulas at 
the corner are strongly encouraged.

Policy 3.2.6
Sidewalks abutting new developments should be constructed in accordance with 
locally appropriate guidelines and street typologies as defined in the Better Streets 
Plan.

The design of corner buildings 
should relate to the civic sig-
nificance of intersections.
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In dense neighborhoods such as the Mission, streets can provide important and valued 
additions to the open space network, offering pleasurable and enjoyable connections 
for people between larger open spaces.

San Francisco’s Better Streets Plan will provide guidance on how to improve the overall 
urban design quality, aesthetic character, and ecological function of  the city’s streets 
while maintaining the safe and effi cient use for all modes of  transportation.  Changes 
to sidewalks should adhere to those in the Better Streets Plan.  

Policy 3.2.7
Strengthen the pedestrian network by extending alleyways to adjacent streets or 
alleyways wherever possible, or by providing new publicly accessible mid-block 
rights of way. 

A. Developments on properties with 200 or more feet of  street frontage on 
a block face longer than 400’ should provide a minimum 20-foot-wide 
publicly accessible mid-block right of  way and access easement for the 
entire depth of  the property, connecting to existing streets or alleys.

B. Developments on properties with 200 feet or more, but less than 300 feet 
of  street frontage should be encouraged to provide a minimum 20-foot 
wide publicly accessible easement where doing so would reconnect an alley 
with an adjacent street or another alley.

C. Developments on properties with 100 feet or more, but less than 200 feet of  street 
frontage in the middle one-third of  a block face longer than 400’ where the adjacent 
property has the potential to do likewise, should be encouraged to provide a mini-
mum 10-foot-wide publicly accessible mid-block right of  way and access easement 
for the entire depth of  the property, connecting to existing streets or alleys.

OBJECTIVE 3.3

PROMOTE THE ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY, ECOLOGICAL 
FUNCTIONING AND THE OVERALL QUALITY OF THE NATURAL 
ENVIRONMENT IN THE PLAN AREA

Given the reality of  global climate change, it is essential that cities, and development 
within those cities, limit their individual and collective ecological footprints.  Using 
sustainable building materials, minimizing energy consumption, decreasing storm water 
runoff, fi ltering air pollution and providing natural habitat are ways in which cities and 
buildings can better integrate themselves with the natural systems of  the landscape.  
These efforts have the immediate accessory benefi ts of  improving the overall aesthetic 
character of  neighborhoods by encouraging greening and usable public spaces and 
reducing exposure to environmental pollutants.

Maintaining a pleasurable 
pedestrian environment 
along the street is an 
important element of the 
plan.
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Specifi c policies and design guidelines to address the objective outlined above are as 
follows:

Policy 3.3.1
Require new development to adhere to a new performance-based ecological 
evaluation tool to improve the amount and quality of green landscaping.

The San Francisco Planning Department, in consultation with the Public Utilities 
Commission, is in the process of  developing a green factor.  The green factor will be a 
performance-based planning tool that requires all new development to meet a defi ned 
standard for on-site water infi ltration, and offers developers substantial fl exibility in 
meeting the standard. A similar green has been implemented in Seattle, WA, as well 
as in numerous European cities, and has proven to be a cost-effective tool, both to 
strengthen the environmental sustainability of  each site, and to improve the aesthetic 
quality of  the neighborhood.  The Planning Department will provide a worksheet to 
calculate a proposed development’s green factor score.

Policy 3.3.2
Existing open-air parking lots and off-street loading areas should be retrofitted to 
minimize negative effects on microclimate and stormwater infiltration.  The city’s 
Stormwater Master Plan, upon completion, will provide guidance on how best to 
adhere to these guidelines.

Policy 3.3.3
The City should explore how to provide strong incentives that would encourage 
the retrofit of existing parking areas and other paved areas to meet the guidelines 
in Policy 6.3.2.

Policy 3.3.4
Enhance the connection between building form and ecological sustainability by 
promoting use of renewable energy, energy-efficient building envelopes, passive 
heating and cooling, and sustainable materials.

Policy 3.3.5 
Compliance with strict environmental efficiency standards for new buildings is 
strongly encouraged.

The positive relationship between building sustainability, urban form, and the public 
realm has become increasingly understood as these buildings become more common-
place in cities around the world.  Instead of  turning inwards and creating a distinct 
and disconnected internal environment, sustainable buildings look outward at their 
surroundings as they allow in natural light and air.  In so doing, they relate to the public 
domain through architectural creativity and visual interest, as open, visible windows 
provide a communicative interchange between those inside and outside the building.  
In an area where creative solutions to open space, public amenity, and visual interest 
are of  special need, sustainable building strategies that enhance the public realm and 
enhance ecological sustainability are to be encouraged.
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These simulations show how much more streets can be than just places for through traffic.  With 
reclaimed space for people to sit or eat, or as attractive green connectors, streets can become vital 
elements of a neighborhood for all users.
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TRANSPORTATION

The Mission District’s compact built environment and its varied mix of  uses make 
walking, bicycling and public transit attractive high-demand transportation modes. 
Abundant transit options (local and regional), vibrant pedestrian-scale commercial 
corridors (Mission Street, Valencia Street and 24th Street) and a popular network 
of  bicycle lanes and routes make the Mission a great neighborhood to get around in 
without a car. The vision for an improved transportation system within the Mission 
District includes improvements for all modes, especially pedestrians and transit. Efforts 
to improve transit speed, reliability and the safety of  pedestrians and bicyclists should 
not obstruct the loading and circulation needs of  vehicles supporting the Mission’s 
PDR business activities.    

OBJECTIVE 4.1

IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE MISSION

The Mission’s several Muni lines and two BART stations make it an important local 
and regional transit hub. Commuters, residents and visitors from San Francisco and 
throughout the Bay Area can be seen pouring in and out of  the BART Stations at 
both 16th Street and 24th Street each morning and evening.  Muni’s #14 and 49 bus 
which runs along Mission Street carries almost 40,000 riders every day.  The # 48, 22, 
33, and 9 buses are some of  the other bus lines also serving the Plan Area.  Enhance-
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Note:  The following 
Transportation 
objectives and policies 
relate specifi cally to the 
transportation system.  
Objectives and policies 
related to physical street 
design can be found in the 
Streets and Open Space 
chapter. 
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ments to existing transit service that improve speed and reliability 
should be made to reinforce the neighborhood’s existing transit 
orientation.

Mission Street, 16th Street and Potrero Avenue stand out 
as desirable corridors to be considered for high-level transit 
improvements. These streets are called out in the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) A Vision for Rapid 
Transit (2002) in San Francisco as corridors important to long-
range transit planning in San Francisco. New bus rapid transit 
(BRT) service, transit signal priority, transit-only lanes, and/or 
lengthened distances between stops are some tools that should 
be explored further or expanded.  

The role of  16th Street as a key east-west transit corridor continues to grow as new 
development in the Eastern Neighborhoods and Mission Bay takes shape.  16th Street 
is the only street that provides a continuous uninterrupted connection between the 
Mission, Showplace Square, Mission Bay and the eastern waterfront.  It is also provides 
a critical link between local (Muni 3rd Street light rail) and regional transit (16th Street 
BART).  The planned rerouting of  the #22 bus down the full length of  16th Street to 
Mission Bay will create one of  the developing area’s major cross-town routes.  Transit 
improvements for the 16th Street corridor are needed to accommodate increased transit 
service and to ensure transit vehicles are not crippled by congestion.  Collaborative 
planning between city agencies, BART, businesses and large land holders like UCSF is 
necessary to design a transit corridor that prioritizes transit while serving the diverse 
land uses along the corridor.  Transit improvements on 16th Street will also benefi t 
the existing PDR businesses and employees found in the area that are expected to 
stay and grow.  

Beginning in 2008, the SFMTA, Planning Department and the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) will commence a comprehensive Eastern Neigh-
borhoods Transportation Implementation Study to further explore the feasibility of  
the options described above, determine which projects are needed, how they should be 
designed and how they can be funded.  A key input to this will be SFMTA ’s “Transit 
Effectiveness Project” (TEP), the fi rst comprehensive study of  the Muni system since 
the late 1970s. The TEP aims to promote overall performance and long-term fi nancial 
stability through faster, more reliable transportation choices and cost-effective operating 
practices The TEP recommendations focus on improving transit service, speed and 
reliability and should be implemented as soon as possible within the Mission area. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:
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Policy 4.1.1
Commit resources to an analysis of the transportation impacts of new zoning, 
and mobility needs in  the Mission /Eastern Neighborhoods to develop a plan that 
prioritizes transit while addressing needs of all modes (auto circulation, freeway 
traffic, bicyclists, pedestrians).

This policy refers to the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation 
Study described above.

Implementation 4.1.1.1: 
The SFMTA, SFCTA, and the Planning Department will work together to develop scope, 

funding and schedule for the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, 

with start date in 2008.

Implementation 4.1.1.2:
As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, the MTA, 

SFCTA, and the Planning Department will work together to identify and secure funding for 

the study recommendations, and collaborate to begin implementing the recommendations 

as soon as study findings are available.  

Policy 4.1.2
Enhance existing public transit service linking the Mission to downtown and BART.  

Implementation 4.1.2.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will identify specific transit service improvements and funding. 

Policy 4.1.3
Decrease transit travel time and improve reliability through a variety of means, 
such as transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, transit “queue jumps,” lengthen-
ing of spacing between stops, and establishment of limited or express service.

Implementation 4.1.3.1
 As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will identify locations and transit lines for specific transit improvements. 

Policy 4.1.4
Implement the service recommendations of the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP).

Implementation 4.1.4.1
The SFMTA will work with other city agencies to implement the recommendations of the 

Transit Effectiveness Project.

Policy 4.1.5
Reduce existing curb cuts where possible and restrict new curb cuts to prevent 
vehicular conflicts with transit on important transit and neighborhood commercial 
streets .
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Curb cuts should be reduced on key neighborhood commercial, pedestrian, and transit 
streets, where it is important to maintain continuous active ground fl oor activity, reduce 
transit delay and variability, and protect pedestrian movement and retail viability such as 
Mission, Valencia, 16th and 24th Streets.  This is critical measure to reduce congestion 
and confl icts with pedestrian and transit movement along Transit Preferential Streets, 
particularly where transit vehicles do not run in protected dedicated rights-of-way and 
are vulnerable to disruption and delay. In the Mission these would include

Implementation 4.1.5.1
Amend the Planning Code Sec. 155 to restrict construction of curb cuts along 6th Street in 

the Neighborhood Commercial District.

Implementation 4.1.5.2:
Continue to enforce curb cut restrictions along Transit Preferential Streets as identified in 

General Plan.

Policy 4.1.6
Balance competing land use and transportation- related priorities for 16th Street 
in the Mission to improve transit speed and reliability.  

As an important transit route (Muni’s #22 bus) and a core PDR area, 16th Street and 
neighboring parcels illustrate the confl icts between the competing policy goals of  
improving transit and preserving PDR businesses.  PDR land uses in the Mission and 
Showplace Square should be preserved to support the critical business activity they 
provide.  However, PDR-related truck traffi c, loading and circulation needs can slow 
transit vehicles.  Further planning and design work is needed to make 16th Street a 
better transit street by mitigating the impacts of  surrounding land uses.  For example, 
off  street truck loading requirements and transit-signal priority can improve 16th Street 
for transit while continuing to support the neighboring PDR land uses.  

Implementation 4.1.6.1 
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will further explore feasibility of 16th Street transit improvements.  

Policy 4.1.7
Study the possibility of creating a “premium” transit service such as Bus Rapid 
Transit or implementing high-level transit preferential treatments for segments of 
16th Street and Potrero Avenue.

Implementation 4.1.7.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will further explore feasibility of high-level transit treatments for segments of 

16th Street and Potrero Avenue.

Policy 4.1.8
Ensure Muni’s storage and maintenance facility needs are met to serve increased 
transit demand and provide enhanced service.
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Additional transit vehicles will be needed to serve new development in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods.  The capacity of  existing storage and maintenance facilities should 
be expanded and new facilities constructed to support growth in the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods.

Implementation 4.1.8.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, the Planning 

Department  will work with SFMTA and SFCTA to identify future transit facility needs.   

OBJECTIVE 4.2 

INCREASE TRANSIT RIDERSHIP BY MAKING IT MORE COMFORTABLE 
AND EASY TO USE

A transit rider’s experience is largely impacted by the quality of  environment in and 
around the stops and stations where they start or end their transit trips.   Transit stops 
can be made more attractive and comfortable for riders through installation of  bus 
bulbs, shelters, additional seating, lighting, and landscaping.  Pedestrian safety should 
also be prioritized near transit through the installation and 
maintenance of  signs, crosswalks, pedestrian signals and other 
appropriate measures. Quality passenger information such as 
maps directing riders to major destinations, and accurate real-
time transit information should be provided.  Key transit stops 
with high passenger volumes or where transfers occur should 
be prioritized for enhanced amenities.  In the Mission, these key 
stops would include 16th Street and Mission, 24th Street and 
Mission, 16th street and Potrero Avenue among others.

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the 
objective outlined above are as follows:

Policy 4.2.1
Improve the safety and quality of streets, stops and stations used by transit pas-
sengers.

Implementation 4.2.1.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA and Plan-

ning will identify key transit streets, stops and stations to be prioritized for improvements. 

Policy 4.2.2
Provide comprehensive and real-time passenger information, both on vehicles and 
at stops and stations.

Implementation 4.2.2.1 
SFMTA will establish a program for improved passenger information in the Eastern Neigh-

borhoods, linked to the agency’s overall information program.
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Implementation 4.2.2.2 
SFMTA and Planning will work with BART to provide train arrival time information outside 

of the 16th Street & 24th Street BART Stations.

OBJECTIVE 4.3

ESTABLISH PARKING POLICIES THAT IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF 
NEIGHBORHOODS AND REDUCE CONGESTION AND PRIVATE VEHICLE 
TRIPS BY ENCOURAGING TRAVEL BY NON-AUTO MODES

The Mission’s dense concentration of  housing along with its vibrant mix of  restaurants, 
neighborhood services, shopping and nightlife all generate a high demand for park-
ing.  Determining how existing and new parking is managed in the Mission is essential 
to achieving a range of  community goals including reduced congestion and private 
vehicle trips, improved transit, successful commercial areas, housing production and 
affordability, and attractive urban design.  

Elimination of  minimum off-street parking requirements in new residential and com-
mercial developments, while continuing to permit reasonable amounts of  parking if  
desired, allows developers more fl exibility in how they choose to use scarce develop-
able space.  In developments where space permits or where expected residents would 
particularly desire to own cars, parking can be provided, while in transit intensive areas, 
or where expected residents would not need cars (senior developments for example) 
parking would not be required.  Space previously dedicated to parking in residential 
developments can be made available for additional housing units.  With no parking 
minimums and therefore no need for individual drive-in parking spaces, new residen-
tial and commercial developments can explore more effi cient methods of  providing 
parking such as mechanical parking lifts, tandem or valet parking.  

“Unbundling” parking from housing costs can reduce the cost of  housing and make 
it more affordable to people without automobiles.  The cost of  parking is often 
aggregated in rents and purchase prices. This forces people to pay for parking without 
choice and without consideration of  need or the many alternatives to driving available 
in the Mission.  This could be avoided by requiring that parking be separated from 
residential or commercial rents, allowing people to make conscious decisions about 
parking and auto ownership.  

Proper management of  public parking, both on-street and in garages is critical.  Cur-
rently, on-street parking is diffi cult to fi nd in many parts of  the city.  Loose regulation 
and relatively inexpensive rates increase demand and decrease turnover of  parking 
spaces.   This shifts demand away from public transit and other modes, increases 
congestion and encourages long term on-street parking by employees and commuters.  
To support the needs of  businesses and create successful commercial areas, on-street 
parking spaces should be managed to favor short-term shoppers, visitors, and load-
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ing.  In residential areas, curbside parking should be managed to favor residents, while 
allocating any additional spaces for short-term visitors to the area.   Recent research 
has proposed a number of  ways to use market-based pricing and other innovative man-
agement techniques to improve availability of  on-street parking while also increasing 
the revenue stream to the city.  These methods are currently under study and should 
be applied in this area.

In accordance with Section 8A.113 of  Proposition E (2000), new 
public parking facilities can only be constructed if  the revenue 
earned from a new parking garage will be suffi cient to cover 
construction and operating costs without the need for a subsidy.  
New development built with reduced parking could accommo-
date parking needs of  drivers through innovative shared park-
ing arrangements like a “community parking garage.”  Located 
outside of  neighborhood commercial and small scale residential 
areas, such a facility would consolidate parking amongst a range 
of  users (commercial and residential) while contributing to the 
neighborhood with an active ground fl oor featuring opportuni-
ties for neighborhood services and retail. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 4.3.1
For new residential development, provide flexibility by eliminating minimum off-
street parking requirements and establishing reasonable parking caps.

Implementation 4.3.1.1
Amend the Planning Code.

Policy 4.3.2
For new non-residential development, provide flexibility by eliminating minimum 
off-street parking requirements and establishing caps generally equal to the previ-
ous minimum requirements.  For office uses, parking should be limited relative to 
transit accessibility.

Implementation 4.3.2.1
Amend the Planning Code..

Policy 4.3.3
Make the cost of parking visible to users, by requiring parking to be rented, leased 
or sold separately from residential and commercial space for all new major devel-
opment.

Implementation 4.3.3.1
Amend the Planning Code..  
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Policy 4.3.4
Encourage, or require where appropriate, innovative parking arrangements that 
make efficient use of space, particularly where cars will not be used on a daily 
basis.

Implementation 4.3.4.1
Amend the Planning Code..

Policy 4.3.5
Permit construction of new parking garages in Mixed Use districts only if they are 
part of shared parking arrangements that efficiently use space, are appropriately 
designed, and reduce the overall need for off-street parking in the area.

Implementation 4.3.5.1
Ammend Planning Code. 

Policy 4.3.6
Reconsider and revise the way that on-street parking is managed in both commer-
cial and residential districts in order to more efficiently use street parking space 
and increase turnover and parking availability.

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority is conducting the On-Street 
Parking Management and Pricing Study to evaluate a variety of  improved management 
techniques for on-street parking and recommend which should be put into effect in 
San Francisco.

Implementation 4.3.6.1
 SFCTA will continue to lead the on-street parking management study in collaboration with 

SFMTA and Planning. 

OBJECTIVE 4.4

SUPPORT THE CIRCULATION NEEDS OF EXISTING AND NEW PDR USES 
IN THE MISSION 

A signifi cant share of  deliveries to PDR and other businesses in the Mission are per-
formed within the street space. Where curbside freight loading space is not available, 
delivery vehicles double-park, blocking major thoroughfares like Mission Street, slow-
ing transit and creating potential hazards for pedestrians, bicyclists and automobiles. 
The city should evaluate the existing on-street curb-designation for delivery vehicles 
and improve daytime enforcement to increase turnover. Where necessary, curbside 
freight loading spaces should be increased. During evenings and weekends, curbside 
freight loading spaces should be made available for visitor and customer parking. In 
new non-residential developments, adequate loading spaces internal to the develop-
ment should be required to minimize confl icts with other street users like pedestrians, 
bicyclists and transit vehicles. 
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Policy 4.4.1
Provide an adequate amount of short-term, on-street curbside freight loading 
spaces in PDR areas of the Mission.

Implementation 4.4.1.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will determine if adequate on-street truck parking spaces are provided in the 

Mission.  If needed, SFMTA should pursue implementation of new truck parking spaces and 

meters.

Policy 4.4.2
Continue to require off-street facilities for freight loading and service vehicles in 
new large non-residential developments.

Implementation 4.4.2.1
Continue to enforce Planning Code provisions regarding off-street freight loading. 

Policy 4.4.3
In areas with a significant number of PDR establishments, design streets to serve 
the needs and access requirements of trucks while maintaining a safe pedestrian 
environment.  

Implementation 4.4.3.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will identify where conflicts exist between PDR vehicle, pedestrians and 

bicyclists and propose appropriate mitigations.  This study should include an assessment 

of current priority freight routes as identified in the General Plan, actual truck volumes on 

streets, and impacts of truck route proximity to residential zoning.

OBJECTIVE 4.5

CONSIDER THE STREET NETWORK IN THE MISSION AS A CITY 
RESOURCE ESSENTIAL TO MULTI-MODAL MOVEMENT AND PUBLIC 
OPEN SPACE

Not only are streets essential for movement but they are an essential component of  
our public realm and open space network.  The Mission’s streets and sidewalks can and 
should move people and goods as well as provide places to sit, talk and stroll.  Past sale 
of  streets or rights-of-way to accommodate private development has impeded con-
nectivity and mobility in some parts of  San Francisco.  Future closure and sale of  city 
streets to private development should be discouraged unless it is determined excess 
roadway or reconfi guration of  specifi c intersection geometries will achieve signifi cant 
public benefi ts such as increased traffi c safety, pedestrian safety, more reliable transit 
service or public open space.  New developments on large lots must consider alleys to 
break up the scale of  the building and allow greater street connectivity.  

Policy 4.5.1
Maintain a strong presumption against the vacation or sale of streets or alleys 
except in cases where significant public benefits can be achieved.
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Implementation 4.5.1.1
Evaluate street vacation or sale proposals for consistency with General Plan.

Policy 4.5.2
As part of a development project’s open space requirement, require publicly-ac-
cessible alleys that break up the scale of large developments and allow additional 
access to buildings in the project.

Implementation 4.5.2.1
Amend the Planning Code to require developments on properties with 300 or more feet 

of street frontage on a block face longer than 400’ to provide a minimum 20-foot-wide 

publicly accessible mid-block right of way and access easement for the entire depth of the 

property, connecting to existing streets or alleys.  This can be applied toward a develop-

ment’s open space requirement.  

Implementation 4.5.2.2
Encourage developments on properties with 100 feet or more, but less than 300 feet of 

street frontage in the middle one-third of a block face longer than 400’ encouraged to 

provide a 10-20 foot-wide publicly accessible mid-block right of way and access easement 

for the entire depth of the property, connecting to existing streets or alleys.  This can be 

applied toward a development’s open space requirement.

OBJECTIVE 4.6

SUPPORT WALKING AS A KEY TRANSPORTATION MODE BY IMPROVING 
PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION WITHIN THE MISSION AND TO OTHER 
PARTS OF THE CITY  

The Mission’s primary commercial corridors - Mission, Valencia and 24th Streets – are 
crowded with pedestrians.  Storefront retail, street level art and murals, good transit, 
well-marked crosswalks, and pedestrian signals all support a strong walking environ-
ment.  However, confl icts with vehicles continue to present pedestrian safety concerns 
in the neighborhood. Opportunities exist to further improve pedestrian safety and 
accessibility in the Mission.  

Several studies related to pedestrian improvements in the Mission have been com-
pleted or are in the planning stages.  Recommendations from the Southeast Mission 
Pedestrian Safety Plan produced by SFMTA and the Department of  Public Health 
should be implemented.  In addition, the Planning Department is working with the 
SFMTA to develop the Mission Public Realm Plan and Better Streets Plan to ensure the 
Mission’s streets are designed to promote pedestrian comfort and safety.  The planned 
widening of  Valencia Street’s sidewalks should also be seen through to completion.  
In 2008, the Planning Department will be leading a planning process for the redesign 
of  Cesar Chavez Street to make the street function better for pedestrians, bicyclists 
and transit.

Where possible, the city should implement high-visibility crosswalks, pedestrian signal 
heads with countdown timers, corner bulbouts, median refuge islands, or other pedes-

(See also the Built Form 
chapter in this Plan, where 
there is more in-depth 
discussion on alleyways and 
publicly accessible mid-block 
rights of  way.)
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trian improvements. In specifi c areas with known higher rates of  pedestrian-collisions, 
developers should be encouraged to carry out context specifi c planning and design on 
building projects to improve pedestrian safety.

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 4.6.1
Improve pedestrian access to major transit stops and stations such as the 16th 
and 24th Street BART Stations.

Implementation 4.6.1.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will identify pedestrian improvements in the Mission.

Implementation 4.6.1.2
SFMTA will work with BART to make pedestrian improvements near BART stations. 

Policy 4.6.2
Prioritize pedestrian safety improvements at intersections and in areas with his-
torically high frequencies of pedestrian injury collisions.  

Implementation 4.6.2.1
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will propose pedestrian improvements targeting locations  – including intersec-

tions, street segments, and small areas - with high frequencies of pedestrian injury collisions.  

Policy 4.6.3
Implement recommendations from the Mission Public Realm Plan, Southeast Mis-
sion Pedestrian Safety Plan and established street design standards to make the 
pedestrian environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips.

Implementation 4.6.3.1
SFMTA, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

and Planning will use accepted street design standards, the Mission Public Realm Plan and 

the Southeast Mission Pedestrian Safety Plan to guide street improvements.   

OBJECTIVE 4.7

IMPROVE AND EXPAND INFRASTRUCTURE FOR BICYCLING AS AN 
IMPORTANT MODE OF TRANSPORTATION

The Mission’s existing bicycle infrastructure and relatively fl at terrain create an attractive 
bicycling environment.  The Valencia and Harrison Street bicycle lanes are busy with 
bicyclists during commute times and throughout the day.  These lanes provide good 
north-south bicycle connections, but the Mission lacks strong east-west bicycle facilities. 
Improvements are planned to strengthen east-west connections.  The SFMTA cur-
rently has improvements planned for Cesar Chavez and 17th Streets. Bicycle lanes and 
shared lane markings (“sharrows”) on select segment of  these streets will be installed 

(See also the Streets and 
Open Space chapter in this 
Plan, where there is more 
in-depth discussion on the 
physical design of  streets.)
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once the San Francisco Bicycle Plan achieves environmental clearance.  In addition, 
increased bicycle parking throughout the Mission especially in commercial areas and 
near BART is needed to accommodate the ever increasing number of  bicyclists.  Recent 
citywide zoning code amendments require bicycle parking for all new developments.  
The proposed Mission Creek Bikeway presents the opportunity for a future landscaped 
bicycle path from the Mission District to Mission Bay.  Bikeway plans should be further 
examined, especially issues surrounding cost and implementation.   

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 4.7.1
Provide a continuous network of safe, convenient and attractive bicycle facilities  
connecting the Mission to the citywide bicycle network and conforming to the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan.

Implementation 4.7.1.1
The SFMTA’s Bicycle Program will work to implement planned bicycle network improve-

ments.  

Implementation 4.7.1.2
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will evaluate additional areas for potential bicycle improvements.  

Policy 4.7.2
Provide secure, accessible and abundant bicycle parking, particularly at transit sta-
tions, within shopping areas and at concentrations of employment.

Implementation 4.7.2.1
The SFMTA’s Bicycle Program will prioritize locations for additional bicycle parking.

Policy 4.7.3
Explore feasibility of the Mission Creek Bikeway project.   

Implementation 4.7.3.1
SFMTA, SFCTA and Planning will evaluate issues surrounding implementation of the Mis-

sion Creek Bikeway.    

OBJECTIVE 4.8

ENCOURAGE ALTERNATIVES TO CAR OWNERSHIP AND THE 
REDUCTION OF PRIVATE VEHICLE TRIPS 

In addition to investments in our transportation infrastructure, there are a variety of  
programmatic ways in which the city can encourage people to use alternative modes 
of  travel.  Car sharing and transportation demand management programs (TDM) are 
important tools to reduce congestion and limit parking demand.
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Carsharing offers an affordable alternative to car ownership by allowing individuals the 
use of  a car without the cost of  ownership (gas, insurance, maintenance). Carsharing 
companies provide privately owned and maintained vehicles for short-term use by 
their members.  Carshare members pay a fl at hourly rate or monthly fee to use cars 
only when they need them (i.e. to run errands or make short trips).

The Mission already has a high concentration of  car share vehicles, especially near the 
Mission and Valencia corridors.  Recent zoning code changes require carshare spaces 
in new residential developments. Car sharing should continue to be encouraged in the 
Mission as part of  new residential and commercial developments to support decreased 
parking and increase the mobility of  residents without automobiles. 

“Transportation demand management” (TDM) programs that encourage residents and 
employees to walk, bike, take public transit or rideshare should be implemented in the 
Mission and throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods.  Transportation Demand Man-
agement (TDM) combines marketing and incentive programs to reduce dependence 
on automobiles and encourage use of  a range of  transportation options.  Cash-out 
policies (where employers provide cash instead of  a free parking space), Commuter 
Checks and emergency ride home programs are some of  the methods institutions and 
employers can utilize.  

City College of  San Francisco’s new Valencia Street campus, among other large institu-
tions and employers should institute programs that provide information and incentives 
to students and staff  on the many transportation alternatives nearby.  Major residential 
developments (50+ units) should be required to provide transit passes to all residents 
as part of  rent or homeowner association fees.

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 4.8.1
Continue to require car-sharing arrangements in new residential and commercial 
developments, as well as any new parking garages.

Implementation 4.8.1.1
Continue to enforce Planning Code provisions requiring car-sharing spaces in new develop-

ments. 

Policy 4.8.2
Require large retail establishments, particularly supermarkets, to provide shuttle 
and delivery services to customers.

Implementation 4.8.2.1 
Amend Planning Code Section 151.1 to require such services be provided by retail uses 

over 20,000 sf.
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Policy 4.8.3
Develop a Transportation Demand Mangement (TDM) program for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods that provides information and incentives for employees, visitors 
and residents to use alternative transportation modes and travel times. 

Implementation 4.8.3.1  
Amend Planning Code Sec. 163 to include the Eastern Neighborhoods requiring as a 

condition of approval for new large office development or substantial alteration, the provi-

sion of “transportation demand management” programs or onsite transportation brokerage 

services.

Implementation 4.8.3.2  
Planning, SFMTA, SFCTA and the Department of the Environment  will develop a plan for 

implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods, which will include TDM program benchmarks and periodic monitoring to 

determine the success of measures and needed revisions in standards, charges and proce-

dures.  

OBJECTIVE 4.9

FACILITATE MOVEMENT OF AUTOMOBILES BY MANAGING 
CONGESTION AND OTHER NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF VEHICLE TRAFFIC 

Automobiles in the Mission navigate streets crowded with pedestrians, bicyclists and 
transit vehicles.  Vehicle traffi c can be accommodated without jeopardizing the safety 
of  other street users.  Traffi c calming projects should be implemented to reduce speed-
ing and improve safety, without introducing delay or reliability problems for transit.  
Guerrero Street and South Van Ness Avenue provide opportunities for traffi c calming 
to balance neighborhood and pedestrian needs with auto traffi c.  

New technologies such as those being developed by the Department of  Parking and 
Traffi c’s “SFGO” program should be pursued to reduce congestion, respond to cur-
rent traffi c conditions and move autos safely and effi ciently. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 4.9.1
Introduce traffic calming measures where warranted to improve pedestrian safety 
and comfort, reduce speeding and traffic spillover from arterial streets onto resi-
dential streets and alleyways.

Implementation 4.9.1.1  
As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, 

SFCTA and Planning will evaluate locations that warrant traffic calming measures in the 

Mission.
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Policy 4.9.2
Decrease auto congestion through implementation of Intelligent Traffic Manage-
ment Systems (ITMS) strategies such as progressive metering of traffic signals and 
the SFMTA “SFGO” program.

Implementation 4.9.2.1 
The SFMTA SFGO program will continue to implement ITMS in the Eastern Neighbor-

hoods.  

Implementation 4.9.2.2 
As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, 

SFCTA, and Planning will evaluate potential for increased use of ITMS in the Mission. 

OBJECTIVE 4.10

DEVELOP A COMPREHENSIVE FUNDING PLAN FOR TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS 

New development in the Mission and throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods will 
exert signifi cant strain on the area’s existing transportation infrastructure.  The city 
must develop new funding sources and a funding plan to ensure needed improvements 
are made.   

Transportation improvements are costly. While federal, state, regional and local grant 
sources are available to partially defray the cost of  transportation capital projects, they 
are not suffi cient to meet transportation needs identifi ed by the community.  Streets 
and transportation improvements (pedestrian, bicycle, and transit) will require a sig-
nifi cant portion of  the funding generated through the Eastern Neighborhoods Public 
Benefi ts Program.  Because funds from this program will also be needed to support a 
number of  other community improvements beside transportation, it will be important 
to identify additional sources of  funding.  

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 4.10.1
As part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefits Program, support funding 
for transit, pedestrian, bicycle and auto improvements through developer impact 
fees, in-kind contributions, community facilities districts, dedication of tax rev-
enues, and state or federal grant sources.

Implementation 4.10.1.1  
As part of Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation Implementation Study, SFMTA, SFCTA 

and Planning will develop funding strategy for transportation improvements identified in the 

study.  
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Implementation 4.10.1.2  
Develop an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefits Program to include impact fees for 

new residential and commercial development, as supported by the findings of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods nexus study (currently underway). These funds will be directed towards a 

variety of community improvements including transportation. 

Implementation 4.10.1.3  
Explore the feasibility of other funding options in the Eastern Neighborhoods such as dedi-

cation of tax revenues, community facilities districts and grants. 
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STREETS AND OPEN SPACE

The Mission has a defi ciency of  open spaces serving the neighborhood.  Some por-
tions of  the Mission historically have been predominantly industrial, which has meant 
that many areas are not within walking distance to an existing park and many areas 
lack adequate places to recreate and relax.  Moreover, the Mission has a concentration 
of  family households with children -- almost 50% -- which is signifi cantly higher than 
most neighborhoods in the city.  With the addition of  new residents, this defi ciency 
will only be exacerbated. Thus, one of  the primary objectives of  this Plan is to pro-
vide more open space to serve both existing and new residents, workers and visitors.  
Analysis reveals that a total of  about 4.3 acres of  new space should be provided in this 
area to accommodate expected growth.   This Plan proposes to provide this new open 
space by creating at least one substantial new park site in the Mission.  In addition the 
Plan proposes to encourage some of  the private open space that will be required as 
part of  development to be provided as public open space and to utilize our existing 
rights-of-way to provide pocket parks.  

OBJECTIVE 5.1

PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF 
RESIDENTS, WORKERS AND VISITORS

In a built-out neighborhood such as this, fi nding sites for sizeable new parks is diffi cult.  
However, it is critical that at least one new substantial open space be provided as part 
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of  this Plan.  The Planning Department will continue working with the Recreation and 
Parks Department to identify a site in the Mission for a public park and will continue 
to work to acquire additional open spaces. 

In order to provide this new open space, signifi cant funding 
will need to be identifi ed to acquire, develop, and maintain the 
space.  One source of  funds would be impact fees or direct 
contributions from new development.  New residential devel-
opment directly impacts the existing park sites with its infl ux 
of  new residents, therefore new residential development will 
be required to either pay directly into a fund to acquire new 
open space. 

Commercial development also directly impacts existing park 
sites, with workers, shoppers and others needing places to eat 

lunch and take a break outside. Existing requirements in the Mission for commercial 
development establish a minimum amount of  open space to be provided on-site, or 
project sponsors may elect to pay an in-lieu fee. Because these fees are low, project spon-
sors often elect to pay the fee. This Plan proposes to maintain the current requirements 
for commercial development to provide adequate, usable open space, but increase the 
in-lieu fee if  project sponsors choose not to provide this space.  This in-lieu fee will 
be used to provide publicly accessible open space.  

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 5.1.1
Identify opportunities to create new public parks and open spaces and provide at 
least one new public park or open space serving the Mission.  

Implementation 5.1.1.1
Identify and pursue funding sources for park site/public site acquisition and maintenance. 

Evaluate sites for ability to provide opportunities for passive and active recreation.  Work 

with Recreation and Parks Department to identify a site that is a minimum of 1/4 acre but 

preferably up to one acre in the Mission.

Implementation 5.1.1.2
Employ public, participatory process in design of and selection of facilities in new public 

open spaces. 

Policy 5.1.2
Require new residential and commercial development to provide, or contribute to 
the creation of publicly accessible open space. 

Implementation 5.1.2.1
Assess an impact fee on residential and commercial development to be applied towards the 

provision of public open space., as supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

nexus study (currently underway).
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OBJECTIVE 5.2

ENSURE THAT NEW DEVELOPMENT INCLUDES HIGH QUALITY PRIVATE 
OPEN SPACE

In addition to the publicly accessible open space requirements, another tool for making 
the Mission greener is to require additional private open space.  Currently, residential 
developments are required to provide open space accessible to residents.  Because of  its 
more industrial past, this requirement is currently much lower in the Northeast Mission 
than other parts of  the Mission.  This Plan increases the open space required as part of  
new developments to be similar to what is currently required in other neighborhoods 
that allow residential redevelopment. 

Additionally, commercial development is currently required to provide open space in 
SoMa.  These existing requirements establish a minimum amount of  open space to be 
provided on-site, or project sponsors may elect to pay an in-lieu fee. Because these fees 
are low, project sponsors often elect to pay the fee. This plan proposes to reexamine 
the current requirements for commercial development in SoMa to provide adequate, 
usable open space, and it proposes to expand them and apply them to projects in the 
Mission.  

In small-scale residential developments in this area, open space is provided as back-
yards.  Currently many of  the blocks, especially the alleys and neighborhood commer-
cial streets of  Mission and Valencia, have a rear yard pattern similar to many of  the 
residential neighborhoods in the city.  Taken together in the center of  a block, these 
rear yards provide a sense of  visual relief  and access to open space in this part of  the 
city.  In areas where the existing pattern is one of  rear yards, this pattern should be 
maintained.  However, in areas where rear yards do not predominate, new residential 
developments should provide open space in a manner that best fi ts the characteristics 
of  the particular site, while still ensuring high quality open space design.  

The quality of  the private open space is also being reexamined in the Mission District. 
Currently, open space is often provided as sterile hardscape atop a building’s podium. 
By employing the new performance-based evaluation tool, discussed in greater detail 
in the Built Form section of  this Area Plan, required open space will be made greener, 
more ecologically sustainable, and more enjoyable for residents.  

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 5.2.1
Require new residential and mixed-use residential development to provide on-site 
private open space designed to meet the needs of residents.  
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Implementation 5.2.1.1
Amend the Planning Code to require that all residential developments provide 80 square 

feet of open space per unit, with an allowance of a 1/3 reduction in the requirement if the 

open space is publicly accessible. A project sponsor may pay an in-lieu fee for space that 

cannot be provided due to site constraints.   

Policy 5.2.2
Encourage private open space to be provided as common spaces for residents 
and workers of the building wherever possible.

Implementation 5.2.2
Amend the code to allow a 33 percent reduction in the amount of required open space if 

it is publicly accessible and allow 50% of required space to be off-site if publicly accessible..

Policy 5.2.3
Establish requirements for commercial development to provide on-site open space.

Implementation 5.2.3.1
Amend the Planning Code to apply requirements for open space for commercial develop-

ment, but allow an  in-lieu open space fee if project sponsors are unable to provide the 

space on-site due to site constraints. 

Policy 5.2.4
New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space.  
Where an existing pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new develop-
ment on mixed-use-zoned parcels has flexibility as to where open space can be 
located.  

Implementation 5.2.4.1
Amend the Planning Code to allow greater flexibility for the placement of rear yards in new 

Mixed Use zones that do not have an established mid-block rear yard open space pattern.

Policy 5.2.5
Ensure quality open space is provided in flexible and creative ways, adding a well-
used, well-cared for amenity for residents of a highly urbanized neighborhood.

In new mixed use developments, common, unenclosed residential open space areas 
can be provided as a rear yard, rooftop garden, central courtyard, balcony, or elsewhere 
on the lot or within the development so long as it is clearly accessible and usable by 
residents.  Landscaping visible from the street is encouraged.  Common spaces are 
encouraged over private spaces. 

Implementation 5.2.5.1
Private open space shall meet the following design guidelines:

A. Shall be designed to allow for a diversity of uses, including elements for children, as 

appropriate.

B. Shall maximize sunlight exposure and protection from wind.

C. Shall adhere to the performance-based evaluation tool.
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OBJECTIVE 5.3

CREATE A NETWORK OF GREEN STREETS THAT CONNECT OPEN 
SPACES AND IMPROVE THE WALKABILITY AND AESTHETICS OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD.  

In a built out neighborhood such as the Mission, acquiring sites for new large parks 
can be diffi cult.  For this reason, in addition to the acquisition of  at least one park 
site in the neighborhood, the Mission Area Plan proposes an open space network of  
“Green Connector” streets, with wider sidewalks, places to sit and enjoy, signifi cant 
landscaping and gracious street trees that would provide linkages between larger open 
spaces and diffuse the recreational and aesthetic benefi ts of  these spaces into the 
neighborhood.    

Green Connector streets are proposed throughout the Mission to connect the Mission 
east to Potrero Hill and eventually the Bay as well as west to Dolores Park and Noe 
Valley. Although the specifi c locations will be addressed in the upcoming Mission Public 
Realm Plan, connections are desirable in the northern part of  the Mission (e.g. 16th or 
17th Streets), in the center of  the Mission (e.g.  20th or 21st Streets)  and through the 
southern part of  the Mission (e.g. 24th, 25th or Cesar Chavez Streets). Additionally 
north-south connections are being considered for Potrero Avenue ( See Figure  A5. 
Streets and Open Space Concept Map in the Apendix of  this plan)).   Reconfi guring 
many of  the Mission’s wide, heavily traffi cked streets that currently satisfy the needs 
of  private vehicles over the needs of  pedestrians and cyclists would go far to create a 
more livable neighborhood for residents, workers, and visitors.

The Mission Area Plan calls for a fundamental rethinking of  how the city designs 
and uses its streets.  In addition to Green Connector streets, smaller streets and alleys 
can provide a welcomed respite from the busy activities along major streets. These 
alleyways are proposed to be converted into “living streets,” where through-traffi c is 
calmed and paving and landscaping are designed to refl ect what is envisioned as the 
pedestrian primacy of  these streets. (See Figure  A5. Streets and Open Space Concept 
Map in the Apendix of  this plan).  

In dense neighborhoods such as the Mission District, it is increasingly clear that streets 
can and should provide important and valued additions to the open space network and 
aesthetic quality of  the area. The design and maintenance of  all other streets throughout 
the Plan Area should be guided by the Better Streets Plan, a policy document that will 
provide direction on how to improve the overall urban design quality, aesthetic char-
acter, and ecological function of  the city’s streets while maintaining safe and effi cient 
use for all modes of  transportation.  The Better Streets Plan provides guidance for 
both public and private improvements to the streetscape.  The Mission Area Plan, in 
addition to the Better Streets Plan, will generate amendments to the Planning Code to 
make more explicit the requirements of  private developers to construct and maintain 
a more enjoyable, more beautiful pedestrian environment.  
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In addition to these general streetscape improvements along streets, specifi c design 
interventions should also be considered for major intersections.  To better foster a 
sense of  place and to improve the pedestrian experience, at important intersections, 
signifi cant public space improvements - such as bulb-outs and landscaping treatments 
- should be focused at these intersections.  Additionally, as described in the Built Form 
chapter of  this Plan, specifi c effort should be paid to improving the quality, design, 
massing, and scale of  corner buildings to better refl ect the civic importance of  major 
street intersections.

The Mission Area Plan also calls for two primary interventions that are aimed at con-
necting the Mission’s open space network to that of  the city as a whole.  The fi rst is a 
Civic Boulevard such as Folsom Street, connecting the emerging Transbay and Rincon 
Hill Areas, East and West SoMa, and the Mission District.  A Civic Boulevard would 
be a green street linking public open spaces, cultural and social destinations, and transit 
connections.  It would be heavily landscaped with a strong design aesthetic, with pocket 
parks, plazas, and with wide sidewalks and a distinctive lighting character.  Through 
the Mission, Folsom street is a more residential in character than in SoMa and the 
improvements proposed would refl ect this more residential character. 

Second, primary pedestrian connections between neighborhoods are to be strength-
ened.  Sixteenth, 24th, Mission, and Valencia Streets are currently designated pedes-
trian connectors between the Mission, SoMa, Upper Market, and the Castro.  Potrero 
and South Van Ness should be added to this street classifi cation.  Primary pedestrian 
streets should aim to foster an enjoyable pedestrian environment, such as minimizing 
shade, maximizing sidewalk width, and providing agreeable pedestrian amenities such 
as lighting and street furniture.  

The forthcoming Mission Public Realm plan will focus in detail on the Mission 
District’s streets and public spaces.  This Plan will defi ne how best to defi ne the street 
typologies found in the Mission, with the goals of  reducing private vehicle primacy, 
fostering walking, and strengthening economic vitality of  neighborhood commercial 
streets.  The Mission Public Realm Plan will serve as the implementing document for 
the streetscape improvements proposed in this Area Plan. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 5.3.1
Redesign underutilized portions of streets as public open spaces, including wid-
ened sidewalks or medians, curb bulb-outs,” living streets” or green connector 
streets.

Implementation 5.3.1.1
Identify and map areas in need of improvement.  Work with DPW and MTA to prioritize 

improvements.
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Policy 5.3.2
Develop a comprehensive public realm plan for the Mission that reflects the 
differing needs of streets based upon their predominant land use, role in the 
transportation network, and building scale.

Implementation 5.3.2.1
Develop and implement the specific streetscaping improvements as part of the Planning 

Code upcoming Mission Public Realm Plan.

Policy 5.3.3
Design the intersections of major streets to reflect their prominence as public 
spaces.

Implementation 5.3.3.1
Identify and map areas in need of improvement.  Work with DPW and MTA to prioritize 

improvements.

Policy 5.3.4
Require new development to improve adjacent street frontages, employing estab-
lished street design standards. 

Implementation 5.3.4.1
Review all major projects against street design guidelines prior to project approval.  

Policy 5.3.5
Where possible, transform unused freeway and rail rights-of-way into landscaped 
features that provide a pleasant and comforting route for pedestrians.  

Implementation 5.3.5.1

Identify and map excess portions of freeway right of way. 

Implementation 5.3.5.2

Identify agency ownership of space. 

Implementation 5.3.5.1

The Planning Department will work  with CalTrans to encourage landscaping, which is a 

requirement per existing CalTrans code but is ignored in San Francisco.

Policy 5.3.6
Enhance the pedestrian environment by requiring new development to plant street 
trees along abutting sidewalks.  When this is not feasible, plant trees on develop-
ment sites or elsewhere in the Plan Area. 

Implementation 5.3.6.1
Amend Planning Code Section 143 to require that a project sponsor provide an in-lieu 

payment to DPW/Bureau of Urban Forests for a tree to be planted and maintained within 

the Mission should it not be possible to plant a tree every 20 feet.

OBJECTIVE 5.4

THE OPEN SPACE SYSTEM SHOULD BOTH BEAUTIFY THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD AND STRENGTHEN THE ENVIRONMENT



M I S S I O N  A R E A  P L A N

D
R

A
F

T

72
DRAFT FOR CITIZEN REVIEW

Open space not only provides places to recreate and relax, but also provides a means 
to strengthen the environmental quality of  the neighborhood. As discussed in the 
Built Form chapter of  this plan, one tool for greening private open spaces is the 
performance-based evaluation tool. This tool requires all new development to meet a 
defi ned standard for on-site water infi ltration, and offers developers a large number 
of  strategies to meet the standard. 

Ecological sustainability is also a key goal in the development of  public spaces.  Some 
new public spaces will be created through the reclamation of  the excess street rights-
of-way throughout the Mission.  Turning these concrete and impermeable surfaces 
into pocket parks and plantings will not only beautify the street, it will also provide 
greater on-site water fi ltration.  Additionally, new public parks that are being acquired 
will consider incorporating ecological sustainability elements, such as bioswales and 
natural areas. 

In addition to the on-site menu of  options available to project 
sponsors as part of  the performance-based evaluation tool,, 
there are many additional measures that can create a better 
environment. Built out, urban areas such as San Francisco 
can improve existing water quality of  our bays and oceans by 
encouraging more on-site infi ltration. Pervious surfaces, such 
as parking lots, are one of  the main causes of  pollution fl owing 
directly into these water resources and one of  the easiest sources 
to make more permeable.  Permeability allows the water to be 
fi ltered through the soil before reaching the bay or the ocean.  
An ongoing master planning process being conducted by the 
San Francisco’s Public Utility Commission (PUC) will provide 
guidance on how best to mitigate stormwater fl ow into the 

city’s sewers, for example, by designing surface parking and loading areas to infi ltrate 
rainwater onsite, rather than sending it into the drain.

Daylighting long-buried creeks would also substantially change the environment of  
the Mission. Mission Creek once meandered from the base of  Twin Peaks down to 
through the Mission and along Division to Mission Bay.  Future consideration should 
be given to daylighting some elements of  this historic streambed. 

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 5.4.1
Increase the environmental sustainability of the Mission’s system of public and 
private open spaces by improving the ecological functioning of all open space.

Implementation 5.4.1.1
Amend the Planning Code to require the implementation of the performance-based evalu-

ation tool. 
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Policy 5.4.2
Explore ways to retrofit existing parking and paved areas to minimize negative 
impacts on microclimate and allow for storm water infiltration.

Implementation 5.4.2.1
The Planning Department will work with the Department of the Environment to determine 

the best materials for pervious parking surfaces.

Policy 5.4.3
Explore opportunities to daylight Mission Creek’s historic channel through the 
Mission. 

Implementation 5.4.3.1
The Planning Department will work with the Public Utilities Commission to explore funding 

opportunities to study the daylightling of Mission Creek. 

OBJECTIVE 5.5

ENSURE THAT EXISTING OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND PARK 
FACILITITES ARE WELL MAINTAINED

Throughout the community planning process participants have given a high priority to 
maintaining and renovating existing park facilities. Maintenance needs will only become 
more apparent with the acquisition of  a new park and as more open spaces such as 
green connector streets, living streets, and pocket parks are constructed.  These types 
of  spaces are often more complex and therefore generally more diffi cult to maintain 
on a per square foot basis then an open fi eld, so the city should work to fi nd space 
for maintenance equipment in the Mission area and to assure that maintenance fund-
ing and funding to renovate existing parks is provided with the development of  these 
spaces. 

This plan proposes to renovate at least one existing park by securing the funding 
through impact fees and other sources. Specifi cally in the Mission, the majority of  
the area’s parks are in need of  renovation including the Mission Playground (which 
is being prioritized for funds from the proposed open space bond), Garfi eld Square, 
James Rolph Jr Playground, Juri Commons, Jose Coronado Playground, Franklin 
Square, Alioto Mini Park, and the Mission Recreation Center. (See Figure  A5. Streets 
and Open Space Concept Map in the Apendix of  this plan).  Parque Unidos, Kidpower 
Park, and 24th and York Mini park were recently renovated, so are not prioritized for 
renovation at this time, but over the life of  the Plan renovation is anticipated for these 
parks as well. The Recreation and Parks Department is now using, safe, durable and 
long lasting materials and are designing facilities appropriately for the intended uses 
and these efforts will result in fewer repairs, longer and expanded usage periods and 
more reliable facilities.

There are also opportunities to more effi ciently and creatively utilize existing facilities, 
such as school playgrounds, in the Mission.  The Mayor’s Offi ce and the San Francisco 
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Unifi ed School District have recently begun a pilot program to open one school play-
grounds in each supervisorial district for use on weekends and select holidays.  This 
program better utilizes our existing resources and the city should continue to work 
with the School District to expand this program. 

Public art can be a component of  existing and proposed open spaces that enhance 
the spaces and relate them to the existing neighborhoods.  For example, a rotating art 
public art exhibit such as the one at Victoria Manolo Draves Park adds a locally relevant 
cultural element to the new park.   

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the objective outlined above 
are as follows:

Policy 5.5.1
Prioritize funds and staffing to better maintain existing parks and obtain addi-
tional funding for a new park and open space facilities.

Implementation 5.5.1.1
The Planning Department will work with RPD to determine level of staffing resources 

required to adequately maintain existing and proposed park sites.  

Implementation 5.5.1.2
The Planning Department will work with MOEWD and RPD to pursue alternate financ-

ing mechanisms for ongoing maintenance, including Community Benefits Districts, Business 

Improvement Districts, and landscape assessment districts.

Policy 5.5.2
Renovate run-down or outmoded park facilities to provide high quality, safe and 
long-lasting facilities.  Identify at least one existing park or recreation facility in the 
Mission for renovation.

Implementation 5.5.2.1
The Planning Department will  work with Recreation and Parks Department to identify 

necessary capital improvements at existing park sites.

Implementation 5.5.2.2
Prioritize use of impact fees and/or other new revenues generated by EN development for 

improvements to existing parks, as supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

nexus study (currently underway).

Policy 5.5.3
Explore opportunities to use existing recreation facilities, such as school yards, 
more efficiently.

Implementation 5.5.3.1
The Planning Department will  work with the Recreation and Parks Department, the 

Mayor’s Office of Education, and the San Francisco Unified School District to expand the 

pilot program to open school yards on weekends to the public.
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Policy 5.5.4
Encourage public art in existing and proposed open spaces. 

Implementation 5.5.4.1
The Planning Department will  work with neighborhood groups and the San Francisco Arts 

Commission to expand the public art exhibits. 
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Economic development should create sustainable prosperity for the residents, work-
ers, and businesses of  San Francisco. As described in the San Francisco Economic 
Strategy, such sustainable prosperity includes increasing job growth, wages and tax 
revenue, and small business development; while decreasing economic inequality and 
out-migration of  businesses.  

Attaining these goals involves determining the relationships that link government 
policy, industry competitiveness, and economic outcomes. From a government policy 
standpoint, these relationships are manifested in three ways: 

1) by focusing on the land, through the City’s land use strategy and zoning

2) by focusing on our businesses, through the City’s business assistance programs

3) by focusing on our workers, through the City’s workforce development programs 
and other mechanisms to promote economic self-suffi ciency for workers. 

This chapter will focus on objectives for supporting businesses and workers, while 
the land use-related economic development objectives are refl ected in the Land Use 
chapter of  this Plan. 
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OBJECTIVE 6.1 

SUPPORT THE ECONOMIC WELLBEING OF A VARIETY OF BUSINESSES IN 
THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS 

Business assistance forms a vital part of  an overall strategy to help San Francisco’s 
business sectors grow, compete and succeed. Business assistance is provided by a city or 
a non-profi t organization and often broadly includes start-up assistance, ongoing tech-
nical assistance, assistance navigating city government processes, fi nancial assistance, 
real estate and site selection assistance, assistance accessing workforce and incentive 
programs and assistance forming sector specifi c industry associations or organizations.   
In the Eastern Neighborhoods, there are three broadly defi ned industries: Physical 
Infrastructure; the Knowledge Sector, and the Small Business Sector. 

The physical infrastructure sector includes production, distribution and repair (PDR) 
businesses that share key characteristics, such as the need for fl exible, industrial space 
and their role in providing goods and services that support other primary industries 
in San Francisco (such as tourism, retail, high technology, and offi ce-based industries). 
Providing business assistance to businesses in the physical infrastructure sector is 
important because these businesses are critical to the city’s economy. Specifi cally: 

• These jobs tend to pay above average wages, provide jobs for residents of  all 
education levels and offer good opportunities for advancement

• These businesses support our Knowledge Sectors by providing critical business 
services that need to be close, timely and often times are highly specialized. 

• The products produced in this sector provide a valuable export industry in the 
city.  Businesses that manufacture products in San Francisco often do so because 
of  the city’s unique combination of  location, talent, and proximity to clients. 

While protecting physical infrastructure businesses and other vulnerable uses, space 
should be provided in the Eastern Neighborhoods for “Knowledge Sector” businesses. 
(See Land Use chapter.)  Broadly speaking, the Knowledge Sector describes businesses 
that create economic value because of  the knowledge they possess and generate for 
their customers. Knowledge Sector business assistance is important because most 
Knowledge Sector industries have the highest fi scal impacts of  any industry in the 
local economy.  Specifi cally:

• Citywide, the Knowledge Sector provides the majority of  San Francisco’s high-wage 
jobs and can provide above-average paying jobs for workers without a four-year 
degree.

• The Knowledge Sector creates signifi cant multiplier effects for local-serving busi-
nesses and City payroll taxes. 
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• The strength of  the Knowledge Sector will play a large part in determining the 
trajectory of  the entire City economy.

Small businesses are generally defi ned as businesses with a total workforce of  100 or 
fewer employees and include sole-proprietors who have no employees.  Small business 
assistance is important because small businesses represent a signifi cant and growing 
portion of  the city economy. Specifi cally:

• Small businesses account for over 95% of  the companies in 
San Francisco and one out of  every three jobs.  

• The growth in the number of  small business has created an 
alternative to salaried employment for many San Francisco 
residents, and has the potential to address the city’s high rates 
of  asset poverty and economic insecurity.

• Small businesses that start in San Francisco tend to grow and 
expand in San Francisco, creating more jobs and revenue for 
the city. 

Providing business assistance to PDR businesses, Knowledge Sector businesses and 
small businesses is important in achieving the broader economic and workforce objec-
tives of  the city as defi ned in the city’s Economic Strategy.   The high cost of  doing 
business in San Francisco, and perceptions of  an unfriendly business climate, are cited 
as barriers to business growth and economic development in the city. If  the city is to 
retain PDR, Knowledge Sector and small businesses as they grow—and benefi t from 
the greater range of  jobs that large fi rms offer—then it must work to offer a competi-
tive business climate. Business assistance services are a vital part of  an overall strategy 
to strengthen the overall business climate and help these business sectors grow.  

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the needs highlighted above 
are as follows:

Policy 6.1.1 
Provide business assistance for new and existing PDR businesses in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods.

Implementation 6.1.1.1
The Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development (MOEWD) will continue 

to administer the Industrial Business Initiative to retain existing PDR businesses, identify and 

target industrial sectors poised for job growth, and support the creation of competitive 

industrial business districts. 

Implementation 6.1.1.2
PDR businesses will continue to be staffed by an MOEWD industrial manager who serves 

as a single point of contact for information on real estate, technical assistance, tax incen-

tives, workforce training and hiring programs, and assistance navigating city government.
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Implementation 6.1.1.3 
MOEWD will continue to provide assistance in the creation of sector specific industrial 

business associations.

Policy 6.1.2 
Provide business assistance for new and existing Knowledge Sector businesses in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods.

Implementation 6.1.2.1 
Targeted Knowledge Sector industries will be staffed by MOEWD sector specific industry 

managers, who serve as a single-point of contact for information on real estate, tax incen-

tives, workforce training and hiring programs, and assistance navigating city government.  

Targeted Knowledge Sector industries may include but not be limited to clean technology, 

life science and digital media.  

Implementation 6.1.2.2
MOEWD Knowledge Sector Industry Initiatives will retain existing businesses, work to 

recruit and support the growth of new Knowledge Sector businesses, and develop initia-

tives to strengthen and the grow the industry in San Francisco. 

Policy 6.1.3 
Provide business assistance for new and existing small businesses in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods.

Implementation 6.1.3.1 
Develop a strategic plan in collaboration with MOEWD, the Mayor’s Office of Commu-

nity Development (MOCD), local Neighborhood Economic Development Organizations 

and the Small Business Commission. This strategic plan will focus on creating a system to 

manage small business interaction with the City, providing outreach to local businesses, 

exploring financial incentive programs, designating the roles and responsibilities of relevant 

city agencies and non-profit partners, and streamlining the permit and licensing process for 

new and existing small businesses.   

Implementation 6.1.3.2
Create business assistance resources that includes: web, print, telephone and a “one-stop” 

small business technical assistance center.

Implementation 6.1.3.3 
To support both the economic and environmental benefits of participating in the green 

business movement, MOEWD will encourage commercial businesses in the Eastern Neigh-

borhoods to seek green business certification.

OBJECTIVE 6.2

INCREASE ECONOMIC SECURITY FOR WORKERS BY PROVIDING 
ACCESS TO SOUGHT-AFTER JOB SKILLS

Workforce development efforts - including job preparation, occupational skills training, 
and other strategies - are designed to provide individuals with the skills and knowledge 
necessary to access and retain quality jobs in a competitive economy.  Skills develop-
ment is key to helping workers move toward economic self-suffi ciency through jobs 
that are in demand in our local and regional economies. Supporting the development 
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of  job skills benefi ts individual workers and their families, and 
also benefi ts companies that do business in San Francisco. 

Because of  the complex and changing nature of  our economy, 
it is important that our workforce development strategies are 
aligned with the needs of  industry - matching job training with 
the skills needed by employers.  This is the match that will 
ensure that all San Francisco residents - particularly those that 
are low-income and/or may experience barriers to employ-
ment - are prepared for jobs as a result of  their training.  The 
workforce success of  all San Francisco residents is essential to 
sustainable economic development and reducing inequality in 
San Francisco.

Workforce development strategies will target a range of  established and growing 
industries. These industries refl ect the breadth of  San Francisco’s economy, and include 
Physical Infrastructure jobs and Knowledge Sector jobs (as discussed above), as well as 
those that are more involved in the “Experience Sector” (i.e., tourism and hospitality) 
and human services. These sectors are specifi cally targeted because of  their ability to 
pay above-average wages to well-trained workers, even if  those workers do not have 
a four-year degree. Employers range from small neighborhood serving businesses to 
large and mature companies.   

The policies as well as implementing actions to address the needs highlighted above 
are as follows:

Policy 6.2.1 
Provide workforce development training for those who work in and live in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, particularly those who do not have a college degree. 

Implementation 6.2.1.1
MOEWD is focused on seven industries for employment and training services and busi-

ness service development. These industries were identified because they currently require 

a significant number of jobs, or are expected to in the near future. The seven industries 

are: Health Care and Social Assistance, Biotechnology, Information Technology, Hospital-

ity, Retail, Construction, and Transportation. MOEWD will identify strategies to link low 

income and low skilled San Francisco residents to sector based training programs for skills 

development.

Implementation 6.2.1.2
MOEWD will continue to identify and develop high quality sector-based training programs 

that have the capacity to transition program participants into sustainable employment. 

Implementation 6.2.1.3
MOEWD will continue to develop a citywide strategic workforce development plan.  

The planning process incorporates the assistance  of  MOEWD’s workforce partners. 

The partners include representatives from educational institutions (both K-12 and higher 

education); labor unions; workforce not-for profits; government entities and employers.
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Community facilities are key elements that can help to create a strong sense of  com-
munity and identity.  They are an integral element of  socially and sustainable communi-
ties and they include community anchors like schools and libraries, childcare facilities, 
community centers (where youth, after school, and other activities can occur), cultural 
and arts centers, clinics and a range of  other amenities.  Community facilities can 
include any type of  service needed to meet the day-to-day needs of  the community. 
In the Eastern Neighborhoods these facilities can provide language/communication 
curricula programs to address education gaps, job skills and training, tutoring and youth 
development, cultural resource centers, and the support networks often so critical for 
lower income communities.  Specifi c needs might include multicultural programs, legal 
aid, information and referral, various parenting groups, immigration adaptation and 
settlement, etc.

Some community facilities critical to neighborhood development, such as streets, 
open space, housing and transportation, are addressed specifi cally in other sections of  
this Area Plan.  This Community Facilities chapter includes the remaining needs and 
attempts to address how they will be met either through traditional land use regula-
tions or through other methods to fund, encourage and maintain them.  In the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, the expected level of  need for these community facilities is based on 
existing needs as well as future ones, derived from projected population growth and 
new development demand.  Recommendations towards expansion or improvements 
to community facilities are based on this assessment, as well as on conversations with 
the community and with typical providers of  a these community services. The poli-
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cies that follow will be accompanied by a separate implementation document, which 
will outline funding strategies and public benefi t funds available for such facilities, and 
provide direction for their execution.  The Plan will also include a monitoring strategy 
to assess changes in needs so that the pool of  funds for public benefi ts can be allocated 
effi ciently and based on community priorities.

OBJECTIVE 7.1 

PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

The Mission is an economically and demographically diverse community. There is a 
signifi cant amount of  housing in the Mission and it is expected to increase with the 
implementation of  new zoning controls. For both the existing and new residents, 
community resources will be a priority to ensure the area’s livability and to provide 
a full range of  services and amenities. Existing facilities should be maintained and 
strengthened, while new facilities can enhance the neighborhood and fi ll existing gaps 
in service.  New residents will increase the need to add new facilities and to maintain 
and expand existing ones.

Community facilities are necessary for many kinds of  households, but particularly for 
families - improved schooling, upgraded libraries, improved and expanded parks, and 
increased child care facilities, including programming, are critical to maintaining an 
acceptable quality of  life for San Francisco’s families. Schools provide an anchor for 
families even beyond education: providing a safe local environment, facilitating social 
connections, and facilitating child growth and development.  

Public libraries, too, play a critical role in community life.  Library branches can con-
tribute to the social fabric of  their communities by serving as a distribution point for 
community information, by promoting social networks, and by providing access to the 
internet and to digital networking. The community libraries at the Mission, Potrero, 
and Mission Bay Branch provide reasonable access to the residents of  the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, but the projected increase in population could add to the need for 
existing libraries to provide additional materials.  Therefore, maintenance as well as 
planning for additional materials is another important consideration in the allocation 
of  community benefi ts.

Childcare facilities, like schools, can be strong neighborhood and community anchors. 
Locating childcare near residential areas, on-site in new residential complexes, near 
transit facilities, or near employment centers, supports families by reducing the time 
spent by parents going to and from daycare.  This may also contribute to other plan 
goals such as traffi c reduction, and increased transit ridership. Suffi cient care facilities 
for the neighborhood’s working families are critical if  the Eastern Neighborhoods are 
to not only continue, but grow their role as a place for families. 
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Therefore, the city should facilitate the careful location and expansion 
of  essential neighborhood services, while limiting the concentration of  
such activities within any one neighborhood.  New development can 
also help fund such additional new services and amenities in proportion 
to the need generated by new development. Additionally, maintenance 
is an important, though often neglected, aspect of  community facilities. 
Proper maintenance of  existing (and new) facilities is equally important 
to the creation of  new facilities.  The infl ux of  residents will further 
increase the usage of  existing facilities, potentially increasing their 
staffi ng and maintenance costs.  Even if  no new facilities are built in 
Mission, existing facilities need to be adequately staffed and maintained 
and methods for meeting the increased costs must be considered.

The policies as well as implementing actions to provide essential community facilities 
and services are as follows:

Policy 7.1.1 
Support the siting of new facilities to meet the needs of a growing community and 
to provide opportunities for residents of all age levels.

Implementation 7.1.1.1
Amend the Planning Code to require impact fees on all new residential and nonresidential 

development to fund community facilities in the project area, as supported by the findings 

of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently underway).

Implementation 7.1.1.2
Amend the Planning Code to enable large-scale development to meet fee obligations 

through the construction of a City-approved community facility, provided such a facility 

meets a demonstrated community need.  

Implementation 7.1.1.3
Encourage development agreements that provide favorable leases or purchase agreements 

to needed community facilities and non-profit providers. 

Policy 7.1.2 
Recognize the value of existing facilities and support their expansion and contin-
ued use.

Implementation 7.1.2.1
Encourage adaptive reuse of existing public and community facilities that may be vacant or 

under-utilized rather than their sale or closure.

Implementation 7.1.2.2
The Planning Department will work with the San Francisco Unified School District, the 

Department of Children Youth and Families (DCYF), the San Francisco Redevelopment 

Agency and the Mayor’s Office of Community Development (MOCD) to explore revitaliz-

ing older schools as multi-use facilities, with joint use agreements that permit co-location of 

neighborhood services such as youth-serving community-based organizations, low-income 

clinics, recreation centers and job skills training sites.
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Implementation 7.1.2.3
The Mayor and the SFUSD will continue efforts on the pilot program that enables use of 

selected school playgrounds on weekends and select holidays, and work with the DCYF 

and other agencies to continue exploring possibilities for joint use of school playgrounds 

outside of school hours. (See Streets and Open Space for further discussion)  

Policy 7.1.3 
Ensure childcare services are located where they will best serve neighborhood 
workers and residents.

Implementation 7.1.3.1
Ensure that zoning permits childcare facilities in areas where it is appropriate.

Implementation 7.1.3.2
Encourage new childcare development near residential areas, on-site in new residential 

complexes, near transit facilities, or near employment centers to support families by reduc-

ing the time spent going to and from daycare, and to support other plan goals of traffic 

reduction, and increased transit ridership.

Implementation 7.1.3.3
Continue to require office or hotel development projects to mitigate the impact on the 

availability of child-care facilities which will be caused by the employees attracted to the 

proposed development project.

Implementation 7.1.3.4
Amend the Planning Code to require impact fees on all new residential and nonresidential 

development to fund community facilities such as child care facilities in the project area, as 

supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently underway).

Implementation 7.1.3.5
Amend the Planning Code to enable large-scale development to meet fee obligations 

through the construction of a childcare facility onsite or through the development of a 

relationship with an educational institution or a non-profit to provide a childcare facility in 

San Francisco through favorable leases, purchase agreements or other methods that facili-

tate the provision of childcare., as supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

nexus study (currently underway).

Policy 7.1.4 
Ensure adequate maintenance of existing public health and community facilities.

Implementation 7.1.4.1
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with implementing agencies such as the 

Department of Public Health, to ensure appropriate maintenance of publicly used facilities. 

Implementation 7.1.4.2
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with the Board of Supervisors and 

other City agencies, to develop funding mechanisms to support facility operations, such 

as tax increment financing to support plan based improvements or a community facilities 

district where appropriate. 

Policy 7.1.5 
Ensure public libraries in the Plan Area have sufficient materials to meet projected 
growth to continue quality services and access for residents of the area. 
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Implementation 7.1.5.1 
Amend the Planning Code to require impact fees on all new residential and nonresidential 

development to fund community improvement, including library materials, in the project 

area., as supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently 

underway).

OBJECTIVE 7.2  

ENSURE CONTINUED SUPPORT FOR HUMAN SERVICE PROVIDERS 
THROUGHOUT THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

San Francisco’s population is known for its ethnic diversity, and many of  its diverse 
cultural and ethnic traditions are rooted in areas of  the Eastern Neighborhoods.  The 
Mission holds more than 25 percent of  the City’s Latino population, SoMa retains a 
signifi cant number of  the City’s Asian, and specifi cally its Filipino, population.  The 
neighborhoods have long been a home for much of  the City’s ethnic, cultural, linguistic 
and social diversity, and as a result, the neighborhoods’ populations have demonstrated 
a greater need for community facilities, human and social services to support this 
diversity. 

Most human and social service needs are met through a partnership 
of  public and nonprofi t organizations.  Nonprofi t providers often 
serve under contract with City agencies, leverage substantial addi-
tional funding from state, federal, corporate, foundation and private 
sources.  In a 2001 survey, nonprofi t human service providers laid 
claim to exactly how important it was to be located close to their 
clients, in their own neighborhoods: the majority stated that it was 
“essential” that their activities were located in a specifi c neighbor-
hood; the neighborhoods most often cited were the Mission, Potrero 
Hill, and SoMa . This information demonstrates just how important 
the existing facilities are to the local communities of  the Eastern Neighborhoods, and 
how critical it is that services continue. 

Health Care is another critical component for the Eastern Neighborhoods, where many 
residents fall between the cracks of  managed health care.  The neighborhoods do have 
a good number of  care centers and nonprofi t health providers - the Department of  
Public Health recommends a one-mile access to health care centers, and all except for 
the easternmost edges of  the Eastern SoMa are within a one mile radius of  a public 
health center.  On a per capita basis, the Eastern Neighborhoods have more facilities 
than exist citywide - this need for these facilities will continue if  the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods continues to house a substantial number of  low income residents.

As the Plan aims to improve the neighborhoods, and to meet the needs that new 
residential units in the Eastern Neighborhoods will create, it must provide support 
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for continuance of  the area’s existing community facility network. Studies have shown 
that even in the midst of  growth, the need for community and human services stays 
high or grows, and the rise in costs in San Francisco – high land costs, rents, facilities, 
employment costs – has already led to  a host of  pressures for service providers. New 
growth must mitigate this pressure with support for facilities, through facility provision, 
fi nancing and other methods of  assistance. Impact fees will support improvements 
to community infrastructure: existing impact fees already are dedicated to funding 
schools; new impact fees will provide revenue for others, such as childcare, libraries 
and human services needs.

Policy 7.2.1 
Promote the continued operation of existing human and health services that serve 
low-income and immigrant communities in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Implementation 7.2.1.1
Work with the Mayor’s Office of Community Development, local economic development 

organizations and other relevant organizations to explore providing financial incentive pro-

grams and other strategies to protect existing facilities from displacement. 

Policy 7.2.2 
Encourage new facilities and spaces for providers of services such as English 
as a Second Language, employment training services, art, education and youth 
programming.

Implementation 7.2.2.1
The Mayors Office of Community Development will serve to connect interested project 

sponsors with neighborhoods to develop mutually supportive development plans in areas 

with identified service gaps.

Implementation 7.2.2.2
Encourage development agreements that provide favorable leases or purchase agreements 

to needed community facilities and non-profit providers. 

Implementation 7.2.2.3
Amend the Planning Code to require impact fees on all new residential and nonresidential 

development to provide funding for new community facility space in the project area, as 

supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently underway).

Policy 7.2.3  
Explore a range of revenue- generating tools to support the ongoing operations 
and maintenance of community facilities, including public funds and grants as well 
as private funding sources. 

Implementation 7.2.3.1 
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with implementing agencies such as the 

Human Services Agency, to secure grant and bond funding for community services.

Implementation 7.2.3.2
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with the Board of Supervisors and 

other City agencies, to support state law changes that will enable use of tax increment 

financing to support plan and community needs. 
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OBJECTIVE 7.3 

REINFORCE THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MISSION AS THE 
CENTER OF LATINO LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO

The Mission has long been home to Latinos whose numbers grew 
substantially from the 1940s onward.  The development of  Latino 
cultural institutions and businesses both dispersed and concentrated 
the Latino community in the neighborhood.  A considerable number 
of  Latino families live throughout the Mission.  However, many 
families have also moved on to outlying parts of  the City or other 
places but continue to look at the Mission as “home” – attending 
Sunday services at the Mission Dolores Church, shopping and eating in the local Latino 
businesses and dropping by the Mission Cultural Center for activities.

Cultural and service facilities that support Latinos, such as the Mission Cultural Cen-
ter, Arriba Juntos, Galeria de La Raza, Brava Theatre, and the Mission Language and 
Vocational School, to name a few, are key contributors to the diversity of  the Mission 
and the city as a whole.

In addition to the maintenance of  existing facilities, new facilities that support the 
importance of  Latino life and other cultures in the Mission such as English as a Second 
Language, employment, art, education and youth centers would provide additional 
support to strengthening Latino culture in the Mission.

The policies and implementing actions to ensure Latino life and other cultural institu-
tions are strengthened and recognized in the Mission are as follows:

Policy 7.3.1
Support efforts to preserve and enhance social and cultural institutions.

Implementation 7.3.1.1
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with implementing agencies such as the 

Arts Commission, to secure grant and bond funding for social and cultural institutions. 

Implementation 7.3.1.2
The Planning Department will work in cooperation with the Board of Supervisors and 

other City agencies such as MOEWD, to develop other funding sources such as a com-

munity assessment district which can help to fund neighborhood institutions. 

Implementation 7.3.1.3
Recognize the work of cultural and social institutions in Mission through creative strategies 

- events, awards, and physical signs and placards - that acknowledge their contributions.

Policy 7.3.2
Encourage the creation of new social and cultural facilities in the Mission area.

Implementation 7.3.2.1
The Mayors Office of Community Development will connect interested project sponsors 

with neighborhoods to develop mutually supportive development plans. 
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Implementation 7.3.2.2
Encourage development agreements that provide favorable leases or purchase agreements 

to new social and cultural facilities.

Implementation 7.3.2.3
Amend the Planning Code to require impact fees on all new residential and nonresiden-

tial development to provide funding for new arts/institutional facility space in the project 

area, as supported by the findings of the Eastern Neighborhoods nexus study (currently 

underway).

Policy 7.3.3 
Protect and support Latino and other minority or culturally significant local busi-
ness, structures, property and institutions in the Mission

Implementation 7.3.3.1
The Planning Department will work with the Arts Commission to develop a public, way 

finding system or other physical demarcation to memorialize the important cultural and 

social resources in the Mission. 

Implementation 7.3.3.2
Pursue formal designation of the Mission ‘s historic and cultural resources, as appropriate 

(See the Historic Preservation Chapter for further discussion).

Implementation 7.3.3.3
Provide business assistance for new and existing small businesses in the Eastern Neighbor-

hoods (See the Economic Development Chapter for further discussion).
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION

The heritage of  San Francisco is preserved in its historically signifi cant buildings, sites, 
districts, and other resources. These historic resources are important to quality of  life 
in the city, and they help to make it attractive to residents, visitors, and businesses. They 
provide continuity to the events, places, people, and architecture of  San Francisco’s 
storied past. Historic resources contribute to the city’s diverse housing and commercial 
stock, and to the human scale and pedestrian orientation of  its neighborhoods. Plan 
policies should promote the identifi cation, protection and rehabilitation of  known and 
unknown historic resources to assure that they accommodate for current populations 
as well as future generations.

The Mission District is particularly rich in historical properties, including several of  
the oldest and most important in the city. Just west of  the Mission Area Plan boundary 
stands San Francisco’s oldest building and the district namesake, the Mission Dolores 
(1776), last intact remnant of  the city’s Spanish-Mexican period. Also found scattered 
throughout the Mission District are farmhouses, cottages, and even barns of  the settlers 
and farmers who occupied the Mission valley during the Gold Rush and the American 
pioneer period of  the 1850s and 1860s. Examples include the Tanforan Cottages on 
Dolores Street (also located just outside of  the Mission Area Plan boundary), two of  
the oldest extant homes in the city.

Much of  the Mission District’s building stock dates to the area’s development as one 
of  the city’s fi rst streetcar suburbs in the 1870s and 1880s. As new transit lines were 
installed from the growing city center to the outlying Mission, and as the old Mexican 
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ranchos were subdivided, residential development in Victorian styles followed. The 
Mission’s proximity to the South of  Market and the Central Waterfront areas, and the 
direct access provided by transit lines, fostered growth of  a working-class population 
and character in the Mission. The city’s wealthy elite also found the Mission, particularly 
Howard Street (now South Van Ness Avenue), to be a desirable area for their estates 
and mansions. During the latter nineteenth century, the majority of  the Mission was 
built out as a residential suburb.

The Great Earthquake and Fire of  1906 destroyed the northern part of  
the Mission District, while the southern Mission was spared. In the vast 
area of  the Mission that burned to the ground, a decade of  furious recon-
struction following the disaster largely replicated what had existed before, 
though modernized. The reconstruction building stock was taller and 
denser than the older stock, and rendered largely in Edwardian, Classical 
Revival, and Mission Revival styles. In the southern part of  the Mission, 
where the Victorian-styled building stock was untouched by the 1906 fi re, 
signifi cant new construction also occurred during the reconstruction in 
order to meet the urgent needs of  refugees.

As the twentieth century progressed, the established commercial thoroughfare of  
Mission Street thrived and grew. Following the 1906 destruction of  the downtown 
commercial center, Mission Street assumed a new role as a vital citywide shopping 
district. The surviving portion functioned while the burned portion was rebuilt. The 
corridor, which came to be known as the “Mission Miracle Mile,” was characterized 
by innovations in consumer-oriented architecture that developed during the twentieth 
century. downtown department stores, furniture stores, movie theaters, and numerous 
other consumer-oriented businesses gravitated to Mission Street and spilled over to 
surrounding streets such as Valencia and Sixteenth.

Following the post-1906 reconstruction period, the Mission District was largely built 
out and its population had expanded. To serve the larger population, construction of  
commercial buildings, public buildings such as schools, and community institutions 
such as churches, temples, and union halls continued through the fi rst few decades 
of  the twentieth century. New pockets of  residential infi ll also appeared, designed in 
twentieth century styles such as Craftsman, Mediterranean Revival, and Deco/Mod-
erne. Since mid-century, public and private redevelopments have altered the Mission’s 
older landscape. Changes in socio-economics have also occurred, including the estab-
lishment of  Latino culture in the heart of  the Mission, centered on the 24th Street 
commercial corridor.

The Mission’s multi-layered heritage is distinguished by the existence of  individually 
signifi cant historic properties as well as by cohesive groupings that form historic districts. 
Within the Mission Area Plan, Article 10 of  the Planning Code offi cially designates a 
number of  City Landmarks, including the San Francisco Labor Temple, the Victoria 



D
R

A
F

T

93

C
h
a
p

te
r 

8
: 
H

is
to

ri
c
 P

re
se

rv
a

tio
n

Theater, the San Francisco Women’s Building (formerly the Mission Turnverein), and 
residences ranging from cottages to mansions. Article 10 also designates the Liberty 
Hill Historic District. Individual properties such as Mission Dolores, the National 
Guard Armory, and the California Trunk Factory are also listed in the National Reg-
ister of  Historic Places and the California Register of  Historical Resources. Various 
other historic properties and districts, such as the Mission Reconstruction District, 
are identifi ed through informational surveys and are listed in the statewide Historical 
Resources Inventory maintained by the California Offi ce of  Historic Preservation 
(OHP). It is expected that additional historic surveys in the Mission Area Plan will 
document a substantial number of  previously unknown resources.

The historic preservation objectives and policies of  the Mission Area Plan provide for 
identifi cation, retention, reuse, and sustainability of  the area’s historic properties. As 
the area changes and develops, historic features and properties that defi ne it should 
not be lost or diminished. New construction should respect and relate to the Mission’s 
historical contexts. The Plan regulates sound treatment of  historic resources according 
to established standards, it encourages rehabilitation of  resources for new compatible 
uses, and it allows for incentives for qualifying historic projects. As greater understand-
ing of  the Mission’s important historic resources is gained through ongoing survey 
and property evaluations, the preservation policies of  the Mission Area Plan may be 
revised or augmented to incorporate the new information.

OBJECTIVE 8.1

IDENTIFY AND EVALUATE HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 
WITHIN THE MISSION PLAN AREA 

Individually signifi cant historic resources or historic districts are often identifi ed by a  
historic resource survey or a historical context statement.  While a number of  historic 
resource surveys have been completed in the Mission Plan area (including the identifi -
cation and Article 10 designation of  the Liberty-Hill Historic District and the ongoing 
Inner Mission North Survey program), it is expected that additional historic resource 
surveys in the Mission Plan area will document a substantial number of  previously 
unidentifi ed historic resources.  

Historic resource surveys and historical context statements help the Planning Depart-
ment determine eligibility of  resources for designation at the local, state, and/or national 
level. Offi cial designation in turn, fosters civic pride in historic preservation for the 
benefi t of  the Mission Plan area and the city as a whole.   

Materials, styles, and property types from the nineteenth- and early twentieth-centuries 
are more widely appreciated and studied than those associated with the recent past. 
However, there are some structures that have developed exceptional cultural or historic 



M I S S I O N  A R E A  P L A N

D
R

A
F

T

94
DRAFT FOR CITIZEN REVIEW

signifi cance as part of  our recent past.  These resources - buildings, objects or land-
scapes - deserve consideration in the preservation process.  The Planning Department 
will continue to develop historical context statements and to conduct historic resource 
surveys in the Mission to identify historic and cultural resources from the distant past 
as well as from the recent past.   

Policy 8.1.1
Conduct context-based historic resource surveys within the Mission Plan area.

Implementation 8.1.1.1
The Planning Department will complete a survey of historical resources in the Mission Plan 

area by the end of 2008 and update existing resource evaluations as needed. 

Policy 8.1.2
Pursue formal designation of the Mission’s historic and cultural resources, as ap-
propriate.

Implementation 8.1.2.1
The Planning Department, when appropriate, will support nominations for listing of 

resources on the National Register or California Register, as well as nominations for local 

designation under Article 10 of the Planning Code in conformance with the Landmarks 

Preservation Advisory Board’s annual work plan and based on the results of the historic 

resource surveys within the Mission Plan Area.

Policy 8.1.3
Recognize and evaluate historic and cultural resources that are less than fifty 
years old and may display exceptional significance to the recent past.

Implementation 8.1.3.1
The Planning Department will continue to identify and document significant cultural, social 

and architectural resources from the recent past through survey, proerty specific historic 

resource evaluations and context development. 

OBJECTIVE 8.2

PROTECT, PRESERVE, AND REUSE HISTORIC RESOURCES WITHIN THE 
MISSION PLAN AREA

Signifi cant historic and cultural resources located in the Mission Plan area include 
individual properties and districts that are listed on or eligible for the National or 
California Register, or that are designated as Landmarks or Districts under Article 
10 of  the Planning Code. These historic and cultural resources cannot be replaced if  
lost to demolition or altered in such manner their historic signifi cance is diminished. 
To retain this signifi cance, there are a number of  ways to protect, preserve and reuse 
historic resources within the Mission Plan area. 

The established Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of  Historic 
Properties provide guidelines for managing any change to a historic resource and 
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for appropriately addressing historical materials, features, and 
character.  In other instances, because many historic and cul-
tural resources no longer retain their historic use, it is desirable 
to adapt historic resources to accommodate  compatible new 
uses while preserving character-defi ning features. The Planning 
Department will support rehabilitation and the adaptive reuse 
of  historic buildings within the Mission area Plan pursuant to 
the Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

Policy 8.2.1
Protect individually significant historic and cultural resources 
and contributors to historic districts in the Mission Plan area 
from demolition or adverse alteration. 

Implementation 8.2.1.1

 A Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist will work with neighborhood 

planning to carefully evaluate projects for their impacts to historic resources as well as to 

the overall historic character of the area. 

Implementation 8.2.1.2
The Planning Department will scrutinize all proposals to demolish or significantly alter any 

historic or cultural resource within the Mission Plan area in an effort to protect the charac-

ter and quality of historic and cultural resources.  

Implementation 8.2.1.3
The Planning Department will develop design guidelines that provide guidance for the 

rehabilitation of the Mission area Plan’s historic resources.  The design guidelines will pro-

vide specific examples and case studies as guidance for appropriate historic rehabilitation in 

order to prevent adverse alteration. 

Policy 8.2.2
Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties in conjunction with the Mission area Plan objectives and policies for all 
projects involving historic or cultural resources.

Implementation 8.2.2.1
 A Planning Department Preservation Technical Specialist will apply the Secretary of the 

Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties in conjunction with the preser-

vation policies and objectives of the Mission area Plan to minimize the overall impact upon 

historic or cultural resources.

Policy 8.2.3
Promote and offer incentives for the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of historic 
buildings in the Mission Plan area.

Implementation 8.2.3.1
Amend the Planning Code to allow for market rate housing in certain planning districts 

where such designation promotes preservation and rehabilitation of historic or cultural 

resources pursuant to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
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OBJECTIVE 8.3

ENSURE THAT HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONCERNS CONTINUE TO 
BE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE ONGOING PLANNING PROCESSES FOR 
THE MISSION PLAN AREA AS THEY EVOLVE OVER TIME

New information regarding historic and cultural resources is discovered on a regular 
basis.  As new information is compiled, it should be utilized to update and revise the 
policies set forth in the Mission Plan.   It is also important that throughout the plan-
ning process, the Planning department work with various city agencies to ensure the 
protection and preservation of  historic resources. 

Historic resources are particularly vulnerable to deterioration due to their age and 
lack of  maintenance. Neglect can result in effective demolition of  a historic resource 
and alterations executed without the benefi t of  the appropriate city permits have the 
potential to diminish the signifi cance of  a historic resource.   Owners of  all properties 
have a responsibility to maintain their investment in good condition and to obtain City 
approval for alterations.  

Valuing the historic character of  older buildings can help to protect these structures 
in the event of  a natural disaster. Older buildings are among those most vulnerable 
to destruction or heavy damage from events such as earthquake or fi re, resulting in 
potential danger to life safety as well as an irreplaceable loss of  the historic fabric of  
San Francisco.  

Valuing the historic character of  neighborhoods can preserve economic diversity.  In 
some cases, older buildings that are responsibly rehabilitated may be more affordable 
than new construction.  These buildings may be opportunities for low and moderate 
income households to fi nd affordable housing.  

Policy 8.3.1
Adopt and revise land use, design and other relevant policies, guidelines, and 
standards, as needed to further preservation objectives.

Implementation 8.3.1.1 
The Planning Department will revise the Mission Area Plan and related controls, as appro-

priate, upon completion of the historic surveys, to include official designation of historic 

resources and/or districts as appropriate, and may also include the adoption of historic 

design guidelines that are specific to an area or property type.

Policy 8.3.2
Pursue and encourage opportunities, consistent with the objectives of historic pres-
ervation, to increase the supply of affordable housing within the Mission Plan area.

Implementation 8.3.2.1  
The Planning Department and Mayor’s Office of Housing will work together to develop 

protocols that address the need for housing while allowing for the continued preservation 

and use of historic and cultural resources within the Mission Plan area, particularly those 

that were previously developed for industrial uses. 
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The Planning Department will work with the Department of  
Building Inspection in developing priority processing of  all appli-
cations fi led for projects that provide 100% affordable housing to 
low and moderate income households and propose to rehabilitate 
an identifi ed historic or cultural resource in accordance with the 
Secretary of  the Interior’s Standards. 

The Planning Department will continue to work with the pub-
lic agencies and the private sector, and will develop legislation 
and programs for projects that retain and rehabilitate historic 
resources for low-income and workforce housing. 

Policy 8.3.3
Ensure a more efficient and transparent evaluation of project proposals which 
involve historic resources and minimize impacts to historic resources per CEQA 
guidelines.

Implementation 8.3.3.1
The Planning Department will update its Bulletin #16, “City and County of San Francisco 

Planning Department CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources” which outlines the 

requirements and procedures regarding how a property is evaluated as a potential historic 

resource and whether proposals are in keeping with current preservation policies.

Policy 8.3.4
Prevent destruction of historic and cultural resources resulting from owner neglect 
or inappropriate actions. 

Implementation 8.3.4.1
The Planning Department will seek remedies in cases of neglect or impairment of  historic 

or cultural resources through owner action/inaction within the Mission plan area.

Implementation 8.3.4.2
The Planning Department will actively work with the Department of Building Inspection, in 

cases of resource deterioration or diminishment due to unapproved owner activity/inac-

tivity,  to seek corrective remedies such as restoration, repair, and maintenance, through 

enforcement, as appropriate.

Policy 8.3.5
Work with the Department of Building Inspection and the Department of 
Emergency Services to develop emergency preparedness and response plans that 
consider the Mission area Plan’s historic and cultural resources. 

Implementation 8.3.5.1
The Planning Department will work with the Department of Building Inspection and the 

Department of Emergency Services to develop programs to abate hazards posed by exist-

ing buildings and structures, while preserving resources and their character-defining features.

Implementation 8.3.5.2
The Planning Department will work with other agencies to develop plans in the prepara-

tion and response to natural disasters including earthquakes and fires, and ensure the future 

welfare of historic and cultural resources.
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Policy 8.3.6
The Planning Department shall work with property owners and the Department 
of Building Inspection to encourage and facilitate the protection and seismic retro-
fit of local, state, or nationally designated UMB (Unreinforced Masonry Buildings) 
found in the Plan Area.

Implementation 8.3.6.1
The Planning Department shall work with the Department of Building Inspection to 

develop ways for property owners to facilitate the seismic upgrade of the City’s unrein-

forced historic and cultural resources.  This collaboration shall also develop a protocol to 

minimize the demolition of historic and culturally significant resources that are identified as 

UMBs through neglect and non-compliance with safety and health codes. 

OBJECTIVE 8.4

PROMOTE THE PRINCIPLES OF SUSTAINABILITY FOR THE BUILT 
ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE INHERENTLY “GREEN” STRATEGY OF 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION

A commitment to retaining and preserving historic resources saves, preserves, recycles 
and reuses valuable materials that contain embodied energy.  For this reason, the pres-
ervation, protection and reuse of  historic and cultural resources are “green” strategies 
that can be applied to the built environment and help the City to achieve broader goals 
of  sustainability.  

Policy 8.4.1
Encourage the retention and rehabilitation of historic and cultural resources as an 
option for increased sustainability and consistency with the goals and objectives of 
the Sustainability Plan for the City and County of San Francisco.

Implementation 8.4.1.1 
The City will continue to evaluate means of encouraging or mandating green building strat-

egies, and historic preservation will be considered among those. 

OBJECTIVE 8.5

PROVIDE PRESERVATION INCENTIVES, GUIDANCE, AND LEADERSHIP 
WITHIN THE MISSION PLAN AREA

Preservation incentives are intended to offset the cost of  preservation and encour-
age property owners to maintain, repair, restore, or rehabilitate historic and cultural 
resources. A number of  fi nancial incentives are available to owners of  historic and 
cultural resources to assist in preservation. 

On a local level, San Francisco offers preservation incentive programs, and other incen-
tives are offered through California Offi ce of  Historic Preservation. These include 
federal tax credits for rehabilitation of  qualifi ed historical resources, property tax abate-
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ment programs (the Mills Act), and tax reductions for preservation easements. Grants, 
loans, and other funding sources are also available from public and private organizations. 
Preservation incentives can result in tangible benefi ts to property owners.

On a State level, the State Historic Building Code (SHBC) permits alternate design 
approaches to the regular Building Code that can minimize adverse impacts while still 
providing for health and safety.  The SHBC can be used to fi nd creative solutions to 
protect materials and methods of  construction that might not otherwise be permitted 
under the standard Code. Property owners seeking to rehabilitate historic buildings 
may also be able to realize cost savings when rehabilitating an historic structure by 
using the SHBC. The SHBC protects California’s heritage by recognizing the unique 
construction problems inherent in historic buildings and providing an alternative to 
the regular Building Code.

Another good resource for incentive programs and education is the Planning Depart-
ment staff. The Planning Department retains a core staff  of  Historic Preservation 
Technical Specialists who are available to share expertise with the public and other 
government agencies.  Because the City and County of  San Francisco is the largest 
owner of  offi cially designated landmarks in the City, the planning staff  will work to 
share their expertise with other agencies to identify, maintain and rehabilitate the pub-
licly owned historic and cultural resources in the Mission Plan Area. With the guidance 
of  the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board, the City will also lead by example 
and demonstrate good stewardship of  its resources by maintaining, rehabilitating, and 
restoring its publicly owned historic resources within the Mission Plan area.

Policy 8.5.1
Disseminate information about the availability of financial incentives for qualifying 
historic preservation projects.

Implementation 8.5.1.1 
The Planning Department will promote awareness and support the use of preservation 

incentives and will provide this  information to the public through the planning website, the 

development of educational materials, the development of preservation and rehabilitation 

plans, and technical assistance during the application. 

Policy 8.5.2
Encourage use of the State Historic Building Code for qualifying historic preserva-
tion projects.

Implementation: 8.5.2.1 
The Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection will work together to 

ensure that where appropriate the State Historic Building Code is applied.  

Policy 8.5.3
Demonstrate preservation leadership and good stewardship by the city of publicly 
owned historic and cultural resources.
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Implementation 8.5.3.1
The Planning Department will work collaboratively with, and provide technical expertise to 

the School District, the Recreation and Parks Department, the Port, the Redevelopment 

Agency, and other agencies as needed, to identify, maintain and rehabilitate the publicly 

owned historic and cultural resources in the Mission Plan Area.  

Implementation 8.5.3.2
The Planning Department will encourage DPW to develop “cultural landscapes” using 

elements such as maps locating important cultural, social centers of the Plan Area; plaques 

indicating historic sites; and signage to indicate the neighborhood as  the Mission.  Use local 

artists and community organizations to develop a logo for the community.

OBJECTIVE 8.6 

FOSTER PUBLIC AWARENESS AND APPRECIATION OF HISTORIC AND 
CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE MISSION PLAN AREA

San Francisco residents, merchants, and local historians may possess and have access 
to valuable historic information not widely known about buildings or other resources 
that would be useful in the evaluation process.  The public can play an important role 
in identifying historic resources by participating in City surveys and context statement 
development or by submitting Potential San Francisco Landmark Evaluation forms to 
begin a formal designation process. Such participation can help to promote greater civic 
pride and awareness of  the historic and cultural landscape of  the Mission Plan area 
which is also helpful for the planning and environmental decision-making process.

Policy 8.6.1
Encourage public participation in the identification of historic and cultural resourc-
es within the Mission Plan area. 

Implementation 8.6.1.1 
The Planning Department and the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board will continue to 

seek public participation in the development of an annual work plan for future preservation 

planning efforts and Article 10 designation.  

Policy 8.6.2
Foster education and appreciation of historic and cultural resources within the 
Mission Plan area among business leaders, neighborhood groups, and the general 
public through outreach efforts.

Implementation 8.6.2.1
The Planning Department will develop outreach programs, literature, and internet tools 

such as the development of a preservation website, the creation of maps of historic districts 

and landmarked building, and attend pubic meetings in order to foster better understanding 

of the historic and architectural importance of the Plan area.  

Implementation 8.6.2.2
The Planning Department will work with the Department of Public Works to place 

plaques, signs and markers to aid in the identification of cultural and historic resources.
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