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San Francisco remains a highly desirable place to live and its
housing market has a seemingly infinite demand. Housing
costs in San Francisco, for both renters and owners, are
second only to that of New York City. The relative stability
of local housing costs in the wake of the recent economic
downturn is a testament to the robustness of the market.
The continuing high cost of housing in San Francisco
amplifies the need for providing affordable housing to all
household income levels, especially low and very low in-
come levels. The provision of adequate affordable housing

remains a significant challenge for San Francisco.

This first part of the Housing Element contains a description
and analysis of San Francisco’s population and employment
trends; existing housing characteristics; overall housing
need, including special needs groups; and capacity for
new housing based on land supply and site opportunities

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

Element law. Information is presented on trends since
the 2004 Housing Element was published and on expected
development for the next five to 10 years, at which time
the Housing Element will be updated again. An evaluation
of the 2004 Housing Element is included in this document

as an appendix.

Primary data sources include the Census Bureau and State
Department of Finance for existing conditions, projections
published by the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG), and independent analysis by the Planning De-
partment.! The data used are the most reliable available
for assessing existing conditions. These standard sources
provide a basis for consistent comparison with older data
and form the basis for the best possible forecasts. The data
provide a general picture of economic trends and therefore
do not necessarily reflect particular trends or cycles in the

housing market and the wider economy.

1 San Francisco relies on information provided by the ay Area Governments
(ABAG). ABAG projections are the official projections of growth for the Bay Area and are
used by numerous local governing agencies to identify potential needs and problems, both
locally and regionally. The California State Housing and Community Development Depart-
ment also uses these figures for determining housing needs for the state. ABAG projects
the number of jobs for each county in the Bay Area 20 to 25 years into the future. The
assumptions that ABAG used in Projections 2007 are based on demographic and economic
data. The demographic assumptions take into account fertility, births, deaths, migration,
household sizes, and labor force participation rates. Economic assumptions include exports,
the rate of GDP growth, energy prices, productivity, and interest rates.
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Population,
—mployment and
ncome Trends

San Francisco continues to grow and has now surpassed its population peak of the 1950s; some
809,000 people call San Francisco home. A slight shift in the City’s racial composition was
noted in the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2008 American Community Survey (ACS) estimate but San
Francisco continues to be a culturally and racially diverse place. San Francisco households are
generally better off and median incomes are rising; the 2008 ACS estimated San Francisco’s
median income at about $73,798. San Francisco is also growing older. The median age of San
Francisco residents has been rising since 1990, especially as the baby-boom generation ages.
In 2008, the estimated median age was 40.4 years. Families with children constitute a small
portion of San Francisco households. Under 13% of the City’s total population is 14 years old
and younger, giving San Francisco the distinction of having the fewest children of all major
U.S. cities.
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A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS

1. Population Change

San Francisco has seen an increase in population and jobs in recent years. The 2000 Census
counted over 776,730 San Franciscans while the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
estimated some 634,430 jobs in the City. While the population and employment dropped in

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

Exact numbers differ depending on the source; however, by all estimates San Francisco’s popu-
lation has increased since 2000. The state Department of Finance (DoF) estimated 824,525
San Franciscans in 2008 while ABAG’s projections is about 803,235. The 2008 American
Community Survey estimated San Francisco’s population to be about 808,976. ABAG
projects continued population growth to 867,100 by 2020 or an overall increase of about
57,100 people who will need to be housed over the next 12 years (Table I-1 and Figure I-1).
Household growth, an approximation of the demand for housing, indicates a need for some

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

household growth (Table I-1).

1990 2000 2010 * 2020 * 2030 *
Total Population 723,959 776,733 810,000 867,100 934,800
Population Change 52,774 33,267 57,100 67,700
% Population Change 7.3% 4.3% 7.0% 7.8%
Household Population 699,330 756,976 789,100 845,800 913,000
% HH Population Change 8.2% 4.2% 7.2% 8.0%
Households 305,584 329,700 346,680 372,750 400,700
Households Change 24,116 16,980 26,070 27,950
% Households Change 7.9% 5.2% 7.5% 7.5%
SOURCES: Census Bureau, ABAG, Projections 2009
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SOURCES: Census Bureau, ABAG Projections 2009

Table I-1

Population Trends and ABAG
Projections, San Francisco,
1990-2030

Figure I-1

Population Trends and ABAG
Projections, San Francisco,
1940-2030
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2. Age

San Francisco’s population, in line with national trends, is getting older as the baby boom
generation ages. San Francisco also has the distinction of having the fewest number of children
of all major American cities. Table I-2 and Figure 1-2 show recent population trends and
projections by age group. The median age for San Francisco was estimated to be 40.4 years old
in 2008, an increase from 36.5 in 2000. ABAG’s Projections 2007 calculated the median age

to increase at a slower rate, not reaching 39.2 years until 2020.

In 2000, San Franciscans 14 years and younger constituted only 12% of the city’s population.
The number of young San Franciscans, however, is expected to grow, almost doubling (96%)
to 184,700 by 2010 and making up 23% of the total population. Their numbers will taper
off the following decades and eventually return to a smaller proportion of the population by
2030.

From 1990 to 2000, the 45-59 age group grew approximately 34%, the highest growth rate
of any group in the population for that period. San Franciscans 45 years and older are also
forecast to increase, making up 36% of the population by 2010 and 44% by 2030. The City’s
older residents — those 60 years and older — will grow the most over the coming years, account-
ing for 30% of the total population by 2030.

Age Group 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030

population Trg;gé"a’l;a’ Oto 14 97,301 94,010 184,700 164,000 130,500
Projections by Age Groups, 15to 24 94,465 89,388 74,700 124,400 114,100
San Francisco, 1390-2030 25 10 44 288,387 314,222 255,200 187,700 251,600
4510 59 106,058 142,744 150,600 190,200 146,600

60 + 137,748 136,369 143,500 190,900 279,800

Total 723,959 776,733 808,700 857,200 922,600

Median Age 35.3 36.7 37.6 39.2 40.9

SOURCES: Census Bureau; ABAG, Projections 2007
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3. Ethnic Composition

San Francisco’s population is ethnically diverse (Table 1-3 and Figure I-3) despite a slight
shift since the 2000 Census. Since 2000, the percentage of San Franciscans claiming white
racial affiliation increased, totaling nearly 55% of the City’s population according to the 2008
American Community Survey (ACS). San Francisco’s African-American population continues
to decline, dropping from 11% in 2000 to just 6.2% in 2008. San Franciscans of Chinese
origin grew from 19.6% of the total population in 2000 to 20.1% by 2008. The proportion
of San Franciscans identifying with Hispanic origins (of any race) has remained stable at about
14%. Household size and household incomes by ethnicity point to varied housing needs and

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

Race 1980 1990 2000 2008
White 59.2% 53.6% 49.7% 54.7% PTgsf:I ;"Z n Trends by
Black 12.7% 10.9% 7.8% 6.2% Ethnicity, San Francisco,
American Indian 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4%  1980-2008
Japanese 1.8% 1.6% 1.5% 1.2%
Chinese 12.1% 18.1% 19.6% 20.1%
Filipino 5.7% 5.7% 5.2% 4.4%
Other Non-White 7.9% 9.7% 15.8% 13.0%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Hispanic Origin 12.4% 13.3% 14.1% 14.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau
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Figure I-3
Ethnic Composition,
San Francisco, 2008

Other Non-White
15.8%

Filipino

5.1%

Japanese  American Indian

14% 0.4%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

As in most urban centers, there are concentrations of major ethnic groups in San Francisco
neighborhoods. Many Latino households live in the Inner and Outer Mission districts,
extending along Mission Street south to Daly City. A distinct Filipino community follows
a similar residential pattern, with additional concentrations in the Excelsior area and, to a
smaller degree, South of Market. Concentrations of several East Asian populations reside in
the Richmond and Sunset Districts while still maintaining its traditional presence in China-
town. Residential concentrations of African Americans occur in the Western Addition, South
Bayshore, and Ingleside Districts. Southeast Asian communities have a strong presence in the
Tenderloin District north of Market Street and in neighborhoods throughout the Bayview and

Visitacion Valley areas.

4. Household Characteristics

According to the 2000 Census, the number of San Francisco households grew from 305,584
in 1990 to 329,700, an increase of over 24,100 new houscholds or about 7.9% growth (Table
I-4). ABAG’s Projections 2007 estimates that the number of total households will continue to
increase, growing to 348,330 by 2010 and to 386,680 by 2030 or an annual average of 1,900

new San Francisco households over 20 years.

1990 2000 2010 * 2020 * 2030 *
Jable 14 Number of Households 305,584 329,700 346,680 372,750 400,700

Household Growth Trends ' ' ' ' '
and Projections, Growth 6,628 24,116 16,980 26,070 27,950

n Francisco, 1990-2

Sa ancisco, 1990-2030 Average Annual Growth 663 2,412 1,698 2,607 2,795
Percent Change 2.2% 7.9% 5.2% 7.5% 7.5%
Average Household Size 2.29 2.30 2.28 2.27 2.28
Average Household Size (Bay Area) 2.61 2.69 2.70 2.70 2.70

SOURCES: Census Bureau; * ABAG, Projections 2009
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As shown in Table I-4, the average household size in San Francisco has been relatively constant,
hovering at 2.3 persons and tending to be smaller than the Bay Area average. ABAG also
projects that the number of persons per Bay Area houschold will be leveling off in the next 20

years.

San Francisco continues to have a comparatively small number of family households and this
proportion is shrinking. According to the 2000 Census, family households comprised just
44% of all households in San Francisco (Table I-5), compared to over 46% in 1990. This
decline does not necessarily indicate that families are leaving, as there were over 3,000 more
family households in 2000; rather it indicates that non-family households are increasing at a
much more rapid rate. The Census Bureau’s definition of a family household - counting only
those households with people related to the householder by birth, marriage, or adoption - also
obscures the actual diversity of San Francisco’s families and households. At the time of the
American Community Survey in 2008, the estimated proportion of Census-defined family
households in San Francisco remained steady about 43.1%. This is considerably less than the
percentage for the entire Bay Area, where around 65% of all households are family households.
Average family households are also likely to be larger than non-family households. The 2008

American Community Survey estimates these numbers to be 3.5 persons and 2.4 persons,

respectively.
Household Characteristic 1990 2000
All Households 305,584 329,700 Table I-5 .
Family and Non-Family
Family Households 141,790 145,186 Households, San Francisco,
As Percent of All Households 46.4% 44.0% 1930 and 2000

Bay Area Family Households as

Percentage of All Households S e

SOURCES: Census Bureau; ABAG

In 2000, almost 70% of all households in the City were comprised of one or two people and
household sizes are expected to remain proportionally about the same as the previous decades
(Table I-6). The recent ACS estimate, however, shows that the proportion of single person
households is growing. In 2008, they made up over 43% of all households, compared to 39%
eight years earlier. The expected growth in households and the composition of these new

households present specific housing needs.
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Household 1980 1990 2000
B Size No. % of Total No. % of Total No. % of Total
[tl!}[e 1—6
Changes in Household Size, 1 123,915 41.4% 120,047 39.2% 127,380 38.6%
San Francisco, 1970-2000 2 90,681 30.3% 91,894 30.0% 101,781 30.9%
3 36,554 12.2% 38,158 12.5% 41,831 12.7%
4 23,321 7.8% 26,532 8.7% 28,563 8.7%
5 12,335 41% 14,504 47% 14,293 43%
6+ 12,150 41% 14,849 4.9% 16,002 4.9%
TOTAL 298,956 100.0% | 305984 100.0% | 329,850 100.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Average household size varies by ethnicity. Table I-7 below shows that households falling un-
der the “Other Race” and the “Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander” categories tend to be larger,
averaging 3.7 and 3.5 people per houschold, respectively. Hispanic or Latino households
are similarly larger than the citywide average, with 3.2 people per households. There are, on
average, three people in an Asian household, while Black households are generally on par with

the citywide average. White households are smallest in size, averaging less than two persons

per household.
Household Average Household Size No. of Households
Household Size by E[t(ﬁ;lllfcllt; White 192 199,980
San Francisco, 2000 Black 2.31 23,860
American Indian/Alaska Native 2.39 1,303
Asian 2.99 79,058
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 3.53 905
Other Race 3.69 12,803
Two or More Race 2.45 11,791
Hispanic / Latino 3.23 31,509
All Households 2.30 329,700

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Household size in San Francisco also reflects existing neighborhood housing stock (see Maps I-
1 and I-2). Larger households of four or more persons are generally found in the southeastern
neighborhoods of the Mission, Bayview, Visitacion Valley, and the Excelsior where typical
housing units have two or more bedrooms. Somewhat smaller households are found in the
western neighborhoods. The central and northeastern portions of the city generally have the
smallest households—two or less than two persons—with the residential population tapering

off near the commercial and industrial areas of the Financial District and South of Market.
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B. EMPLOYMENT

1. Jobs

Employment growth in San Francisco and the region directly affects the demand for housing
as new jobs attract new residents. As shown in Table I-8, total employment in San Francisco
was growing steadily from 1970 to 2000. There was equivalent growth in population and
households in San Francisco. However, the crash of dot-com ventures and the subsequent
recovery show a net job loss in the years between 2000 and 2010 of approximately 65,700 (see
Table I-8). ABAG forecasts more robust increases in San Francisco employment between 2010
and 2030. During the 2010 to 2020 period, the ABAG model shows 78,460 new jobs (13.8%
increase) in San Francisco. From 2020-2030,100,910 additional jobs are projected—a 15.6%

gain.

Total No. of Jobs Growth (Loss) % Change
1990 579,180 26,980 4.9%
2000 634,430 55,250 9.5%
2010* 568,730 (65,700) -10.4%
2020* 647,190 78,460 13.8%
2030* 748,100 100,910 15.6%

SOURCES: Census Bureau; * ABAG, Projections 2009

From 2010 through 2030, the entire nine-county Bay Area is expected to add almost 1,262,890
jobs. Of that total, about 179,370 will be created in San Francisco and the City’s share of
regional employment will shrink slightly to less than 16% (Table I-9). Maintaining this job
share ensures San Francisco’s continuing role as an employment hub, making full use of exist-
ing infrastructure. Future targeted infrastructure enhancements to core job centers such as San

Francisco will support overall reduction in greenhouse gas emissions in the region.

San Francisco

San Francisco Bay Area Total as % of Bay Area
1990 579,180
2000 634,430 3,753,460 16.9%
2010 * 568,730 3,475,840 16.4%
2020 * 647,190 4,040,690 16.0%
2030 * 748,100 4,738,730 15.8%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2009

Table I-8
San Francisco Employment Trends
and Projections, 1990-2030

Table I-9

San Francisco and Bay
Area Regional Employment
Projections, 1990-2030
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Job growth in the next 20 years is expected to be strongest in the “Professional and Manage-
rial Services” industry (37,830 new jobs), followed by the “Health and Educational Services”
category (27,590), and the “Arts, Recreation, and Other Services” segment (26,470) (see
Table I-10). In terms of percentage growth for the 2010-2030 period, “Manufacturing and
Wholesale” (47.2% ) and “Construction” (44.2%) industries lead the way. Almost all sectors
of the local economy will have experienced net employment losses between the decennial
censuses. For the current 2000-2010 decade, only the Health & Educational Services (3,940
new jobs) and Arts, Recreation and Other Services (1,980 jobs) sectors will have seen positive
job growth. By 2010, Professional and Managerial Services will have experienced the largest
losses — some 22,320 or 18% of this sector’s jobs. Manufacturing and Wholesale employment

Table I-10 will have lost some 18,930 jobs during that time—a substantial loss of 42.4%.
Employment Trends and

Projections by Industry,
San Francisco, 2000-2030

2000 - 2030
Industry 2000 2010 2020 2030 Change % Change
Agriculture & Natural Resources 1,040 1,020 1,020 1,020 (20) -1.9%
Construction 32,750 27,060 31,810 39,020 6,270 19.1%
Manufacturing & Wholesale 44,690 25,760 31,920 37,920 (6,770) -15.1%
Retail 57,400 45,000 51,080 63,070 5,670 9.9%
Transportation & Utilities 32,610 28,150 29.970 30,970 (1,640) -5.0%
Information 44,070 36,860 41,590 49,420 5,350 12.1%
Financial & Leasing (F I R E) 83,740 79,720 89,230 103,400 19,660 23.5%
Professional & Managerial Services 124,280 101,960 118,060 139,790 15,510 12.5%
Health & Educational Services 97,870 101,810 115,390 129,400 31,530 32.2%
Arts, Recreation & Other Services 95,010 96,990 110,260 123,460 31,530 29.9%
Government 29,040 24,400 26,860 30,630 1,590 5.5%
TOTAL 642,500 568,730 647,190 748,100 105,600 16.4%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2009

2. Employed Residents and Commuters

During the early part of the decade, the number of employed residents in San Francisco de-
clined (Table I-11) However, that trend has been reversed and by the end of the decade, a total
of almost 413,870 employed residents is projected. ABAG’s Projections 2009 also indicate that
this trend will continue over the 20 years with the addition of over 108,860 employed residents
between 2010 and 2030.

113
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Employed Residents No. of Change % Change
2000 437,533 ETglbp/i’o;e]d] Residents Trends
2005 390,102 -47,431 -10.8% and Projections, San Francisco,
2010 413,866 23,764 6.1% 2000-2030
2015 426,770 12,904 3.1%
2020 460,322 33,552 7.9%
2025 495,531 35,209 7.6%
2030 522,727 27,196 5.5%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2009

The number of workers per household also declined between 2000 and 2005, from 1.33 to
1.15 (Table I-12). This number is expected to remain fairly constant until 2030 when it will

increase to 1.25 workers per houschold. The Bay Area region will follow a similar trend.

Area 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030
San Francisco 1.33 1.15 1.19 1.18 1.23 1.28 1.30
Bay Area Region ‘ 1.40 ‘ 1.25 ‘ 1.28 ‘ 1.30 ‘ 1.36 ‘ 1.40 ‘ 1.43

SOURCE: Planning Department based on ABAG Projections 2009

As of 2000, commuters into San Francisco held 44.4% of the jobs in the City (Table I-13).
According to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Commuter Forecasts for the San
Francisco Bay Area: 1990-2030, over half of these workers commute into the City via the Bay
Bridge corridor. Between 2000 and 2010, it is estimated that commuters will have obtained

86.5% of new jobs in San Francisco.

As a regional job center, San Francisco will continue to have a larger share of commuters than
other cities in the Bay Area. The regional transportation goal in the next ten years is to reduce
commuting with a smaller share of new jobs created in San Francisco being taken by non-San
Francisco residents. Table 1-13, however, is not a job forecast nor does it show distribution of
jobs throughout the area. Rather, it assumes that more of the future jobs in San Francisco are

expected to be taken by San Francisco residents than has occurred in the past.

Category 2000 2010 2020 2030
Commuters 257,341 300,069 338,196 357,074
‘ San Francisco Residents 321,913 328,563 362,044 402,829 ‘
TOTAL JOBS 579,254 628,632 700,240 759,903
% of Commuters 44.4% 47.7% 48.3% 47.0%
Increase 49,378 71,608 59,663
Change in Commuters 42,728 80,855 18,878
Percent Changzeg;?:;icﬁag 86.5% 53.2% 31.6%

SOURCE: Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Table I-12

Workers per Household Trends
and Projections, San Francisco
and Bay Area, 2000-2030

Table I-13
Workers Commuting into
San Francisco, 2000-2030
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C. INCOMES

1. Median Incomes

The 2000 Census noted San Francisco’s median household income at $55,221. This represents
an increase of about 65% in the 10 years between Census counts (Table I-14). Table I-14
also shows that median and mean family incomes tend to be higher than that of non-family
households. The 2008 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates the median household
income at just under $73,798 or about a 33.6% increase in the last eight years. Table I-15,
moreover, shows these same incomes adjusted for inflation, where median household and me-
dian non-family household incomes have increased slightly, median family houschold incomes

have increased almost 12%.

1990 2000 2008 ACS
Table I-14 .
Household and Family Median Household Income $33,414 $55,221 $73,798
Income, San Francisco, Mean Household Income $108,753
1990-2008 Median Family Household Income $38,443 $63,545 $91,812
Mean Family Household Income $131,564
Median Non-Family Household Income $46,465 $61,480
Mean Non-Family Household Income $88,772
SOURCE: Census Bureau
Income Category 1990 (1999 Dollars) 2000 (1999 Income) 2008 (1999 Dollars)
Table I-15 ’
Household and Family Median Household Income $44,024 $55,221 $57,104
Income in Constant Dollars, Median Family Income $53,440 $63,545 $71,044
San Francisco, 1990-2008 ) )
Median Non-Family Household Income $35,696 $46,465 $47,573
Per Capita Income $25,949 $34,556 $36,693

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Table I-16 below shows household incomes by household type, tenure and ethnicity. In
addition to the difference between median family income and median non-family income,
disparities exist between home-owning houscholds and renters, and amonggst ethnic groups.
This array of income, as well as household type, affects housing demand and affordability. For
example, the family median income is not enough to afford the average 2008 rent for a two-
bedroom apartment at $2,650. And while the median family income is somewhat higher than
that of a non-family household, it is spread among more people in the household and would
have to pay for larger housing to accommodate the larger average family houschold size. There
is thus a need for larger units affordable to families and large households in San Francisco and

an on-going need for affordable housing for the population in general.
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I.16

% of San Francisco Median

Characteristic Median Income Household Income ($55,221)
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Family Household $63,545 115.1%
Non-Family Household $46,457 84.1%
TENURE
Owner Occupied Households Median Income $77,917 141.1%
Renter Occupied Households Median Income $45,275 82.0%
ETHNICITY
White $63,227 114.5%
African American $29,640 53.7%
American Indian/Alaska Native $30,994 56.1%
Asian $49,596 89.8%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander $33,750 61.1%
Other Race $47,651 86.3%
Two or More Race $49,040 88.8%
Hispanic or Latino $46,883 84.9%

" People who identify themselves as Hispanic or Latino may also identify themselves as a particular ethnicity.
SOURCE: Census Bureau

2. Employed Residents, Household Workers and Income

Generally, the overall number of employed persons in a city is probably not correlated with
income. Rather, income levels relate more directly to general economic characteristics of an
area, fluctuations in wages earned, inflation, and most directly, job mix. However, data suggest
that some family incomes may rise as a result of increased employment. It is reasonable to
expect that as employment increases, families would benefit from increased employment, thus
increasing family income. This is evidenced in the higher median family income presented in
Table I-15 above. Between 1990 and 2000, the number of families with no workers decreased
from 14.7% to 12.8 %, possibly benefiting families (Table I-17). Additionally, this table
shows that the number of families with two workers increased by about 6.6%, implying that
those families earned more. However, one cannot be sure because, for instance, a family may

have lost one job and replaced it with two lower-paying positions.

Workers 1990 2000
Table I-17
0 21,147 18,798 Number of Workers in
1 38,150 38,729 Family, San Francisco,
2 62,099 66,231 1990-2000
3+ 22,422 23,428

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Table I-16

Household Income by
Household Type, Tenure and
Ethnicity, San Francisco,
2000
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3. Income Disparities

Income disparity is even more significant when households median incomes
are compared by ethnicity. — Table I-18 shows that across all types of house-
holds and per capita measures, white households have significantly higher earn-
ings than other ethnicities. =~ Only White households earn more than the 2000
Census citywide averages. African American households’ median income of $29,640 is 54%
of the City’s median income, while White households” median income is $63,227 or 115% of
the City’s median income. Asian households have a median income that is 90% of the City’s
overall median income, followed by “Two or More Race” and “Other Race” households whose

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

7uble .15 dian income of Hispanic or Latino households was pegged at $46,883 or about 85% of the
Incomes by Ethnicity citywide median.
and Household Type,
San Francisco, 2000

Median Median Median Average Per Capita

Ethnicity Household Income Family Income Non-Family Income Family Size Income

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

African American $29,640 $35,943 $21,103 3.16 $19,275

American Indian / Alaska Native $30,994 $35,000 $24,922 3.39 $22,588
Asian $49,596 $56,679 $30,365 3.67 $22,357

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander $33,750 $31,985 $38,333 4.47 $12,476
Other Race $47,651 $46,683 $31,801 419 $15,730

Two or More Races $49,040 $51,571 $41,677 333 $22,091

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

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

SOURCE: Census Bureau

As noted earlier, ethnic households tend to be larger than the City’s overall average household
size (Table I-7). Thus a look at per capita income provides a starker reality of income disparity.
The 2000 Census shows that per capita income of San Franciscan of Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander heritage is equivalent to only 36.1% of the City’s overall, but for white San
Franciscans, it is 140%. And while Asian households earn on average about 90.4% of the
City’s median income, per capita income of San Franciscans of Asian decent is $22,357 or

64.7%.
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4. Employment Trends and Income

The housing needs of San Francisco are based on providing housing to support the City’s
workforce, which includes both San Francisco residents and commuters. While San Francisco
serves as a regional center for employment, a substantial portion of its workforce lives within
the city boundaries. San Francisco’s share of the regional housing needs assessment reflect the
continuing need to provide housing for its workforce. The average income for the San Fran-
cisco workforce demonstrates the lack of housing affordable to many San Francisco workers,
both residents and commuters. Table I-19 below shows the average wage by sector and total
jobs in each sector. The office sector was by far the largest employer with 195,521 jobs. The
retail and industrial sectors had 96,033 and 84,693 jobs respectively. The cultural/institutional
sector also had a large number of jobs with 128,725 employees as of 2005. With an average
rent of $2,650 for a two-bedroom apartment in 2008, a household must have an annual

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

Industry Average Annual Wages 2006  Average Employment 2006
TOTAL PRIVATE INDUSTRY $71,174 446,359
Goods Producing $58,145 28,430
Natural Resources and Mining 40,895 259
Construction 64,939 16,962
Manufacturing 48,263 11,209
Service Producing $72,061 417,929
Trade, Transportation and Utilities 52,215 68,538
Information 87,003 17,098
Financial Activities 160,040 57,827
Professional and Business Services 89,032 114,320
Education and Health Services 48,363 53,740
Leisure and Hospitality 28,083 74,074
Other Services 29,004 32,305
TOTAL GOVERNMENT $83,800 n/a

SOURCE: S.E Planning Department; California Employment Development Division

Because each sector in Table I-19 contains a variety of occupations, it is useful to call out the
fastest growing categories of jobs in San Francisco, as shown in Table I-20. Of these, only
three job classifications — Lawyers, General and Operations Managers, and Computer Software
Engineers, Applications — have estimated annual wages around or above the $106,000 required

to afford asking rents of an average two-bedroom apartment in San Francisco.

Table I-19

Average Annual Wage
and Employment by
Sector, San Francisco,
2006
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Occupational Title Jg%&pezrg?gs Hou,r\{lf 2\ll\rl]age, Anisljtz;rr]\;i\}:ge*
2008 2008
Retail Salespersons 14,030 $13.97 $29,049
Waiters and Waitresses 11,090 $10.69 $22,236
Cashiers 10,970 $12.37 $25,730
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop 7,660 $9.81 $20,391
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 6,520 $12.94 $26,919
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food 6,290 $10.71 $22,267
Registered Nurses 5,950 $44.46 $92,477
Office Clerks, General 4,780 $15.79 $32,831
Computer Software Engineers, Applications 4,740 $49.92 $103,829
General and Operations Managers 4,190 $62.52 $130,045
Food Preparation Workers 4,040 $11.14 $23,168
Executive Secretaries and Administrative Assistants 3,680 $25.03 $52,072
Accountants and Auditors 3,650 $36.57 $76,058
Security Guards 3,620 $14.39 $29,921
Carpenters 3,620 $29.11 $60,555
Cooks, Restaurant 3,430 $13.09 $27,226
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand 3,290 $14.31 $29,771
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers 3,140 $13.29 $27,661
Customer Service Representatives 3,000 $19.52 $40,597
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks 2,850 $20.79 $43,243
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 2,720 $13.18 $27,400
Medical Scientists, Except Epidemiologists 2,670 $45.76 $95,174
Tellers 2,640 $14.41 $29,980
First-Line Supervisors/Managers of Office and Administrative Support Workers 2,630 $28.10 $58,438
Lawyers 2,570 $70.00 $145,600
- 7_]1/1/(,’ I—_20 o * Assumes 40-hour work week, 52-week year.
Mg‘s’:’ J‘;';s[]s:(;ﬁfr"';’s“;(‘)“g;" e Ao T
2014 and Mean Hourly
Wages, 2008

San Francisco-Marin-San
Mateo Counties, 2004-2014 Much of the growth forecast to occur in the coming years will be in low- to medium-skilled

jobs such as retail salespersons, waitpersons, cafeteria and coffee shop attendants, janitors and
cleaners, and food preparation workers, with approximate annual pay scales ranging from
$20,900 to $29,000 (Table I-20). Some of this growth may be absorbed by San Francisco
residents through the First Source Hiring Program. However, this is a limited program since it

only applies to city contracts and commercial development that is over 25,000 square feet.!

1 San Francisco’s First Source Hiring Program (Chapter 83 of the Administrative Code) was created to foster construction and permanent employment op-
portunities for qualified economically disadvantaged individuals. Participation in this program is required in City contracts and City property contracts.
To date, the First Source Hiring Program has employed at least 229 people permanently and 332 people through construction jobs. These numbers
represent minimums, because not all hires are recorded.
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Housing
Characteristics

This section provides background information on the physical and qualitative characteristics
of San Francisco’s housing stock. Totaling about 363,660 units, the City’s housing stock is
roughly divided into low-, medium-, and higher-density structures. The City’s housing stock
is older than other West Coast cities, with over 50% of the City’s housing units constructed
before World War II. San Francisco’s housing tends to be smaller in size, with about 72% of all
units containing two bedrooms or less. San Francisco, like most large cities, is a city of renters

who occupy 62% of housing units in the City.

About 18,960 new housing units were added to the City’s housing stock in the nine years
following the 2000 Census; of these, 88% were in structures with ten or more units. Since
2000, almost 43% of all new housing was constructed in the largely industrial areas of the
South of Market planning district; an additional combined total of 13% were built in the
residential-zoned Inner and Outer Sunset, the Richmond, Ingleside, and Central and South

Central planning districts.

Housing affordability continues to be a major concern as San Francisco has one of the least
affordable housing markets in the nation. Roughly 26% of new housing built since 2000
qualified as affordable to houscholds making 100% or less of the area median income. The
cooling housing market, notwithstanding, homeownership in San Francisco remains elusive
for most residents. Only 11% of all San Francisco households could afford the $603,600
median housing price Average asking rents stood at $2,650 in 2008.
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A. EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

1. General Characteristics

Structure Type and Tenure: According to the 2000 Census, San Francisco’s over 346,500
housing units consisted of roughly equal proportions of low-density single family units, two
to nine unit medium density structures, and ten unit plus high-density buildings (Table I-21).
This has not changed dramatically in the last seven years. San Francisco is also city of renters:
an estimated 62% of all households rent according to the latest American Community Survey
estimates (2007). This latest Census survey, however, estimated that there has an increase in
the rate of homeownership, with 39% of all households owning their homes, up from 35%

seven years earlier. Table I-21 also shows that a vast majority of single-family units are owner- ~ 7able /21
. Housing Characteristics,
occupied (72%). San Francisco,
2000 and 2007
A All Units Occupied
2000 2007 2000 2007 2000
TENURE STATUS
65.0% 62.2% 35.0% 37.8%
STRUCTURE TYPE
Single Family 32.1% 34.4% 32.7% 34.9% 11.7% 14.5% 71.6% 68.5%
2 -4 Units 23.3% 20.4% 23.4% 20.7% 26.7% 22.8% 17.2% 17.2%
5 -9 Units 11.3% 10.4% 11.3% 10.2% 15.9% 14.1% 2.8% 3.8%
10 - 19 Units 10.1% 10.2% 10.1% 9.7% 14.3% 14.2% 2.3% 2.2%
20+ Units 22.9% 24.5% 22.3% 24.5% 31.2% 34.3% 5.9% 8.2%
Other 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
UNIT SIZE
No Bedroom 18.0% 14.1% 17.7% 14.0% 26.0% 21.7% 2.4% 1.3%
1 Bedroom 28.0% 28.2% 28.0% 27.9% 36.9% 39.1% 11.3% 9.6%
2 Bedrooms 29.8% 30.4% 29.7% 30.5% 25.0% 25.5% 38.5% 38.5%
3 Bedrooms 17.3% 18.5% 17.5% 19.1% 9.2% 9.8% 32.8% 34.4%
4 Bedroom 5.3% 6.3% 5.3% 6.2% 2.2% 2.5% 11.2% 12.3%
5 or more Bedrooms 1.7% 2.5% 1.8% 2.3% 0.7% 1.4% 3.8% 3.8%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
AGE OF HOUSING BY YEAR BUILT
2000 and later 3.7% 4.6% 4.9% 4.1%
1980 — 1999 8.8% 8.5% 8.9% 8.6% 8.5% 9.0% 9.5% 7.9%
1960 - 1979 18.8% 14.6% 16.3% 14.6% 19.5% 17.1% 10.4% 10.6%
1940 - 1959 24.0% 20.0% 24.8% 20.4% 23.7% 18.6% 26.9% 23.2%
1939 or earlier 48.5% 53.3% 50.0% 51.9% 48.3% 50.5% 53.2% 54.2%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau
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Structure Size:/Bedroom Counts Dwelling units in San Francisco are generally small in
size. The 2000 Census showed that 76% of all units had two bedrooms or less. Only 7% of
housing units had four or more bedrooms. These units were primarily in single-family homes
and two unit residential flats. Renters, who make up two-thirds of all households in the City,
tend to have smaller units. Over a quarter (26%) of renting households live in units without

a bedroom, compared to just 2.4% of home owning households.

Age of Housing Stock: Over 53% of San Francisco’s housing stock was built prior to 1940.
New construction since 2000 accounts for just under 4% of the City’s total housing stock.
Housing added in the last 27 years represents approximately 12% of all units. Unlike some
jurisdictions where older housing stock is targetted for demolition or replacement, most of San
Francisco’s older housing stock is in sound condition. Indeed, the City’s iconic Victorians are
over 100 years old. (See page 58 for discussion on replacement of units.) Table I-21 details

other differences in housing characteristics by household tenure status.

Location and Structure Type: Table I-22 in the following page shows the distribution of
the City’s housing inventory by planning district (see Map I-3) and by structure size. The
Northeast planning district has the most housing units, followed by the Richmond, West-
ern Addition and Downtown. The largely residential districts of Inner Sunset, Buena Vista
and Bernal Heights, along with the industry-strewn Bayview, account for the fewest units.
Single-family homes are concentrated in the residential-zoned districts of South Central, Inner
Sunset, Outer Sunset and Ingleside. The Northeast planning district has the most high-density
structures, followed by Western Addition, South of Market and Marina.
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Planning District Single Family 2 to 4 Units 5 to 9 Units 10 + Units District Total
1 Richmond 10,441 15,371 5,031 5728 36,571 If(’)ﬁ/s"i;;’g’mck by Planning
Percent 29% 42% 14% 16% 10.1% District and Structure Size,
2 Marina 2,964 5,982 4,139 12,839 25,924 San Francisco, 2008
Percent 11% 23% 16% 50% 7.1%
3 Northeast 1,802 7,290 6,849 24,075 40,016
Percent 5% 18% 17% 60% 11.0%
4 Downtown 210 509 880 28,945 30,544
Percent 1% 2% 3% 95% 8.4%
5 Western Addition 2,264 5,979 4,063 17,172 29,478
Percent 8% 20% 14% 58% 8.1%
6 Buena Vista 2,123 6,777 3,493 4,018 16,411
Percent 13% 41% 21% 24% 4.5%
7 Central 8,657 9,442 2,927 4,651 25,677
Percent 34% 37% 11% 18% 7.1%
8 Mission 2,430 9,364 4,560 7,248 23,602
Percent 10% 40% 19% 31% 6.5%
9 South of Market 2,010 2,858 1,033 15,138 21,039
Percent 10% 14% 5% 72% 5.8%
10 South Bayshore 6,900 1,769 1,661 1,193 11,523
Percent 60% 15% 15% 10% 3.2%
11 Bernal Heights 58855 3,135 481 469 9,440
Percent 57% 33% 5% 5% 2.6%
12 South Central 20,675 2,422 1,344 1,329 25,770
Percent 80% 9% 5% 6% 7.1%
13 Ingleside 16,514 1,495 462 4,348 22,819
Percent 72% 7% 2% 20% 6.3%
14 Inner Sunset 9,898 4,534 1,602 2,708 18,742
Percent 53% 24% 9% 14% 5.2%
15 Outer Sunset 19,020 4,546 1,321 1,219 26,106
Percent 73% 17% 5% 4% 7.2%
CITYWIDE TOTAL 111,263 81,473 39,846 131,080 363,662
Percent 31% 22% 11% 36% 100.0%

SOURCE: SF Planning Department
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2. Changes to the Housing Stock, 2000 - 2008

Despite the economic downturn at the beginning of the new millennium, housing produc-
tion in San Francisco seemed unaffected. Accounting for new production, demolitions, and
alterations, the City has seen a net increase of over 18,960 housing units — an annual average
of almost 2,010 units — in the last nine years. In comparison, a net total of 9,640 housing
units were added between 1990 and 1999 or an annual rate of about 964 units per year. The
three-year spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005 is a result of extensive public housing
renewal projects, all of which have since been replaced with new affordable housing. Table
[-23 also shows a growing trend - roughly 15% in the last nine years - of new units from the

conversion of commercial buildings.

Units Gained or
Lost from Alterations

Units Completed

Net Change In

Units Demolished Number of Units

from New Construction

1.26

Table I-23

2000 1,859 61 (1) 1,797 New Housing Construction,

2001 1,619 99 259 1,779 Demolitions and Alterations,
San Francisco, 2000-2008

2002 2,260 73 221 2,408

2003 2,730 286 52 2,496

2004 1,780 855 62 1,487

2005 1,872 174 157 1,855

2006 1,675 41 280 1,914

2007 2,197 81 451 2,567

2008 3,019 29 273 3,263

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

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

a. Type and Location of New Construction, 2000 - 2008

Most of the new construction in the last nine years has occurred in larger structures, with
85% of the housing developed in buildings with more than ten units (Table I-24). South of
Market absorbed most of the new housing development since 2000, accounting for over 8,070
new units or almost 43% of all new housing during that period; Downtown and the Western
Addition follow with roughly 3,465 and 1,504 respectively, together accounting for over 26%
of new housing (Table I-25 and Map I-4). The largely residential districts of the Richmond,
Inner and Outer Sunset, Ingleside, Central and South Central, combined, netted only 13% of
the additional units to the City’s housing stock.
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Existing Stock

New Construction

Building Type 1990 2000-2008

o Jablerod Single Farnily 32.3% 32.0% 31.3% 3.0%
Comparison of Existing
Stock with New Construction Two Units 12.6% 24.0% 23.7% 3.9%
by Building Type, )

San Francisco, 1980-2008 3to 9 Units 20.8% 11.3% 11.1% 8.2%
10 + Units 34.3% 32.7% 34.0% 85.0%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

SOURCES: Census Bureau; SF Planning Department

Planning District 2000 Census Ap'\r‘i?tzﬁgg”_iozn[f% Tgttgé'k""zu&'{gg % of Net Addition
Net Ghonge in m:”ﬁﬁ‘;ﬁ; 1- Richmond 36,195 376 36,571 2.0%
Stock by Planning District, 2 - Marina 25,710 214 25,924 1.1%
2000-2008 3 - Northeast 39,052 964 40,016 51%
4 - Downtown 27,079 3,465 30,544 18.3%
5 - Western Addition 27,974 1,504 29,478 7.9%
6 - Buena Vista 16,058 353 16,411 1.9%
7 - Central 25,415 262 25,677 1.4%
8 - Mission 22,414 1,188 23,602 6.3%
9 - South of Market 12,967 8,072 21,039 42.6%
10 - South Bayshore 10,956 567 11,623 3.0%
11 - Bernal Heights 9,212 228 9,440 1.2%
12 - South Central 24,969 801 25,770 4.2%
13 - Ingleside 22,284 535 22,819 2.8%
14 - Inner Sunset 18,627 115 18,742 0.6%
15 - Outer Sunset 25,786 320 26,106 1.7%
San Francisco Totals 344,698 18,964 363,662 100.0%

SOURCE: SF Planning Department
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b. Construction of Low and Moderate Income Housing, 2000 - 2008

Between 2000 and 2008, over 4,920 new affordable housing units, including inclusionary
affordable units, were added to San Francisco’s housing stock. San Francisco, however, did
not meet its fair share of the regional housing needs production targets, especially for low
and moderate income housing. (See Appendix A for details of the City’s housing production

performance in the evaluation of the 2004 Residence Element.)

Since 2000, 26% of all new housing units built in the City have been affordable units. Nearly
60% of these qualified as affordable at very low-income levels and another 16% that was
considered affordable for low income households (Table I-26). An affordable rental unit is
defined as housing for which rent equals 30% of the income of a household earning 60% or

less of the area median income (AMI).!

These totals represent construction of new units, including new units from alterations and
conversion of commercial structures, but do not include permanently affordable units that
result from the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential buildings by non-profit
housing organizations. Of these affordable units, almost 2,410 units were specifically targeted
for families and featured three- and four-bedroom units. Another 970 units were reserved
for senior citizens and almost 765 units were efficiency units or one-bedroom units to house
the formerly homeless. The Mayor’s Office of Housing (MOH) noted that 2,320 affordable

Table I-26 . . .. . . .
. units were acquired or rehabilitated since 2000; almost 335 more units are underway or being

Construction of New
Afordable Housing Units, ~ planned. These numbers include both MOH and Redevelopment Agency projects.
San Francisco, 2000-2008

Income Level 2000 2001 2002 PAIR} 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Totals
Very Low 67 82 711 150 383 453 316 412 381 2,955
Low 54 80 81 94 2 236 17 120 81 765
Moderate 31 10 50 115 163 110 158 203 361 1,201

Total Newly Constructed

Affordable Units 162 172 842 359 548 799 491 735 823 4,921

As % of Total

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

SOURCE: Planning Department, Housing Inventory

1 Income and affordability guidelines are discussed on pp. 42-43.
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c. Units Demolished

A total of 1,199 housing units were demolished between 2000 and 2008, or an annual average
of over 130. This is lower than the number of units demolished in the two decades between
1980 and 1999 with an annual average of about 148 units. The City has a one-to-one unit
replacement policy that requires units lost through demolition be replaced with the same
number of units or more. As shown in Table I-27, almost 60% of all units demolished were in
larger multi-unit structures. The two-year spike in housing demolitions were of that of North
Beach Place and Valencia Gardens, two large, older public housing structures that have since

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

Table I-27

a quarter of residential units demolished from between 2000 and 2008 (316 units). Demolitions by Structure

Type, 2000-2008

Structure Type 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 TOTAL

Units Demolished 61 99 73 286 355 174 41 81 29 1,199
Single Family 31 48 55 34 30 70 18 19 11 316

2 Unit Building 18 22 8 14 10 16 12 8 4 112
3-4 Unit Building 12 15 10 3 9 3 11 3 3 69
5+ Unit Building - 14 - 235 306 85 - 51 11 702

d. Other Changes to the Housing Stock

In addition to changes resulting from new construction and demolition, the quantity of hous-
ing in the City can be altered by other factors including the subdivision of units, dwelling unit

mergers, and building conversion (e.g. converting housing to commercial space).

a. Alterations: Since 2000, some 1,754 net units have been added to the City’s housing stock
by some type of alteration. The majority of alterations that produce additional housing usually

result in a single new unit. Most losses through alterations result from dwelling unit mergers,

although recent legislative efforts have curbed historically high merger trends. A number of I:/'/’/{ /‘23 "
ousing Units

illegal units are also removed from the housing stock each year by code enforcement. A total Converted to Non-
of 204 housing units were removed in this fashion from 2000 to 2008. Residential Use,

San Francisco,

1970-2008

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

mercial buildings to residential uses. Between 2000 and 2008, 1,318 units

were added through commercial to residential conversion. Moreover, the 1970 to 1980 1,094
number of housing units lost by conversion to non-residential uses has 1981 1o 1990* 165
decreased dramatically over the last three decades after controls that discour- 1991 to 2000 =
age conversion to commercial uses were set in place in the mid-1980s and P p

1990s. Approximately 49 units were lost to such conversion between 2001 to

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

* SF Planning Department, A Study of Conversion

1,000 units that were converted to non-residential uses in the decade from of Apartments to Non Residential Uses in Com-
mercial and Industrial Areas, 1981

1970-1980 (Table I-28). No information is available on the number of units

illegally converted from residential use.

SOURCE: SF Planning Department



Table 1-29
Legalization of Secondary
Units, 2000-2008

Table I-30

Citywide Inventory of
Public Assisted Housing,
San Francisco, 2007
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3. Secondary Units

No information is available on the number of illegal secondary units that have been added to
the City’s housing stock. However, a total of 80 units have been legalized between 2000 and
2008 and another 204 illegal units were removed in the same period (Table 1-29).

Year Units Legalized lllegal Units Removed

2000 = 12
2001 8 22
2002 9 36
2003 11 33
2004 8 22
2005 16 38
2006 9 12
2007 11 10
2008 8 19
TOTALS 80 204

SOURCE: SF Housing Authority

4. Federally-Assisted Units

Table I-30 describes units in San Francisco that receive support under the Federal Section 8
rent subsidy program or are managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority. In the Section
8 program, residents pay 30% of their monthly income in rent, and the government subsidizes
the difference so that the property owner receives a HUD-determined fair market rent each

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

or with a qualifying household (voucher/certificate program).

2007

Type of Assistance Total No. of Units Elderly Units Family Units
Project Based Section 8 8,042

For Profit 4,085 N/A N/A

Non-Profit 3,957 N/A N/A
Tenant Based Section 8 7,409 N/A N/A
SF Housing Authority 6,262 2,025 4,237
TOTALS 21,713 2,025 4,237

SOURCE: SF Housing Authority

Section 8 housing units and those managed by the Housing Authority total over 21,710 units,
representing about 6% of the city’s total housing stock. Senior and disabled renters that meet
the income eligibility requirements are given priority on roughly a third of all Housing Author-
ity units, while the remaining units are predominantly occupied by family houscholds. Almost
half of all residents in Housing Authority units are African-American, and approximately one-

fifth is Asian-American.
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5. Residential Hotel Stock

Residential hotel units (also called Single Room Occupancy or SROs) typically provide afford-
able rental housing for solo occupancy and generally rented to lower income persons. There
are over 500 residential hotels in San Francisco containing about 19,120 rooms (Table I-31);
most of these SRO units have shared bathroom and kitchen facilities. Since 1990, non-profit
organizations have purchased residential hotels and now maintain nearly a quarter of the units
with a guaranteed level of affordability and, in some cases, related supportive services to resi-

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

operate as tourist rooms and therefore do not contribute to the affordable housing stock..

For Profit Residential Hotels Non-Profit Residential Hotels Total
No. of Residential Tourist No. of Residential No. of Residential
Buildings Rooms Rooms Buildings Rooms Buildings Rooms
1990 495 18,521 4,449 36 1,831 531 20,352
1995 496 18,415 4,457 36 1,481 532 19,896
2000 457 16,331 3,781 61 3,314 518 19,645
2005 435 15,106 3,345 71 4,217 506 19,323
2007 419 14,233 3,004 84 4,886 503 19,119

SOURCE: SF Department of Building Inspection

With the adoption of the Residential Hotel Ordinance in 1980, and subsequent amendments
to that ordinance strengthening its enforcement in 1990, conversion of residential hotel rooms
has significantly decreased. Over 481 units were lost due to demolitions or fire from 2000

to 2007 (Table I-32). These units are slated to be replaced or have already been replaced by

permanently affordable units.

Reason for Loss 1975 - 1980 1980 - 1981 1981 - 1989 1990-1999 2000-2007
Demolitions/Fire 985 99 909 481
Conversions 2,710 1,188 109

Earthquake Damage 202

TOTAL 3,695 1,188 410 909 481

SOURCE: SF Department of Building Inspection

6. Live/Work

Although the City’s Planning Code considers live/work units as commercial space, they serve as
housing units and the Planning Department tracks information on live/work units and counts
these as part of the city’s housing stock. Over 4,570 live/work units have been completed since
1987. Construction of live/work units surged especially between 1997 and 2003 when some
29% of net housing added during that period were live/work units (Table I-33).

Table I-31
Residential Hotel Status,
San Francisco, 1990-2007

Table I-32

Loss of Residential Hotel
Rooms, San Francisco,
1975-2007
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Year No of Live/Work Units Net Units Li\'/\leét\/\'l\‘(;r& aUSﬂ(iytoSOf
Live/Work COn[s:;ﬁLfct[m: 1987 46 1426 3.2%
1987-2007 1988 3 1,907 0.2%
1989 104 2,345 4.4%
1990 44 1,737 2.5%
1991 225 1,732 13.0%
1992 75 725 10.3%
1993 93 288 32.3%
1994 55 1,186 4.6%
1995 126 401 31.4%
1996 196 683 28.7%
1997 276 725 38.1%
1998 219 874 25.1%
1999 658 1,285 51.2%
2000 694 1,797 38.6%
2001 349 1,779 19.6%
2002 417 2,408 17.3%
2003 646 2,496 25.9%
2004 148 1,487 10.0%
2005 62 1,855 3.3%
2006 95 1,778 5.3%
2007 42 2,567 1.6%
TOTALS 4,573 31,481 14.5%

Most live/work development occurred in such areas where land was relatively cheaper and
many industrial buildings were converted to residential lofts. Over 70% of completed live/
work units are located in the South of Market planning area. As commercial development,
live/work units were exempt from obligations and conditions typically required of residential
development such as school fees, inclusionary affordable housing requirements and open space
provisions. Displacement of viable businesses and land use conflicts also prompted the Plan-
ning Commission to adopt interim zoning controls for southeastern portions of the city aimed
at preserving industrially zoned lands from competing uses. These controls created Industrial
Protection Zones where new housing and live/work units are not allowed, and accompanying
Mixed Use Districts where housing would be encouraged. Concerned with distortions in
the housing supply and with displacement of industrial space, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors also passed a six-month moratorium on the construction of new live/work units in
February 2001. The temporary moratorium was intended to halt the approval of new projects
while a study on the impact of live/work units on the city’s housing market and industrial lands
was being conducted. This moratorium was extended several times and eventually live/work
loopholes were mended. Live/work units built after the moratorium were from development

projects that were grandfathered in at the time of the legislation.
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B. HOUSING TENURE AND AFFORDABILITY

1. Owner-Occupied Housing

The rate of homeownership estimated in 2007 (38%) has increased since the 2000 Census
(35%) but is still much lower than the national average (69%). Table I-34 below shows rates
of home ownership by planning district. At least 50% of homes owned are in the Ingleside,
Inner Sunset, Outer Sunset, South Central, and South Bayshore planning districts. Home
ownership rates are lowest in the downtown, with only two percent of people owning their

home.

San Francisco’s housing prices are among the highest in the nation. And despite recent price
declines, at year-end 2008, the median price for an average single family home in San Francisco
exceeded $603,600 and was over 1.5 times the cost of similar housing in the Bay Area and
three times the national average (Table I-35). It is estimated that only 11% of San Francisco’s

households can afford a median priced home in the City.

Planning District Rate of Home

Ownership

U I S F?;fé(’ollflf)meownership,
2 Marina 25% San Francisco, 2000
3 Northeast 15%

4 Downtown 2%

5 Western Addition 19%

6 Buena Vista 26%

7 Central 41%

8 Mission 20%

9 South of Market 32%

10 South Bayshore 50%

11 Bernal Heights 53%

12 South Central 67%

13 Ingleside 59%

14 Inner Sunset 56%

15 Outer Sunset 59%

San Francisco Citywide 35%

SOURCE: 2000 US Census
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% of Households

Geographic Region Median Price Qualifying
Table I-35 . 9
Housing Affordability of San Francisco $603,570 11%
Average Single Family SF Bay Area Region $387,500 18%
Homes, San Francisco, 2008 .

Northern California $181.110 e

(not including the SF Bay Area) '

California $202,220

Nationwide $197,101

SOURCE: California Association of Realtors

Home sales prices in San Francisco rose rapidly from 2000 before stabilizing between 2005
and 2007. With the current global recession, prices dropped in 2008 (Figure I-4) but as stated
earlier, only 11% of San Francisco households can qualify to purchase homes at these prices.
Compared to other regions, the recent national mortgage crisis had a somewhat muted effect
on the City’s home prices. While it is too early to determine the full effects on San Francisco’s
housing costs, the delayed and weakened impact is a testament to the relative robustness of
its housing market. Nevertheless, the high cost of home ownership is still prohibitive for San
Francisco’s low and moderate-income households and homeownership for these households

would require substantial subsidies.

Figure I-4
Housing Price Trends, $900,000

San Francisco, 1996-2008 }__.___.\
$800,000
$700,000 // \
$600,000 J/./ \¥
$500,000 }/./

$400,000

$300,000 -

$200,000

$100,000

$0 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

SOURCE: California Association of Realtors, *(Figures in current dollars)
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2. Rental Housing

The 2008 American Community Survey (ACS) estimated that about 60.5% of San Francisco
households are renters; this is double the national average of 31%. San Francisco is neverthe-
less typical of other larger cities where renters outnumber homeowners. Average asking rents
in San Francisco dropped slightly with the dot-com bust but remain high (Figure I-5). Asking
rents for a two-bedroom apartment in 2008 averaged $2,650 a month. To afford this level of
rent, a household would need to earn about $106,000 a year.

$3,000 -
$2,750 $2,750

$2,650
$2.500 \ $2.400/.\.

$2,000

$1,500

$1,000

$500

$0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

SOURCE: RealFacts, San Francisco Market Overview, 4Q 2007, RentSF.com, Zilpy.com

Rental affordability continues to be a citywide problem. Traditionally, neighborhoods in the
southeast portions of the city have been relatively affordable; however there is still a significant
gap for low and very-low income households (Table I-36). The lowest median asking rent
for a two bedroom by district ($1,725 in South Central) is barely affordable to low income

households (i.e., those households with income from 51%-80% of the area median income).

Average Monthly Rental
Rates, San Francisco,
2000-2008



Planning District
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Affordability Gap % Over Rents Affordable by

Average Rent for a 2
Bedroom Apartment

Very Low Income Low Income Very Low Income Low Income
1 Richmond $2,305 $1,372 $812 247.05% 154.39%
2 Marina $3,174 $2,241 $1,681 340.19% 242.59%
3 Northeast $3,120 $2,187 $1,627 334.41% 208.98%
4 Downtown $2,717 $1,784 $1,224 291.21% 181.98%
5 Western Addition $2,700 $1,767 $1,207 289.39% 180.84%
6 Buena Vista $2,750 $1,817 $1,257 294.75% 184.19%
7 Central $2,834 $1,901 $1,341 303.75% 189.82%
8 Mission $2,495 $1,562 $1,002 267.42% 167.11%
9 South of Market $3,284 $2,351 $1,791 351.98% 219.96%
10 South Bayshore $2,000 $1,067 $507 214.36% 133.96%
11 Bernal Heights $2,700 $1,767 $1,207 289.39% 180.84%
12 South Central $1,966 $1,033 $473 210.72% 131.68%
13 Ingleside $2,292 $1,359 $799 245.66% 153.52%
14 Inner Sunset $2,250 $1,317 $757 241.16% 150.70%
15 Outer Sunset $2,017 $1,084 $524 216.18% 134.10%
Citywide Average $2,650 $1,717 $1,157 284.03% 177.49%

Table I-36

Rental Affordability for
Lower Income Households
by Planning District,

San Francisco, 2008

Table I-37
Vacancy Rates by Vacancy
Status, 1970-2008

SOURCE: Zilpy.com

C. VACANCY

The overall housing vacancy rate in San Francisco is indicative of an enduring tight market.
In 2000, vacancy rates at 2.5% for rentals and less than 1% for homeownership inevitably led
to intense bidding and rising housing costs. Even as effects of the economic downturn in the
dot-com industry were being manifest with job cuts and population out-migration, just 5%
of the City’s housing stock was vacant at the time of the Census in April 2000 (Table I-37).
This is considered a healthy frictional rate in most housing markets. Of these vacant units in
2000, almost 3,800 or 1.1% of the total, were second homes for families with another primary
residence, time shares, or corporately owned and utilized for employee housing. The 2008
American Community Survey shows units that are vacant and for sale stood at 2.0% and
vacant units for rent at 5.4%. The unusually high total vacancy rate of 10% in 2008 suggests
an increase in secondary homes, time-shares, and corporate homes used for employee housing.

However, sampling error could also be a factor.

Vacancy Status 1970 1980 1990 2000 A
Vacant 4.89% 5.58% 6.97% 4.86% 10.2%
For Rent Vacant 3.17% 2.68% 3.71% 2.50% 5.4%
For Sale Vacant 0.56% 0.80% 2.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau
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The vacancy data included in Table I-37 is calculated as part of the decennial census, supple-
mented by the 2007 American Community Survey. The Census Bureau also undertakes an
annual Housing Vacancy Survey which calculates vacancy rates for rental and homeowner
properties in large metropolitan areas throughout the country. The methodology used to
create this survey is different from that used for the decennial Census. Therefore, the results are
not comparable. For example, the decennial census calculated a vacancy rate of 2.5% for 2000
while the Housing Vacancy Survey calculated a vacancy rate of 3.1%. The Housing Vacancy
Survey data may not be as reliable as the decennial census because of sampling, it nevertheless
allows for yearly comparisons. The Census Bureau is in the process of improving the Housing
Vacancy Survey to make it consistent with other related Census data. Both data are provided
here. Figure 1-6 and I-7 below show vacancy rates for San Francisco from 2000-2007 based
on this annual survey. This information can supplement Table I-37 to compare trends in

vacancies.
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D. COASTAL ZONE HOUSING

California state regulations require that the Housing Element detail new construction and
demolition activity occurring within California Coastal Zone areas. The City’s entire western
shoreline is within California’s coastal zone area. The coastal area zone boundary includes
about 30 residential blocks that front the Pacific Ocean (Map I-5). Approximately 320 units
(or about 19% of the total) of the housing in these blocks were built between 1982 and
1999.

Twenty-eight new units in 14 structures were added to the housing stock between 2000 and
2008, or an average of about three new units a year (Table I-38). In this same period, three
buildings with four units were demolished. The current development pipeline includes a

56-unit residential project within the coastal zone.

Within the larger census tract areas fronting the coastal shoreline (about 150 blocks), new
construction in in-fill sites has generated 140 new units. This has been offset by 13 units lost to
demolition or alteration projects. Some 112 new units are slated to be built in 49 structures in

this larger area. In this larger area, about 830 units were built between 1982 and 1999. These

units represent 7% of the total units counted in the 2000 Census.

Coastal Area Larger Census Tracts
Construction Type
No. of Structures No. of Units No. of Structures No. of Units
Table 1-38 )
New Construction, New Construction Completed 9 23 25 119
Alteration and Demolition Addition through Alterations 5 5 21 21
Activity in Coastal Area, )
San Francisco, 2000-2008 Loss through Alterations 1 (1) 8 4)
Demolition Completed 8 (4) 6 9)
Net Change in Housing Stock 18 23 55 127
Development Pipeline (Q4 2008) 1 56 49 112

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

Residential development in the Coastal Zone must conform to City Planning Code density
requirements. Development projects in the coastal zone also are required to apply for a coastal
permit and are reviewed for consistency with Western Shoreline General Plan policies con-
tained in the Western Shoreline Plan and Proposition M policies, one of which aims to preserve

the City’s supply of affordable housing.

In addition, new construction and demolition permits are reviewed for consistency with Ar-
ticle 10 of the California Government Code which requires that affordable lower income units
converted or demolished in the Coastal Zone Area be replaced on a one-for-one basis, and that
new housing developments, where feasible, provide housing units for persons and families of

low or moderate income.
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Regional Housing
Needs Assessment for
San Francisco,
2007-June 2014
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Housing Needs

This section examines the type, amount and affordability of new housing construction needed
in San Francisco, as determined by the Association of Bay Area Governments, through June

2014. It is based, in part, on the data presented in the preceding Sections.

A. REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ASSESSMENT

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), in coordination with the California State
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), determine the Bay Area’s
regional housing need based on regional trends, projected job growth and existing needs. San
Francisco’s fair share of the regional housing need for January 2007 through June 2014 was
calculated as 31,190 units, or about 4,160 units per year (Table I-39). This goal seeks to
alleviate a tight housing market stemming from forecast household and employment growth as
well as allocating regional household and employment growth to jurisdictions with established
or planned transit infrastructures. More important, the regional housing needs assessment
(RHNA) determination includes production targets addressing housing needs of a range of
household income categories. A total of about 18,880 units or 61% of the RHNA target must
be affordable to households making 120% of the area media income (AMI) or less.

Household Income Category No. of Units % of Total Annual Production Goal
Extremely Low ( < 30% AMI) 3,294 10.5% 439
Very Low ( 31 - 50% AMI) 3,295 10.6% 439
Low (51 -80% AMI) 61585 17.7% 738
Moderate (81 - 120% AMI ) 6,754 21.7% 901
Above Moderate (over 120% AMI) 12,315 3915 1,642

Middle (120% - 150% AMI) 3,325 10.7% 443

Market (over 150% AMI) 8,990 28.8% 1,199
TOTAL UNITS 31,193 100.0% 4,159

SOURCE: ABAG, Planning Department
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The Department of Housing and Urban Development determines the annual area median
income (AMI) for the San Francisco Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area, which includes
the counties of San Francisco, Marin and San Mateo. For 2008, the area median income for a
single person household was over $66,000 and $94,300 for a household of four people (Table
1-40).

Household Income by number of persons

Income Categories

as percentage of Area Median Income (AMI) 2 3 4

Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI) $19,800 $22,650 $25,450 $28,300 $30,500
Very low (50% of AMI) $33,000 $37,750 $42,450 $47,150 $50,950
Low (80% of AMI) $52,800 $60,350 $67,900 $75,450 $81,500
Median (100% of AMI) $66,000 $75,450 $84,850 $94,300 $101,850
Moderate (120% of AMI) $79,200 $90,550 $101,800 $113,150 $122,200

SOURCE: Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

The median income in San Francisco, however, is lower than the area median income. This is
due in part to higher median incomes in San Mateo and Marin counties and the concentra-
tions of lower-income families in the City. For example, in 2007, Marin County’s median
household income of $83,732 and San Mateo’s $94,517 were quite higher than the City’s
median household income of $68,023." Roughly 40% of all San Francisco houscholds make
less than 80% of the San Francisco PMSA area median income, and fall under the Department

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)’s low and very low income categories (Table
1-41).

Above Moderate

(>120% of median)

Low Moderate

(50-80% of median) (80-120% of median)

14.1% 14.8%

Very Low

(<50% of median)

Characteristic

All SF Households 27.8% 43.2%

Median Income for SF, 2007 $68,023

SOURCE: Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey

In order to account for this income variance, the Mayor’s Office of Housing publishes a lo-
cal AMI standard (Table 1-42). San Francisco’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

regulates housing assistance based on the San Francisco Area Median Income (SFAMI).

1 Figures cited are in 2007 inflation-adjusted dollars.

Table I-40

Household Income
Standards by Household
Size, 2008

Table I-41
Income Distribution,
San Francisco, 2007
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Extremely Low Studio $19,800 $545 $50,000
Income
1 Bedroom $22,650 $623 $57,000
30% of )
UD Area Median 2 Bedroom $25,450 $700 $64,000
Income)
3 Bedroom $28,300 $778 $72,000
4 Bedroom $30,550 $840 $78,000
Very Low Income Studio $33,000 $908 $84,000
50% of 1 Bedroom 37,750 1,038 97,000
UD Area Median 387, 31, 397,
Income) 2 Bedroom $42,450 $1,167 $109,000
3 Bedroom $47,150 $1,297 $121,000
4 Bedroom $50,950 $1,401 $131,000
Low Income Studio $52,800 $1,452 $133,674
80% of . 1 Bedroom $60,350 $1,660 $154,752
UD Area Median
Income) 2 Bedroom $67,900 $1,867 $176,035
3 Bedroom $75,450 $2,075 $197,113
4 Bedroom $81,500 $2,241 $213,070
Median Income Studio $66,000 $1,815 $181,193
100% of . 1 Bedroom $75,450 $2,075 $209,030
UD Area Median
Income) 2 Bedroom $84,850 $2,333 $237,072
3 Bedroom $94,300 $2,593 $265,114
4 Bedroom $101,850 $2,801 $286,397
Moderate Income Studio $79,200 $2,178 $228,711
120% of . 1 Bedroom $90,550 $2,490 $263,308
UD Area Median
Income) 2 Bedroom $101,800 $2,800 $298,109
3 Bedroom $113,150 $3,112 $335,115
4 Bedroom $122,200 $3,361 $359,723
Tuble I-42 Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
Affordable HDUSing Note: Incomes are based on the 2008 Area Median Income (AMI) limits for the San Francisco HUD Metro FMR Area (HMFA). Monthly housing

Guidelines, San expenses are galcula(e_d based on 3.3% of gross mont.h[y income. (FMR = Fair Market R.ents)4 Maxi_mum purchase price is the affordable price from
Francisco, 2008 San Francisco’s Inclusionary Housing Program and incorporates monthly fees and taxes into sales price.
’
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B. HOUSING AFFORDABILITY NEEDS

1. Affordability of New Housing Construction

State law requires that the City address the housing needs for all income levels. ABAG esti-
mates housing need by income group to provide a basis for determining what income levels
need to be most served by new construction. ABAG figures are based on income distribution
of all existing households in the City and in the Bay Area. ABAG’s estimates split the dif-
ference between the City and the regional figure in an effort to move the City closer to the
regional income distribution. Table I-39 (see page 41) shows that the City must construct
almost 31,200 new housing units to meet its fair share of the Bay Area region’s estimated
housing need. At least 39% of these new units must be affordable to very low and low-income
households. Another 22% should be affordable to households with moderate incomes.

The high cost of housing leads to numerous troublesome effects including overwhelming
rent burden (as more of a household’s income is needed to go toward rent); overcrowding as
more people squeeze into smaller affordable units to share costs; an increase in workers per
household needed to pay mortgage or meet monthly rent; increased commuter traffic from San
Francisco job holders who cannot afford to live in the City; and an increase in the homeless

population.

2. Households Overpaying

Rising housing costs lead to overpayment as more of a household’s income is spent on housing.
The 2008 American Community Survey (ASC) estimated median monthly rent at $1,262
and median monthly housing costs for owner occupied units at $3,182. Overpayment comes
about when 30% or more of a household’s income goes to paying rent or 35 percent or more of
household income for mortgage payments. A higher percentage of poorer households thus tend
to overpay: as Table I-43 shows, almost 68% of extremely low income renting households over-
pay, compared to 36% of all renting household.s Table I-43 below also shows that about 40%
of all San Francisco households spent more than 30% of its income on housing costs in 2008.
The number and percentage of households overpaying has also grown since the 2000 Census.
In 2000, housing costs for over two-thirds are very low income households represented 30%
or more of their household income. Table I-43 also shows that a higher percentage of renting

households tend to overpay. The marked increase in homeowning households overpaying by

2008 may be due in large part on the relaxation of criteria for mortgage financing.

Tenure Type a0 &8
No. of Households % of Households No. of Households % of Households
Renter Occupied * 76,600 35.8% 80,014 42.7%
Extremely Low Income 36,790 67.6% n/a
Very Low Income 16,012 60.4% n/a
Owner Occupied * 18,237 17.4% 48915 | 386%
Extremely Low Income 6,833 66.8% n/a
Very Low Income 4,727 49.9% n/a
All Households 94,837 28.8% 128,929 ‘ 39.9%

* Gross Rents or Monthly Housing Costs as 30% or more of household income.

SOURCE: Census Bureau, SCDS: CHAS Data 2000

Table I-43

Percentage of Very Low
Income Households
Overpaying Housing Costs,
San Francisco, 2000 and 2008
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3. Overcrowded Households

A houschold is considered overcrowded when there is more than one person per room in
the dwelling unit. The 2000 Census reported that over 40,900 or 12% of all San Francisco
households were overcrowded (Table I-44). Of these households, 9,400 (3% of all San Fran-
cisco households) are severely overcrowded, with more than 1.5 occupants per room. Renter

households are also more likely to be overcrowded than home-owning households.

Tenure Type Overcrowded Severely Overcrowded
Table I-44 Owner Occupied 11,291 9.8% 1,808 1.6%
Overcrowded Households by
Tenure, San Francisco, 2000 Renter Occupied 29,630 13.8% 7,636 3.6%
All Households 40,921 12.4% 9,444 2.9%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Asian-American households make up a disproportionate number of overcrowded households.
(Table I-45). This table also shows that a substantial percentage of Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander, Other Race, and Asian-American households are overcrowded. These households are
likely to be larger (see Table I-7 on page 9) and have lower incomes (see Tables I-16 and I-18,
pages 16 and 17, respectively). Larger households have difficulty securing housing with three
or more bedrooms, especially with the City’s very limited stock of larger units. High housing
costs also forces overcrowding. To afford the cost of housing, many low-income families crowd

into smaller units.

Household Ethnicity No of Households % of Households

Overcrowded Héﬁﬁéghélj: White ics 47%
by Household Ethnicity, African American 2,495 10.5%
San Francisco, 2000 American Indian / Alaska Native 168 12.9%
Asian 21,452 27.1%

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 358 39.6%

Other Race 5,046 39.4%

Two or More Races 1,950 16.5%

Hispanic / Latino 9,472 30.1%

All Households 40,921 12.4%

SOURCE: Census Bureau
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4. Expiration of Units at Risk of Conversion or Expiration

Government Code Section 65583(a)(8)(A-D) requires that the Housing Element update
inventory assisted housing developments at risk of expiration or conversion to market rate
within the housing element planning period (2007-2014). Assisted housing developments
include multifamily rental housing complexes that receive government assistance under any
of the following federal, State, and/or local programs (or any combination of rental assistance,
mortgage insurance, interest reductions, and/or direct loan programs) which are eligible to
change to market-rate housing due to termination (opt-out) of a rent subsidy contract (e.g.,
Housing Choice Vouchers, Section 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local

programs with expiring use restrictions.

Some 6,770 units funded through tax-credit, HCD, bond, and FHA identified as at-risk with
expirations between 2000 and 2006 have been secured through renewed contracts. According
to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, as of 2008, Section 8 housing is the only housing
type at risk of conversion to market rate in San Francisco. As shown on Table 1-46, almost 580
low-income units are at risk of losing their Federal Rental Section 8 subsidies by 2014. The
SF Housing Authority manages contracts for over 8,000 Section 8 units. Almost half of these
units are in projects owned or managed by non-profit organizations. Section 8 units receive
Federal subsidies that provide the owners of these units with the difference between 30% of the

tenant’s income, and a HUD established rent for the units.

Expiration of Section 8 subsidies in privately owned projects could force tenants to pay market
rate rents for their unit, or face eviction. Expiration of Section 8 contracts in nonprofit owned
projects will burden organizations that lack sufficient income to meet operating costs and

mortgage payments. Preservation costs for these units is estimated to be $43,275,000.

According to the state Department of Housing and Community Development, the following

entities are qualified to manage assisted units in San Francisco:

Organization Address City Zip Code Phone No.

Affordable Housing Foundation PO. Box 26516 San Francisco 94126 (415) 387-7834
Asian Neighborhood Design 461 Bush St 4th Fir San Francisco 94108 (415) 982-2959
Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center 515 Cortland Ave San Francisco 94110 (415) 206-2140
BRIDGE Housing Corporation One Hawthorne, Ste. 400 San Francisco 94105 (415) 989-1111
BUILD Leadership Development Inc. 1280 Bison, Ste. B9-200 Newport Beach 92660 (949) 720-7044
Chinatown Community Development Center 1525 Grant Ave San Francisco 94133 (415) 984-1450
Christian Church Homes of No. California, Inc. 303 Hegenberger Rd, Ste. 201 Oakland 94621-1419 (510) 632-6714
Foundation for Affordable Housing, Inc. 2847 Story Rd San Francisco 95127 (408) 923-8260
Housing Corporation of America 31423 Coast Hwy, Ste. 7100 Laguna Beach 92677 (328) 726-9672
Mission Housing Development Corp 474 Valencia St, Ste. 280 San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-6432
Northern California Land Trust, Inc. 3126 Shattack Berkeley 94501 (510) 548-7878
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency One S. Van Ness, Fifth Floor San Francisco 94103 (415) 749-2400
Satellite Housing Inc. 2526 Martin Luther King., Jr Way Berkeley 94704 (510) 647-0700
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corp. 201 Eddy St San Francisco 94102 (415) 776-2151
West Bay Housing Corporation 120 Howard St. #120 San Francisco 94105 (415) 618-0012




CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009

Table I-46
Expiration and Opt-Outs of Project Based Section 8 Contracts, San Francisco, 2008

Project Owner ' First Expire 2 Units @ Flex * LIHPRHA®  Rent Control
DIAMOND HEIGHTS

Casa De Vida | P | 12142000 | 20 | No | No | No

Hayes Valley

Fair Oaks Apartments | b | oreoo21 | 20 | No | Yes | e
INGLESIDE

Page / Holloway Apartments ‘ PM or LD ‘ 12/15/2020 ‘ 15 ‘ No ‘ No ‘ No
MISSION

Mission Bart Apartments PM 10/20/2013 13 No No No

Mission Plaza Apartments PM 07/14/2000 132 No No No
NORTH BEACH

Wharf Plaza | PM 04/05/2002 116 No No No

Wharf Plaza Il PM 06/15/2002 114 No No No
TENDERLOIN

Crescent Manor ‘ LD ‘ 10/31/1996 ‘ 92 ‘ Yes ‘ No Yes
WESTERN ADDITION

Emeric-Goodman Building LD 12/19/2004 30 No No No

Univista Apartments LD 08/31/1997 24 Yes No Yes

Total = = 577 = = =

NOTES

! LD = Limited Dividend, PM = Profit Motivated

* First expiration of Section 8 Contract, typically 20 years after origination. Contract is renewed annually each year thereafter.

3 Units receiving project based Section 8 subsidy.

* Flexible Subsidy Use Agreement: HUD rehabilitation loan program that provided funds to owners in exchange for a no-prepayment provision, and increased Section 8
contract rent levels to cover new debt

° Low Income Housing Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act: Provided federal funds to purchase at-risk properties and extend affordability requirements for an
additional 30 years

SOURCE: SF Redevelopment Agency
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B. HOUSING NEEDS OF SPECIAL POPULATION
GROUPS

All San Francisco households require specific unit sizes and levels of affordability; various
population groups have more specific housing requirements. Special housing needs are those
associated with specific demographic or occupational groups which call for specific program
responses, such as preservation of single-room occupancy hotels or the development of units
with more bedrooms. Housing element law specifically requires analysis of the special hous-
ing needs of the elderly, the disabled, female-headed households, large families, and homeless
persons and families, as well as the needs of any other group deemed appropriate by the City.
These other groups include: the mentally ill; persons with HIV/AIDS; immigrants, refugees
and undocumented workers; artists; and students. Most of special needs groups require some

degree of affordable housing.

The permanent housing needs of specific population groups are summarized below with state
required categories discussed first and locally determined groups following (Table I-47). It
is important to note that these population groups are not mutually exclusive and needs may
overlap. For example, a person can be both elderly and homeless. Roughly 39% of the home-
less suffer from mental illness and as many as 23% of the elderly have mobility or self-care
limitations. Between 60 to 80% of all homeless individuals may suffer from one or more

physical disability, mental illness, or substance addiction.

Homeless Shelters, Transitional Housing, SROs, Small and Large Family Units
Physically Disabled Accessible Units of all Types
Mentally Il Board and Care, Institutional Facilities

Accessible Units of all Types, Large Family Units, Board and Care,
Developmentally Disabled Institutional Facilities, Modified Units for Medically Fragile, Afford-
able Rentals or Homeownership Units

Elderly Senior Housing Projects, Studios, 1 Bedroom
Families with Children 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing
Female-Headed Households 2 or more Bedroom Family Housing

New Immigrants, Refugees

and Undocumented Workers Small and Large Families, various

Students Dorms or Studios

Artists Affordable Live/Work Space

SOURCE: SF Mayor’s Office of Community Development, Developmental Disabilities Board Area 5

1. Homeless

The San Francisco Human Services Agency counted almost 6,380 persons on the streets and
in homeless shelters in 2007 (Table 1-48). Of these persons, about 44% were counted on
the streets and some 43% were in shelters or transitional housing. Ninety-one percent of the
homeless were single adults, while the remaining nine percent counted in this survey were in

families.

Table I-47

Permanent Housing Needs
of Special Population
Groups, San Francisco,
2008
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Persons in Family Status

Location Single Adults Bl Uiitie

Estimatod Hometos)  Street 1935 66 770 2,771
Population, San Francisco, Shelter 1175 322 0 1,497
2007 Transitional Housing & Treatment Centers 1,076 190 0 1,266

Resource Centers & Stabilization 321 0 0 321

Jail 400 0 0 400

Hospitals 122 0 0 122
TOTAL 5,029 578 770 6,377

SOURCE: SF Human Services Agency, San Francisco Homeless Count 2007

Homeless households require affordable housing that is appropriately sized, with appropriate
services. As reported in the ten year plan to end homelessness, appropriate housing for this

population is permanent and includes 24 hour access to appropriate services.

2. Persons with Disabilities

San Francisco’s housing stock and housing market present challenges to persons living with
disabilities. This segment of the population, which includes individuals with mental, physi-
cal, and developmental disabilities, require a variety of living arrangements depending on the
severity of their disability. Some can live at home in an independent environment with the
help of other family members; others live independently with some assistance that includes
special housing design features. Those who cannot work may require income support; and
those with medical conditions would need in-home supportive services. Accessible housing

can also be provided via senior housing developments.

‘The majority of persons with disabilities live on an income that is significantly lower than the
non-disabled population. Many disabled individuals live on a small fixed income which severely
limits their ability to pay for housing. The Task Force on Family Diversity estimates that at
least one-third of all persons with disabilities in the United States live in poverty. Persons with
disabilities have the highest rate of unemployment relative to other groups. For most, their
only source of income is a small fixed pension afforded by Social Security Disability Insurance
(SDI), Social Security Insurance (SSI), or Social Security Old Age and Survivor’s Insurance
(SSA), which will not adequately cover the cost of rent and living expenses even when shared
with a roommate. In addition, persons with disabilities oftentimes experience discrimination

in hiring and training. When they find work, it tends to be unstable and at low wages.

a. Physical Disabilities.

The Northern California Council for the Community estimates that 63,032 San Franciscans
are physically disabled. The 2000 Census counted 56,216 non-institutionalized adults having
a physical disability, which is defined as a condition that substantially limits one or more basic
physical activities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting or carrying. Over half

of disabled adults are over 65 and may require appropriate housing. There are over 26,300
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people between 16 and 64 with a physical disability. If one in five of disabled non-seniors
require affordable housing, this specific population group would have a need for roughly 5,550

subsidized units.

Some physically disabled people require accessible housing with features such as: wheelchair
accessible entrances, wide interior spaces for wheelchair circulation, accessible bathing facilities,
adjustable heights for counters and cabinets, and other amenities. Since over three-quarters
of San Francisco’s housing stock built before 1950, much of the existing stock was not built
with these accommodations in mind; some, but not most, can easily be converted to acces-
sible standards. Most subsidized units developed by the Housing Authority, Redevelopment

Agency, or otherwise supported by other public funds are accessible.

b. Mental Disabilities

According to the 2000 Census, almost 39,120 San Franciscans identify as having a mental
illness; about 94% are over the age of 16. Not everyone with a mental illness has special
housing needs. However, a substantial number of persons with severe psychiatric disabilities
often have extremely low incomes and are consequently forced to live in substandard housing
without the supportive services and assistance that would allow them to live independently.
De-institutionalization of the state’s mental institutions in the late 1970s left the charge and
housing of psychiatrically disabled residents to private board and care facilities. In 1977 there
were 1,278 board and care beds. By 1995 this number shrank to 465.

In 1999, licensed board and care facilities in San Francisco managed 525 beds for San Francisco’s
mentally ill. However, the growing costs of patient care may again reduce the modest gain in
out-patient service. At current supplemental security subsidy levels, operators are finding the

provision of board and care for the mentally ill financially unattractive.

A survey conducted by the San Francisco Mental Health Association indicated an overwhelm-
ing desire on the part of mentally disabled persons to live alone or with one to two friends in
apartments with support services as needed. The absence of affordable housing linked to sup-
portive services, however, sends many of the City’s mentally ill to a cycle of short-term acute
care and homelessness. While large scale supportive housing is a cost-effective way of meeting
this group’s housing needs, advocates working with special needs groups emphasize the need
to balance large-scale development with small site development and rehabilitation of units
within existing neighborhoods, to enable people to live within their neighborhood of origin
wherever possible, and to avoid geographic concentration that often hinders the transition to
independent living. The Department of Public Health’s Division of Mental Health estimates a

need for 2,000 supportive housing units for San Francisco’s mentally ill.

c. Developmental Disabilities

Developmental disability is defined by the State of California as a lifelong disability caused by
a mental and/or physical impairment manifested prior to the age of 18 and are expected to
be lifelong. Conditions included under this definition include: mental retardation, epilepsy,
autism, and/or cerebral palsy, and “other conditions needing services similar to a person with

mental retardation.”



Persons with developmental disability may also suffer multiple disabilities as the Developmen-

tal Disabilities Board Area 5 estimates below show:

e Mental Illness: a conservative estimate of 10% as the portion of people with a develop-
mental disability who are also living with a mental disability.

* Mobility Impairment: Staff and service providers report that approximately 10 % of
all people with a developmental disability also have a physical disability; their mobility
impairment will call for housing that is ADA accessible, or certainly readily adaptable
to their needs.

* Visual/Hearing Impairment: It is estimated from prior experience that 2-3% of the
developmental disabled population are living with a visual and/or hearing impairment,
and require reasonable accommodation to their disability.

* Medically Fragile: 2 % of the developmental disabled population require 24/7 medical
care, in housing specifically rehabilitated or constructed to include features like those
in hospital settings, with space for care-givers and specialized equipment

Many individuals with developmental disabilities are independent and can live in their own
apartments or homes with very little support. Other individuals will have more severe disabili-
ties, and may require 24-hour care and assistance in residences that are modified specifically to

accommodate their individual needs.

The Developmental Disabilities Board Area 5 estimated that there are some 11,472 San Fran-
ciscans have a developmental disability. Its report also noted that seven out of 10 people with
developmental disabilities are unable to earn substantial gainful income and must rely on
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) to support themselves. With SSI capped at under $900,
people with developmental disabilities are finding it increasingly difficult to find affordable,
accessible, and appropriate housing that is inclusive in the local community. In the past,
many people with developmental disabilities were institutionalized in large hospital-like set-
tings, often for life. Current practice, made possible by the Lanterman Act and the Olmstead
Decision, now calls for the “maximum possible integration into the general community.” This
is realized through the creation of housing, with affordable rents and appropriate supportive

services, dedicated to the long-term needs and empowerment of this population.

Based on a survey of 2,642 developmentally disabled clients, the Developmental Disabilities
Board Area 5 estimated a housing need of 853 units for the 2009-2014 period. According to
the Board Area 5, types of housing opportunities appropriate for people living with a develop-

mental disability include:

* Rent-subsidized affordable housing, with services, accessible, close to transit and com-
munity

* Licensed and unlicensed Single Family homes, modified, of 3-4 bedrooms
* Inclusionary within larger housing developments serving the general population

e SECTION 8 Apartment Housing Choice Voucher

* Home purchase through special programs (first time home buyers, Fannie Mae)
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e HUD Section 811/ MHP-SHP developments for disabled populations
* Housing specially modified for the Medically Fragile (SB 962 Homes)

3. Elderly

The 2000 Census counted 136,369 or 18% of San Francisco’s population as 60 years or older.
San Francisco’s elderly population is expected to grow to 173,200 by 2010 and to 279,800
by 2030; this growth is consistent with national trends. The recent Census also estimated
that 24% of all San Francisco households have one or more persons over 65 years old. About
32,300 elderly householders, representing about 10% of all houscholds in 2000, lived alone.

Senior citizens have different housing needs especially as they develop health problems or expe-
rience decreased mobility. The 2000 Census estimated that 23% of persons 65 and over have
mobility or self-care limitations. The City’s Long-Term Care Pilot Project Task Force estimates
that the City must develop a minimum of 1,500 units of affordable supportive housing. Older
and disabled adults who require long-term care have a need for a broad range of on-site and
off-site services including central dining, transportation services, limited or complete medical
care, recreational and other services. For seniors living independently, there is a need for safe
and easily maintained dwelling units. Table I-49 below shows that 33% of all elderly and 1-2

person households overpay; generally a larger proportion of lower income households have

heavier housing burdens.

Renting Households Homeowning Households
Household Type by Income E1Idng2y, Total E1Idng2y, Total Al
member o member e Chaige  Househols
Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI) 18,149 49,334 6,167 10,229 59,563
% Overpaying 60.8% 67.6% 63.8% 66.8% 67.5%
Very Low (<50% of AMI) 5,610 26,510 4,620 9,472 35,982
% Overpaying 53.1% 60.4% 32.7% 49.9% 57.7%
Low (up to 80% of AMI) 4,774 40,139 6,430 17,920 58,059
% Overpaying 32.8% 37.1% 23.0% 45.2% 39.6%
Total Households 34,022 214,272 31,825 115,299 329,571
% Overpaying 48.0% 33.9% 27.9% 30.9% 32.9%

SOURCE: State of the Cities Data Systems CHAS Data 2000

4. Families with Children and Large Family Households

Approximately 54,700 or 38% of family households include children. Some 63,900 house-
holds, or almost one in five San Francisco households, include a person under 18 years of age.
Many of these children are in low-income households in ethnic communities that tend to be
larger and poorer (Tables 7 and 18 on pages 9 and 16, respectively). The high cost of housing

and limited supply of larger units can result in overcrowding. These communities require

Table I-49

Elderly Households
and Housing Burden,
San Francisco, 2000



CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009

that the existing affordable housing stock be adequately maintained and rehabilitated where

necessary, and that new larger affordable units are constructed.

Virtually all large households, or those containing five or more persons, are family households.
Family households as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau include only those households with
persons related to the householder by birth, marriage or adoption, residing together. About
20% of all family households, roughly 29,000, have five persons or more. Table I-50 below
shows the number of suitable accommodations available for larger families and/or households.
This mismatch is exacerbated as only a small portion of new construction consist of two bed-

rooms or more.

Based on the current waiting list managed by the San Francisco Housing Authority, there is
an estimated unfilled need for over 17,000 affordable housing units for low-income families.
Two-thirds of these families require a two or three-bedroom unit due to their larger family

sizes.

Families with children generally earn less per capita than the average San Francisco house-
hold, yet require larger housing units. Table I-51shows that larger family households tend to
overpay more than typical households. Like most groups, families also require public transit
and neighborhood serving retail in close proximity. But they have specialized needs as well:
accessible routes or transit connections to schools, nearby childcare (if it cannot be provided
on-site), laundry and storage facilities on-site, recreational opportunities that are directly ac-

cessible from each unit on-site.

Even more important for families is their ability to access housing. Because many families are
two-worker households, they have very little time to pursue affordable housing opportunities
which can be listed in multiple locations under various agencies. They require a simple, easily
accessible “one-stop” system to help them find housing opportunities, as well as significant

support such as counseling agencies to move towards homeownership opportunities.

No. of

Household Size Households % of Total Unit Size No. of Units % of Total

Table I-50 o i 9
Household Size and Housing 1-person household 127,380 38.6% Studio 62,278 18.0%
Unit Sizes, San Francisco, 2-person household 101,781 30.9% 1-bedroom 96,929 28.0%
2000
3-person household 41,831 12.7% 2-bedrooms 103,199 29.8%
4-person household 28,563 8.7% 3-bedrooms 59,793 17.3%
5-person household 14,293 4.3% 4-bedrooms 18,331 5.3%
6-person or more 16,002 4.9% 5-bedrooms or 5997 1.7%
household more
TOTALS 329,851 100.0% TOTALS 346,527 100.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau
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Renting Households Homeowning Households
Household Type by Income Small Large Total Small Large Total Home- All
Related Related RG] Related Related owning Households
(2-4 people) ~ (5ormore)  Households  (2-4 people) (5 ormore)  Households
Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI) 8,665 2,675 49,334 1,774 569 10,229 59,563
% Overpaying 69.9% 72.7% 67.6% 73.5% 68.4% 66.8% 67.5%
Very Low (up to 50% of AMI) 7,035 2,400 26,510 2,310 1,274 9,472 35,982
% Overpaying 51.7% 35.0% 60.4% 61.5% 70.2% 49.9% 57.7%
Low (up to 80% of AMI) 9,755 3,580 40,139 5,610 3,070 17,920 58,059
% Overpaying 28.5% 17.3% 37.1% 56.0% 46.1% 45.2% 54.3%
Total Households 50,225 12,655 214,272 43,074 15,448 115,299 329,571
% Overpaying 28.0% 27.8% 33.9% 29.2% 27.5% 30.9% 32.9%

SOURCE: State of the Cities Data Systems CHAS Data 2000

5. Female-Headed Households

Many families with a single parent are in households headed by women. Female-headed
households in 2000 comprised 8% of all houscholds. Women still suffer from income dispari-
ties in the job market, forcing them to survive with less income than their male counterparts.
At the time of the last Census, about 17% of female headed houscholds were under poverty
level, compared to 8% of all families under poverty level (Table I-52). Seven years later, the
American Community Survey estimated that 18% of families were under the poverty level
while 22% of female-headed households were under the poverty level. This increase in poverty

exacerbates the need for affordable housing in order to avoid an increase in homeless families,

especially female-headed households.

2000 Census
Household Type 2007 ACS %
No. %

Total Households 329,700 100.0% 18.0%
Total Female Headed Householders 28,380 8.6% 8.0%
Female Heads with Children under 18 10,820 38.1% 40.6%
Total Family Households 17,560 44.6% 441%
Total Families Under the Poverty Level 11,5615 7.8% 18.0%
Female Headed Households Under 4718 16.6% 22 19%

the Poverty Level

SOURCE: Census Bureau

6. Persons with HIV/AIDS and Terminally Il Patients

San Francisco has the third highest number of total AIDS cases in the United States, compris-
ing almost one in five of California AIDS cases and about 3% of AIDS cases nationwide. As of

December 2006, San Francisco ranked third in the cumulative number of AIDS cases among

Table I-51

Large Households and
Housing Burden,
San Francisco, 2000

Table 1-52

Characteristics of Female-
Headed Households, San
Francisco, 2000



metropolitan areas nationwide. The number of deaths from AIDS has decreased significantly
from a high of over 1,820 in 1992 to fewer than 250 in 2007, in part because most deaths are
listed under other causes given AIDS patients’ compromised immune system. The number of
people living with HIV/AIDS continues to increase steadily, from about 13,650 in 2002 up
to, according to the AIDS Housing Alliance, over 7,000 in 2007.

Approximately 10% of people living with AIDS are homeless. The San Francisco Department
of Public Health’s Annual HIV/AIDS Epidemiology Report for 2007 noted that “Homeless
persons suffer from high rates of substance abuse, mental illness, tuberculosis, infectious hepa-
titis, and insufficient health care. Among HIV-infected persons, unstable housing has been
associated with poor utilization of health care services including greater reliance on emergency
departments, more frequent hospitalizations, and fewer ambulatory care visits. Use of anti-
retroviral therapy and prophylaxis against opportunistic illnesses is less frequent among the
homeless. Among homeless persons, prescribed antiretroviral therapy and adherence to these
medications is suboptimal.” The report continues on to note that “After taking into account
those factors that are known to affect AIDS survival (such as age and use of antiretroviral

therapy), homelessness increased the risk of death by more than 20%.”

The Housing Waiting List (HWL), created in 1995, is a centralized wait list that makes re-
ferrals to most housing programs designated for people living with HIV/AIDS except for
hospices and emergency shelters. Most HOPWA funded (Housing Opportunities for Persons
with AIDS) projects use this wait list. Approximately 7,000 people are currently active on the
list. This list has been closed to new applicants since November 2001. According to the AIDS
Housing Alliance, some 13,000 or 72% of people with HIV/AIDS have an unmet housing
need. The Alliance also says that only 60% of people with HIV/AIDS in the City's REGGIE

database have stable housing.

Compounding the barriers facing people living with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco is the highly
competitive local housing market. People living with HIV/AIDS with very low incomes com-
pete with high-income prospective tenants in a private, consumer driven rental market. For
this reason, a tenant-based rental subsidy program is one of the largest HOPWA-funded pro-
grams in San Francisco. Unfortunately, due to increasing housing costs, and despite extensive
cost-containment measures, this program is able to subsidize fewer people over time. The
current referrals from the HWL to the tenant-based subsidy program enrolled on the list in

1997 — or over 12 years ago.

The San Francisco HIV Health Services Planning Council is a community planning group
that oversees the prioritization and allocation of Ryan White CARE Act Title I and II funds
for the Eligible Metropolitan Area of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties. The
federal Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) administers these funds. The
Planning Council conducted the 2005 Comprehensive Needs Assessment, which focused
on underserved and populations in the most severe need of HIV/AIDS-related health and
social services. Housing was consistently rated as one of the top three most needed and most
requested among these populations. Changes to CARE Act funds further limit the amount of
CARE Act funds that can be spent on housing, which creates additional barriers to providing

appropriate affordable housing for people living with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco.
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In 2006, the Board of Supervisors requested that a new citywide HIV/AIDS Housing Plan be
done. The Department of Public Health’s Housing and Urban Health section led this process,
which included assembling an HIV/AIDS Housing Work Group. The result of this process
is the Comprehensive HIV/AIDS Housing Plan. This Plan estimates that between 7,520
and 14,470 people living with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco have an unmet need for housing.
Among these, between 1,410 and 2,560 are estimated to be currently homeless.

7. Immigrants, Refugees and Undocumented Workers

San Francisco has long been a “port of entry” to the United States for immigrants and refugees.
San Francisco also shelters a number of undocumented persons who are in the United States
without legal status. Although data on the number of total number of immigrants, refugees,
and undocumented workers is not available, the 2000 Census found that more than 13% of
all households, or 43,710, are linguistically isolated. Many of these new arrivals need low cost
housing and support services; a limited number of housing and immigrant agencies in San

Francisco provide multicultural and multilingual assistance.

Shelter providers for the homeless also assist homeless persons who are undocumented. These
persons have an urgent need for shelter because they are ineligible for public assistance programs
such as General Assistance. Most immigrants and refugees, regardless of immigration status,

also need housing services that are provided in a multicultural and multilingual context.

8. Artists/Artisans

Artists have special housing needs for affordable accommodations that provide large wall space,
high ceilings, lofts, lighting, and the ability to work at all hours of the day or night. There is
high demand for such flexible space in the city. Past efforts to secure housing for artist in San
Francisco through the live/work program failed to meet the target housing market. While
there are not official counts of artists, the cultural and economic value of artist to San Francisco

is undisputable.

9. Students

Institutions of higher learning have not provided sufficient housing for their student popula-
tions. For example, the University of California Medical Center has a student enrollment of
3,780 but only accommodates 178 single students and 130 students in family housing. San
Francisco State University had a student enrollment of 26,800 in 2000 but only provided
1,500 student housing units. San Francisco City College’s Phelan Campus totaled 25,000
students in 2000 with an estimated need for approximately 1,000 units. Students generally
require smaller housing units near their school and job centers. Without dedicated housing,

students often end up in overcrowded and/or costly accommodations.



C. HOUSING PRESERVATION NEEDS

San Francisco has an older housing stock, with 75% of all units over 50 years old. This is the
largest concentration of older housing stock in the state. Seismic retrofitting requirements also

create the greatest hOllSil’lg preservation need for San Francisco.

1. Private Housing Rehabilitation

Housing restoration, remodeling and maintenance is an on-going activity throughout the City.
Renovation projects completed between 2000 and 2007 totaled $486.7 million, affecting some
18,900 units. Over 92% of these permits were for residential improvements in one and two
unit buildings. Almost 73% of the total rehabilitation costs were for projects in single-family

units where the average cost of improvements was just over $53,000 per unit.

2. Public Housing Rehabilitation

There are 6,156 public housing units in 50 developments located throughout the City. Recent
programs have rehabilitated 1,149 units of new and affordable housing with 2,607 bedrooms.
‘The 2007 Comprehensive Physical Needs Assessment performed by the San Francisco Housing
Authority (SFHA) indicated that there is a backlog of immediate physical rehabilitation needs
that will cost $269 million. An additional $26 million a year is needed to forestall physical
deterioration in SFHA housing. The SFHA has identified projects totaling $2.54 billion to
comprehensively address all of the physical problems that currently exist.?

3. Seismic Retrofitting

In the early 1990s, there were approximately 11,850 units in 399 unreinforced masonry resi-
dential hotels and apartment buildings (UMB), most of which are occupied by low-income
households. As of August 2008, five apartment buildings with 84 units and one residential
hotel with 18 units have yet to comply with the City’s retrofit requirements.> The San Fran-
cisco Department of Building Inspection and the City Attorney are working together to bring
these remaining buildings into compliance. It is estimated that on average, it takes as much
as $45,000 per unit in public subsidies to rehabilitate and seismically upgrade these buildings
and still maintain their low-income rent structure. Rehabilitation and seismic upgrade costs
vary depending on the type of building, the level of retrofit, and the availability of construction

expertise.

In addition to unreinforced masonry buildings, much of San Francisco’s older housing stock
is in need of some type of seismic upgrading such as foundation bolting and structural re-
inforcement. Soft-story, wood frame, multifamily housing -- typically wood-frame buildings

with open fronts, usually large openings on the ground floor such as multiple garage doors

2 PHA Plans — Annual Plan for Fiscal Year 2008-09, San Francisco Housing Authority, August 2008
3 Information provided by Jerry Sullivan of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, August 13, 2008.
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or large storefront windows -- is particularly at risk. The City’s Community Action Plan for
Seismic Safety (CAPSS) is looking at potential methods of instigating their retrofit, as well as
other action steps to improve the City’s earthquake resilience by addressing the performance of
existing buildings during an earthquake and facilitating the repair of damaged buildings after

an earthquake.

D. REPLACEMENT OF LOST UNITS

Demolitions, abatement enforcement, mergers and conversions, and fires all diminish the
City’s housing stock, and lost units need to be replaced. Table 1-53 below anticipates losses

based on historic trends.

e B F ol el 1125 é;t/:&;t:d) Replacement Housing Needs,
Unit Mergers 225 San Francisco, 2007-June 2014
Loss of Secondary Units 400
Conversion to Commercial Use 60
Owner Move-In 5,530
Ellis Act Evictions 2,100
TOTAL 9,440

SOURCE: Planning Department

1. Loss of Units through Building Demolition

Since 2000, building demolition has accounted for the loss of almost 1,200 units (Table 1-27
on page 30), a rate 10% lower than the annual demolition average of 148 units between 1990
and 1999. The City has a one-to-one unit replacement policy and units lost through demoli-
tion are subsequently replaced with the same number of units or even more. Housing demoli-
tions in this period included the demolition of North Beach Place and Valencia Gardens, two
large, older public housing structures that have since been replaced by new affordable housing

developments. Similar public housing renewal projects are foreseen in the near future.

2. Loss of Units through Mergers

Dwelling unit mergers result in fewer but larger units. Smaller units are generally considered
more affordable. However larger units enable families to grow without leaving their com-
munities. The City established legislation that aims to limit dwelling unit mergers that result
in larger and more expensive units. A slight decline in dwelling unit mergers followed this
legislation. Between 1995 and 1999, dwelling unit mergers resulted in the loss of some 233
units, an average of 47 a year. Trends slowed down even further, between 2000 through 2008,

only 287 units were merged to make larger dwelling units, a loss of about 32 units a year.
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3. Loss of lllegal Secondary Units through Code Enforcement

A secondary unit is generally a smaller unit that does not have the same amenities as the
primary unit or units on a lot. Often these units are built in basements, garages, attics, or in
rear yard structures. While many illegal secondary units may not meet existing code require-
ments, they still constitute a major supply of affordable housing. Some illegal units create
life safety hazards; other units require alternative standards for open space, parking, rear yard

requirements, or density requirements to be legalized.

Between 2000 and 2008, 204 illegal secondary units were removed; 80 units were legalized
(Table I-54). The volume of complaints has been increasing; with a strengthened code enforce-
ment team, it is estimated that in the future, 50 to 100 illegal units per year will be removed.
Based on a projected average loss of 75 units per year, it is estimated that about 400 units will

be needed between January 2007 and June 2014 to replace these typically affordable units.

Year Units Legalized lllegal Units Removed
Legalization of Slt;[c/}o/;éa)r; 2000 - 12
Units, San Francisco, 2001 8 22
2000-2008 2002 9 36
2003 Ih 33
2004 8 22
2005 16 38
2006 9 12
2007 11 10
2008 8 19
TOTALS 80 204

Source: Planning Department

4. Loss of Units from Conversions to Commercial Use

Forty-nine housing units were legally converted to commercial uses between 2000 and 2008
(Table I-28). This is comparable with the annual average of about five units removed between
1990 and 1999. While the conversion of residential use to commercial uses has declined
significantly from the high rates experienced in the late 1970s, illegal conversions are still a
concern in a number of areas. Unfortunately, no reliable data can detail the extent of illegal
conversions, but based on trends in the previous decade, at least 30 new housing units will
be needed to replace housing lost to legal conversion to commercial use expected during the
period covering January 2007 and June 2014.
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5. Loss of Units from Owner Move-In and Ellis Act Evictions

Changes in tenure status through Ellis Act evictions or owners move-in is seen to result in a
loss of affordable units. These units are affordable through rent control, rental status or smaller
unit size. Units held off the market through the Ellis Act increased significantly in recent years
(Table I-55). From the passage of the Act in 1986 until 1998 there were a total of 44 eviction
notices given through the Ellis Act. In 1998 that number increased to 206 notices and in
1999 it peaked at 440 eviction notices. During the second half of the 1990s, however, owner
move-in evictions increased dramatically; more than 1,000 eviction notices were given out

annually through this process.

Ellis Act or Other
Removal from Market

Owner Move-In

Table I-55
FY 1997-1998 1,400 12 Evictions from Ellis Act and
CY 1998 1,545 157 Owner Move-Ins,
San Francisco, 1997-2006
CY 1999 872 473
CY 2000 1013 345
CY 2001 802 292
CY 2002 548 251
CY 2003 357 238
CY 2004 345 368
CY 2005 267 359
CY 2006 227 304

SOURCE: SF Rent Board



CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009

Meeting
Housing Needs

This section provides an analysis of the overall capacity for meeting the City’s projected housing
needs. The first part presents and inventory of the land use capacity for new housing based on
the existing zoning, including an analysis of their suitability to a variety of affordable housing
types. The second part discusses constraints to housing development in the City that could
forestall the City’s ability to meet San Francisco's RHNA allocation. The third part presents
information on potential future projects and recent community plans. An estimate of housing
development over the next five to ten years is also provided. This section shows that while
San Francisco may have the land capacity to meet overall housing needs for the next planning
period, the City must make programmatic and policy changes in order to meet targeted levels

of affordability and achieve local and regional sustainability objectives.

San Francisco is already highly developed. Itis also bounded on three sides by water, limiting its
ability to expand outwards to meet the need for more housing. As San Francisco has relatively
few large undeveloped sites and the following analysis is based on a cumulative examination
of vacant and underdeveloped sites’ potential development at less than the theoretical maxi-
mum capacity allowed under current zoning in acknowledgement of existing neighborhood
characteristics. Nevertheless, some 62,600 new housing units could potentially be built on
numerous in-fill development opportunity sites under current zoning allowances. In addition,
some 11,100 can be accommodated in vacant or nearly vacant lands currently or previously

zoned “Public” such as Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard.
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A. NEW HOUSING DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
UNDER EXISTING ZONING

Residential development is allowed as-of-right in most of the City’s zoning districts. All
residential and residential-commercial (RH, RC and RM) districts permit dwelling units as
of right. Housing is also permitted in most of the South of Market’s mixed-use districts and
all of the mixed-use districts in Chinatown; similarly, residential developments are allowed
in downtown and commercial zoned districts. In the neighborhood commercial districts,
housing is permitted but generally encouraged above the commercial ground floor in new
construction projects. Housing development is a conditional use in industrial districts and
the South of Market’s Service and Secondary Office (SSO) district. The only zoning district
wherein housing projects are not permitted unless it is affordable to low-income households is
in the South of Market’s Service-Light Industrial (SLI) district. New residential development
is not allowed in the new Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) districts.

Residential uses in San Francisco include single and multi-unit housing, residential care fa-
cilities, and group housing. Group housing in San Francisco include homeless shelters and
transitional supportive housing. Group housing is not permitted in low density, single-family
residential districts (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3) and in the South of Market’s residential enclave
districts (RED). They are accommodated in the moderate density residential, downtown, com-
mercial, and neighborhood commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more
accessible. Group housing are also allowed on a conditional basis in low- to medium-density
residential districts, the industrial districts and most South of Market districts. Emergency
shelters, considered hotel use because these offer only short-term residency, are not permit-
ted in low density, single-family residential districts but are allowed as conditional use in the
moderate density residential districts, downtown commercial and neighborhood commercial
districts. (Attachment D-2 in Appendix D lists residential development types and standards for

all zoning districts.)

1. Land Inventory

Housing Element law requires local governments to prepare an inventory of land suitable for
residential development to help identify sites that can be developed for housing within the
housing element planning period. It is a general estimate of the City’s total housing capacity
and is determined without specifying which sites may or may not be developed within the
next five to seven years. This land inventory does not include sites that are under construction
or are already slated for development in the next five to seven years, i.e. parcels with building
permits already obtained and ready to start construction, or parcels that have received Planning

Department entitlements and have applications for building permits filed.

The housing potential estimates shown in Tables I-56 and I-57 were derived using a computer
model based on current zoning standards and an inventory of existing uses citywide. (See
Appendix D for additional details on methodology, terms used.) The largely undeveloped Treasure
Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard are currently zoned “Public” and thus considered
separately in this exercise. The number of units listed are currently proposed for these redevel-
opment areas. Similarly, parcels in Mission Bay are treated as distinct from the rest of the City’s
housing opportunity sites. Some 2,500 units out of the 6,000 proposed units have already

been built in the Mission Bay redevelopment area. Construction has also began for Phase I of
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the Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard. Approximately 30% of units in these redevelopment areas

are programmed to be affordable.

A database listing all parcels in the City, along with current land uses, zoning designation, and
development or lot improvements forms the basis of this evaluation. Land use information
collected included type of use, building square footage, number of stories, building height, lot

area, floor area ratio, and other pertinent data.

Table 1-56 categorizes the housing opportunity sites by zoning districts and lists the build-out
capacities of potential housing sites according to permitted residential densities. Over half

(58%) of the new housing can be accommodated in neighborhood commercial and mixed use

districts; only 18% can be expected to be built in traditional residential districts.

- Vacant or Near Vacant Sites Underdeveloped Sites o ot .
General Zoning Districts F!\‘a(;é é’fs R o p’i?(} é)lfs S o Parcels Net Units  Total Acres
Residential 919 2,775 101.9 1,155 8,013 151.7 2,074 10,788 253.6
Neighborhood Commercial 282 7,044 86.2 1,846 14,851 232.9 2,128 21,895 319.1
Mixed Use Districts 191 2,942 32.8 481 7,848 92.8 672 10,790 125.6
Downtown Commercial 64 658 33.9 193 1,176 44.6 257 1,834 78.5
Downtown Residential 21 2,515 4.4 25 2,299 59 46 4,814 10.3
Industrial 173 6,263 107.3 421 6,254 110.2 594 12,507 217.5
Sub-Total 1,676 22,814 377.6 4,207 45,663 7131 5,883 62,628 1,090.6

Programmed /Redevelopment Areas

Mission Bay 3,500%

Treasure Island 6,000

Hunter’s Point Shipyard

(Phase I) et
Sub-Total 11,100

TOTALS 73,728

Table I-56

Estimated New Housing

Construction Potential SOURCE: SF Planning Department
in Undeveloped and

Underdeveloped Sit
bynl':‘uz:le?:i:g; Zonli:; Tables I-56 and I-57 disaggregate this new housing potential according to the parcels” existing

* Remaining units to be built

Districts, San Francisco,  state of underutilization or lack of development. There are 1,650 parcels totaling 366 acres
2008 hat are classified as undeveloped where almost 22,200 new housing units could potentially
be constructed. Another 4,120 lots are also seen as developable for residential uses, possibly
yielding over 40,440 new units. As detailed in Appendix D, only parcels developed up to 30%
of parcel potential are considered in this inventory. Due to high demand for housing, new
construction have occurred in developed parcels, not just vacant or underdeveloped parcels.
Hence, parcels with more than 50% of zoned capacity have been and are being redeveloped;
live/work and loft developments as well as rehabilitation and conversion of existing buildings
are examples. About 58% of all live/work and loft-style developments have been built in de-
veloped industrial-zoned parcels; some 77 buildings were demolished to accommodate about

1,460 units while 79 buildings were converted and rehabilitated, resulting in 1,190 units. Only
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Table I-57

Estimated New Housing Construction Potential in Undeveloped and Underdeveloped Sites

by Zoning District, San Francisco, 2008

Zoning Group

Zoning
District

Current Utilization

Vacant or Near Vacant Sites
(Less than 5% of zoned capacity)

Parcels

Net Units

Acres

Underdeveloped or “Soft Sites”

(From 5% - 30%
of zoned capacity)

Parcels

Net Units

Acres

Total
Parcels

Total
Sum of
Net Units

Total
Sum of
Acres

Zoned
Units/
Acre

Residential 919 | 2775| 1019| 1,155 | 8013 | 1517 2074| 10788 | 2536
RH-1 457 676 44.1 54 241 18.0 511 917 62.1 15
RH-1(D) 135 135 219 2 2 0.1 137 137 22.0 i
RH-1(S) 6 6 04 0 0 0.0 6 6 0.4 15
RH-2 169 564 18.1 337 736 319 506 | 1,300 500 29
RH-3 55 207 48 244 589 16.8 200 796 215 44
RM-1 43 238 4.8 161 1,793 36.7 204 2,031 415 54
RM-2 9 107 15 34 600 9.2 43 716 10.8 73
RM-3 14 230 2.2 69 1,115 121 83 1,345 14.2 109
RM-4 13 423 21 25| 1404 8.1 8| 1917 10.2 218
RTO 18 189 21 229 1,434 18.7 247 1,623 20.8 See note 1

Neighborhood 282 | 7,044 86.2| 1,846 | 14851| 2329| 2128 | 21895| 3181

ﬁ::‘;:‘:;f,:m NCD 31 410 54 32| 2505 37.0 83| 2915 425 | Seenote1

Cnmn]ercial NC-1 24 139 2.8 250 931 21.4 274 1,070 23.2 54

Transit NC-2 70| 1016 19.5 579 | 2443 545 649 | 3,459 740 54
NC-3 88| 1021 15.0 474| 4383 65.0 562 | 5374 80.2 73
NC-S 1 58 12 34| 1537 287 45| 1,505 208 54
NCTD 2| 3265 349 66 754 7.9 88| 4019 427 | Seenoted
NCT-2 3 174 19 10 134 14 13 308 33| See note 1
NCT-3 32 958 6.3 7| 2133 14.9 103] 3001 221 73
SoMa NCT 1 3 0.0 10 61 11 1 64 12| seenote

Commercial 64 658 33.9 193] 1176 445 257 | 1,834 785

ég:]";]“;:’:l’:l c2 16 384 26.3 26 282 196 42 666 459 54
C3G 20 145 42 57 316 9.7 77 461 14.0 348
c3-0 7 7 13 30 278 48 37 349 6.1 348
C-3-0(SD) 5 16 05 22 66 16 27 82 24 348
C-3-R 1 6 0.2 13 Eal 1. 14 47 1.6 348
C3S 13 30 11 31 143 47 44 170 5.8 348
cM 2 6 03 14 52 28 16 50 34 218
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Current Utilization

o Zoning Vacant oroNear Vacant Sites Underdevelopeq] or “ngt Sites” Total Total Zoned
oning Group District (Less than 5% of zoned capacity) (From 5% - 30% Sum of Sum of Units/
of zoned capacity) Net Units Acres Acre
Parcels  Net Units Acres Parcels  Net Units Acres

subn/ 21 2,515 45 25 2,299 5.9 46 4,814 103

g:‘sui:'eo:vﬁgl SB-DTR 1 100 0.6 0 0 0.0 1 100 0.6 See note 1
VNMDRSUD 13 687 2.0 18 1,728 4.9 31 2,415 6.9 See note 1
RH DTR 7 1,728 1.8 7 571 1.0 14 2,299 2.8 See note 1

Mixed Use 191 2,942 32.8 481 7,848 92.8 672 10,790 125.6
CCB 1 10 0.0 5 86 0.4 6 96 0.4 218
CRNC 3 60 0.3 10 167 0.8 13 227 1.1 218
CVR 0 0 0.0 1 13 0.1 1 13 0.1 218
MUG 1 3 0.1 17 184 3.0 18 187 3.0 See note 1
MUO 16 270 2.8 19 351 42 35 621 7.0 See note 1
MUR 20 451 2.8 58 1,050 71 78 1,501 9.9 See note 1
RC-3 2 52 0.5 20 209 2.0 22 261 2.9 109
RC-4 30 942 4.4 99 3,033 13.5 129 3,975 18.9 218
RED 3 31 0.3 15 70 0.9 18 101 1.2 109
RSD 5) 153 0.7 7 246 1.1 12 399 1.8 218
SL 40 77 4.4 53 301 17.6 93 378 22.0 218
SPD 0 0 0.0 2 3 0.1 2 3 0.1 73
umu 39 756 13.5 138 1,969 38.2 177 2,725 51.7 See note 1
SLR 31 137 3.1 37 166 4.3 68 3083 7.4 218

Industrial / 173 6,253 107.3 a1 6,254 110.2 594 12,507 2175

A M-1 148 4,717 78.6 409 5.346 94.2 589 10,729 185.9 54
M-2 25 1,536 28.6 12 908 16.0 64 7,624 119.6 54

Sub-Totals 1,650 22,187 365.6 4121 40,441 639.1 5,717 62,628 1,005.0

Programmed / Redevelopment Areas 11,100

Mission Bay ‘ 3,500

Treasure Island 6,000

Hunter’s Point Shipyard (Phase 1) 1,600

TOTALS | 73,728

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

Notes:
1 These districts do not nominally restrict residential density, but regulates it based on factors such as lot cover, exposure, and unit mix requirements.
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40% of live/work units were built in vacant or nearly vacant parcels. Other examples include
the full conversion of a 140,690 sq ft office building into a 104-unit residential building, and
the demolition of a tourist hotel to construct a new 495-unit rental housing. Given San Fran-
cisco is largely built-up, parcels such as these would not have been considered in estimating the
remaining zoned land capacity but were nevertheless redeveloped; the estimates in this section

are thus conservative for considering only vacant and up to 30% developed parcels.

In addition, redevelopment of Mission Bay, Treasure Island and Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard
will bring an additional 11,100 units. Undeveloped or underdeveloped parcels with proposed
residential developments in the pipeline are not included in this assessment. About 230 of
800 acres of soft sites fall in areas with recently adopted area plans (Eastern Neighborhoods,
Market & Octavia, Balboa Park, Rincon Hill, Visitacion Valley). The residential development
pipeline, which accounts for some 50,200 units at the time of this report’s writing, will be

discussed at a later section of this report.

2. Suitability of In-Fill Housing Development Under Existing
Zoning

Approximately one-half of San Francisco’s developable land is devoted to residential use. Of
the residentially zoned acreage, a majority of the area (76%) is zoned for single family and two
unit housing, at a housing density of approximately 10 to 29 units per acre. Other residential
areas with higher housing densities, such as the Van Ness corridor and neighborhoods north of
Market Street, bring average housing density citywide to 15 net dwelling units per acre.! Table
[-57 lists the City’s zoning categories that permit residential development, grouping these by
generalized housing density levels. Map I-6 provides a generalized illustration of housing

densities citywide.

The location of San Francisco’s housing stock is detailed in Table 1-22 (page 24) and the geo-
graphic boundary used for this data is the Planning District (shown on Map I-3, page 25). The
Northeast and Richmond districts have the most units. One-third (34%) of the city’s units
are located in buildings with ten or more units, while single family homes account for almost

another third (31%).

All parcels considered in this estimate meet the minimum lot requirement for development.
Seventy-four of these parcels are vacant or undeveloped, and cover half an acre or more. Most
non-profit developers of affordable housing consider 0.5 acre as the minimum lot size neces-
sary to meet economies of scale. Altogether, these parcels — about half of which are one acre or

larger — can accommodate over 5,550 new housing units.

1 Not including right of way and streets.
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f f Average Estimated
gfannsdna\yrds IZ)?sntIrr:gt Units per Population General Characteristics and Locations
Acre Density per Acre
Low Densit RH-1 14 30 Mostly single-family housing located primarily in the southern and
¥ RH-1(D) western parts of the City
RH-2 Smaller multi-family housing such as duplexes, triplexes, and flats
Moderatel located around the City’s central hills areas of Diamond Heights,
Low Densi{ 36 83 Twin Peaks, and Potrero Hill; also around Golden Gate Park in the
y RH-3 Richmond, and the northern part of the Sunset districts, the Marina
and edges of Mission Bay bordering open space areas
RM-1, RTO
C-2
M-1, M-2
Medium 54 124 Non-residential commercial and industrial districts; certain areas adja-
Density Eastern cent to commercial zones; also in the central areas of Mission Bay
N’hoods
Mixed-Use
NCs
RM-2,
RM-3 More intensively developed northeastern part of the City; along major
Moderatel transit corridors such as Van Ness Avenue, Upper Market Street and
High Densyit RC-3 91 209 Columbus Avenue; in major redevelopment areas such as the West-
9 Y Chinat ern Addition, Golden Gateway; in Nob Hill, Chinatown, North Beach,
NC?sa %\gg edges of Mission Bay bordering commercial and industrial areas
RM-4
RC-4 Downtown districts, Rincon Hill, Cathedral Hill, parts of the Western
) : Addition; parts of Diamond Heights, parts of Parkmerced, Nob Hill,
gl ey Pl 288 &l parts of the northeastern section of the City; heavy commercial
C-3 districts.
C-M
Table I-58
Generalized Housing
. . . - Densities Allowed by Zoning
3. Locating New Housing Development in Existing Districts, San Francisco,
Neighborhoods and Planned Areas 2008

As Table I-57 on page 64 shows, residential districts contain a substantial number of undevel-
oped lots. Locating new housing development in these districts makes sense, as housing should
go where other housing already exists. These in-fill sites are scattered throughout all residential
neighborhoods and construction of additional units will have very minimal cumulative effect
on infrastructure needs. The build-out assumption for these districts also takes into account
typical housing types (single-family homes in RH-1, for example); and there would be little

impact on the neighborhoods’ residential character.

Neighborhood commercial districts are also ideal for additional housing because of these
neighborhoods’ proximity to transit and services. Typically, the calculation assumes upper sto-
rey residential development over ground floor commercial uses, although height limits in some

neighborhood commercial districts may have a dampening effect on residential development.

Downtown districts are similarly ideal for residential development given proximity to jobs and
transit. The higher densities allowed under current zoning in these districts could bring almost

2,200 new units. Some industrial lands may be more suitable than other industrial sites for
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residential development based on its proximity to existing residential districts and transit. At

least 18,350 units can be accommodated in these industrial lands.

The City’s mixed-use districts in Chinatown and South of Market are generally built up and
yielded smaller numbers of developable sites. However, with higher densities allowed in these

areas, in-fill development could accommodate at least an additional 5,980 units.

The Mission Bay Plan, adopted and being carried out by the San Francisco Redevelopment
Agency, envisions a new neighborhood arising from one of the City’s few vast and underused
vacant industrial tracts. Projected land uses include a mix of housing and job opportunities.
Mission Bay North will accommodate 3,000 units of housing while Mission Bay South will
have 3,090 units. Over 2,120 units have already been built and the remaining 3,900 are
expected to be completed by 2020.

Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, another redevelopment project, will involve re-use of the 500-
acre former military base. The HPNS Redevelopment Plan sees the decommissioned shipyard
transformed into a mini-city with housing, job opportunities and recreational uses. The resi-
dential component of Phase I in the 25-year, three-phase Redevelopment Plan will bring about
some 1,600 new housing units in the proposed Hills Neighborhood. Construction has begun

and the first residents of the redeveloped sites are expected to move in by 2010 at the earliest.

Redevelopment of Treasure Island, while not expected to commence during the 2007-2014
RHNA reporting period, has been included in the land inventory because of its long-term

potential for housing. The current proposal includes some 6,000 to 7,000 units.

a. Housing in Residential Areas

Housing development on remaining vacant, residentially zoned sites will occur as market pres-
sure intensifies to build on available residential sites throughout the City. These sites generally
have low or moderately low density residential-house zoning designations (RH-1, RH-2 or
RH-3), which permit only one, two or three units per lot in most cases. Most housing — es-
pecially family housing — is already located in these residential districts. It is estimated that
there is an in-fill housing potential of approximately 1,825 units on vacant and underutilized
RH-1 and RH-2 parcels, which allow for single-family and duplexes, respectively. Typical
densities range from a maximum of 14 units per acre for RH-1 districts and 39 units per acre
for RH-2. An additional 460 units can also be accommodated in RH-3 parcels that allow for

development of triplexes at about 43 units per acre density.

Residential mixed districts (RM) and residential commercial combined districts (RC) permit
non-residential uses but remain predominantly residential in character. These areas are gener-
ally adjacent to commercial zones and can have intense, compact development. Medium
density residential districts typically contain a mixture of dwelling types found in RH districts
but have a significant number of apartment buildings. Over 2,115 new units can be developed
in low-density residential mixed districts (RM-1). This zoning category allows for a maximum
of 54 units per acre. About 530 and 1,030 additional new units can be in the RM-2 and RM-
3 districts respectively. Almost 2,730 new units can be in-fill development in the downtown

residential districts ringing the City’s downtown core, where higher densities are permitted.
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All told, there is the potential for almost 8,300 new units on vacant or underutilized parcels in

these medium- and high-density residential zones.

b. Housing in Neighborhood Commercial Districts

Both Planning Code regulations and General Plan policies encourage housing over com-
mercial spaces in districts throughout the City. More recently, regional and national interest
in transit-oriented development has grown considerably. The close proximity of neighbor-
hood commercial districts to transit preferential streets makes in-fill sites in these districts
particularly suitable for development. There is also a proven strong market for mixed-use
development. Mixed-use projects, with commercial and residential components, accounted
for a significant amount of the new building construction in the last decade. Opportunity sites
in neighborhood commercial districts cover over 330 acres of land in the City. This represents

the potential for roughly 22,350 new housing units over ground floor commercial spaces.

c. Better Neighborhoods Program

The Better Neighborhoods Program was initiated by the Planning Department to address the
City’s related housing and transportation challenges. It secks to do so by strengthening the
linkages between land use and transportation planning, so that each one effectively supports
the other. Market and Octavia, Balboa Park, and the Central Waterfront were chosen as three
pilot neighborhoods and selected to serve as a model for other areas in the City. Glen Park and
Japantown were later added as compact versions of the Better Neighborhood planning pro-
cess. These neighborhoods’ proximity to transit and essential services are ideal for additional
housing, including units in upper stories above commercial uses. The Market Octavia Plan,
promising an additional 5,900 units, was adopted in mid-2008. The Central Waterfront Plan
was adopted, along with three other Eastern Neighborhoods, at the end of 2008. Balboa Park
was also adopted in December 2008. The Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan allows for
the potential development of about 1,100 to 1,500 new units while Balboa Park could mean
some 800 to 3,150 additional units.

Development opportunities in the Better Neighborhood areas vary. About 2,100 units can be
built in vacant or near parcels in the Market and Octavia area while underdeveloped parcels
can accommodate about 4,570 units. The demolition of the Central Freeway and its replace-
ment with Octavia Blvd. in the Market and Octavia Plan Area freed up about seven acres for
redevelopment. All told, these publicly owned parcels have the zoned capacity to accommo-
date over 1,000 units and have been included in the overall estimate for the area. In Central
Waterfront, vacant or near vacant parcels have the zoned capacity to accommodate 865 units.
Underdeveloped sites, mostly industrial uses such as warchouses, can be redeveloped and yield
over 1,000 units. Balboa Park, on the other hand, can see over 3,100 units in vacant or near
vacant properties. Another 600 units can be built in underdeveloped parcels that have existing

uses such as single-storey commercial buildings or gasoline stations.

d. Housing in Industrial Areas and the Eastern Neighborhoods

A significant portion of new housing construction (over 40%) in the last decade occurred in

the areas south of Market Street. These industrially zoned parts of the City provided a ready



supply of flexible and inexpensive industrial space well suited for conversion to office space
required by dot-com start-ups. At the same time, these same areas became highly desirable
residential locations, especially for live/work or loft-style housing. Many traditional occupants
of industrial space — notably production, distribution and repair businesses (PDR) — were
displaced by rising rents brought on by new office and residential uses. Conflicts between new
residents and remaining businesses, especially over noise and smells associated with many PDR
activities made it difficult for businesses to operate. Some businesses found space elsewhere in

San Francisco; many others left the City altogether, and a number went out of business.

Interim zoning controls and Planning Commission policies underscored the importance of
retaining PDR activities and encouraging these uses on certain industrially zoned parcels while
permitting housing and mixed-use activities on other industrially zoned parcels. Recently
approved community planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, where most industrially zoned
lands are located, proposed new zoning controls that define uses permitted on these parcels.
An additional potential of 7,400 new housing units in industrial lands came about with the

passage of new zoning standards.

The mostly industrial Bayview neighborhood can see an additional 3,100 new units with the
development of vacant or mostly vacant parcels. Redevelopment of underdeveloped sites in
the area could mean an additional 6,600 units. Vacant or near vacant parcels in SoMa have
the zoned capacity to accommodate about 1,120 units. Underdeveloped parcels in East SoMa
are largely mostly low industrial buildings and can potentially be redeveloped to 1,500 units.
Development of vacant or near vacant parcels in the Mission can add 470 to the area’s housing
stock. Underdeveloped sites in the Mission — largely commercial and some industrial buildings
— have the potential to be redeveloped into some 2,600 units. In Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill, about 380 units can be built in vacant parcels and another 1,200 units in underdeveloped
sites. With rezoning of the largely residential Visitacion Valley, development of vacant or near
vacant sites can result in 820 units and 400 units in underdeveloped sites. Vacant or near vacant
sites in West SoMa have the potential to be developed into 270 units while underdeveloped

sites can accommodate almost 980 units.

4. Suitability of Potential Affordable Housing Sites

Affordable housing in San Francisco includes subsidized multi-family units, single room oc-
cupancy units (SRO), emergency shelters, transitional housing, and other types of group hous-
ing. As noted earlier, such housing types are generally permitted in as of right or as conditional
use in all zoning districts in San Francisco except in the low-density, single-family residential
districts, the South of Market’s residential enclave districts, and the industrial/PDR districts.
In other municipalities, affordable housing includes housing for agricultural workers and low
cost manufactured housing. San Francisco is highly urbanized and generally a distance from
agricultural employment. Some manufactured single-family housing have been erected in San
Francisco but prefabricated units may not be appropriate for high density, affordable housing

in San Francisco, especially given seismic safety concerns.

Affordable housing projects with on-site services require a minimum of 90 units per site to
gain economies of scale for construction and operations. Of all potential in-fill sites, some 108

parcels — with a total capacity of 22,993 units — would permit this type of development.
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Construction of affordable multi-family units generally require a minimum lot size of 0.3
acre or roughly 40 units per project to meet economies of scale. There are around 220 such
potential sites that are vacant or undeveloped. Altogether, these larger parcels, which average

1.6 acres each, could accommodate some 29,066 new housing units.

5. Accommodating Housing Suitable for Persons With
Disabilities

San Francisco building code ensures that new housing developments comply with California
building standards (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and federal requirements
for accessibility. The San Francisco building code incorporates the 2000 International Building
Code. It provides reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities in the enforcement
of building codes and the issuance of building permits through its flexible approaches to retro-
fitting or converting existing buildings and construction of new buildings that meet the shelter

needs of persons with disabilities.

a. Procedures for Ensuring Reasonable Accommodations

While single-family and duplex or 2-family dwellings are generally not required to be acces-
sible except when they are part of a condominium or planned-use development, multi-family
building accessibility requirements are contained in the California Building Code Chapter
11A, Chapter 10, Chapter 30, and section 101.17.9.1. Commercial building access require-
ments are contained in the California Building Code Chapter 11B, Chapter 10, Chapter 30,
and section 101.17.11. The Planning Code additionally requires parking spaces be specifically

designated for persons with physical or mental disabilities.

b. Information Regarding Accommodation for Zoning, Permit Processing, and
Building Codes

The City provides information to all interested parties regarding accommodations in zoning,

permit processes, and application of building codes for housing for persons with disabilities.

c. Zoning and Other Land Use Regulations

There are no zoning or other land-use regulatory practices in San Francisco that could dis-
criminate against persons with disabilities and impede the availability of such housing for
these individuals. The City permits group homes of all sizes in most residential districts; as
noted above, group housing is allowed on a conditional basis in low density, single-family
residential districts (RH-1, RH-2 and RH-3), as well as the industrial districts and most South
of Market districts. All of the City’s commercial zones also allow group homes: they are permit-
ted as of right in the moderate density residential, downtown, commercial, and neighborhood
commercial districts where other supportive amenities are more accessible. In addition, San
Francisco does not restrict occupancy of unrelated individuals in group homes and does not
define family or enforce a definition in its zoning ordinance. The City grants variances for
“reasonable accommodations,” i.e. necessary structures or appurtenances to assist with access
and is developing legislative ordinance to bypass this variance procedure to provide a stream-

lined procedure for exceptions needed by persons with disabilities.



d. Efforts to Remove Regulatory Constraints for Persons with Disabilities

The State has removed any City discretion for review of small group homes for persons with
disabilities (six or fewer residents). The City does not impose additional zoning, building code,
or permitting procedures other than those allowed by State law. The City has also made zon-
ing accommodations to encourage housing for persons with physical and mental handicaps.
Planning Code Section 207.4 and 209.1 set the dwelling unit density for dwellings specifically
designed for and occupied by senior citizens or physically or mentally handicapped persons
at twice the density ratio established by any residential or neighborhood commercial district.
Planning Code Section 135 reduces the minimum amount of usable open space to be provided

for use by each dwelling unit to increase development feasibility.

e. Permits and Processing

The City does not impose special permit procedures or requirements that could impede the
retrofitting of homes for accessibility. The City’s requirements for building permits and inspec-
tions are the same as for other residential projects and are straightforward and not burdensome.
City officials are not aware of any instances in which an applicant experienced delays or rejec-

tion of a retrofitting proposal for accessibility to persons with disabilities.

B. CONSTRAINTS TO HOUSING ACCESS,
PRODUCTION AND CONSERVATION

Housing development in California is a complex and lengthy process. San Francisco in par-
ticular is one of the more challenging environments to build housing. Factors including high
land and construction costs, protracted entitlement and permitting processes, and organized

opposition pose real obstacles to developing housing in San Francisco.

One result of this difficult landscape has been the development of new housing in areas not
fully appropriate for residential development, such as in predominantly industrial areas without
the sufficient services and social infrastructure to support a pleasant and vital neighborhood.
In meeting the City’s housing goals, it is important to focus on areas that can absorb new
development in the context of creating viable neighborhoods. The first part of Section IV,
“Meeting Housing Needs,” discussed suitable locations for potential new housing. This second

part will discuss the challenges to new housing production and conservation.

1. Equal Housing Opportunity

All residents have the right to housing that is available without discrimination — that is, without
limitations based on race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin. The

federal Fair Housing Act of 1968, and California’s Fair Employment and Housing Act, as well
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as other non-discrimination acts, were enacted to prohibit discrimination; and San Francisco
has adopted a number of local anti-discrimination ordinances addressing housing and public
accommodations (Administrative Code Sections 12 A & 12 B, Police Code Sections 33, 38,
and 1.2). These federal, state and local provisions are enforced by the City’s Human Rights
Commission (HRC), which offers mediation services for filed complaints, technical assistance
with referrals to nonprofit organizations and City agencies, and fair housing training for hous-

ing providers.

However, with all of these protections, discrimination still occurs. Some of the major impedi-
ments to fair housing include discrimination in access to housing, condition, evictions and

even lending practices.

* Discrimination: The most common forms of housing discrimination in San Francisco
occur in rental housing, when tenants — who may be facing racial discrimination, pov-
erty, mental and physical handicaps, or have alternative sexual orientation or gender
identity - are denied housing, discriminated against in the terms or conditions other-
wise available to other tenants, or harassed by a landlord or fellow tenant. Section 8
tenants in particular have difficulty accessing market rentals, as many landlords choose
to not rent to Section 8 tenants.

* Poor conditions: Many available housing units are maintained in poor condition, at
the expense of the quality of life for their tenants. The need to make physical improve-
ments is critical to improve living conditions in low-income housing. Also, given the
City’s high percentage of renters with disability, it is particularly critical for persons
with special needs, to provide improved accessibility to existing housing units.

e Formal and informal evictions: Even with state and local regulations against formal
evictions, abuses occur as many residents are unaware of their protections. “Buyouts”
(where the landlord pays the tenant an agreed upon dollar amount to vacate the property
and therefore avoid any eviction processes) are also prevalent throughout the City.

* Lending practices: Predatory lending, often directed towards low-income and minority
communities, has arisen as a facet of housing discrimination. The current foreclosure
crisis is affecting those communities disproportionately, and is also affecting renters of
those foreclosed units, who are without traditional eviction rights

Connecting all of these issues is a lack of education about fair housing issues and a lack of in-
formation connecting people to resources. Often, fair housing issues pit landlords with access
to capital, legal advice and time, against renters who may not be aware of their rights and who
may face other impediments in the system such as a language barrier. While San Francisco is
fortunate to have a number of nonprofit organizations in addition to the City’s Human Rights
Commission (HRC) that provide public education, access to legal services and counseling, and

even funding, they often lack resources to reach the majority of the population in need.

2. Non-Governmental Constraints

Government Code Section 65583(a)(5) requires that the Housing Element update include
an assessment of non-governmental constraints to housing development. Such constraints

include the price of land, the cost of construction, and availability of financing,.
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a. Land Availability and Costs

Much of San Francisco exhibits an established, relatively dense development pattern and is
considered by many to be substantially built-out. While there are parcels of land still poten-
tially available for development (see Tables I-56 and 1-57 on pages 63-65), San Francisco’s
tight land market increases pressures on land values. Both market-rate and affordable housing
developers report that acquiring land for housing in the City is a challenge. The heightened
values of land make some of the land identified as a potential housing site infeasible for actual

housing development, especially housing affordable to lower income households.

The City’s finite supply of land, coupled with strong development pressure, means that land-
owners can expect high prices for parcels they own, if they choose to sell for housing develop-
ment at all. Sites identified as potential housing sites may not be sold to residential developers
as some property owners are satisfied with the state of their properties’ development. Institu-
tions, for example, may keep surface parking uses to support other adjacent properties’ more
intense uses. Similarly, building owners may keep smaller but profitable commercial buildings
instead of fully developing their properties. Furthermore, except in purely residential zoning
districts, housing developers must compete with other potential users. If it is more profitable
for a landowner to hold or sell land for a commercial project, the land will not be available for
housing. Private vacant or underdeveloped lands identified as housing opportunity sites will
only see development if landowners decide to sell, and the prices they demand from housing

developers will allow for profitable development.

Average land values vary greatly by zoning district as development potential varies greatly.
Table I-59 below details the average sales price per square foot of vacant lands sold between
2000 and 2007. It shows that vacant lands in the industrial zoning districts were the least
expensive and sold, on average, at just over $48 per square foot. These areas’ lower priced

lands made for the mid- to late 1990s’ rapid and often detrimental incursions of housing into

still viable industrial districts.

Zoning Districts No. of Transactions Average Price per Sq. Ft.

Table I-59

Average Price per Square Residential Districts 169 $83

Foot of Vacant Lands Sold, Residential Mixed Districts 11 $176
San Francisco, 2000-2007

Neighborhood Commercial Districts 32 $92

Downtown Commercial Districts B $951

Industrial Districts 39 $48

South of Market Mixed Use Districts 12 $326

SOURCE: SF Assessor-Recorder’s Office; SF Planning Department

Single-family zoned districts, where typically one unit is permitted per lot, cost on average just
$57 a square foot. Vacant parcels in moderately low density residential zones (where duplexes
and triplexes are permitted) and the neighborhood commercial districts, averaged $97 and $92
per square foot respectively. Vacant land in the downtown and high density residential zoning

districts was considerably higher, averaging above $183 per square foot. The costliest vacant
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lots sold recently were in the downtown commercial zones — which allow land uses more
profitable than residential uses — averaging $951 per square foot. Vacant lots in the densely
built South of Market Mixed Use districts bordering downtown had sold, on average, just over
$326 per square foot.

Though specific land costs varied greatly depending on an area’s location and underlying zon-
ing, the price of land is a major component of a developer’s overall cost of producing housing.
(See Table I-60 on the following page) A recent Planning Department study that explored
options for expanding the City’s inclusionary housing requirements compiled cost information
from a variety of data sources. It showed that land for housing development in San Francisco

often cost around $110,000 per uni.

b. Housing Development Costs

In addition to high land costs, other direct costs of building new housing — the cost of labor,
of construction materials and contractor fees — continued to escalate. Steep construction costs
are generally seen as a major constraint on housing development and especially impacts afford-
ability. In 2007, total development cost for an average two-bedroom condominium totaling
925 sq. ft. was about $508,265 a unit or $549 per square foot. Table I-60 below breaks down
these costs to direct (or hard) costs such as building construction and indirect (or soft) costs

such as entitlement fees, financing, and insurance charges.

In this estimate, planning, entitlement and other permitting fees — discussed in the section
above — totaled less than 2% of development costs. Specific site conditions may also add to
the cost of new housing construction. For example, building demolition may be required with
the re-use of a site; toxic waste clean-up needed to mitigate chemical contamination in some

former industrial sites; or increased foundation costs in potentially seismically unstable soils.

Cost Categories Costs % of Total Costs
DIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Land Cost $110,000 21.6%
Building Construction $247,900 48.8%
Parking Space Construction $20,000 3.9%
Total Direct Costs $377,900 74.4%
INDIRECT CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Planning and Building Entitlement Fees $9,893 1.9%
School Impact Fees $2,072 0.4%
Sri\j/%?ﬁsrr ‘I‘:’Srgjf«?’ctcl\élstr;agement, Architecture, Engineering $92.500 18.9%
Construction Financing $25,900 51%
Total Indirect Costs $130,365 25.6%
TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COST $508,265 100.0%
Total Cost per Square Foot $549

(Average Net Unit Size: 925 sq ft)

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

Table I-60

Estimated Multi-Family
Housing Development Costs
Per Unit, San Francisco,
2007



c. Availability of Open Space

Most of the potential housing sites identified -- some 5,260 parcels -- are within walking dis-
tance (1/4 mile) of open space amenities. Many of the remaining sites are located in new plan
areas that include plans for more open space. For example, the Mission Bay project includes
new public open spaces to serve the residents of its 6,000 new units and those of surrounding
areas. The Rincon Point-South Beach Redevelopment area includes two new shoreline parks
while Guy Place Park is currently being implemented per the Rincon Hill plan, due to open
early 2010. The draft Recreation and Open Space Element update prioritizes new open space in
underserved areas. As new areas are planned for housing, additional open space will need to be
provided and should be included as part of future redevelopment plans, area plans, rezoning

provisions, and subdivision projects.

d. Access to Commercial and Other Services

Many of the areas where new housing is likely to occur offer a rich mixture of uses that can
readily serve new residents. About 85% of potential housing development sites are within
walking distance (1/4 mile) from a neighborhood commercial district. Additionally, much
of the future housing development will be in mixed use projects that will likely include local
serving commercial activities. If these new, larger scale developments are well planned and
designed, the additional residents and businesses will enrich existing neighborhoods nearby.
Major new housing developments that are isolated from requisite services do not create livable
neighborhoods, and can contribute to citywide transportation problems. Plans for new neigh-
borhoods, and specific plans for improving existing areas, must respond to the commercial and

service needs of new residents.

e. Transportation

San Francisco’s transportation system has been strained by the availability of free and relatively
inexpensive parking in many parts of the City, which promotes driving. Coupled with job
and population growth, this has increased congestion while decreasing the efficiency of public
transit services. Recent planning efforts seek to address this issue and continue to closely ex-
amine the interaction of land use and transportation to assure that current and future residents
are able to travel conveniently and efficiently to jobs, services, and recreational opportunities.
Also, planners at the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) are currently
preparing the Countywide Transportation Plan that will prioritize numerous improvements to

the City’s transportation system.

f. Infrastructure Standards

The City imposes fees on sponsors of new development for various on- and off-site infrastruc-
ture improvements when necessary. Various standards for street widths, curb requirements,
and circulation improvements have been developed over time and are not believed to be
excessive or to impose undue burdens on development. They apply citywide and conform
to the developed pattern of the City. More specific infrastructure improvements, such as
particular streetscape design treatments, may be required of major new developments in the

City’s project areas. Given the densities at which residential land is developed in San Francisco,
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these infrastructure costs, even when borne partially by the developer, represent a relatively

small cost per unit.

San Francisco’s current housing stock is approximately 364,000 units. The housing produc-
tion goal set by HCD/ABAG for San Francisco is 31,200 units by 2014. This represents an
increase of almost 8.7%. The capacity of the City’s infrastructure including water, sewage
treatment, and utility services is generally not a constraint to meeting San Francisco’s housing
goals. Many potential development sites are in areas that are well-served by the existing in-
frastructure. Some proposed area or neighborhood plans and very large development projects

may require additional local infrastructure improvements.

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Urban Water Management Plan
(UWMP) for the City and County of San Francisco (SFPUC, December 2005) projects water de-
mand from residential and commercial customers. While the SFPUC does project an increase
in total demand, it also expects residential water use to decline, even as population increases,
because of increased conservation measures and efficiency. The 2005 Plan also relies on greater
use of groundwater supplies and recycled water. The UWMP projects sufficient water supply
in normal years, though during drought years demand will exceed supply. During drought
years, plans are in place to institute varying degrees of water rationing depending on the sever-
ity of the drought. The SFPUC has begun the implementation of a 13-year Water Supply
Improvement Program (WSIP) approved by the voters of San Francisco in the November
2002 General Election as Proposition A. The $4.3 billion WSIP will ensure that safe and
reliable drinking water service will be provided to meet projected San Francisco retail customer
demand anticipated in the UWMP through 2018.

The WSIP will maintain compliance with state and federal drinking water standards while
ensuring that the system will be functional in the event of a natural disaster, and will attempt to
provide adequate water supplies during drought conditions. The SFPUC also has an on-going
program to repair and replace outmoded and aging components of the City’s water delivery

and distribution infrastructure.

The SFPUC has committed to a number of programs to reduce water demand, which are
described in greater detail in the UWMP. The SFPUC is also implementing a Recycled Water

Program to produce recycled water for non-potable irrigation purposes.

In 1997, the City completed a 20-year program to upgrade its wastewater treatment system
to bring it into full compliance with federal and state clean water regulations. Because San
Francisco has a combined sanitary and stormwater system, the largest volume of wastewater

occurs during wet weather.

In 2005, the SFPUC launched a citywide $150 million, Five-Year Wastewater Capital Im-
provement Program (WWCIP) to improve the reliability and efliciency of San Francisco’s
combined wastewater and storm water system. Over the next few years, this program will help
address the most critical needs of the aging wastewater system, improve the capacity of sewer

mains, and upgrade treatment facilities.



The Water Pollution Control Division of the SFPUC reports that treatment capacity is available
to serve expected growth. However, there are areas where local sewers, which transport waste
to the treatment system, might be undersized and will need to be examined on a case by case
basis. In 2012, the SFPUC will begin a public process to update the completed Clean Water
Master Plan to identify the future course of the City’s wastewater and storm water collection
and treatment system, including repair or replacement of structurally-inadequate sewers to
address localized flooding problems. Some proposed area plans or very large development

projects may need local infrastructure improvements to connect to the City’s system. *

In 2006, pursuant to SB 1087 and Government Code Section 65589.7, the SFPUC approved
Resolution 06-0185 adopting a written policy to provide water and sewer service to new
developments on an income-neutral basis. The SFPUC will also give priority to applicants
for developments that include the sale or rental of housing that is affordable to lower-income

households during any period when supply, treatment, or distribution capacity is limited.

San Francisco’s solid waste is transferred to the Altamont Landfill, in Alameda County. In
1988, the City signed a long-term disposal agreement that provides for the disposition of up
to 15 million tons of solid waste at Altamont. As of January 1, 2008, approximately 11.875
million tons of this capacity had been used, leaving a balance of 3.125 million tons. The
Solid Waste Program is actively working to increase recycling, resulting in less disposal at the
landfill.  Current City incentives to Norcal Waste Systems to decrease waste disposal even
further would allow landfill capacity at Altamont to extend to 2015. The City is exploring

long-term options for solid waste disposal for when Altamont capacity has been reached. 2

Despite recent supply problems, future gas and electricity supply should meet projected needs.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has filed a “Load Forecast” for San Francisco
through 2014 with the California Energy Commission. This forecast is the basis for capital
and operating plans, and covers both residential and commercial demand. PG&E is planning
for a 20% increase in demand between 2006 and 2014. In addition, the City and County of
San Francisco in 2004 commenced the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project that calls for

a new City-owned power plant to operate during periods of peak demand.

g. Environmental Features

San Francisco is a built-up city. The sites inventory in the previous section identified par-
cels that are suitable for infill development. Unlike other jurisdictions, development in San
Francisco is not constrained by environmental features such as protected wetlands or oak tree
preserves. However, major programmed redevelopment efforts are proposed in areas that have
been identified in the 2008 Floodplain Management Ordinance as potentially flood-prone.
This list includes Mission Bay, Treasure Island, Candlestick Point, Bayview Hunters Point Area
C, and the Hunters Point Shipyard. Floodplain management requirements are incorporated
into redevelopment plans in these areas to ensure that any land at risk of flooding will be raised

above the floodplain prior to redevelopment.

1 Greg Braswell, San Francisco Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering. E-mail communiciation, August 22, 2008.
2 'This information is on the Solid Waste Program’s website: www.sfenvironment.org.
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San Francisco has several brownfield designations that have been identified under the Califor-
nia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). San Francisco has initiated planning efforts in each
of these areas to facilitate the clean-up process. Full clean up of the sites to residential standards

has been required under the EIR’s for each plan area:

e Mission Bay: The Mission Bay redevelopment area has been the subject of extensive
clean-up since the mid 1980’s, when the Santa Fe Pacific Realty Corporation began to
remediate and redevelop the former railyard at Mission Bay in California. The redevel-
opment plan is now more than 60% complete.

* Hunter’s Point Shipyard: The Hunters Point U.S. naval shipyard, a federally designated
Superfund site contaminated by toxic waste, has been the subject of redevelopment
plans for 20 years. In July 2010, the Environmental Impact Report for a redevelop-
ment plan which would clean up the site and add 10,500 homes (32% affordable), as
well as 320 acres of parkland and open space was certified. Clean up on the site was
initiated this year.

¢ Eastern Neighborhoods: The industrial character of many sites in these neighborhoods
meant that individual clean up efforts may be necessary. Recently, several sites have
been fully cleaned and converted to residential activities, most recently the Deres Lofts,
where a former paint manufacturing plant converted into 500 units.

¢ Schlage Lock Site: The former Schlage Lock factory operations polluted the groundwater
at their site and on adjacent parcels. Ingersoll-Rand, the longtime owner of the Schlage
Lock Co. factory that existed on the site, transferred the property to a developer, UPC,
who has agreed to spnsor site clean-up. In 2009, the Board of Supervisors adopted
the Visitaction Valley/Schlage Lock Redevelopment Plan, which will provide support
for clean-up activities. Demolition and remediation activities began immediately after
adoption.

San Francisco’s Maher Ordinance (San Francisco Public Works Municipal Code, article 20)
also mandates soil analysis for hazardous waste by the Department of Public Health. This
regulation requires site history and soil analysis reports for all building permit applicants in
areas where dumping may have occurred in the past. Affected areas have been mapped by staff,
and cover the majority of the City’s Downtown area and its eastern shoreline. The Hazardous
Waste Program staff continue to review and process the reports required in the Analyzing the

Soil for Hazardous Waste Ordinance (Maher) and oversee activities in the City.

Like most coastal cities, San Francisco is vulnerable to sea level rise. However, recent plans for
shoreline development include measures to protect development from rising sea levels. The
Treasure Island Master Plan concentrate development at the island’s center, elevates the build-
ing pad for the island’s proposed developed area, and protects the buildings with a levee and
a wide setback. Hunters Point Shipyard also elevates the total building pad for development,
and also designed a flexible management strategy including incremental strategies on how
to deal with shoreline based on actual rise levels. San Francisco staff continues to collaborate
with the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) on overall
adaptation strategies for the City.

Finally, San Francisco has taken seriously the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. In 2001, the
City adopted Resolution No. 010-01, which mandated local efforts to curb global warming,

including adoption of a greenhouse gas emissions reductions goals for the City and County of



San Francisco and continued actions towards achieving these goals. A primary component of
meeting these goals is directing development towards transit-served areas, to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions from transportation. The City’s area plans serve to direct development to transit
served areas, and numerous policies in Part II of the City’s Housing Element also support this

aim.

h. Community Acceptance

San Francisco has a strong tradition of public involvement in policy discussions and pos-
sesses a very engaged citizenry on development issues. This activism often takes the shape
of organized opposition to housing projects across the City, especially affordable housing for
low-income residents and even towards well planned and designed developments. Such vocal
opposition poses very real impediments to project sponsors and can lead to significant time
delays, additional cost, or a reduction in the number of residential units produced. The City is
committed to the involvement of citizens in the planning process and to the need to expound
on the importance of working towards citywide housing objectives. Two recently approved
planning initiatives — the Market/Octavia plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Planning plan and re-zoning — have engaged residents, property owners, workers, and other
stakeholders and sought broad public community backing through participatory programs of

education, public dialogue and input, and consensus building.

The number of Discretionary Review requests initiated by members of the public ranged
from 281 in 2001 to 126 in 2008. The relationship between Discretionary Review requests
and building permit applications (as a percentage of total permits filed) has been relatively
constant with a recent high of 9% in 2005 and low of 6% in 2007. The current Discretionary
Review process does not produce consistent or fair results, makes the development process
more lengthy and costly for all involved, and takes time away from the Commission to address

larger planning issues.

3. Governmental Constraints

Housing production in San Francisco is affected by a number of governmental regulations,
from local policies and codes to state and federal land use regulations and state environmental
laws. This section will examine the impacts of local governmental regulations on residential
development as these can be addressed by local housing policy. These regulatory controls have
been carefully crafted over time to balance citywide needs and address public concerns. These
regulations were established to be consistent with the City’s General Plan priorities to conserve
and protect existing housing and neighborhood character. They also regulate new develop-
ment to be compatible with and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic
and its generated noise, open space and urban design requirements. The time required to
administer and approve projects can add to the cost of housing production. But without
these standards, an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public

opposition to new development.

Addressing these constraints must be balanced against other citywide needs and will also be

tempered by public concerns. Most of San Francisco’s existing regulations were established to
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be consistent with the City’s General Plan priorities to conserve and protect existing housing
and neighborhood character, regulating development to be compatible with neighborhood
character, and not detrimental to the area with respect to size, shape, traffic and its generated
noise, open space and urban design requirements. The time required to administer and ap-
prove projects can also add to the cost of housing production. But without these standards,
an even greater check on new housing construction could result from public opposition to

development.

To address these issues, the City has made a number of improvements to remove hurdles in the

City’s General Plan and Planning Code, including:

e Using community planning processes to adopt streamlined regulations around discre-
tionary process and reducing Conditional Uses;

e Using community planning processes to increase development capacity, including
height, density and required lot sizes;

e Reduction of parking and open space requirements.

a. Entitlements

Proposed developments that deviate from or exceed permitted development standards, or that
bring up other planning or environmental concerns, are subject to additional assessment and
would require conditional use approvals, variances, and discretionary reviews. All these special
permits take longer to process as they require greater study and analysis, public notifications
and hearings, and approvals from the Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator.

The Commission may impose conditions or mitigation measures.

1) Land Use Regulations and Community Plans. The Planning Code, in particular,
can present constraints to housing development. Height and density limits, parking and open
space requirements, for example, can constrain housing form and increase production costs;
discretionary processes such as Conditional Use authorizations can extend both the timeline

for and the cost of housing construction.

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared a number of community plans intended
to shape growth in our urban neighborhoods, by encouraging housing where it makes sense
and by using that housing growth to strengthen neighborhoods. The community planning
process provides a neighborhood-based forum to grapple with issues such as appropriate height
and density. It also provides the opportunity to shape new regulations for development which
streamline the housing approval process yet make sure development still is designed according

to the appropriate neighborhood character.

In the past five years, the Planning Department has completed several plans for the Downtown
area (Rincon Hill and Transbay), a series of “Better Neighborhoods Plans” (Market & Octavia,
Balboa Park and the Central Waterfront), and the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans (East SoMa,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Mission). Adoption of these plans into the City’s General

Plan enabled clearly stated housing development policies. Each new neighborhood plan is



also accompanied by a set of new regulations, including amendments to the General Plan,
Planning Code, and other required documents. The goal of these amendments is to establish
parameters for new development that give residents and developers a clear sense of what is and
is not allowed in these neighborhoods. Amendments reduce discretionary processes such as
Conditional Use authorizations as much as possible while still ensuring adequate community
review (in the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, most housing is
permitted as-of-right, and conditional use requirements for design aspects such as height have
been eliminated). In many cases, the amendments also include a clarified public review and

approval process that reduces permitting time and hearings.

Planning Code amendments adopted with each new neighborhood plan also served to expand
potential development capacity in each of these areas, using tools such as height increases,
removal of maximum densities, and removal of minimum required lot sizes. This increases
flexibility for development on all sites in the project areas, and has resulted in an expanded

development capacity which is detailed in Appendix D.

2) Parking Requirements: Providing parking represents a significant cost to develop-
ers and can affect housing prices, adding as much as $50,000 to the price of a new unit. Surface
level parking also takes up valuable real estate that could be devoted to housing or other uses.

As such, parking requirements can act as a constraint to housing development.

Parking requirements vary throughout the City's zoning districts, based on factors like density
and transit access. For example, in the City’s low density districts (one-, two- or three-family
housing districts), one parking space is required for each dwelling unit. The City’s high-density
residential districts, including RC-4, RSD, and other mixed use areas, require one parking
space for every four units. In Downtown districts such as the DTR, NCT, RTO or C-3
Districts, no parking is required. Provision of guest parking is not required by the City for
any housing development; it is only required for temporary stay uses such as hotel, motel or
medical institution. Parking is not required for housing designed for and occupied by senior
citizens, for group housing or for single-room occupancy dwellings; parking requirements for
100% affordable housing projects can be modified as a “variance” to reduce the 1:1 parking

ratio requirement.

Recent amendments to the Planning Code removed parking requirements altogether in a
number of zoning districts; instead, a maximum number of parking spaces serves as a cap.
Newly adopted zoning districts such as Downtown Residential (DTR), C-3, Neighborhood
Commercial Transit (NCT), and Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) Districts, have been
established in several parts of the City do not require parking; provision of parking space is

capped at one car for every four dwelling units (or less with a conditional use).
pped for every four dwelling less with a conditional

To address the cost parking adds to the development price tag, the “unbundling” of parking
spaces has also been institutionalized through the Planning Code. The newly adopted Sec-
tion 167 of the Panning Code requires that parking costs be separated from housing costs in
housing developments of 10 or more units. Off-street parking spaces that are accessory to
residential uses can be leased or sold separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling

units for the life of the dwelling units, so potential renters or buyers have the option of renting
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or buying a residential unit at a price lower than would be the case if there were a single price

for both the residential unit and the parking space.

3) Open Space Requirements: The City’s Planning Code currently requires that all
new multi-family residential development provide outdoor open space, ranging from 36 to
125 square feet per unit, based on density, available public open space, and other factors.
This open space may be provided on the ground, or in spaces such as balconies, terraces or

rooftops.

To reduce the burden of open space requirements, as well as to gain the benefits that common
space provides (collective place for residents to gather; residents get to know their neighbors
well; space can foster a sense of community; etc.), the Planning Department has reduced open
space requirements for developments which provide usable open space as publicly accessible.

The Department is also proposing amendments to its General Plan which would provide this

and other reductions to promote the provision of common open space.

4) Redevelopment Project Areas: The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency uses the
state tool of redevelopment to revitalize local neighborhoods where appropriate. Redevelop-
ment provides several tools that aid with the preservation of, rehabilitation of and production
of affordable housing for low-and moderate-income families. San Francisco’s local redevel-
opment ordinance specifically requires that 50% of redevelopment tax increment funds be

committed to housing programs.

The unique power of being able to use tax increment revenue allows SFRA to commit signifi-
cant dollars towards housing development, as well as to other project area improvements which
encourage private development to do the same. In addition to the existing redevelopment
plans which have removed institutional barriers to housing and spurred the development
of significant amounts of new housing (Bayview Hunters Point, Mission Bay, Transbay and
Yerba Buena Center), a redevelopment plan was recently adopted in Visitacion Valley; another
redevelopment plan is underway for the India Basin/Hunters Point Shoreline (Area C) Survey
Area.

5) California Environmental Quality Act review procedures: Like all projects in Califor-
nia, proposed residential projects in San Francisco are subject to environmental review under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA can act as a constraint to housing
development because it can increase both the costs and the time associated with develop-
ment review. Environmental analysis can take upwards of 18-24 months to complete. In San
Francisco, environmental review fees are calculated based on a project’s calculated construction
costs and can easily exceed $100,000; independent consultants are often involved, also at a
substantial cost. Moreover, under state law CEQA determinations may be appealed directly
to the Board of Supervisors, an appeal body that is available to very few other types of land
use decisions in San Francisco. It is not uncommon for the Planning Department’s CEQA
documents of any type to undergo lengthy appeals processes, further increasing the time and

costs associated with environmental analysis.



The Department is implementing a variety of initiatives to increase the efliciency of the en-
vironmental review process and thereby reduce the time and costs associated with this effort.
CEQA itself affords a variety of opportunities to streamline environmental review for urban
infill and/or affordable housing projects, particularly in locations under an adopted area plan.
The Planning Department takes advantage of these opportunities as available; however, when
a project could result in significant environmental impacts (such as impacts to historical re-

sources) the ability to streamline environmental review is substantially reduced.

Some common environmental impacts and their mitigations are relatively standard and could
be addressed on a legislative level by ordinance and thereby incorporated into the building
permit process. The benefit of this approach is that it would make more projects eligible for
exemption from environmental review, because the necessary measures to avoid significant
environmental impacts would be required for compliance with relevant code provisions. The
Board of Supervisors has enacted such legislation such as adoption of the Environment Code,
the Green Building Ordinance, and the establishment of the Department of the Environment,
and others with regard to several air quality-related concerns; other such ordinances could be

pursued in the future to address other areas of environmental impact.

With regard to the time and fees required for environmental review, sponsors of 100% af-
fordable housing projects are granted priority permit processing status and are also eligible
for deferred payment of environmental evaluation fees. These measures reduce the amount
of time that a project is in the environmental review process and facilitate the initiation of

applications for environmental review.

6) Discretionary Review: The Discretionary Review process can result in a significant
cost to developers. The costs are typically the result of architectural fees, holding costs associated
with extended time delays, and compensation that is sometimes requested by the Discretionary
Review requestor in order to mitigate concerns or withdraw the Discretionary Review Applica-
tion. Due to the ambiguous outcome and undefined timeline associated with the filing of a
Discretionary Review Application, many project sponsors forgo projects altogether because
of the additional time and financial burdens caused by this process. In 2008, almost 8% of
all building permits reviewed by the Planning Department had Discretionary Reviews filed
by a member of the public. The additional time and costs caused by Discretionary Review
Applications are absorbed into the price of new or renovated dwelling-units, and therefore, the
Discretionary Review process acts as a constraint to housing development and increases the

overall cost of housing.

The City’s Discretionary Review process is the Planning Commission’s authority to review
Code-complying projects and take action if the Commission finds that the case demonstrates
“exceptional and extraordinary” circumstances. Conceptually, Discretionary Review is a
second look at building permit applications that have already been determined to comply
with the minimum Planning Code standards and applicable design guidelines. The idea is
that additional scrutiny might be necessary in some cases to judge whether the design guide-
lines were applied appropriately or if there are circumstances unique to a case that warrant
further modifications to the project. The problem with the Discretionary Review process is

that because there are no guidelines for this process and no definition of “exceptional and
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extraordinary circumstances”, it eliminates a developer’s sense of predictability and certainty
in the entitlement process. There are no barriers to file a Discretionary Review Application
— other than a nominal fee of $300 — and there are no limitations as to the amount of time the
process can take. In 2007, 37% of the Discretionary Review cases were withdrawn, 35% were
approved as proposed, 23% were approved with modifications, 5% were approved with revised

plans, and no permits were denied.

The Discretionary Review process is most frequently used as a response to development in
the City’s low density districts, (RH — one-, two-, or three-family housing districts). From
2001 through 2008, the Southwest quadrant of the City received the most Discretionary
Reviews, with the Northwest quadrant receiving the second most number of Discretionary
Review filings. The costs associated with Discretionary Review in lower density districts have a
greater impact to the affordability of housing, as there are fewer dwelling units associated with
each project to absorb the additional costs of the process. Furthermore, the minimal filing
cost of $300 for a Discretionary Review Application does not nearly reflect the actual cost of
processing the Application, which is about $3,225. The Department recovers the difference by
adding a surcharge fee of $81 to the cost of every building permit application with a value over
$50,000. This too adds to the overall cost of construction in the City, which increases the cost

and acts as a constraint of housing development.

As part of the Department’s Action Plan, the Department is seeking to reform the Discretion-
ary Review process. One of the goals of this reform effort is to provide more certainty and
predictability in the development process. This will eliminate some of the costs associated with
developing housing in the City, and will improve a process that currently constrains housing

development.

b. Permit Processing

A typical timeline for a medium-density, multi-family residential project (50 to 100 units) is
about one year to 1%2 years from the initial conceptual project review with the Planning De-
partment to commencement of construction. This schedule assumes concurrent procedures
for review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and a conditional use
application requiring Planning Commission review and approval. If an environmental impact
report is required, it can take nine months to a year for all necessary studies and analyses to be
conducted and the EIR heard before the Planning Commission. Applications can be filed at
the same time or filed and heard upon completion of the environmental review. Both proce-
dures are subject to public comment and appeals periods. The conditional use permit can be
appealed before the Board of Supervisors within 30 days following the Planning Commission’s
approval. Once planning entitlements are secured, the project sponsor can prepare detailed
building plans to be reviewed and approved by the Department of Building Inspection. De-
pending on the proposed project’s complexity, the plan preparations, review and approval
process can take from four to six months before building permits are issued. If no building
permit appeals are filed against this project after the 15-day period following permit issuance,
building construction can begin. But if this typical project has received a conditional use, then

the Bureau of Permit Appeals has no jurisdiction.



Minor alterations and new housing projects of up to three single-family dwelling units or up
to six units in a single structure may not require substantial environmental review. Projects
proposing principally permitted uses (or “as of right”) meeting all applicable Planning Code
requirements and not triggering staff-initiated discretionary review will involve less permit
processing time. Construction of these kinds of projects can typically begin within nine

months of initial project review.

As the City’s permitting and review agencies. the Planning Department, the Department of
Building Inspection, and other related agencies have a significant effect on the efficiency of the
housing construction process. To address this, the Planning Department initiated in 2008 an
Action Plan containing procedural and operational reforms to improve the professionalism
and efficiency of the City’s planning process. Improvements to the Planning Code and its
effect on permit processing are already underway. Other key features of the two-year program
include improved application processing, including priority processing for favorable applica-
tion types; creation of an integrated, on-line permit tracking system, streamlined California
Environmental Quality Act review procedures, and improvements to the discretionary review

processes.

1) Planning Code Improvements: The Planning Code itself could be considered a de-
facto constraint on housing production, because of its complexities. Many projects, particularly
larger projects, might require a Conditional Use authorization for aspects such as dwelling unit
density. Variances are required to deviate (even slightly) from dwelling unit exposure require-

ments and parking minimums, and a Discretionary Review in order to demolish an existing

dilapidated building.

Acknowledging this, and as an effort to establish a single and more straightforward entitlement
path, the Department has adopted a new ‘one-stop’ review path in the recently rezoned eastern
portions of San Francisco. Housed in Planning Code Section 329, this authorization process is
an effort to provide greater certainty and expediency for those development applications which
meet the fundamental requirements of the Planning Code, regardless of minor deviations so
long as they are in keeping with the intent of the Code and neighborhood character. Section
329 approval is available to projects of moderate scale (small projects have largely been made
as-of-right) and requires a single public hearing and entitlement by the Planning Commis-
sion based mainly on the physicality of the proposal rather than the land use and density

characteristics.

2) Application Processing: Processing time for projects can be a constraint to housing
development, especially during economic boom times when multiple applications are submit-
ted simultaneously. Staffing levels, staff workloads and level of review required can all affect the
Planning Department’s processing time, staffing levels, applications that were filed consecu-
tively may have different processing times. Planning, entitlement and other permitting fees

— to be discussed in a separate section below— totaled less than 2% of development costs.

The San Francisco Planning Department adheres to a set of Application Processing Guidelines,
to ensure that all project applicants receive equitable treatment as the Planning Department

reviews applications in the order received. However, under those guidelines, the Planning
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Department has established priority criteria to ensure that housing projects that help meet
the City’s identified Housing Element or other General Plan goals are prioritized. Affordable
Housing Projects, “green” housing construction projects (i.e. those that meet or exceed a Gold
Rating using the LEED Building Rating System® or that achieve high sustainability standards
under another “green building” rating systems approved by the Director); and other applica-
tions which are needed to secure the health or safety of users, promote disabled access, etc,

receive prioritized review by staff.

The overwhelming majority of projects which seek to create additional housing are subject
to some level of neighborhood notification. Such notice can stem either from a required
discretionary entitlement, such as a Conditional Use authorization, or from Planning Code
provisions which apply to as-of-right projects and are seek to inform and solicit input from the
broader community. Required notification periods generally span 10 to 30-days and include
notices mailed to property owners and/or occupants, notices posted at a project site, notices
appearing in local newspapers, and all combinations thereof. An effort is currently underway
to establish a single “Universal Planning Notice” applicable to all projects which will be more
efficient for both the Department and Sponsors and more a effective public communications

tool.

3) Permit Tracking: 'The Planning Department is also pursuing the development
of an integrated permit tracking system to coordinate and streamline planning and building
permitting processes. This system will establish a single intake application system for all Plan-
ning and Building cases to provide early and comprehensive information to applicants, and

should have a significant effect on processing time.

c. Permit Application and Development Impact Fees

The Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection require fees for entitle-
ments and building permits based on a project’s estimated construction costs. Projects of
much smaller scale — such as interior rehabilitation, minor alterations or upgrading — gener-
ally require over-the-counter Planning Department approval and a building permit. Projects
that are broader in scope, however, may require additional permits, such as conditional use,
demolition, and coastal zone permit, or may require other actions such as a variance, a zoning
re-classification, a subdivision, or a more in-depth environmental evaluation. Payment of an
application fee may be required for these additional permits. The application fee for most of
these additional permits is also based on the total estimated cost of construction of the project.
Other new housing construction fees include water and sewer hook-up and school fees. Table

I-61 on the following page provides an example of various fees imposed on new construction.

New housing development in the City of San Francisco is subject both processing fees, which
support staff review of development proposals, and development impact fees which sup-
port additional infrastructure needed to support new residents, such as transit, open space,
community centers, schools, affordable housing, and water capacity. According to the state

Department of Housing and Community Development’s 1999 Pay to Play survey, residential
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development fees in San Francisco were lower than Bay Area and California average develop-

Table I-61
Fees for Various  ment fees (including entitlement and permitting fees). According to this report, for example,

Development Permits  development fees for an in-fill house in San Francisco totals $15,476 while the Bay Area aver-
by Construction Costs,

San Francisco, 2008

age is $25,859 and California, $20,327.

If Required
Estimated New Building Permit City Planning Plan Check ~ Conditional Use Variance Coastal Zone Environmental
Construction Cost (DBI) Fee Fee for Building Permits Fees Fees Fees Evaluation Fee
$100,000 $1,953 $2,010 $1,818 $3,495 $363 $5,755
$500,000 $6,085 $11,450 $4,046 $3,495 $811 $12,076
$1,000,000 $10,250 $15,163 $6,833 $3,495 $1,370 $19,386
$10,000,000 $74,570 $26,894 $61,176 $3,495 $12,252 $129,816
$25,000,000 $179,570 $27,644 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $186,516
$50,000,000 $354,570 $28,894 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $233,816
$100,000,000 $654,570 $31,395 $90,324 $3,495 $18,082 $250,616

SOURCE: SF Planning Department; SF Department of Building Inspection

Table I-61 summarizes current processing fees for new development by cost of construction.
Larger projects generally require more review from environmental planners, land use planners,
and building inspectors; however economies of scale generally result in a lower per unit cost
for processing. Projects that are consistent with the planning code and general plan and do
not require variances or conditional use authorization, have lower processing costs. The City
generally updates fees annually based on inflation. Periodically processing fees are evaluated to

insure accurate cost recovery for staff time, materials, and overhead.

Development impact fees fund public infrastructure to support new residents. There are a
number of citywide fees to fund affordable housing, water and sewer hook-up and school
fees. Recently planned areas of the City (Rincon Hill, South of Market, Visitacion Valley,
Market & Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods and Balboa Park) include additional localized
impact fees which have been imposed to fund the infrastructure needed to support growth,
including transportation infrastructure, open space, childcare, and other community facilities.
These community based planning processes enabled the City to more closely evaluate localized
infrastructure needs, especially in areas where zoning was adjusted to accommodate additional
growth. New impact fees were determined through a needs assessment, nexus study and a
financial feasibility analysis before their adoption to ensure they to not constrain new housing
production. To further ensure feasibility, development impact fees may be deferred until the

project receives certificate of occupancy.
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Average Development Impact Fees for a 1,000 square foot Housing Unit in San Francisco

Planned Development Areas with

Citywide Recent Re-Zonings
Affordable Housing $ 55,000 $ 55,000 - $ 60,000
Transit, Open Space and Community Facilities $0 ijéfgge-: $$1g,’(())g(())
Water and Wastewater $2,162 $2,162
Schools $ 2,240 $2,240
Total Average Impact Fee per new1,000 SF unit $ 59,402 $ 74,402
Average Processing Fees per 1,000 SF unit $ 6,000 $ 6,000

Processing and impact fees are critical to the City’s ability to ensure that new housing is safe,
sustainable, consistent with current policies and supported by the infrastructure necessary for
maintaining the service levels. Table I-60 (page 75) shows entitlement fees are an insubstantial
proportion of development costs and are not seen as a significant constraint on housing devel-
opment. Development projects by non-profit housing organizations are eligible for reduced
or deferred City Planning permit fees pursuant to City Planning Code Section 351(a), (e), (g),
(h), and (i).

d. Building Code Standards

San Francisco’s Building Code is based on the 2007 California Building Code. San Francisco
made certain amendments to the California Building Code, which local governments are
permitted by the State to do if these amendments are proven and justified by local topography,
geology or climate. The Building Code is intended to assure health and safety. Some San
Francisco amendments to the State code, while maintaining health and safety standards, ease
the production of housing by recognizing the particular local conditions. For example, the San
Francisco Building Code permits fire escapes for certain required exits in existing buildings,
whereas the State Code does not. Local amendments to the Building Code do not make

housing more difficult or expensive than housing elsewhere in California.

Federal and state laws require that commercial and public use buildings, and new housing, be
designed and constructed to be accessible to persons with disabilities. Local agencies do not
enforce the federal American with Disabilities Act (ADA) prohibiting discrimination against
persons with disabilities. The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, implement-
ing the San Francisco Building Code, requires all new construction and rehabilitation projects
to comply with the Code’s disability access requirements. (San Francisco does not make any
amendments to the California Code’s disabled access provisions.) Generally, one and two-
family dwellings are not required to be accessible. Existing privately funded multi-family
dwellings can generally undergo alterations with little or no accessibility upgrade. ~All new
buildings of three or more units must meet the accessibility standards of the Code. Exceptions
may be granted if compliance would result in an unreasonable hardship, in which case any

reasonable accessible features will still be required.

In addition, San Francisco’s 2007 Electrical Code consists of the 2007 California Electrical
Code with local amendments. Similarly, the 2007 San Francisco Mechanical Code and the



2007 San Francisco Plumbing Code consist of the 2007 California Mechanical Code and the
2007 Plumbing Code, respectively, with local amendments. The 2007 San Francisco Energy
Code is essentially the same as the 2007 California Energy Code, as it does not include local

amendments.

4. Financing

This section is a discussion of the availability of financing as a non-governmental constraint to

housing development as required by Government Code Section 65583(a)(5).

The Planning Department’s regulatory capacity can encourage housing — especially affordable
housing — development and conservation. But actual housing production or rehabilitation
can only be realized with adequate financing. Some of the costs of providing housing occur at
one time (capital expenditures such as land acquisition, construction or rehabilitation costs).
Conservation of affordable housing, however, requires recurring annual funding for rental
subsidies, operating subsidies and supportive services. Assembling the necessary funding to
produce and maintain adequate affordable housing for the City’s low- and moderate-income

residents remains an enormous challenge.

In light of the recent national financial crises, it is difficult to determine the availability of

appropriate financing.

a. Private Financing Sources

Private lenders offer construction loans on a conservative loan to appraised value ratios and pay
particular attention to a project’s costs. This limits the lenders’ risk but may also reduce avail-
ability of financing for new housing construction. Larger, multi-unit condominium projects
can be especially difficult to finance as lenders assume that construction costs tend to be higher
as developers provide more amenities and that units may take longer to sell, stretching the

period to recover construction costs.

Private financial institutions provide financing to affordable housing projects — often as con-
struction loans — to comply with the Community Reinvestment Act requirements. Private

lenders also participate in first-time homeownership programs that enable moderate-income

households.

b. Public Financing Sources

Affordable housing development and conservation depends largely on the availability of public
funding sources. Table I-62 lists the various federal, state and local funding available for
affordable housing production for fiscal year 2008-2009. Clearly, these funds will not cover

the tremendous affordable housing need described in previous sections.

Public financing covers capital funding for the acquisition, rehabilitation, construction, and
preservation of affordable housing. Other public financial programs also provide for sup-

portive services, rental assistance, and assistance to first-time home buyers, and administrative
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costs to city agencies and non-profit corporations that provide affordable housing and other

community development and human services.

Some of the funding programs above — such as CDBG, HOME - are expected to be stable
sources of affordable housing funds. However, these are also subject to budgetary constraints.
Similarly state funding sources are vulnerable to the budgeting process, although additional
state funding became available with voters’ approval of new bond issues in November 2002.
Most local sources such as the Hotel Tax Fund and the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fund are even
more dependent on economic trends. One significant local affordable housing bond (Proposi-

tion A) was fully committed in 2003; issuance of additional bonds fell short of receiving

two-thirds of San Francisco voters’ support.

. . : Set-Aside for Available for
Funding Program Funding Sources Total Allocation Pipeline Projects New Projects
agzz%’;"’e CDBG, HOME, HOPWA $36,882,336 | $31,782,336 | $5,100,000
Familv Rental Affordable Housing Fund,

H Y Affordable Housing Bond $23,652,027 $23,652,027

ousing

funds
Senior Rental Hotel Tax, Mission Bay
: and Affordable Housing $30,876,817 $30,876,817
Housing
Bond funds

Single Family
Homeowner CDBG, CERF $2,182,000 $2,182,000
Rehabilitation
Public Housing $5,250,000 $5,250,000
Existing Affordable $9,678,063 $9,678,063
Preservation
Existing
Non-Profit Housing | CDBG, HOME $2,906,293 $2,906,293
Preservation
Homeownership Tax Increment funds $28,615,355 $21,465,355 $7,150,000
ng3|ng Opportu- CDBG, HOME, Tax Incre- $1.651.557 $1.651 557
nities ment funds
TOTALS $141,694,448 $125,610,891 | $16,083,557

SOURCE: Draft 2008-2009 Action Plan, Mayor’s Office of Community Development, Mayor’s Office of Housing, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
CDBG: Community Development Block Grant HOME: Home Investment Partnership Program
HOPWA: Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS CERF:  Code Enforcement Rehabilitation Fund

Some public funds are restricted to particular housing types and/or population groups; for
example the elderly housing program (Section 202, Hotel Tax Fund), the disabled housing
program (Section 811, Hotel and Tax Fund), and HOPWA (Housing Opportunities for Per-
sons with AIDS).

Federal grants often carry a number of restrictions and regulations that can make the funds

Administrative costs are also not covered by most public funding sources.

difficult to use. For example, some federal programs require matching grants while others are
impossible to combine with other funds. Most affordable housing programs require three or
more sources of funding to become feasible. Different funding sources may have to be tapped
for pre-development, construction, and permanent financing costs — leading to considerable

transaction and legal costs and delays in the development process.

Table I-62

Federal, State and Local
Funding for Housing
Programs, San Francisco,
2008-2009
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C. QUANTIFIED HOUSING GOAL

The state Department of Housing and Community Development, with the Association of Bay
Area Governments, determined San Francisco’s fair share of the regional housing need for the
period covering January 1999 through June 2006 at 20,372 units. Even with very aggressive
policies and programs, given that San Francisco is a mature, built-up city with limited large
tracts of undeveloped land and the previous decades’ housing production record, the “fair
share” of affordable housing units was not achieved. Table 1-63 below shows that 86% of
the state mandated production targets and 47% of the affordable housing production for
the period covered by the 2004 Residence Element were achieved; this statistic is a result of
the overproduction of market rate units. Appendix A provides details of the City’s housing

production performance in the evaluation of the 2004 Residence Element.

Table 1-63 .
. Housin: Actual
Annual Production Targets Goalsg Production % of Production Production
and Average Annual Household Affordability 1999- 2006 1999-2006 S A Deficit
" . Target Achieved S
Production, San Francisco, — —— (Surplus)
1999-2006 o] U]
Very Low Income (below 50% AMI) 5,244 4,342 82.8% 902
Low Income (50% - 79% AMI) 2,126 1,113 52.4% 1,013
Moderate Income (80% - 120% AMI) 5,639 725 12.9% 4,914
Market Rate (over 120% AMI) 7,363 11,293 153.4% (3,930)
TOTALS 20,372 17,473 85.8%
More than the performance in the production of very low- and low-income housing, the
deficit of 5,750 units affordable to moderate income households has been seen as critical in
turning the City’s housing problem into a crisis of affordability. As Table I-64 below shows,
housing construction in the last two years, along with projected pipeline completion by 2014,
point to an exacerbation of construction deficit in housing affordable to low- and moderate-
income households.
Tuble I-64 Production Estimated Immediate Acquisitions & Rehab
. . et 2007- Development Pipeline Con- (will not count
Housing Production Targets 2008 (to 2014) ** e towards RHNA)
and Estimated Annual ol Estimated
Production, San Francisco, Income Category Limited —— - Estimated
2007-2014 Entitled Other Pipeline (Surplus) A?L;S:Ts Acquisitions
Projects Pipeline Total 2007?2;09 & Rehab
(2010-2014)
Exiremely Low (< 30% AMI) | 3294 | 396* | 555t | 1405t | 1,548t | 3904 610) 240 1,500
Very Low (31-49% AMI) 3205 | 395* | 556t | 1406t | 1548t | 3,905 610) 239 1,500
Low (50-79% AMI) 5535 309 149 0 27t 485 5,050 108 500
Moderate (80-120% AMI) 6,754 569 | 833% | 573% | 1,193% | 3,168 3586 5 0
Market (over 120% AMI) 12315 | 4349 | 4723 | 3250 6759 | 19,081 (6,766) 0 0
TOTALS 31193 | 6483 | 6816 | 6634 | 11,075 | 31,543 592 3,500

Units affordable to Extremely Low and Very Low Income Households do not include those units that have been acquired and/or rehabbed as permitted
by Housing Element Law.

"This does not include major projects under Planning review including ParkMerced, Treasure Island, or Candlestick Point / Hunters Point Shipyard
Phase II which are expected to be completed after the 2014 reporting period. The limited pipeline assumption include projects that are currently under
construction, entitled projects (approved by Planning Department and Department of Building Inspection), and projects of 250 units or less currently
under Planning Department review that are expected to be completed by 2014; also assumes SF Hope is completed by 2014.

+  Based on affordable housing projects sponsored by the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the SF Redevelopment Agency and the SF Housing Authority.

% Based on estimated inclusionary affordable housing units in projects under construction, entitled and under Planning or DBI review.

%

SOURCE: ABAG; SF Planning Department 1.93
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D. REALIZATION OF HOUSING POTENTIAL

1. Projects in the Pipeline

In addition to new housing completed recently, housing in the production pipeline is an
important indicator of future development. For the purposes of this report, the Planning
Department defines the pipeline as those projects under construction, projects that have been
approved by the Building Department within the past three years or filed within the past five
years. It should be noted that project applications and permitting activities in the near future

could increase the number of new housing production in the next five years.

Housing projects move through a multi-tiered approval process. A development proposal is
first reviewed by the Planning Department for compliance with the Planning Code and con-
sistency with the General Plan. The project then goes through review by the Department of
Building Inspection (DBI) for approval and issuance of a building permit. Once construction
is finished and the project passes inspection by DBI, it is issued a certificate of final comple-
tion. Only when a project receives a certificate of final completion can the housing units be

officially counted as part of San Francisco’s housing stock.

As of December 31, 2008, the Planning Department was reviewing 148 projects, comprising
32,160 residential units (Table I-65). At that time, 101 projects, consisting of 4,040 units,
had been approved by the Planning Commission but had yet to apply for building permits.
Additionally, the Department of Building Inspection was reviewing 360 applications for 4,350
units. A total of 2,840 units in 182 projects had received Planning Department approval
and have been approved or issued building permits. A number of these projects have already
started construction, and several are nearly complete, but are yet to receive DBI’s certificate
of final completion. A total of 199 projects, totaling 6,820 units, were under construction at
the end of 2008. It is possible that some of these projects, especially those in the early stages
of development such as Planning review, may not go forward due to shifts in economic and
legislative conditions. Production trends over the last decade, however, show that as much as

85% to 90% of pipeline projects units are completed within five to seven years.

o - . . Table I-65
Type of Pipeline Activity No. of Projects No. of Units New Housing Construction
) Pipeline, San Francisco,

Under Construction 199 6,820 Q4 2008

Building Permit Approved / Issued 182 2,840

Building Permit Application Filed 360 4,350

Planning Department Approved 101 4,040

Planning Department Filed 148 32,160

Total Pipeline 990 50,200

1.94



Table I-66

Estimated New Housing
Construction Potential with
Proposed Rezoning of
Select Neighborhoods,
San Francisco, 2008

CPC ADOPTED HOUSING ELEMENT 2009

2. Housing Potential Under New Zoning Proposals

Through multi-year community planning efforts, the City of San Francisco has recently up-
dated zoning controls for over 1/3 of the city. These planning efforts developed appropriate
zoning, heights, bulks, and densities in balance with infrastructure and funding strategies
to support new growth. A number of other planning efforts are underway including Balboa
Park, the Transbay Terminal District, and Japantown which will result in increased residential

development potential.

Table I-66 below details the estimated additional potential capacity with rezoning in planning

initiatives currently underway.

Under Current Zoning

With Proposed Rezoning *

Additional
Undeveloped Soft Sites Total Estimate T(EJEtliln’:l:tvg Uprﬂignvtvl;L

Rezoning
Executive Park 114 97 211 1,600 1,389
Glen Park 5 6 11 100 89
Japantown 99 514 613 To be determined
ParkMerced 3 0 3 5,600 5,597
Transbay Terminal 44 78 122 1,200 1,078
Visitacion Valley * 885 460 1,345 1,200 0
Western SoMa 466 743 1,209 2,700 1,491
India Basin 1,200 1,200
Hunters Point Shipyard 1,500 4,000 2,500
Candlestick Point 7,500 7,500
Treasure Island 8,000 8,000
TOTALS 1,616 1,898 5,014 33,100 28,844

Rezoning of the Schlage Lock site.

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

3. Plans for Future Affordable Housing Construction

Stable government support in the last few years covered almost all of the affordable housing
production. Public subsidies tend to fund very low and low-income housing, with very limited
grants allocated for moderate-income home buyers. The revised and expanded inclusion-
ary affordable housing requirement is expected to improve the provision of new housing for
households earning moderate incomes. For example, an annual average of 209 inclusionary
affordable units were built in the five years from 2004 to 2008 as a result of this change. In
comparison, only 128 inclusionary units were built from 1992 to 2000, or an annual average

of 16 units.

1.95
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1.96

Tables 1-56 and I-57 indicated that there are more than enough in-fill housing opportunity
sites to meet the projected housing needs. Yet historic housing production trends, together
with recent public financing flows, could mean only some of these sites would be developed.
Capital subsidies needed to bridge this estimated shortfall can be enormous (Table 1-67).
Funds available for new affordable housing construction, rehabilitation and supportive service
provision in 2008 totals just about $48.1 million. The estimated additional capital subsidies

needed to meet the City’s regional housing share would require over $1.6 billion in funding.

Estimated
Affordability Gap

Estimated Annual
Shortfall in Production

Estimated Capital Subsidies
Required to Meet Production Goals

Income Category

Extremely Low Income

(below 30% AMI) 0 $170,000 $0

Very Low Income

(30-49% AMI) 0 $170,000 $0

Low Income

(50% - 79% AMI) 5050 $200,000 $1,010,000,000
Moderate Income 3586 $180.000 D
(80% - 120% AMI) ' ) ,480,
Total 8,636 $1,655,480,000

* Assumes middle of the range, thus 15% of AMI (ELI), 40% of AMI (VLI), 65% of AMI (LI) and 100% of AMI (Moderate), 2008 Income Guidelines
**30% of annual household income

SOURCE: SF Planning Department; SF Mayor’s Office of Housing

With the availability of future public subsidies impossible to predict at best, an optimistic
assumption would anticipate funding that would sustain the last decade’s affordable housing
production. Achieving the housing production and affordability targets set by HCD-ABAG
is clearly very difficult. But setting the goals to be more “realistic” and “achievable” could only
weaken efforts at seeking and obtaining resources necessary to meet the City’s urgent housing

needs.

A practical solution would be to uphold these long-term targets and annually assessing pri-
orities against the reality of available resources. The City, therefore, will take the production
targets set by HCD-ABAG for its quantified housing production objectives. Each year, as
resources are known to be, or reasonably expected to become available, shortfalls in achieving
goals can be assessed, program targets shifted appropriately, and resources allocated efficiently

and effectively.

4. Opportunity Sites on Public Land

Most San Francisco city agencies do not own large tracts of land that do not serve as part of
their stated mission. There are occasional exceptions; for example, when new technology
results in operational changes or when departmental objectives change over time. A few city

agencies, notably the SF Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA, formerly Muni) and the

Table I-67

Estimated Capital
Subsidies Required to Meet
Production Goals, San
Francisco, 2007-June 2014



San Francisco Unified School District, have found over time that some of their parcels can be

disposed of or can be utilized for a mixture of other uses (Table I-68).

* San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency: The SFMTA, in particular, has

been exploring new uses for its surplus sites where future housing development might

be possible.

= Phelan Loop and Balboa Park Station area — Alternative use options are being
explored for Muni property near Balboa Park as part of the Better Neighborhoods
program. The 1.4-acre Phelan Loop (Ocean and Phelan Avenues) is currently the
terminus for the 49-Van Ness-Mission, 9AX-San Bruno Express, 9BX-San Bruno
Express, and 9X-San Bruno Express lines. This site has the capacity to accom-
modate ground floor commercial uses and some 80 dwelling units. In addition,
SFMTA and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) properties collectively called Upper
Yard and BART Station area, with some in-fill development along San Jose Avenue
can together have capacity for more than 400 new units.

= Presidio Trolley Coach Division (at Geary and Masonic) — Covers 5.4 acres
and services about 170 trolley coaches. It is an attractive location for retail, office
and housing development. If rezoned from P (Public) to NC-3 (Neighborhood
Commercial-Moderate Scale) like the adjacent properties along Geary Boulevard,
the site has a capacity of 392 units

*  Woods Motor Coach Division (adjacent to the 22nd Street Caltrain Station)
— At the end of the Dogpatch’s main neighborhood commercial street, this 3.9
acre site is ideal for high-density, mixed use residential development. It lies within
the Central Waterfront plan area and is estimated to have a housing potential
capacity of about 1,000 new units.

= Potrero Trolley Coach Division Yard (Mariposa and Bryant) — Currently
housing about 180 trolley coaches on 4.4 acres. SFMTA is looking at a multi-
story parking garage above the yard, or market-rate and affordable housing. If
developed as a Planned Unit Development (PUD), this site could accommodate
318 units.

= 18th & Castro Streets — The SFMTA is also in conversation with the AIDS
Housing Alliance to develop the two parking lots in the Castro for some 100
housing units specifically for people with HIV/AIDS.

San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD): The SFUSD is currently preparing
a Facilities Master Plan that will identify possible surplus land that could become avail-
able for housing development. The SFUSD’s Seven/Eleven Committee for Long-Term
Leasing and Property Sales has determined that approximately 20% of the District’s
current square footage is considered surplus. They have engaged Bay Area Economics
to study the potential and viability of housing for some of these areas. SFUSD expects
the study and its recommendations to be completed by January 2009. !

San Francisco Community College District (SFCCD)/ San Francisco Public Utili-
ties Commission (SFPUC): Both the SFCCD and the SFPUC’s Water Department
share ownership of the 25-acre Balboa reservoir site. The reservoir is also within the
Planning Department’s Better Neighborhoods Balboa Park Station study area. Plan-

1

Conversation with Phillip Smith, Director of the San Francisco Unified School District’s Real Estate and Asset Management section, August 21, 2008
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ning estimates between 575 to 1,000 new housing units could be built on this site.

* Central Freeway Parcels: Demolition of the Central Freeway freed up some seven
acres of public lands for residential development. The freeway parcels have an esti-
mated housing development potential capacity of 900 units. About half of these public

lands will be dedicated to affordable housing.

Site Acreage No. of Potential Units Table I-68
Summary of
MTA Phelan Loop Turnaround 1.4 80 Housing Potential in
MTA Green LRV Division Upper Yard 18 200 City-Owned Lands

MTA Balboa Park Station Infill Housing on San Jose Avenue 7.7 222
MTA Presidio Trolley Division Yard 5.4 392

MTA Woods Motor Coach Division Yard 3.9 1,000
MTA Potrero Trolley Coach Division Yard 4.4 318
SFCCD Balboa Reservoir 10.0 515
PUC Balboa Reservoir 15.0 425
Central Freeway Parcels 7.0 900

TOTAL 56.6 4,112

1.98
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OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE
FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE
SITES TO MEET THE CITY’S HOUS-
ING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMA-
NENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

POLICY 1.1

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

POLICY 1.2

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

POLICY 1.3

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

POLICY 1.4

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

POLICY 1.5

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

POLICY 1.6

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

POLICY 1.7

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

POLICY 1.8

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

POLICY 1.9

Require new commercial developments
and higher educational institutions to

meet the housing demand they generate,
particularly the need for affordable housing
for lower income workers and students.

POLICY 1.10

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

OBJECTIVE 2

RETAIN EXISTING HOUSING UNITS,
AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAIN-
TENANCE STANDARDS, WITHOUT
JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

POLICY 2.1

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

POLICY 2.2

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

POLICY 2.3

Prevent the removal or reduction of
housing for parking.

POLICY 2.4

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

POLICY 2.5

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

OBJECTIVE 3

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

POLICY 3.1

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

POLICY 3.2

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

POLICY 3.3

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

POLICY 3.4

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

POLICY 3.5

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

OBJECTIVE 4

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT
MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESI-
DENTS ACROSS LIFECYCLES.

POLICY 4.1

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

POLICY 4.2

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

POLICY 4.3

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



POLICY 4.4

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

POLICY 4.5

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

POLICY 4.6

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

POLICY 4.7

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

OBJECTIVE 5

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS
HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAIL-
ABLE UNITS.

POLICY 5.1

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

POLICY 5.2

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

POLICY 5.3

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

POLICY 5.4

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

OBJECTIVE 6

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE
RISK OF HOMELESSNESS.

POLICY 6.1

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

POLICY 6.2

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

OBJECTIVE 7

SECURE FUNDING AND RE-
SOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING, INCLUDING
INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE
NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON TRADI-
TIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

POLICY 7.1

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

POLICY 7.2

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

POLICY 7.3

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

POLICY 7.4

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

POLICY 7.5

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

POLICY 7.6

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

POLICY 7.7

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

POLICY 7.8

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

OBJECTIVE 8

BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SEC-
TOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FA-
CILITATE, PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN
AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

POLICY 8.1

Support the production and management
of permanently affordable housing.

POLICY 8.2

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

POLICY 8.3

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

OBJECTIVE 9

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

POLICY 9.1

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

POLICY 9.2

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

housing.

POLICY 9.3

Maintain and improve the condition of the
existing supply of public housing, through
programs such as HOPE SF.



OBJECTIVE 10

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

POLICY 10.1

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

POLICY 10.2

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

POLICY 10.3

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

POLICY 10.4

Support state legislation and programs
that promote environmentally favorable
projects.

OBJECTIVE 11

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DI-
VERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER
OF SAN FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBOR-
HOODS.

POLICY 11.1

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

POLICY 11.2

Ensure implementation of accepted design
standards in project approvals.

POLICY 11.3

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

POLICY 11.4

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

POLICY 11.5

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

POLICY 11.6

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

POLICY 11.7

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

POLICY 11.8

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

POLICY 11.9

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

OBJECTIVE 12

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

POLICY 12.1

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

POLICY 12.2

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

POLICY 12.3
Ensure new housing is sustainably

supported by the City’s public
infrastructure systems.

OBJECTIVE 13

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVEL-
OPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND
CONSTRUCTING NEW HOUSING.

POLICY 13.1

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

POLICY 13.2

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

POLICY 13.3

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

POLICY 13.4

Promote the highest feasible level of
“green” development in both private and
municipally-supported housing.



Please note that this text contains Part 2. Objectives and
Policies of the Housing Element. Part 1: Data and Needs
Analysis and Appendix C: Implementation Measures are

available separately.




INTRODUCTION

Housing element law mandates that local governments
adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing
needs of all economic segments of the community. The City
of San Francisco has embraced this requirement as an op-
portunity for a community based vision for San Francisco’s
future. Part 2 of the Housing Element sets forth objectives,
policies, and programs to address the housing needs iden-
tified in Part one. The Housing Element is intended to
provide the policy background for housing programs and
decisions; and to provide broad direction towards meet-
ing the City’s housing goals. As with other elements of the
General Plan, it provides the policy framework for future
planning decisions, and indicates the next steps the City
plans to take to implement the Housing Element’s objec-
tives and policies. Adoption of the Housing Element does
not modify land use, specify areas for increased height or
density, suggest specific controls for individual neighbor-
hoods, implement changes to the Zoning Map or Planning
Code, or direct funding for housing development. Any
such changes would require significant community and
related legislative processes, as well as review and public
hearings before the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors.

Why is Housing an Issue?

San Francisco’s population continues to grow; now sur-
passing the 1950s population peak, with over 800,000
residents. As a hub for the region, San Francisco hosts a
significant proportion of the City’s jobs, as well as the core
of local transportation infrastructure. Despite the recent
economic impacts of the national recession, industries
in San Francisco are — slowly - growing, particularly in
the categories of financial and professional services, and
knowledge industries such as biotechnology, digital media,
and clean technology. With new employment opportuni-
ties comes the increased demand for a variety of housing

types.

Affordable housing is the most salient housing issue in San
Francisco and the Bay Area. ABAG projects that at least
39% of new housing demands will be from low and very
low income households (households earning under 80%
of area median income), and another 22% affordable from
households of moderate means (earning between 80 and
120% of area median income). The policies and programs
offer strategies to address these specific housing demands.



Based on the growing population, and smart growth goals

of providing housing in central areas like San Francisco,
near jobs and transit, the State Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD), with the Associa-
tion of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), estimates that San
Francisco must plan for the capacity for roughly 31,000
new units, 60% of which should be suitable for housing
for the extremely low, very low, low and moderate income
households, in the next Housing Element period to meet
its share of the region’s projected housing demand. Because
San Francisco also shares these state and regional objectives
to increase the supply of housing, improve the regional
jobs-housing balance, protect the environment, and pro-
mote a more efficient development pattern, this Housing
Element works to meet those targets.

The City’s Housing Values

In developing the 2009 Housing Element Update, the City
worked closely across agencies and broadly with San Fran-
cisco neighborhoods, community organizations, housing

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART Il

advocates, and residents. Through a broad outreach process
that included a Community Advisory Body, stakeholder
sessions, over 30 community workshops, monthly office
hours, and interactive web outreach including an online
survey, four housing values were developed to guide the
2009 Housing Element:

1. Prioritize permanently affordable housing. Across
the City, participants acknowledged that the cost of
housing in San Francisco was an issue affecting ev-
eryone, from working families to the very poor. Thus
the Housing Element focuses on creating the right
type of housing, to meet the financial, physical and
spatial needs of all of our residents who cannot afford
market-rate housing. This requires not only creating
new housing, but addressing the numerous housing
types needed for San Francisco’s diverse population,
and preserving and maintaining the existing housing
stock, which provides some of the City’s most afford-
able units.

2. Recognize and preserve neighborhood character.
Residents of San Francisco, from its wealthiest neigh-
borhoods to its lower income areas, prioritized their
own neighborhoods™ physical and cultural character.
Therefore the Housing Element recognizes that any
plans for housing, from individual projects to com-
munity plans, need to acknowledge the unique needs
of individual neighborhood which they are located.
No individual strategies proposed in this Housing
Element are appropriate universally; each needs to be
considered within the neighborhood context. By us-
ing community planning processes that are driven by
the input of the community itself, the City can ensure
that the best qualities of neighborhoods are not only
maintained, but strengthened.

3. Integrate planning of housing, jobs, transportation
and infrastructure. Participants stressed that housing
does not occur in a vacuum- that successful housing
must be considered as a part of a whole neighborhood,
one that includes public infrastructure such as transit,
open space and community facilities, and privately
provided infrastructure such as retail and neighbor-
hood services. As one considers the needs of various
household types, steps must be taken to encourage
amenities required by families, such as child care,
schools, libraries, parks and other services.
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4.  Cultivate the City as a sustainable model of devel-
opment. The City’s residents recognized the City’s
social, practical and legislative responsibility to address
housing needs from both the local and the regional
perspective, given San Francisco’s role as a job center
and a transit nexus. Thus, the Housing Element pri-
oritizes increasing transit availability and accessibility,
and prioritizing housing development where transit
and other mode options are improved, to reduce the
impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. It promotes
“green” development in both new and reconstruction.
It does not, however, promote growth at all costs: the
Housing Element recognizes that a truly sustainable
San Francisco balances housing production with other
major values discussed above, in the context of afford-
ability needs, infrastructure provision, and neighbor-
hood culture and character.

Challenges Ahead: Balancing Goals
with Resources and Realities

In an effort to plan for and respond to growing housing
demands, the Planning Department has engaged several
neighborhoods in specific community planning efforts.
Ten community plans — the Candlestick and Hunters Point
Shipyard Plans, Rincon Hill, Market & Octavia, Central
Waterfront, East SoMa, Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill and Balboa Park Area Plans, and the Visitacion Valley
Master & Redevelopment Plan - have been adopted since
the 2004 Housing Element update. Together these recently
adopted Plan Areas are projected to add growth of almost
40,000 new units, which, in combination with citywide
infill potential provides sites which can accommodate over
6,000 new units, as cited in Part 1 of the Housing Element.
Ongoing community planning efforts, including major
redevelopment plans at Mission Bay, Treasure Island and
Hunter’s Point Naval Shipyard, will add even more capac-
ity over the next 20 years.

Implementation of these plans, both on the housing and
infrastructure side still requires significant planning and
support. The City has made strides in developing new
housing to serve that growing population - about 18,960
new housing units were added to the City’s housing stock
since 2000 - housing affordability continues to be a major
policy issue. Even with very successful policies and pro-

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

2000 units per year, San Francisco achieved only 67% of
its housing goals for very low and low production, and a
total of 47% of all affordable housing production.! Because
of the high cost of housing subsidies required to provide a
unit to low and very low income households ranges from
$170,000 to $200,000 per unit. Total costs to meet the
total need projected by the RHNAs exceed $2 billion dol-
lars, significantly more than funding has allowed in previ-
ous years. Given current economic conditions this level of
funding is far more than can be realistically expected in the
short term.

This Housing Element addresses residential development
during a period of national recession, against a backdrop
of reductions in sale and rental values, backlogs of unsold
units, and a dearth of funding for new housing develop-
ment. Working within this context, the Housing Element
stresses stabilization strategies that respond to the eco-
nomic downturn. Creative new context specific strategies

include:

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

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

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

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

However, even with these strategies the City will not likely
see the development 31,000 new units, particularly its af-
fordability goals of creating over 12,000 units affordable to
low and very low income levels projected by the RHNA.
There are adequate sites to meet projected housing needs,
and the policies of this Housing Element support further
housing development. However, realizing the City’s hous-
ing targets requires tremendous public and private financ-
ing - given the state and local economy and private finance
conditions is not likely to be available during the period of
this Housing Element.

1 Note: Other major cities, such as Oakland and Los Angeles, faced the same challenges,

meeting on average only 30% of their affordability targets



For the City is to be truly successful in achieving the
type and amount of housing targeted by the RHNAs
and mandated by local and regional sustainability goals,
a full partnership with the state and the region is required.
Funding at the state and regional levels need to continue
to consider — and prioritize - San Francisco’s share of the
statewide housing, particularly its affordability challenges,
when allocating funding for affordable housing and for
public infrastructure. Only through this partnership, and
if infrastructure and housing funding priorities are coor-
dinated with regional growth objectives, can the City truly
move towards these housing production targets.

Acknowledging Tradeoffs

The Housing Element is intended to be an integrated,
internally consistent and compatible statement of policies
for housing in San Francisco, based upon the goals of the
citizens of the City. However, many of these goals have a
natural tension between them. For example, the relation-
ship of market rate to affordable housing can often seem
competitive, and even oppositional. Yet increased levels of
affordable housing cannot be achieved without the private
development sector, which brings significant funding to-
wards affordable housing and its needed services through
tax revenues, inclusionary requirements and other fees. In
balancing this relationship, the City needs to consider how
all types of housing contribute to overall goals.

Another tension exists between the demand for more hous-
ing in San Francisco and the impact — real or perceived
— that new development can have on neighborhoods. To
meet local and regional sustainability goals, more housing
and greater density is required, but growth needs to be
shaped so that it does not occur at the expense of valued
San Francisco neighborhood qualities. Community plans
balance these factors to increase housing equitably while
still preserving what people love about their neighbor-

hoods.

Another major issue to balance is the relationship between
housing and infrastructure The City’s goal is to locate hous-
ing in areas that already have access to infrastructure and
services, many sites large enough for affordable housing are
often found in transitioning areas that require additional
infrastructure. The City needs to seek equilibrium for hous-
ing opportunities by prioritizing increased infrastructure or
services to these transitioning areas.

The purpose of this Housing Element is not to resolve all of
those tensions, but to provide a framework the City can use
to highlight concerns that should be balanced by decision
makers, to achieve the City’s stated housing goals.

The Document

The objectives and policies that follow are intended to
address the State’s objectives and the City’s most pressing
housing issues: identifying adequate housing sites, con-
serving and improving existing housing, providing equal
housing opportunities, facilitating permanently affordable
housing, removing government constraints to the con-
struction and rehabilitation of housing, maintaining the
unique and diverse character of San Francisco’s neighbor-
hoods, balancing housing construction with community
infrastructure, and sustainability. Each set of objectives
and related policies is accompanied by implementing pro-
grams - a detailed schedule of actions that will implement
the housing element including timelines, steps, projected
outcomes and entities responsible for each action. Also,
each set of objectives and policies is followed by a series of
strategies for further review - ideas which were raised over
the course of the Housing Element development and out-
reach, which require further examination, and potentially
long-term study, before they can be directly implemented.
These strategies will be examined in more detail with the
appropriate agencies over the course of the draft Housing
Element’s review, to determine if such strategies are pos-
sible and can be pursued as implementation programs.
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Issue 1:
Adequate Sites

OBJECTIVE 1

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

Even during declining economies, housing demand in San
Francisco continues. Families continue to grow, life expec-
tancy has increased, and more people seek to live closer
to where they work. The need for housing comes from

households of all income levels.

In an effort to manage the regional growth and accommo-
date projected housing needs throughout the Bay Area, the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) allocates a

number of housing units at various income levels to each

community in the region based on projected job growth.
ABAG has allocated more than 31,000 new housing units
in City and County of San Francisco through the year
2014, with over 60% of those units required to be afford-
able to households of moderate income (defined as 120%
of Area Median Income) or below.

Reaching these ABAG goals will require the implementa-
tion of a number of strategies, including planning and con-
structing new permanently affordable housing, for which
land must be identified. Housing sites must be considered
carefully in order to make the most of a limited land sup-
ply while ensuring that new housing is in keeping with
existing neighborhood character. Specific criteria should
be considered when planning for, and securing, sites for
housing. To enable easy access and movement throughout
the City, housing should be located close to transit, and
to other necessary public infrastructure such as schools,
parks and open space, as well as quasi-public or privately
provided services such as child care and health facilities.
To enable access to retail and services, new housing should
be located throughout the City in a mixed-use fashion. To
ensure the health of residents, housing should be located
away from concentrations of health-impacting land uses.
New housing is not the only answer to addressing housing
needs in San Francisco. Other strategies, such as retention
of existing units, and making existing units permanently
affordable, as discussed in Objectives 2 and 3 , enable the
City to meet many of its housing affordability goals.

POLICY 1.1

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

San Franciscans are a diverse population, with a diverse set
of housing needs. Future housing policy and planning ef-
forts must take into account the diverse needs for housing,.
The RHNA projections indicate housing goals for vari-
ous income levels, these provide basic planning goals for
housing affordability. San Francisco’s housing policies and
programs should provide strategies that promote housing
at each income level, and furthermore identify sub-groups,



such as middle income and extremely low income house-
holds that require specific housing policy. In addition to
planning for affordability, the City should plan for housing

that serves a variety of household types and sizes.

POLICY 1.2

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

In order to increase the supply and affordability of housing,
the City has engaged in significant planning for housing
through Area Plans (portions of the General Plan which fo-
cus on a particular part of the City), Redevelopment Plans
(community revitalization plans authorized and organized
under the provisions of the California Community Rede-
velopment Law), and major development projects created
in partnership with private sponsors. Adopted community
plans include Balboa Park, Market and Octavia and the
Central Waterfront neighborhoods; the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods program including the Mission, South of Market,
Showplace Square and Potrero Hill; Candlestick, and
Hunters Point Shipyard; and several Redevelopment Area
Plans, most recently Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock.

Plans underway include Glen Park, Western SoMa and
Executive Park. Other major projects in development with
the City include Treasure Island, Park Merced and the
Transbay Transit Center. These ongoing community plan-
ning efforts should continue. These projects could result
in a community accepted housing vision for the neighbor-
hood, related zoning changes and neighborhood specific
design guidelines that will encourage housing development
in appropriate locations.
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Together, these planning efforts could provide capacity
for significantly more than the 31,000 units allocated for
this planning period (2007-2014). However these plans
will require significant investment in infrastructure and
supporting services in order to support this growth. Each
adopted plan contains related programs for affordable
housing (directing the mix of housing types, tenures and af-
fordability needs), infrastructure and community services,
they also contain design guidelines and community review
procedures. The City should prioritize public investment
in these plan areas, according to each plans infrastructure
and community improvement program. These plans will
also require diligence in their application: each plan con-
tains numerous policies and principles intended to ensure
neighborhood consistency and compatibility, and it is up
to Planning Department staff and the Planning Com-
mission to uphold those principles in project review and

approvals.
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Estimated New Housing

Plan Area / Major Project Construction Potential*

Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800
Market/Octavia Area Plan 6,000
Central Waterfront Area Plan 2,000
Mission Area Plan 1,700
East SOMA Area Plan 2,900
glr;c;]wplace Square/Potrero Hill Area 3,200
Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100
Visitacion Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,500
Transbay Redevelopment Plan 3,400
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan 3,000
E(;Jirrw]tters Point Shipyard/ Candlestick 10,000
Total Adopted Plans & Projects: 39,600
Executive Park 1,600
Glen Park 100
Park Merced 5,600
Transit Center District 1,200
West SOMA 2,700
Treasure Island 7,000
Total Plans & Projects Underway: 18,200
TOTAL 57,800

* From individual NOP and EIR, rounded

POLICY 1.3

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

While in previous years land prices have dramatically in-
creased, current land prices seem to have stabilized. This
may provide opportunity for sites for permanently af-
fordable housing development that should be aggressively
pursued.

Publicly-owned land offers unique opportunity for devel-
opment of affordable housing. The City should regularly
review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused public
property, through an annual reporting process that pro-
vides such information to the Mayors Office of Housing.
Public property no longer needed for current or foreseeable

future public operations, such as public offices, schools or
utilities should be considered for sale or lease for develop-
ment of permanently affordable housing. The City should
ensure that future land needs for transit, schools and other
services will be considered before public land is repurposed
to support affordable housing. Where sites are not appro-
priate for affordable housing, revenue generated from sale
of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the
City’s Affordable Housing Fund under the San Francisco
Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 - 11.

The City’s land-holding agencies should also look for cre-
ative opportunities to partner with affordable housing de-
velopers. This may include identifying buildings where air
rights may be made available for housing without interfer-
ing with their current public use; sites where housing could
be located over public parking, transit facilities or water
storage facilities; or reconstruction opportunities where
public uses could be rebuilt as part of a joint-use affordable
housing project. Agencies should also look for opportuni-
ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more
appropriate sites, thereby making such sites available for
housing development. For example, certain Muni fleet
storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas
could be relocated, thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or
residential development. The City should proactively seek
sites for affordable housing development by buying devel-
opments that are no longer moving towards completion.
This may include properties that have received some or
all City land use entitlements, properties that have begun
construction but cannot continue , or properties that have
completed construction, but whose owners must sell.

POLICY 1.4

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

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods
to work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their
future, including housing, services and amenities. Such
plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase
infill development in locations close to transit and other
needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also
develop or update neighborhood specific design guide-
lines, infrastructure plans, and historic resources surveys,
as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has
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undertaken significant community based planning efforts
to accommodate projected growth. Zoning changes that
involve several parcels or blocks should always involve sig-
nificant community outreach. Additionally zoning changes
that involve several blocks should always be made as part of
a community based planning process.

Any new community based planning processes should
be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and
involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process
should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the
support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption
of the Planning Department’s or other overseeing agency’s
work program; and the scope of the process should be ap-
proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the
Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land
use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any
changes to land use policies and controls that result from the
community planning process may be proposed only after
an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft
plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive
opportunity for community input. Proposed changes must
be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing. Additionally,
the Department’s Work Program allows citizens to know
what areas are proposed for community planning. The
Planning Department should use the Work Program as a
vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities, and
should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage,

and make it available for review at the Department.

POLICY 1.5

Consider secondary units in community plans where
there is neighborhood support and when other
neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially

if that housing is made permanently affordable to
lower-income households.

Secondary units (in-law” or “granny units”) are smaller
dwelling units within a structure containing another much
larger unit, frequently in basements, using space that is sur-
plus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent a
simple and cost-effective method of expanding the housing
supply. Such units could be developed to meet the needs of
seniors, people with disabilities and others who, because of
modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need small units at
relatively low rents.

Within a community planning process, the City may ex-
plore where secondary units can occur without adversely
affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in
the case of new construction, where they can be accom-
modated within the permitted building envelope. The
process may also examine where existing secondary units
can be legalized, for example through an amnesty program
that requires building owners to increase their safety and
habitability. Secondary units should be limited in size to
control their impact.

POLICY 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and size

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

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi-
tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in
proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in
an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each
800 square feet of lot area. This limitation generally applies
regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people
likely to occupy it. Thus a small studio and a large four-
bedroom apartment both count as a single unit. Setting
density standards encourages larger units and is particularly
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri-
marily of one- or two-family dwellings. However, in some
areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which
are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather
than number of units might more appropriately control
the density.

Within a community based planning process, the City
may consider using the building envelope, as established
by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code require-
ments, to regulate the maximum residential square footage,
rather than density controls that are not consistent with ex-
isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in
established neighborhoods, consideration should be given
to the prevailing building type in the surrounding area
so that new development does not detract from existing
character. In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing
height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect
neighborhood character.



POLICY 1.7

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

A healthy neighborhood has a balance of housing and the
amenities needed by residents at a neighborhood level, such
as neighborhood serving retail, particularly stores offering
fresh produce, childcare and medical services. Community
planning efforts should include requirements, incentives or
bonuses to encourage necessary amenities as appropriate.

Land use and transportation planning decisions are directly
related to environmental health and justice issues in San
Francisco. For example, SFDPH environmental health
inspectors frequently observe that families live in buildings
that cause a variety of health outcomes such as asthma and
lead poisoning. Understanding the impacts of past uses on
the soil, the proximity to currently operating heavy indus-
trial uses, and the surrounding air quality are critical when
developing housing,.

In 2007 the San Francisco Department of Public Health
completed the Healthy Development Measure Tool
(HDMT), a system to evaluate health impacts of new de-
velopment. The HDMT proposes a checklist for evaluating
a range of project types from smaller housing developments
to neighborhood wide community plans. The HDMT cov-
ers six topics: environmental stewardship, sustainable and
safe transportation, public infrastructure (access to goods
and services), social cohesion, adequate and healthy hous-
ing, and a healthy economy, with over 100 benchmarks
in total. The level of analysis the tool provides can be very
useful in developing housing policy and programs for
a large area, as it can aide in identifying gaps in services
and amenities to be addressed at a policy level. Because of
HDMT tool’s breadth, it is important that it be used in the
appropriate context. Therefore the HDMT should be used
to provide a general review of overall context, particularly
in the development of community plans.

POLICY 1.8

Promote mixed use development, and include
housing, particularly permanently affordable
housing, in new commercial, institutional or other
single use development projects.
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San Francisco has a strong tradition of mixed-use neigh-
borhoods, allowing residents to take advantage of the City’s
rich mix of services and amenities on foot and by transit.
Mixed-use buildings in San Francisco allow residents to
live above street-front commercial space, services or insti-
tutional uses. Housing should continue to be considered as
a joint use with all compatible non-residential uses. While
separation of some uses will always be required to protect
public health, the majority of the City’s non-residential

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

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

POLICY 1.9

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

New commercial or other non-residential development
projects increase the City’s employment base, thereby
increasing the demand for housing. Similarly, institutions
of higher education provide needed services and contribute
to the intellectual and cultural life of the City, while at the
same time create a demand for housing by students, which

can pressure on existing housing stock.

11
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The City’s Jobs-Housing Linkage Program, which collects
fees for affordable housing production from commer-
cial developments, should continue to be enforced and
monitored. Higher educational institutions should assist
in the provision of additional housing, including afford-
able housing, as well. The City should use the institutional
master plan (IMP) process required by the City’s Planning
Code to encourage institutions to provide housing, should
support new construction of student housing that could
reduce pressure on the existing housing stock, and should
consider incentives for student housing development.

POLICY 1.10

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

San Francisco enjoys an extensive network of transit lines,
including a number of major transit lines that provide
nearby residents with the opportunity to move about the
City without need of a car. Because of proximity to transit
and bicycle networks, neighborhood serving businesses
and job centers, some 29% of the City’s households do not
own cars and 33% of San Franciscans take public transit
to work, with higher rates for households in transit-rich
areas. Infill housing in transit-rich areas can provide lower
income houscholds, affordable unsubsidized housing op-
portunities. Housing with easy access to transit facilitates
the City’s efforts to implement the City’s Transit First
policy. Additionally housing near transit can provide site-
efficient and cost effective housing.

In reviewing reliance on public transportation, it is impor-
tant to distinguish areas that are “transit-rich,” and located
along major transit lines, from those that are simply served
by transit. For the purposes of this Housing Element, “ma-
jor transit lines” are defined as those that have significant
ridership and comprehensive service — meaning almost
24-hour service with minimal headways. This network of
major transit lines includes BART s heavy rail lines, MUNI
Metro’s light rail system including the E, J, K, L, M and N
lines, and Muni’s major arterial, high-ridership, frequent
service local network lines. These lines are defined and

prioritized in Muni’s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) as
the “Rapid Network,” pending environmental review. The
Department should support housing projects along these
major transit lines provided they are consistent with cur-

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

HOPE SF is a local initiative, jointly managed

by the San Francisco Housing Authority and the
Mayor’s Office of Housing, to rebuild many of
San Francisco’s public housing communities.
HOPE SF grew out of the federal initiative called
HOPE VI (Housing Opportunities for People
Everywhere), with the goal of transforming public
housing developments from large, disconnected
developments into mixed income, mixed use
neighborhoods. These neighborhoods will
provide a range of housing options that will allow
residents throughout various phases in their

life to move up the housing ladder, and include
community building components that will assist
in moving households from crisis to stability and
economic advancement.

There are currently 4 HOPE SF projects currently underway, with an additional 3 sites anticipated over the next
decade. The land that once held nearly 2,500 public housing units will be developed with 6,000 housing units
(at one-for-one replacement of public housing), parks, and other necessary amenities to make a neighborhood
whole. These projects exemplify context appropriate redevelopment that increases the number of housing units
while increasing neighborhood amenities.
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Issue 2:

Conserve and Improve Existing Stock

OBJECTIVE 2

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

The majority of San Francisco’s housing stock is over 60
years old — it is an important cultural and housing asset
that the City must protect for future generations. Nearly
all of San Francisco households will make their home in
existing housing — RHNA goals for new housing represent
less than one percent of the existing housing stock. There-
fore, conserving and improving the existing stock is critical
to San Francisco’s long term housing strategy. Retaining
existing housing reduces the needs for resources to build
new housing. Policies and programs under this objective
facilitate conservation and improvement of the variety of

unit types physical conditions.

Housing maintenance includes routine maintenance, ma-
jor repair projects, and preventive care — especially seismic
work. The health of the existing housing stock requires that
all types of maintenance be pursued to the extent possible,
while not overburdening low-income groups. The seismic
sustainability of the existing stock is of particular local

concern.

POLICY 2.1

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

Demolition of existing housing often results in the loss of
lower-cost rental housing units. Even if the existing hous-
ing is replaced, the new units are generally more costly.
Demolition can result in displacement of residents, causing

personal hardship and need to relocate. Older housing stock
should only be considered for demolition and replacement
when the resulting project results in a significant increase
in unit affordability.

There are environmental and natural resources consid-
erations when demolishing housing stock that is physi-
cally sound. Therefore, a determination of ‘sound housing’
should be based on physical condition, not economic value.
San Francisco’s Planning Code and Planning Commission
guidelines require public hearing and deliberation for
demolition of units, discourage the demolition of sound
housing stock, especially historically significant structures,
and require that replacement projects be entitled before
demolition permits are issued. The City should continue

these policies.

POLICY 2.2

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

San Francisco is vulnerable to both subdivisions and unit
mergers in response to short term market trends. The City
must protect the existing units and their relative afford-
ability while recognizing the need for some flexibility to
support family housing. Merging of two units, especially
small units, can allow a family to grow without leaving
their community. Yet mergers also result in a net loss of
housing units in the City, where the resulting unit is often
less affordable, thus amplifying both problems of hous-
ing supply and affordability. All proposals to merge units
should be carefully considered within the local context and
housing trends to assure that the resulting unit responds to
identified housing needs, rather than creating fewer, larger

and more expensive units.



POLICY 2.3

Prevent the removal or reduction of housing for
parking.

Maintaining existing space in buildings that is dedicated
to housing reduces the need for the production of new
housing to support existing and future households. The
more habitable space in a structure, the greater the abil-
ity of the structure to adapt to a variety of lifecycles, and
the more flexibility provided for the growth of families.
Space currently dedicated to housing people should not
be converted into parking. Furthermore, the City should
encourage the conversion of ground floor space to housing,
provided such a conversion does not impact the long term
seismic sustainability of the existing structure.

POLICY 2.4

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

As the City’s housing stock ages, maintenance becomes
increasingly important. The majority of San Francisco
housing is more than 60 years old. Property owners should
be encouraged and supported in efforts to maintain
and improve the physical condition of housing units.

Neighborhood Preservation:
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Maintenance is generally the responsibility of property
owners, with the City enforcing appropriate seismic and
safety standards. But in some circumstances such as low
income homeowners, senior homeowners, or neglected or
abandoned property, the City should take a more active
role through funding and programs in order to facilitate
maintenance and improvements and ensure the long term

habitability of the housing stock.

Although code enforcement should be actively pursued,
flexibility should be granted to low-income households
where Code violations do not create a public safety hazard
or a serious household safety condition. Legalization of
existing secondary units should be considered, where Code
violations do not create a public safety hazard, in exchange
for designating the unit permanently for senior or afford-
able housing.

POLICY 2.5

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

A major earthquake could jeopardize 8,600 to 100,000
housing units. Seismic retrofitting of the existing housing
stock increases the possibility of sound housing after a

seismic event.

Chicago’s Upkeep and Repair Services Program

As residents age it often becomes harder to upkeep a home.
The City of Chicago in partnership with local non-profit HOME
(Housing Opportunities and Maintenance for the Elderly) has
established a program for elderly residents to receive assis-

tance with regular home maintenance. Types of repairs include:
light plumbing, replacing faulty light fixtures or switches, repair-
ing or maintaining weather stripping and caulking. They also
support universal design retrofits, such as installing handicap
access grab bars and railings and other similar repairs. In 2009
$300,000 in funding (from both the City of Chicago and private
foundations) made 720 repairs possible in the homes of 407
low-income elderly homeowners.
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The City should prioritize public resources to address the
most imminent risks: 1) structures at high risk of collapse
and therefore pose the highest public safety risk, such as
soft-story buildings; 2) structures that house low income or
vulnerable populations; and 3) structures that are vulner-
able due to construction type. DBI should focus seismic
upgrade programs towards vulnerable geographies and soils
types (as identified by CAPPS), populations (areas with
low median incomes or high population of seniors) and
building types (older, rent-controlled and soft story).

The City should also continue to educate and assist prop-
erty owners in their efforts to make seismic safety improve-
ments. Currently property owners can find information on
DBI’s earthquake preparedness website, attend lunchtime
talks, or reference the Seismic Safety FAQ for building

owners sheet.

OBJECTIVE 3

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

San Francisco is a city of renters — which enables incredible
diversity of age, income, and household type. Students,
young professionals, artists, new families, low income
households, and many others rely on the availability of
rental housing to live in San Francisco. The City’s market-
rate rental units generally provide moderately priced hous-
ing options, while rent controlled units and permanently
affordable rental units meet needs at lower income levels.
Thus the availability of sound and affordable rental housing
is of major importance to meet the City’s housing needs.

Regulations protecting the affordability of the existing
housing stock have traditionally focused on rental housing,
such as rent control and its associated tenants rights laws,
and condominium conversion limits. Both rent control
and condominium conversion limits evoke an impassioned
public discussion around housing rights, private property
rights, and quality of life in San Francisco, and property
owners continue to emphasize the negative effects of rent
control policies on the supply of housing. This discussion
warrants continued public engagement in the ongoing
effort to provide a balance of housing opportunities to sup-
port San Francisco’s diverse population.

POLICY 3.1

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

Sixty-two percent of San Francisco’s residents are renters.
In the interest of the long term health and diversity of
the housing stock the City should work to preserve this
approximate ratio of rental units. The City should pay
particular attention to rent control units which contribute
to the long term existence and affordability of the City’s
rental housing stock without requiring public subsidy, by
continuing their protection and supporting tenant’s rights
laws. Efforts to preserve rental units from physical dete-
rioration include programs that support landlord’s efforts
to maintain rental housing such as: maintenance assistance
programs, programs to support and enhance property
management capacity, especially for larger companies, and
programs to provide financial advice to landlords.

POLICY 3.2

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

As the majority of San Francisco’s housing units are over 60
years old, maintenance issues, particularly in rental proper-
ties, often impact the overall livability of some housing.
The level of investment required for significant mainte-
nance can jeopardize the affordability of the unit, putting
low income tenants at risk. To balance the need for afford-
able, yet safe, housing, affordable housing funds should
be invested into rehabilitation of existing stock. As a cost
effective way for the City to secure permanently affordable
housing, this strategy must occur with full participation of
the property owner, and must not result in displacement of
existing tenants.

POLICY 3.3

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

The intent of maintaining a balance of housing opportu-
nities is to maintain housing for a diversity of household

types and income categories.



Units in limited equity cooperatives remain affordable
because they are deed-restricted to an affordability level, so
that the owner can sell his/her unit for a price up to that
maximum affordability level. Opportunities to create af-
fordable homeownership opportunities through programs
such as limited equity cooperatives should be supported.

Limited conversions of rental stock to condominiums
also help achieve affordable homeownership, providing a
category of housing stock for moderate income housing
needs. Thus, while the City needs to consider the impact
of conversion of rental units to ownership status, as it will
impact preservation of rental units, this issue should be
balanced with the need for a diversity of housing choices.
Conversion of rental housing to time share or corporate

suite use should be prohibited.

POLICY 3.4

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

A review of current sales prices reveals that new homes
are priced considerably higher than existing, older hous-
ing stock. This is particularly true of smaller units, such
as the mid-century construction in certain lower density
residential neighborhoods. These housing units provide a
unique homeownership opportunity for new and smaller
households. While higher density housing generally results
in more shared costs among each unit, the pre-existing
investment in lower density housing generally outweighs
the benefits of higher density in terms of housing afford-
ability. To the extent that lower density older housing units
respond to this specific housing need, without requiring
public subsidy, they should be preserved. Strategies detailed
under Objective 2, to retain existing housing units, and
promote their life-long stability, should be used to support
this housing stock.

POLICY 3.5

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

Residential or single-room occupancy hotels (SROs) offer
a unique housing opportunity for lower income elderly,
disabled, and single-person households. The proximity of

most SROs to the downtown area has fueled pressure to

convert SRO’s to tourist hotels. In response to this, the City
adopted its Residential Hotel Ordinance, which regulates
and protects the existing stock of residential hotels. This
ordinance requires permits for conversion of residential
hotel rooms, requires replacement on a 1 to 1 level, and
requires 80% of the cost of replacement to be provided to
the City in the case of conversion or demolition.

Residential hotels located in predominantly residential
areas should be protected by zoning that does not permit
commercial or tourist use; in non-residential areas, con-
version of units to other uses should not be permitted or
should be permitted only where a residential unit will be,
or has been, replaced with a comparable unit elsewhere. For
those hotels that are operated as mixed tourist/permanent
resident hotels, strict enforcement is needed to ensure that
the availability of the hotel for permanent residential oc-
cupancy is not diminished. City programs should support
the retention of residential hotels, restrict conversions and
demolitions, and require mitigations to any impacts on the
affordable housing stock.
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Issue 3:

Equal Housing Opportunities

OBJECTIVE 4

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

Population diversity is one of San Franciscos most im-
portant assets; San Francisco’s residents span ethnicities,
income levels, houschold types and sizes. Supporting
household diversity requires the City support a variety of
housing opportunities, so that everyone has the opportu-
nity to live in a suitable home that they can afford.

A diverse housing stock provides housing for people
throughout their lifecycle, as they move from being a single
household, to families with children, to aging and elderly.
It accommodates different types of households, from tra-

ditional married couples to cooperative living households,

from female-headed households to multigenerational
families with adult children who live at home. It provides a
range of housing options for people’s varying needs, which
might span illness, disability, or unique supportive service
needs. Designing housing that can accommodate all physi-
cal abilities is critical to maintaining housing diversity.

A diverse housing stock provides unit types that span
financial abilities as well as personal choice, in diverse,
economically integrated neighborhoods that offer a posi-
tive quality of life. Households should be able to choose
the form of tenure most suited to their needs, from either
a rental or an ownership housing stock. And they should
be able to find suitable, affordable places to live in healthy
neighborhoods, free from concentrations of pollutants
such as aging industrial uses, power plants, and sewage
treatment facilities.




POLICY 4.1

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

Families with children are very much part of the City’s vi-
tality and diversity. While currently families with children
constitute a small portion of San Francisco households,
with only 12% of the City’s total population being 14 years
old and younger, the changing demographics of the City
illustrate that the need for family housing is growing, as
larger, extended families increase and as more and more
households desire to stay in the City as they have children.

Much of the new housing constructed in the last decade
was smaller studios and one-bedroom units. New multi-
bedroom units are often too expensive for the average San
Francisco family. Many large families, especially those
newly immigrated to the United States, are crowded into
units designed for much smaller households. As a result,
San Francisco’s families with children are leaving or are

experiencing overcrowded conditions.

While all agencies in the City acknowledge the need for
housing for families with children, particularly low and
very low family needs, there still is no accepted definition
of family housing. The Department of Children Youth
and Families has developed a number of recommendations
for action towards family housing, including a proposed
definition of family-friendly housing. This work should be
codified into a formal city definition that can be used to
shape housing requirements, and inform housing construc-

tion approvals.

Recent community planning efforts promote the con-
struction of new housing for families by requiring that a
minimum 40% of new units constructed have two-bed-
rooms or more. This practice should be continued where
appropriate. Existing units can also offer opportunities for
“family-sized” housing through expansion and in some
cases unit mergers. A number of existing units are already
sized for family households, especially single family homes.
The City should offer support for elderly people who seek
to downsize their homes, and encourage people who may
be better served by alternatives, particularly in term of size,
upkeep and budget, to downsize.

For family sized units to work for families the City needs
to look beyond the provision of housing to ensure that the
other amenities critical to families are provided. Proximity
to schools, to open space, and to affordable child care are
critical for the well-being of families.

POLICY 4.2

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

There are a number of groups in the City in need of special
housing consideration. Populations in need of support in-
clude the physically and mentally disabled; those suffering
from mental illness, cognitive impairment; or dementia;
or those suffering from severe illness such as AIDs. They
also include people undergoing transitions, such as those
trying to exit homelessness, aging out of foster care, leav-
ing a hospital or institutional care; or populations in need
of special security, such as transgender individuals. Many
of these groups need housing with supportive services
provided either on-site or nearby; many face bias in their
existing housing situations, and many are at risk of losing
housing due to disruptive behavior, deteriorating medical
conditions, or an inability to afford rent.

Another category of at-risk individuals includes the City’s
recent immigrants, particularly refugees and undocument-
ed workers, including day laborers and domestic workers.
Many of these new arrivals need low cost housing and
support services including multicultural and multilingual
assistance. Many have families whom they support, and are
stressed from overcrowding and substandard living condi-

tions; many are homeless.

The City should take an active role to encourage the con-
struction of new facilities, and the expansion of the avail-
able housing units, in appropriate locations suited to needs
of these groups. The City should also support efforts by
potential sponsors to identify and develop sites for special
users and work cooperatively with social service agencies
and housing providers. The City should also seek to reduce
institutional barriers to development of innovative forms
of housing that would better serve these individuals, from
group housing to supportive housing to residential treat-
ment facilities. One category of need that is expected to
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increase dramatically in coming years , due to a reduction
in custodial care for older adults at hospitals and in nurs-
ing facilities,is dementia care. Also, there will be a grow-
ing population of people with cognitive impairment and
dementia in San Francisco between 2010 to 2030. A broad
range of residential care facilities will be needed to provide
step-down 24-hour care. A range of care settings, from
Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly or Residential
Care Facilities for the Chronically Ill to new, more flexible
models, such as the GreenHouse model, a group-home

facility for seniors, should be explored.

Of particular importance are the ancillary social and medi-
cal service facilities, employment or advocacy services that
enable positive living for members of in-need populations.
The link to services is critical- in some cases, intensive
case management and availability of services can make the
difference between someone becoming institutionalized
or homeless, or remaining in their own home. Therefore,
support facilities need to be located on-site, or integrated
into neighborhoods within close pedestrian or transit ac-
cess from residences. In particular, board and care facilities,
group homes, and services that allow at-risk or disabled
persons to live at home while still receiving daily support,
should be permitted to locate close to their clients. Where
new residential care facilities are constructed, they should
be located close to existing services, and in underserved
neighborhoods to allow clients to remain meaningfully
engaged in their community.

POLICY 4.3

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

Despite the cost of housing, San Francisco remains attrac-
tive to seniors and people with disabilities because of the
City’s transportation, health services, and other resources.
While some of the disabled and elderly will require housing
that provides supportive, long-term care arrangements as
discussed above, many will remain largely independent for
longer periods of time, needing only physical accommoda-
tions to enable active living. Yet people with disabilities and
aging San Franciscans often have difficulty finding hous-
ing constructed to meet their physical accessibility needs.
While the current San Francisco Building Code requires
all new construction except one and two-family dwellings

to comply with the Code’s disability access requirements,
much of the City’s existing stock is inaccessible, and
existing privately funded multi-family dwellings are not
required to include accessibility upgrades when completing
alterations. Those with physical disability issues are further
at risk in obtaining housing because they often have lower

than average incomes.

The City’s community planning processes should foster
private and publicly supported housing designed according
to universal design principles, meaning that it is accessible,
or can be made adaptable, to the disabled or elderly. “Ac-
cessible” means that the housing presents no physical bar-
riers to handicapped or elderly people. “Adaptable” means
housing whose entry and circulation are designed and
constructed so that relatively minor adjustments and addi-
tions can make the unit fully accessible. Existing housing
may be more difficult to retrofit, and more costly, when it
is being rehabilitated as permanently affordable housing, so
accessibility and adaptability design requirements should
be made flexible for reconstruction projects.

Similar to the discussion above regarding housing for
people with supportive needs, of particular importance
are the everyday services and activities that sustain healthy,
independent living for those with cognitive impairments,
physical constraints and low mobility. Community plan-
ning processes should also foster direct, walkable access to
recreational facilities and open space, to commercial areas
and shopping, and to community services. They should go
beyond physical access to ensure that people with cognitive
impairment, dementia, other disabilities and aging adults
feel comfortable and safe. Inclusion of public realm features
that promote security, such as clearly visible signage, bright
lighting and surveillance features that improve public
safety, can go a long way towards creating age and disability

friendly communities.

POLICY 4.4

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

In recent years the production of new housing has yielded
primarily ownership units. However, this trend may be
shifting, as low vacancy rates and high rents indicate a
strong demand for rental housing, and as lending practices



shift in favor of projects with a long-term source of income
(rents). The City should make a concerted effort to do what
is within its control to encourage the continued develop-
ment of rental housing throughout the City, including
market-rate rentals that can address moderate and middle

income needs.

Recent community planning efforts have explored incen-
tives such as fee waivers, or reductions in inclusionary
housing requirements, in return for the development of
deed-restricted, long-term rental housing. The City should
also seek new ways to promote new, permanently afford-
able rental housing, such as by looking to existing sites
or buildings for acquisition by the City as permanently
affordable units; this would require a local fund that is
structured to act quickly to enable such purchases as they

become available.

POLICY 4.5

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing

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

Economically-integrated, diverse neighborhoods provide
residents with a number of benefits. Crime levels, school
attendance and graduation rates, employment opportunity
and health status of residents tend to be markedly improved
in integrated neighborhoods, as compared to exclusively

lower-income areas.

While San Francisco’s neighborhoods are more economi-
cally integrated than its suburban counterparts, concen-
trations of low-income households still exist. Special
efforts should be made to expand housing opportunities
for households of lower-income levels in other areas of
the city, and community planning efforts should include
policies and programs that foster a diverse, integrated
housing stock. These planning efforts should also include
protections against the displacement of existing low- and
moderate-income households by higher income groups.

The City’s Inclusionary Housing Program, which requires
that affordable housing units be provided on-site, provides
one method for on-site integration (Map II-2: Below
Market Rate Housing Projects). Construction of new af-

fordable housing projects should likewise be distributed
throughout the City, to ensure equitable neighborhoods as
well as equal access to residents living in different parts of
San Francisco (Map I1-3: Affordable Housing Projects). For
example, the homeless population lives in many neighbor-
hoods throughout the City and would benefit from having
housing resources in the neighborhood in which they work
and live. All neighborhoods of the city should be expected
to accept their fair share of affordable housing, whether
it is through the City’s inclusionary affordable housing
policies, construction of new 100% affordable projects, or
rehabilitation projects.

POLICY 4.6

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

Equitable growth brings economic opportunity to all
residents, provides for intelligent infrastructure investment
and offers a range of housing choices. Distributing growth
equitably means that each part of the City has a role in
planning for growth, and receives an equitable distribution
of growth’s benefits. It is as much about revitalizing and
redeveloping transitioning parts of the City such as the
Eastern Neighborhoods, as it is about guiding new com-
munities in areas such as Treasure Island.

Whether in existing or new neighborhoods, all of the City’s
resident’s should have access to public infrastructure, ser-
vices and amenities. In ideal circumstances, infrastructure
will be available before or in concert with new housing.
Therefore growth should be directed through community
planning to areas where public infrastructure exists and
is underutilized; or where there is significant site capacity
and new infrastructure is planned in cooperation with new

development.

POLICY 4.7

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

The term “environmental justice” was born out of a concern
that minority and low-income populations bear a dispro-
portionate share of adverse health and environmental im-
pacts because of where they live. Proximity to undesirable
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land uses, substandard housing, housing discrimination,
personal safety in housing, and community displacement
are environmental justice issues that need to be addressed
in many of the City’s neighborhoods.

Housing is an important component of addressing en-
vironmental justice. The City should promote new, and
rehabilitated, low-income housing on sites that do not
have negative health impacts, near services and supplies so
that residents have access to transit and healthy fresh food,
jobs, child care and youth programs. The City needs to also
ensure that the costs of housing do not lead to other en-
vironmental justice impacts, such as sacrificing nutrition,
healthcare, and the needs of their children.

OBJECTIVE 5

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL
ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS.

Previous policies have discussed the need to maintain and
add new housing to meet San Francisco’s identified needs;
the policies that follow under this Objective are intended
to make sure that all residents have access to those units.
Governmental ‘red tape’, including byzantine application
systems and disparate housing application processes, can
make accessing the supportive housing system extremely
difhicult, particularly for people already burdened by lan-
guage or other social barriers. Social and economic factors
can discriminate against certain population groups and
limit their access to housing opportunities, leading to pat-
terns of economic and racial segregation. And even when
people have successfully entered the supportive housing
system, options seldom provide an exit strategy towards
independence.

POLICY 5.1

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

Federal fair housing laws prohibit discrimination against
protected classes of people as described below in Policy
6.4; they also prohibit most types of preference so as to
avoid discrimination. Many communities, including San
Francisco, have adopted some form of local preference,

providing priority for people who live and/or work in
the municipality to affordable and/or workforce housing
sponsored and/or supported by the City. However, smaller
geographic preference areas, or any specific racial or other
preference, put local governments at risk of violating fair
housing laws and constitutional law. To ensure all residents
have access to housing, public agencies should make special
efforts to attract cultural, racial or ethnic groups who might
not normally be aware of their housing choices, particu-
larly those who have suffered discrimination in the past.
Marketing and outreach efforts should encourage applica-
tion by households who are least likely to apply because of
characteristics protected by fair housing law.

POLICY 5.2

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

Currently, subsidized housing is offered through a number
of City agencies, including the San Francisco Housing
Authority, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the
Mayor’s Office of Housing, and the Department of Health
and Human Services; by nonprofit entities managing their
own housing developments; and even by market-rate
developers in the case of the City’s Inclusionary Housing
Program. The result of so many programs, with different
administrating entities, creates difficulty in navigating the
City’s affordable housing placement system, and places a
high burden on housing advocates and service providers. A
comprehensive, single-stop source of all available housing
is needed to link residents to prospective homes in a timely

matter.

Efforts to improve access should focus particularly on groups
who might not be aware of their housing choices, including
those with lower incomes, language and comprehension
barriers, and those who have suffered discrimination in the
past. The City should therefore partner with community
providers already serving those groups. Available housing
should be advertised broadly, with targeted outreach to at-
risk populations and communities, in multi-lingual media
to ensure fair marketing practice. And information about
housing rights, such as safeguards against excessive rent in-

creases, should be given the same marketing and outreach.
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Moving up the Housing Ladder:
Galvin Apartments

The Galvin Apartments located in San Francisco’'s SOMA district provide low
income households permanently affordable studio apartments. The 56 units
were constructed in 2006 as an off-site requirement of the City’s Inclusionary
Zoning ordinance. As opposed to an SRO unit, the studios at the Galvin have
full private baths and kitchenettes with a stove and a microwave. This type of
development fills a niche in the housing market that allows SRO tenants move
up the housing ladder into a more permanent housing type.

Rental units constructed under the Inclusionary Zoning requirement are re-
quired to be affordable to a resident earning 60% of the area median income.
However, the developer of the Galvin Apartments partnered with Tenderloin
Housing Clinic to construct units that could be rented at 35% of area median

DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT 2009 PART Il

income.

POLICY 5.3

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

Housing discrimination is defined as the denial of rights
to a group of persons by direct providers of housing whose
practices making housing unavailable to certain groups
of people. Discrimination can be based on race, color, or
national origin; religion; sex or gender; familial status; and
disability; and furthermore on factors such as HIV/AIDS
status, weight or height, source of income, and economic
discrimination. Discrimination in housing is governed pri-
marily by the federal Fair Housing Act. To ensure housing
opportunities for all people, the City should assist in the
implementation of fair housing and anti-discrimination
laws. The Human Rights Commission enforces the City’s
Fair Housing Law and handles complaints of housing
discrimination.

Households with children are one group that is often cited
as having difficulty finding suitable housing because some
landlords discriminate against children as tenants. The
City should continue enforcement of the 1987 ordinance
prohibiting residential apartment owners from discrimi-
nating against families based on household size unless the

Building Code does not permit occupancy of the dwelling
by a family of that size. In publicly subsidized housing,
households with dependent children should have multiple

bedroom units.

The State and City have developed numerous tenants’ rights
laws and fair housing statutes. Education of residents and
tenants is critical to ensure implementation of these laws,
and the City should work not only to uphold such laws,
but to broaden their affect by partnering with community
service providers and housing rights advocates to expand
both knowledge and .protections.

POLICY 5.4

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

Changes in life stage or household type, such as a personal
need, illness or disability; the birth of a child; or a change in
economic situation or job opportunity, can affect the type
of unit a household requires. Once residents do achieve
housing, they are also challenged in moving beyond that
unit to another housing unit that may be more appropriate
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Centralized Information:
Washington DC Housing Search Website

In late 2008, Washington DC introduced a website that aggregates the City’s affordable rental and for sale
property listings: http.//www.dchousingsearch.org. All of the affordable housing development projects funded
by the DC Department of Housing and Community Development are required to list available units on DCHous-
ingSearch. DC Housing Authority developments, Section 8 rental and for sale properties, and other managed
developments are also included. Both publicly subsidized units as well as privately owned units are searchable
on the website.

The online housing locater service is free to both prospective tenants and landlords. Listings for apartments
include the number of bedrooms and baths, rent and deposit costs, a map of location, and if the unit is handi-
cap accessible. In addition to the housing listings, the website also provides housing information and resources
such as an affordability calculator, links to tools and services for renters and low-income households, and renter

rights and responsibilities information.

for their current life stage. To meet the diversity of need
demanded by the residents of San Francisco, a range of
housing types must be provided, and the ability to move
between these types — often referred to as “moving up the
housing ladder” must be available.

Supportive housing, or housing for the formerly homeless,
is often the first step on the ladder for many individuals.
However, much of the housing aimed at meeting this need
is temporary, renting by the week or month, and intended
only to provide short-term housing until another option
can be found. Other options, and support service that
help move people between these options, is required. To
make such movement possible, the City needs to make a
concerted effort to link its various programs, and provide
counseling for residents in aspects of those programs so
they have the ability to move between them. The City also
needs to provide financial support needed to start at the
next level, whether that is a rental deposit for an apartment
or a down payment for a first home. The City should also
look to helping people on the other side of the housing lad-
der, such as those who might be downsizing, particularly
from single family homes into either smaller units/condos

or rental units.

OBJECTIVE 6

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF
HOMELESSNESS.

Over the last Housing Element period, San Francisco has
made strides in addressing homelessness, with documented
decreases in population living on the street. The policies of
the 1980s that regarded temporary shelter as an acceptable
housing plan for homeless households has been superseded
by an increased focus on permanent supportive housing
programs, as well as programs such as Project Homeless
Connect (where volunteers connect homeless individuals
to services), Care Not Cash (which redistributes general
relief support in the form of housing & other services), and
eviction prevention services that attempt to stem the onset
of homelessness before it starts.

However, homelessness continues, and recent figures show
that homelessness figures have increased as unemployment
has risen. Statistics show that the category at most risk for
homelessness is middle-aged individuals, particularly males,
of all races; immigrants and families. Special categories of
risk include veterans, those with substance abuse problems,
and transgendered individuals.



POLICY 6.1

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

While shelters can provide an alternative to sleeping on the
streets, they do little to address the underlying causes. A
permanent solution to homelessness requires permanent
affordable housing. San Francisco has focused homeless
housing efforts on providing very low-income homeless
singles and families a range of supportive options that are
intended to stabilize their housing situation for the long
term. Programs sponsored by the Human Services Agency
include Permanent SRO Housing for Single Adults through
the Master Lease Program, Rental Housing Subsidies for
Single Adults and Families with Disabilities including
mental health, substance abuse and/or HIV/AIDS, and
Permanent Supportive Housing for Families.

In addition to permanent housing, temporary shelters and
services are still needed, particularly services that provided
in an unbiased, multi-lingual and multicultural context.
Immediate housing will be needed to serve socio-economic
groups that will be particularly impacted by the recent
economic trends. In particular, more home-improvement
workers and day laborers, facing more competition and
a dwindling number of construction jobs, are becoming
homeless. Yet few flexible options for housing - meaning,
housing that is not already reserved for a specific program
- exist in the neighborhoods they call home, resulting in
people shuttling from neighborhood to neighborhood to
find an open bed.

The City’s “Continuum of Care: Five-Year Strategic Plan,”
created by the San Francisco Local Homeless Coordinating
Board (the primary City policy board responsible for plan-
ning and coordinating homeless programs in the city), is
intended to provide a comprehensive roadmap for policy
and services directed towards people who are homeless
and at risk for homelessness. Its “priority” sectors of action
include permanent, subsidized housing; transition from
incarceration, foster care and hospitals as well as avoiding
evictions; interim housing in shelters as a stopgap until
permanent housing is available; improvement of access to

housing and support services; increased economic stability

through employment services and education; and respect-
ful, coordinated Citywide action dedicated to individual’s
rights. The City’s “10 Year Plan to End Chronic Home-
lessness” focuses more deeply upon permanent supportive
housing for the chronically homeless including families,
which make up an estimated 20% of San Francisco’s home-
less population. Both plans should continue to be executed
and implemented, and creation of the housing types they
promote — both permanently affordable and necessary ad-
ditional shelters — should be located equitably across the
City according to need.

POLICY 6.2

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

Between 60 to 80% of all homeless individuals in San Fran-
cisco may suffer from physical disability, mental illness, or
substance addiction. The City’s “Continuum of Care” plan
prioritizes stable, permanently housing for this group.

Families, while not the highest incidences of homelessness
(last year’s count by the Human Services Agency found
that 91% of the homeless were single adults, and 9% were
in families) are an important category of need. Homeless
family housing is extremely limited; focusing on the City’s
chronically homeless often leaves out families, who tend
to become homeless situationally, based on current job or

economic conditions.

Refugees and immigrants also face housing hardship.
Language barriers and, frequently, the additional hurdle
of illegality can create unique barriers to housing access.
Homeless people who are undocumented can face prejudice
in trying to secure beds or units, inability to communicate,
and frequently have difficulty accessing beds on a regular
basis, or the more stable, long-term forms of housing
that might enable them to move up the housing ladder.
Both families and immigrants should be given particular
consideration in the City’s homeless policies and housing

creation.
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Issue 4:

Facilitate Permanently Affordable Housing

OBJECTIVE 7

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

Responding to the needs for affordable housing is the most
critical housing objective in San Francisco. San Francisco’s
projected affordable housing needs far outpace the capacity
for the City to secure subsidies for new affordable units. A
successful funding strategy will require a range of resources
including federal, state, and regional partners, and the
City.

First, the City must continue to proactively pursue addi-
tional federal, State and regional affordable housing and
infrastructure dollars to support projected housing needs.
Second, the City must continue to aggressively develop
local programs to fund affordable housing, including strat-
egies that more efficiently use existing subsidies to work
towards the desired mix of affordable housing options.
Third, the City needs to look beyond dollars for creative
ways to facilitate affordable housing development that
make sense in the current economic climate, such as land
subsidy programs, process and zoning accommodations,
and acquisition