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The Housing Element is a major part of San Francisco’s General Plan that secks to ensure adequate housing for
current and future San Franciscans. Housing element law requires local governments plan for their existing
and projected housing need, by providing opportunities for housing development, rather than constraining
opportunities. The State allocates the region’s share of the statewide housing need to regional agencies; in the
San Francisco Bay Area, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) provides this allocation, based on
the region’s forecast for population, households, and employment. San Francisco’s share of the regional housing
need for 2015 through 2022 has been pegged at 28,870 new units, with almost 60% to be affordable.

Since 2002, the regional population, household and job forecast has been “policy-based,” meaning that

it promotes policy objectives which increase housing development and alternative transportation modes,
specifically by increasing the proportion of growth near transit and in existing urban areas. Furthermore, with
the adoption of SB375 and its requirement that regional planning agencies create a plan to meet targets for
greenhouse gas emissions reduction tied to land use, the City can expect to see further development directed
towards existing urban areas like San Francisco to increase housing near jobs, reduce urban sprawl, and reduce

greenhouse gas emissions.

This Housing Element details objectives and policies that address this growing housing demand, focusing
on strategies that can be accomplished within the city’s limited land supply and that meet the housing goals
developed during the outreach for this document, which include 1) prioritizing permanently affordable
housing; 2) recognizing and preserving neighborhood character; 3) integrating housing, jobs, transportation

and infrastructure; and 4) continuing to be a regional model of sustainability.

The Housing Element consists of two parts. Part I contains the background data and needs analysis, forming
the basis for policy formulation. Part II lists objectives and policies and describes the programs to be carried out

over the next five years to implement these objectives and policies.

L. Part I describes and analyzes changes in San Francisco population, households, and housing stock
characteristics. It analyzes existing and projected housing needs resulting from job growth and population and
household projections. It identifies the needs of special user groups such as the homeless, physically disabled,
elderly, minorities, families with children, and artists, and specifies the housing affordability levels needed by
these households. Part I also contains an inventory of land suitable for residential development and examines
potential constraints to meeting the City’s housing needs. It notes that meeting the estimated housing need will

require a rate of housing production far greater than what has been achieved in previous years.

2. Part II contains a comprehensive set of housing objectives and policies that are the framework for
decision-making, priority setting and program implementation. It continues many existing City housing
policies that emphasize affordable housing production, permanent affordability, and the protection of the
existing housing stock. New policies strive to create a range of new housing to meet spatial needs of all of our
residents, particularly those who cannot afford market-rate housing; ensure development is appropriate to the
unique needs of individual neighborhood they are located within; use community planning processes to ensure
that the best qualities of neighborhoods are not only maintained, but strengthened; link new housing to public
infrastructure such as transit, open space and community facilities, and privately provided infrastructure such
as retail and neighborhood services; and prioritize housing development that reduces the impacts of greenhouse

gas emissions.



These objectives and policies are followed by related Implementation Actions that will
implement the Housing Element including timelines, steps, projected outcomes and entities
responsible for each action. They are also followed by a series of Strategies For Further
Review, which require further examination and study prior to their implementation.
Implementation involves various City agencies, including the Planning Department,

the Mayor’s Office of Housing, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
(formerly known as the Redevelopment Agency), the Board of Supervisors and the Planning
Commission, the San Francisco Housing Authority, the Department of Building Inspection,
the Department of Human Services, the Department of Public Health, the City Attorney’s
Office, the Rent Stabilization Board, and the Human Rights Commission; but it also
depends on the work of community housing organizations, non-profit and for-profit housing

developers, and the community organizations and citizens of San Francisco.

The San Francisco General Plan, including this Housing Element, is an integrated, internally
consistent and compatible statement of objectives and policies. The other elements of the
City’s General Plan, as well as the area plans which cover specific geographic areas of the city,

are consistent with this Housing Element.

San Francisco Charter Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco
provides to the Planning Commission the opportunity to periodically recommend Planning
Code amendments to the Board of Supervisors. It states: “The General Plan shall consist of
goals, policies and programs for the future physical development of the City and County
that take into consideration social, economic and environmental factors. In developing their
recommendations, the Commission shall consult with commissions and elected officials,
and shall hold public hearings as part of a comprehensive planning process. The Planning
Department, in consultation with other departments and the City Administrator, shall
periodically prepare special area, neighborhood and other plans designed to carry out the
General Plan, and periodically prepare implementation programs and schedules which link

the General Plan to the allocation of local, state and federal resources.”

This section requires that proposed General Plan amendments are consistent across the
General Plan and the eight priority policies of the Planning Code Section 101.1. As such,
the San Francisco General Plan is regularly updated to ensure consistency. Any amendment
to the General Plan, including adoption of this Housing Element, is accompanied by a
comprehensive review of the General Plan for consistency. Where necessary, Planning staff
will recommend conforming amendments to the General Plan, so that the General Plan is

aligned across its elements and area plans.



Section 101.1(b) of the San Francisco Planning Code provides the City’s eight Priority
Policies, and designates these policies as the basis upon which inconsistencies in the General
Plan are resolved, should they occur. Two General Plan Priority Policies relate specifically to

housing, and are supported directly by this Housing Element. These are:

e That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced (See Objectives
1-3, Objectives 7-9, and all related policies under those objectives).

* That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order
to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods (See Objective 2,

Objective 11, and all related policies under those objectives).

The other Priority Policies are supported by, and not impacted by, this Housing Element.
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San Francisco remains a highly desirable place to live and
its housing market has a seemingly infinite demand. Hous-
ing costs in San Francisco, for both renters and owners, are
second only to those of New York City. 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 income levels. The provi-
sion 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 Franciscos population and employ-
ment trends; existing housing characteristics; overall hous-
ing 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 Hous-

ing Element law. Information is presented on trends since

the 2009 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 2009 Housing Element is included in this document

as an appendix.

Primary data sources include the Census Bureau and
California State Department of Finance for existing condi-
tions, projections published by the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG), and independent analysis by the
Planning Department.! 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 assump-
tions that ABAG used in Projections 2013 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 surpassed its population peak of the 1950s; by 2012,
some 808,000 people called San Francisco home. A slight shift in the city’s racial composition
was noted in the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2012 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 2012 ACS estimated San Francisco’s
median income at about $73,802. San Francisco is also growing older. The median age of San
Francisco residents has been rising since 2000, especially as the baby boom generation ages.
In 2012, the estimated median age was 38.5 years. Families with children constitute a small
portion of San Francisco households. Under 12% of the city’s total population is 14 years old
and younger, giving San Francisco the distinction of having the fewest children per capita of

all major U.S. cities.



A. POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS

1. Population Change

San Francisco has seen an increase in population and jobs in recent years. The 2010 Cen-
sus counted over 805,235 San Franciscans while the Association of Bay Area Governments

(ABAG) estimated some 568,720 jobs in the city.

The 2012 American Community Survey estimated San Francisco’s population to be about
807,755. ABAG projects continued population growth to 981,800 by 2030 or an overall
increase of about 174,045 people who will need to be housed over the next 18 years (Table I-1
and Figure I-1). Household growth, an approximation of the demand for housing, indicates
a need for some 72,530 new units in the 18 years to 2030 just to accommodate projected

population and household growth (Table I-1).

2000 2010 2020* 2030* 2040*
Population Trends and ABAG
Total Population 776,733 805,235 890,400 981,800 1,085,700 Projections, San Francisco,
Population Change 52,774 28,502 85,165 91,400 103,900 2000-2040
% Population Change 7.3% 3.7% 10.6% 10.3% 10.6%
Household Population 756,976 780,971 863,800 952,500 1,051,100
% HH Population Change 8.2% 3.2% 10.6% 10.3% 10.4%
Households 329,700 345,811 379,600 413,370 447,350
Households Change 24,116 16,111 33,789 33,770 33,980
% Households Change 7.9% 4.9% 9.8% 8.9% 8.2%
SOURCES: Census Bureau, ABAG, Projections 2013
1,200,000
1,085,700 Pop_ulai_lon Trends and _ABAG
1,100,000 Projections, San Francisco,
e 1980-2040
1,000,000
_.-="" 981,800
900,000 |
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SOURCES: Census Bureau, ABAG Projections 2013
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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
per capita 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 38.5 years
old in 2012, an increase from 37.6 in 2010. ABAG’s Projections 2013 calculated the median
age to increase steadily, reaching 40.9 years in 2030.

In 2010, San Franciscans 14 years and younger constituted about only 11% of the city’s
population, slightly decreasing from 2000. The number of young San Franciscans, however, is
expected to increase by 56% to 140,600 in 2020 and make up 15.8% of the total population.
Their numbers will taper off the following decades and eventually return to a smaller propor-

tion of the population by 2040.

From 2000 to 2010, the 45-59 age group grew approximately 15%, 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 22.8% of the population by 2020 and 18.1% by 2040. The
city’s older residents — those 60 years and older — will grow the most over the coming years,

accounting for 33.2% of the total population by 2040.

Population Tr:;’ gfalﬁj Age Group 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040*
Projections by Age Groups, Oto 14 94,010 89,964 140,600 129,400 132,600
San Francisco, 2000-2040 15 t0 24 89,388 95,224 67,400 102,700 103,300

2510 44 314,222 301,802 274,000 223,900 292,100
4510 59 142,744 163,515 203,400 249,500 196,900

60 + 136,369 154,730 205,000 276,300 360,800

Total 776,733 805,235 890,400 981,800 1,085,700
Median Age 36.7 37.6 39.2 40.9 46.3

SOURCES: Census Bureau; ABAG, Projections 2013
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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 2010 Census. Since 2010, the percentage of San Franciscans claiming white
racial affiliation increased, totaling nearly 51% of the city’s population according to the 2012
American Community Survey (ACS). San Francisco’s African-American population continues
to decline, dropping from 6.1% in 2010 to 6% in 2012. San Franciscans of Chinese origin
declined from 21.4% of the total population in 2010 to 21.2% by 2012. The proportion of
San Franciscans identifying with Hispanic origins (of any race) has increased from 14.1% in
2010 to 15.1% in 2012. 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 1990 2000 2010 2012
White 53.6% 49.7% 48.5% 50.7%
Black 10.9% 7.8% 6.1% 6.0%
American Indian 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5%
Japanese 1.6% 1.5% 1.3% 1.4%
Chinese 18.1% 19.6% 21.4% 21.2%
Filipino 5.7% 5.2% 4.5% 4.6%
Other Non-White 9.7% 15.8% 17.8% 15.7%
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Hispanic Origin 13.3% 14.1% 14.1% 15.1%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Figure I-2

Population Trends and
Projections by Age Groups,
San Francisco, 2000-2040

Table I-3

Population Trends by
Ethnicity, San Francisco,
1990-2012
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Figure I-3
Ethnic Composition,
San Francisco, 2012
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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 Mission District, extending along Mission
Street south to the Daly City border. A distinct Filipino community follows a similar resi-
dential 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, in addition to a traditional presence in Chinatown. Residential concen-
trations 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 2010 Census, the number of San Francisco households grew from 329,700
in 2000 to 345,811, an increase of over 16,111 new households or about 5% growth (Table
1-4). ABAG’s Projections 2013 estimates that the number of total households will continue to
increase, growing to 379,600 by 2020 and to 413,370 by 2040 or an annual average of about

1,700 new San Francisco households over 20 years.

Table I-4

2000 2010 2020 * 2030 * 2040 *
Household Growth Trends

and Projections, Number of Households | 329,700 | 345,811 379,600 413,370 447,350
San Francisce, 2000-2040 Growth | 24116 | 16111 | 33789 | 33770 | 33,980
Average Annual Growth 2,412 1,611 3,379 3,377 3,398
Percent Change 7.9% 4.9% 9.8% 8.9% 8.2%
Average Household Size 2.30 2.26 2.28 2.30 2.35

Average Household Size (Bay
Area) 2.69 2.69 2.69 2.71 2.75

SOURCES: Census Bureau; * ABAG, Projections 2013
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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 proj-

ects that the number of persons per Bay Area household will be increasing in the next 20 years.

San Francisco continues to have a comparatively small number of family households and this
proportion is holding steady. According to the 2010 Census, family households comprised just
43.7% of all households in San Francisco (Table I-5), compared to over 44% in 2000. This
decline does not necessarily indicate that families are leaving, as there were over 5,800 more
family households in 2010; 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 houscholder 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 2012, the estimated proportion of Census-defined family
households in San Francisco remained steady about 45%. 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 2012

American Community Survey estimates these numbers to be 3.2 persons and 2.31 persons,

respectively.
Household Characteristic 2000 2010
All Households 329,700 345,811
Family Households 145,186 151,029
As Percent of All Households 44.0% 43.7%
Bay Area Family Households as Percentage of All ® ©
Households 64.7% 64.8%

SOURCES: Census Bureau; ABAG

In 2010, about 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 shows that the proportion of one- and two-person house-
holds has grown slightly. In 2012, they both increased by a little less than 1%, compared to all
other household types that either increased insignificantly or decreased slightly. The expected
growth in households and the composition of these new households present specific housing

needs.

Table I-5

Family and Non-Family
Households, San Francisco,
2000 and 2010
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Table I-6

Changes in Household Size, Household 1950 2000 2010

San Francisco, 2000-2010 Size . % of Total . % of Total . % of Total
1 123,915 41.4% 127,380 38.6% 133,366 38.6%

2 90,681 30.3% 101,781 30.9% 108,606 31.4%

3 36,554 12.2% 41,831 12.7% 45,939 13.3%

4 23,321 7.8% 28,563 8.7% 30,760 8.9%

5 12,335 41% 14,293 4.3% 12,849 3.7%

6+ 12,150 4.1% 16,002 4.9% 14,291 41%
TOTAL 298,956 100.0% 329,850 100.0% 345,811 100.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Average household size varies by ethnicity. Table I-7 below shows that households falling under
the “Other Race” and the “Native Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander” categories tend to be larger,
averaging 3.38 and 3.33 people per household, respectively. Hispanic or Latino households
are similarly larger than the citywide average, with 2.94 people per household. There are, on
average, 2.75 people in an Asian household, while the Black household average size is generally
close to the citywide average. White households are smallest in size, averaging less than two

persons per household.

Table I-7

Household Size by Ethnicity, Household Average Household Size No. of Households
San Francisco, 2010 White 1.95 199,332
Black 2.05 21,469
American Indian/Alaska Native 242 1,469
Asian 2.75 95,378
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 3.33 916
Other Race 3.38 14,930
Two or More Race 2.30 12,317
Hispanic / Latino 2.94 38,332
All Households 2.26 345,811

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Household size in San Francisco tends to reflect existing neighborhood housing stock (see
Maps I-1 and I-2). Larger households of four or more persons are generally found in the south-
eastern neighborhoods of the Mission, Bayview, Visitacion Valley, and the Excelsior where
typical housing units have two or more bedrooms. Somewhat smaller houscholds however
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 is
recovering from the economic crisis of the late 2000s. The crash of dot-com ventures and the
2008 great recession show a net job loss in the years between 2000 and 2010 of approximately
65,700 (see Table I-8). ABAG forecasts a recovery in San Francisco, with employment steadily
increasing to 759,000 by 2040. During the 2020 to 2030 period, the ABAG model shows
36,440 new jobs (5.4% increase) in San Francisco; from 2030-2040, 51,830 additional jobs

are projected—a 7.3% gain.

Year Total No. of Jobs Growth (Loss) % Change
2000 634,430 55,250 9.5%
2010 568,720 (65,710) -10.4%

2020 * 671,230 102,510 18.0%
2030 * 707,670 36,440 5.4%
2040 * 759,500 51,830 7.3%

SOURCES: Census Bureau; * ABAG, Projections 2013

From 2020 through 2040, the entire nine-county Bay Area is expected to add almost 518,080
jobs. Of that total, about 88,270 will be created in San Francisco and the city’s share of regional
employment will remain at about 17% (Table I-9). Maintaining this job share ensures San
Francisco’s continuing role as an employment hub, making full use of existing 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

Year San Francisco Bay Area Total as % of Bay Area
2000 634,430 3,753,460 16.9%
2010 568,720 3,385,300 16.8%

2020 * 671,230 3,987,150 16.8%
2030 * 707,670 4,196,580 15.9%
2040 * 759,500 4,505,230 16.9%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2013

Table I-8
San Francisco Employment Trends
and Projections, 2000-2040

Table I-9

San Francisco and Bay
Area Regional Employment
Projections, 2000-2040
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Job growth in the next 20 years is expected to be strongest in the “Professional and Manage-
rial Services” industry (53,830 new jobs), followed by the “Health and Educational Services”
category (23,800), and the “Arts, Recreation, and Other Services” segment (25,460) (see Table
[-10). In terms of percentage growth for the 2020-2040 period, “Health and Educational
Services” (25.7%) and “Professional and Managerial Services” (25%) industries lead the way.
Almost all sectors of the local economy will have experienced net employment gains between
the decennial censuses. Only the “Transportation and Utilities” (2,050 less jobs) sector will see
job loss. By 2020, “Professional and Managerial Services” will have experienced the largest gain

—some 35,840 or 25% of this sector’s jobs. “Arts, Recreation, and Other Services” employment

Table I-10- will have gained some 18,270 jobs during that time—a gain of 19%.
Employment Trends and
Projections by Industry,
San Francisco, 2010-2040

2010 - 2040
Industry Change % Change
Agriculture & Natural Resources 420 440 400 350 (70) -16.7%
Construction 14,860 22,030 23,530 25,620 10,760 72.4%
Manufacturing & Wholesale 21,960 23,230 20,980 19,210 (2,750) -12.5%
Retail 44,970 49,030 49,470 50,700 5,730 12.7%
Transportation & Utilities 12,030 9,980 9,680 9,150 (2,880) -23.9%
Information 20,800 26,520 27,020 28,060 7,260 34.9%
Financial & Leasing (F I R E) 54,660 70,310 71,160 73,590 18,930 34.6%
Professional & Managerial Services 129,800 165,640 183,630 207,060 77,260 59.5%
Health & Educational Services 64,660 79,590 88,460 100,020 35,360 54.7%
Arts, Recreation & Other Services 106,390 124,660 131,850 141,650 35,260 33.1%
Government 98,170 99,800 101,490 104,090 5,920 6.0%
TOTAL 568,720 671,230 748,100 759,500 190,780 33.5%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2013

2. Employed Residents and Commuters

The number of employed residents in San Francisco is project to increase (Table I-11) A total
0f 480,800 employed residents is projected by 2015 and ABAG’s Projections 2013 also indicate
that this trend will continue over the 20 years with the addition of over 83,600 employed
residents between 2020 and 2040.
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Year Employed Residents No. of Change % Change
2010 461,300 73,200 18.9%
2015 480,800 19,500 4.2%
2020 501,600 20,800 4.3%
2025 516,600 35,200 7.7%
2030 541,400 27,200 5.5%
2035 564,000 62,400 12.4%
2040 585,200 21,200 3.8%

SOURCE: ABAG, Projections 2013

The number of workers per household is also projected to increase between 2010 and 2015,
from 1.22 to 1.27 (Table I-12). This number is expected to remain fairly constant until 2040

when it will increase to 1.28 workers per household. The Bay Area region will follow a similar

trend with a slightly higher number of workers per household.

Area 2010 P 2020* 2025* 2030* 2035* 2040*
San Francisco 1.22 1.27 1.32 1.30 1.28 1.28 1.28
Bay Area Region ‘ 1.25 ‘ 1.30 ‘ 1.36 ‘ 1.34 ‘ 1.32 ‘ 1.32 ‘ 1.31

SOURCE: Planning Department based on ABAG Projections 2013

As of 2010, commuters into San Francisco held 27.3% of the jobs in the city (Table I-13).
According to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Plan Bay Area, which includes
the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and 2040 Regional Transportation Plan, over half
of these workers commute into the city via the Bay Bridge corridor. By 2020, it is estimated

that commuters will take up 43% of 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 PA) 2020* 2030* 2040*
Commuters 162,455 283,622 281,580 314,862
‘ San Francisco Residents 433,674 378,678 414,910 436,968 ‘
TOTAL JOBS 596,129 662,300 696,490 751,830
% of Commuters 27.3% 42.8% 40.4% 41.9%
Increase 8,829 66,171 34,190 55,340
Change in Commuters -6,292 121,167 -2,042 33,282
Percent Changl?aegfi@g%ﬁ'\%ﬂa?sf R el S e

SOURCE: Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(Note: Travel simulation results generated for the Plan Bay Area, SCS and Regional Transportation Plan)

Table I-11

Employed Residents Trends
and Projections, San Francisco,
2010-2040

Table I-12

Workers per Household Trends
and Projections, San Francisco
and Bay Area, 2010-2040

Table I-13
Workers Commuting into
San Francisco, 2010-2040
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C. INCOMES

1. Median Incomes

The 2010 Census noted San Francisco’s median household income at $71,304. This represents
an increase of about 29% 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 house-
holds. The 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) estimates the median household income
at just under $73,802 or about a 3.5% increase in the last twelve years. Table I-15, however,
shows these same incomes adjusted for inflation, where median household and median family
household incomes have decreased slightly, and median non-family household incomes have

decreased by almost 29%.

Table I-14 2000 2010 2012 ACS
Household and Family
Income, San Francisco, Median Household Income $55,221 $71,304 $73,802
2000-2012 Mean Household Income $102,267 $107,520
Median Family Household Income $63,545 $85,778 $88,565
Mean Family Household Income $122,087 $128,144
Median Non-Family Household Income $46,457 $58,139 $60,285
Mean Non-Family Household Income $83,647 $87,991

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Table I-15

Household and Family Income Category 2000 (2010 Dollars) 2010 (2010 Income) 2012 (2010 Dollars)
Income in Constant Dollars, Median Household Income $69,926 $71,304 $70,093
San Francisco, 2000-2012
Median Family Income $80,467 $85,778 $84,114
Median Non-Family Household
e $58,828 $58,139 $41,242
Per Capita Income $45,229 $45,478 $44,898

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Table 1-16 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 households and renters, and amongst ethnic groups.
This array of income, as well as household type, affects housing demand and affordability.
For example, the median household income is not enough to afford the average 2012 rent
for a two-bedroom apartment at $1,799 a month. 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
household size. There is thus a need for larger units affordable to families and large households

in San Francisco and an ongoing need for affordable housing for the population in general.
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Table I-16

% of San Francisco Median

Characteristic Median Income Household Income ($71,304) :gzz::g:g %_';;‘:“T‘?e:zre and
HOUSEHOLD TYPE Ethnicity, San Francisco,
Family Household $85,778 120.3% 2010
Non-Family Household $58,139 81.5%
TENURE
Owner Occupied Households Median Income $106,870 149.9%
Renter Occupied Households Median Income $53,716 75.3%
ETHNICITY
White $83,796 117.5%
African American $30,840 43.3%
American Indian/Alaska Native $51,087 71.6%
Asian $60,648 85.1%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander $57,560 80.7%
Other Race $52,599 73.8%
Two or More Race $66,473 93.2%
Hispanic or Latino $55,985 78.5%

" People who identify themselves as Hispanic or Latino may also identify themselves as a particular race..
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 2000 and 2010, the number of families with no workers increased
from 12.8% to 13.2% (Table I-17). Additionally, this table shows that the number of families
with two or more workers decreased by about 2%, implying that those families earned less.
However, one cannot be sure because, for instance, a family may have lost two jobs and re-

placed it with one higher-paying position.

Table I-17
Aorkers 2000 2010 Number of Workers in
0 18,798 19,843 Family, San Francisco,
1 38,729 42,543 2000 and 2010
2+ 89,659 87,792

SOURCE: Census Bureau
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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 houscholds earn more than the 2010
Census citywide averages. African American households’ median income of $30,840 is 43%
of the city’s median income, while White households’ median income is $83,796 or 118% of
the city’s median income. “Two or More Race” households have a median income that is 93%
of the city’s overall median income, followed by Asian and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

households whose median incomes are about 85% and 81% of San Francisco’s median income

Tuble 118 respectively. Median income of Hispanic or Latino households was pegged at $55,985 or about
Incomes by Ethnicity
and Household Type,
San Francisco, 2010

79% of the citywide median.

Median Median Median Average Per Capita

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

White $83,796 $113,462 $68,652 2.74 $60,269

African American $30,840 $42,108 $23,793 3.01 $25,325

American Indian / Alaska Native $51,087 $59,350 $26,578 3.34 $28,325
Asian $60,648 $70,360 $42,012 3.44 $31,449

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander $57,560 $55,069 $58,452 4.37 $20,031
Other Race $52,599 $53,750 $41,084 3.87 $23,554

Two or More Races $66,473 $82,723 $54,292 3.14 $29,956

Hispanic or Latino $55,985 $56,370 $49,457 3.6 $26,042

Citywide $71,304 $85,778 $58,139 3.11 $45,478

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 2010 Census shows that per capita income of San Franciscan of Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander heritage is equivalent to only 44% of the city’s overall, but for White San
Franciscans, it is 133%. And while Asian households earn on average about 85% of the city’s

median income, per capita income of San Franciscans of Asian decent is $31,449 or 69%.
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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 work-
force, 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 con-
tinuing need to provide housing for its workforce. The average income for the San Francisco
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 231,908 jobs. The retail and
industrial sectors had 106,305 and 75,637 jobs respectively. The cultural/institutional sector
also had a large number of jobs with 132,851 employees as of 2012. With an average rent of
$1,799 a month for a two-bedroom apartment in 2012, a household must have an annual

income of at least $74,150 to afford such a unit.

Industry Average Annual Wages 2012 Average Employment 2012
TOTAL PRIVATE INDUSTRY $83,876 491,107
Goods Producing $80,340 24,140
Natural Resources and Mining $66,404 186
Construction $79,820 14,711
Manufacturing $81,380 9,243
Service Producing $84,084 466,967
Trade, Transportation and Utilities $60,476 65,656
Information $123,968 23,540
Financial Activities $170,404 51,403
Professional and Business Services $115,284 139,244
Education and Health Services $56,472 60,082
Leisure and Hospitality $33,748 83,473
Other Services $29,536 41,833
TOTAL GOVERNMENT $76,648 41,987

SOURCE: 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 and Developers, Registered Nurses, Management and Market Research Analysts,
Marketing Specialists and Accountants and Auditors — have estimated annual wages around
or above the $74,150 required to afford asking rents of an average two-bedroom apartment in
San Francisco.

Average Annual Wage
and Employment by
Sector, San Francisco,
2012
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Occupational Title Jg&%p_eznoig%s Houwf S\rllage, AnElsuté;TVa\}:ge*
2012 2012

Waiters and Waitresses 14,840 $10.58 $22,006

Cashiers 13,470 $11.87 $24,690

Retail Salespersons 13,120 $11.58 $24,086

Personal Care Aides 8,170 $12.11 $25,189

Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 7,090 $12.64 $26,291
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food 6,860 $10.83 $22,526
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop 6,340 $10.42 $21,674
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists 6,240 $39.36 $81,869

Software Developers, Applications 6,140 $52.64 $109,491

Accountants and Auditors 6,070 $37.67 $78,362
Registered Nurses 5,990 $54.23 $112,798

Customer Service Representatives 5,510 $20.15 $41,912

Office Clerks, General 5,470 $17.67 $36,754
Software Developers, Systems Software 5,130 $56.28 $117,062
General and Operations Managers 4,980 $65.00 $135,200

Food Preparation Workers 4,950 $10.64 $22,131

Management Analysts 4,410 $46.24 $96,179

Dishwashers 4,390 $10.44 $21,715

First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers 4,370 $30.01 $62,421
Cooks, Restaurant 4,230 $13.67 $28,434

Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand 4,120 $13.77 $28,642
Lawyers 4,080 $79.36 $165,069

Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 3,770 $15.65 $32,552

Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants 3,640 $29.21 $60,757
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers 3,600 $20.08 $41,766

Table 120 * Assumes 40-hour work week, 52-week year.

I . SOURCE: California Employment Development Department, Occupational Employment Statistics Survey
Job Classifications with Most

Job Openings 2010-2020 and
Mean Hourly Wages, 2012

Much of the growth forecast to occur in the coming years will be in low- to medium-skilled
jobs such as waitpersons, retail salespersons, personal care aids, janitors and cleaners, and food
preparation workers, with approximate annual pay scales ranging from $22,006 to $26,291
(Table 1-20). 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.
Between 2006 and 2011, the First Source Hiring Program has employed at least 1,310 people. These numbers represent minimums, because not all hires
are recorded.
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This section provides background information on the physical and qualitative characteristics
of San Francisco’s housing stock. Totaling about 376,083 units by the end of 2013, 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 almost 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 live in 62.5% of occupied housing units in the city.

About 3,520 new housing units were added to the city’s housing stock in the three years
following the 2010 Census; of these, 95% were in structures with ten or more units. Since
2010, almost 35% of all new housing was constructed in the largely industrial areas of the
South of Market planning district; an additional combined total of 11% were built in the
residential-zoned Inner and Outer Sunset, the Richmond, 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. In 2013, 36% of new housing built qualified as
affordable to households making 120% or less of the area median income. Moreover, 93% of
those affordable units were rentals affordable to very low- and low-income households. The
housing market is heating up once more, and homeownership in San Francisco remains elusive
for most residents. Only 16% of all San Francisco households could afford the $855,500
median housing price. Average asking rents stood at $3,300 in 2013.
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A. EXISTING HOUSING STOCK

1. General Characteristics

Structure Type and Tenure: According to the 2010 Census, San Francisco’s over 372,560
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 12 years. San Francisco is also city of renters: an
estimated 63% of all households rent according to the latest American Community Survey
estimates (2012). This latest Census survey, however, estimated that there has a decrease in

the rate of homeownership, with 33% of all households owning their homes, down from 35%

12 years earlier. Table I-21 also shows that a vast majority of single-family units are owner-  7u5/e 721
Housing Characteristics,
San Francisco,

occupied (72%).

2010 and 2012
SR All Units Occupied
2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012 2010 2012
TENURE STATUS
65.0% 63.1% 35.0% 36.9%
STRUCTURE TYPE
Single Family 32.1% 32.4% 32.7% 33.6% 11.7% 14.1% 71.6% 67.0%
2 -4 Units 28.3% 21.9% 23.4% 21.7% 26.7% 24.6% 17.2% 16.8%
5 - 9 Units 11.3% 9.9% 11.3% 10.0% 15.9% 13.9% 2.8% 3.3%
10 - 19 Units 10.1% 10.2% 10.1% 10.2% 14.3% 14.7% 2.3% 2.4%
20+ Units 22.9% 25.4% 22.3% 24.3% 31.2% 32.5% 5.9% 10.3%
Other 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.2% 0.1%
TOTAL 100.0% 100% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
UNIT SIZE
No Bedroom 18.0% 13.8% 17.7% 12.4% 26.0% 18.8% 2.4% 1.4%
1 Bedroom 28.0% 27.1% 28.0% 27.1% 36.9% 37.1% 11.3% 9.8%
2 Bedrooms 29.8% 30.9% 29.7% 31.1% 25.0% 28.6% 38.5% 35.3%
3 Bedrooms 17.3% 19.1% 17.5% 19.7% 9.2% 10.8% 32.8% 34.8%
4 Bedroom 5.3% 6.6% 5.3% 7.0% 2.2% 3.0% 11.2% 13.8%
5 or more Bedrooms 1.7% 2.6% 1.8% 2.8% 0.7% 1.5% 3.8% 4.9%
TOTAL 100.0% 100% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
AGE OF HOUSING BY YEAR BUILT
2010 or later 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.2%
2000-2009 6.3% 6.1% 5.5% 71%
1980 - 1999 9.0% 9.6% 8.9% 9.6% 8.5% 9.6% 9.5% 9.5%
1960 - 1979 16.4% 15.2% 16.3% 15.3% 19.5% 18.5% 10.4% 9.9%
1940 - 1959 24.7% 20.0% 24.8% 20.5% 23.7% 18.5% 26.9% 23.9%
1939 or earlier 49.9% 48.8% 50.0% 48.3% 48.3% 47.7% 53.2% 49.4%
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 2010 Census showed that 72% of all units had two bedrooms or less. Only 9% 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. Almost of fifth (19%) of renting households live in units without a

bedroom, compared to just 1.3% of home owning houscholds.

Age of Housing Stock: Almost 50% of San Francisco’s housing stock was built prior to 1940.
New construction since 2010 accounts for just under 1% of the city’s total housing stock.
Unlike some jurisdictions where older housing stock is targeted 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 Downtown, Richmond, West-
ern Addition and South Central planning districts. The largely residential districts of Bernal
Heights, South Bayshore, the industry-strewn Bayview and the Inner Sunset account for the
fewest units. Single-family homes are concentrated in the residential-zoned districts of South
Central, Outer Sunset, Ingleside and Bernal Heights. The Downtown planning district has the
most high-density structures, followed by South of Market, Northeast and Western Addition.
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Planning District Single Family 2 to 4 Units 5to 9 Units 10 + Units District Total

Housing Stock by Planning
1 Richmond 11,386 15,562 5,133 5,319 37,432 District and Structure Size,
Percent 30% 42% 14% 14% 10.0% San Francisco, 2013
2 Marina 3,467 5,638 3,817 13,238 26,175
Percent 13% 22% 15% 51% 7.0%
3 Northeast 2,081 7,643 6,154 24,619 40,561
Percent 5% 19% 15% 61% 10.8%
4 Downtown 547 728 495 28,146 30,077
Percent 2% 2% 2% 94% 8.0%
5 Western Addition 2,536 6,074 4,058 17,075 29,743
Percent 9% 20% 14% 57% 7.9%
6 Buena Vista 2,775 6,647 3,340 4,280 17,082
Percent 16% 39% 20% 25% 4.5%
7 Central 10,226 8,698 2,949 4,663 26,541
Percent 39% 33% 11% 18% 71%
8 Mission 6,298 7,057 3,815 7,792 24,984
Percent 25% 28% 15% 31% 6.6%
9 South of Market 2,382 2,949 1,207 16,708 23,290
Percent 10% 13% 5% 72% 6.2%
10 South Bayshore 7,614 1,580 688 1,578 11,632
Percent 66% 14% 6% 14% 3.1%
11 Bernal Heights 5,929 2,801 537 329 9,637
Percent 62% 29% 6% 3% 2.6%
12 South Central 21,593 3,000 863 1,407 26,875
Percent 80% 11% 3% 5% 7.1%
13 Ingleside 16,505 1,557 606 5,906 24,598
Percent 67% 6% 2% 24% 6.5%
14 Inner Sunset 10,451 4,535 1,555 2,414 18,959
Percent 55% 24% 8% 13% 5.0%
15 Outer Sunset 19,317 4,737 1,385 937 26,410
Percent 73% 18% 5% 4% 7.0%
CITYWIDE TOTAL 123,959 79,893 37,125 134,534 376,081
Percent 33% 21% 10% 36% 100%

SOURCE: SF Planning Department
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2. Changes to the Housing Stock, 2004-2013

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 19,316 housing units — an annual average of
almost 1,932 units — in the last ten years. In comparison, a net total of 13,634 housing units
were added between 1994 and 2003 or an annual rate of about 1,363 units per year. After the
three-year spike in demolitions between 2003 and 2005, demolitions have been steady. San

Francisco has a one-to-one replacement policy for demolitions and these units have since been

replaced.
Units Completed " " Units Gained or Net Change In
from New Construction Units Demolished Lost from Alterations Number of Units
2004 1,780 355 62 1,487
2005 1,872 174 157 1,855
2006 1,675 41 280 1,914
2007 2,197 81 451 2,567
2008 3,019 29 273 3,263
2009 3,366 29 117 3,454
2010 1,082 170 318 1,230
2011 348 84 5 269
2012 794 127 650 1,317
2013 2,330 429 59 1,960
TOTAL 18,463 1,519 2,372 19,316

SOURCE: SF Planning Department

a. Type and Location of New Construction, 2004-2013

Most of the new construction in the last ten years has occurred in larger structures, with 91%
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 2010, accounting for about 1,230 new
units or almost 35.3% of all new housing during that period; Downtown and the Western
Addition follow with roughly 729 and 424 respectively, together accounting for about 33% of
new housing (Table I-25 and Map I-4). The largely residential districts of the Outer and Inner
Sunset, Bernal Heights, South Central, Marina and Richmond, combined, netted only 1.9%
of the additional units to the city’s housing stock.

Table I-23

New Housing Construction,
Demolitions and Alterations,
San Francisco, 2004-2013



Table I-24

Comparison of Existing
Stock with New Construction
by Building Type,

San Francisco, 1990-2013

Table I-25

Net Change in the Housing
Stock by Planning District,
2010-2013

Existing Stock

HOUSING ELEMENT 2014

New Construction

Building Type 2000 2010-2013

Single Family 32.0% 32.1% 33.3% 33.0%
Two Units 24.0% 10.9% 10.1% 10.0%
3 to 9 Units 11.3% 23.8% 21.3% 21.2%
10 + Units 34.3% 33.1% 35.2% 35.8%
TOTAL 100.0% 99.8% 100.0% 100.0%

Net Additions

SOURCES: Census Bureau; SF Planning Department

Total Housing

Planning District 2010 Census April 2010-2013 Stock, 2013 % of Net Addition
1 - Richmond 37,383 49 37,432 1.4%
2 - Marina 26,165 10 26,175 0.3%
3 - Northeast 40,462 99 40,561 2.8%
4 - Downtown 29,348 729 30,017 20.9%
5 - Western Addition 29,319 424 29,743 12.2%
6 - Buena Vista 16,950 132 17,082 3.8%
7 - Central 26,395 146 26,541 4.2%
8 - Mission 24,566 418 24,984 12.0%
9 - South of Market 22,061 1,229 23,290 35.3%
10 - South Bayshore 11,404 128 11,632 3.7%
11 - Bernal Heights 9,629 8 9,637 0.2%
12 - South Central 26,866 9 26,875 0.3%
13 - Ingleside 24,424 174 24,598 5.0%
14 - Inner Sunset 18,951 8 18,959 0.2%
15 - Outer Sunset 26,427 (17) 26,410 (0.5%)
San Francisco Totals 372,535 3,486 376,081 100.0%

SOURCE: SF Planning Department
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b. Construction of Low and Moderate Income Housing, 2000-2013

Between 2000 and 2013, 6,370 new affordable housing units, including inclusionary afford-
able 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 2009 Housing Element.)

Since 2010, 33% of all new housing units built in the city have been affordable units. Nearly
65% of these qualified as affordable at very low-income levels and another 20% that was
considered affordable for low income households (Table 1-26). An affordable rental unit is
defined as housing for which rent equals 30% of the income of a household earning 80% 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 660 units were specifically targeted
for families and featured three- and four-bedroom units. Another 100 units were reserved for
senior citizens and about 590 units were efficiency units or one-bedroom units to house the
formerly homeless. About 115 units were for first-time homeownership. The Mayor’s Office
of Housing (MOH) noted that about 480 affordable units were acquired or rehabilitated since

[able 1269010, These numbers include both MOH and the Office of Community Infrastructure and

Construction of New

Affordable Housing Units, ~ Investment projects (formerly known as the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency).
San Francisco, 2004-2013

Income Level
Very Low 383 453 316 412 381 550 480 140 357 448 | 3920
Low 2 236 17 120 81 140 21 21 52 220 910
Moderate 163 110 158 203 361 256 81 57 104 44 | 1537
Total Newly Constructed
wly Constructed 548 799 491 735 823 946 582 218 513 712 | 6,367
New e ot Total | 3089 | 427% | 29.3% | 33.5% | 27.3% | 28.1% | 53.8% | 62.6%  64.6% | 30.6% | 34.5%

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 1,520 housing units were demolished between 2004 and 2013, or an annual average
of over 150. This is higher than the number of units demolished in the nine years between
2000 and 2008 with an annual average of about 133 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, 87% of all units demolished were in larger

multi-unit structures. Single-family homes represented 13% of residential units demolished

from between 2004 and 2013 (about 200 units). égﬁ{;lﬁéi s by Structure

Type, 2004-2013

Structure Type 2005 2006 2008 2009 2011 2012 2013 TOTAL
Units Demolished | 355 174 41 81 29 29 170 84 127 429 1,519
Single Family | 30 70 18 19 11 20 6 12 = 11 197

2 Unit Building | 10 16 12 8 4 6 6 6 10 > 78
3-4 Unit Building | 9 3 11 3 3 3 35 = 32 = 99
5+ Unit Building | 306 85 = S 11 = 123 66 85 418 1,145

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 2004, over 2,925 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 removal of illegal units
(over 210 units), although recent legislative efforts have a goal of curbing historically high
trends by encouraging processes to legalize illegal units. A number of unit are also removed
through unit mergers from the housing stock each year. About 210 housing units were re-

moved in this fashion.

b. Conversions: A slowing trend in alterations is the

Table I-28
. . - . . Time Period No. Units . .
conversion of commercial buildings to residential uses. _ Housing Units

Between 2004 and 2013, approximately 1,200 units were JEl5] (9 e 165 gzg;’:;:ﬁg: l:j:l:’n-
added through commercial to residental conversion. 1991 to 2000 42 San Francisco,
Moreover, the number of housing units lost by conversion 2001 to 2010 4 1981-2013

to non-residential uses has decreased dramatically over the 2011 t0 2013 4

last three decades after controls that discourage conversion NOTES

to commercial uses were set in place in the mid-1980s and ~ * SF Planning Department, A Srudy of Conversion
. . of Apartments to Non Residential Uses in Com-

1990s. Approximately 25 units were lost to such conver- mercial and Industrial Areas, 1981

sion between 2004 to 2013, at a similar rate in the previous  SOURCE: SF Planning Department

10 years and far reduced from the over 165 units that were

converted to non-residential uses in the decade from 1981-

1990 (Table I-28). No information is available on the

number of units illegally converted from residential use.
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Table I-29
Legalization of Secondary
Units, 2004-2013

Table I-30

Citywide Inventory of Public
Assisted Housing, San
Francisco, 2013

3. Secondary Units

HOUSING ELEMENT 2014

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 76 units have been legalized between 2004 and

2013 and another 226 illegal units were removed in the same period (Table 1-29).

Year Units Legalized

lllegal Units Removed

2004 8 22
2005 16 38
2006 9 12
2007 11 10
2008 8 19
2009 10 8
2010 4 6
2011 6 39
2012 - 2
2013 4 70
TOTALS 76 226

SOURCE: SF Housing Authority

4. Federally-Assisted Units

Table 1-30 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). Section 8 housing units and

those managed by the Housing Authority total over 8,774 units, representing about 1% of the

city’s total housing stock.

2013
Type of Assistance Total No. of Units
Project Based Section 8 1,300
Tenant Based Section 8 7,774
Moderate Rehabilitation 1,000
TOTALS 8,774

SOURCE: SF Housing Authority
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1.32

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 19,380 rooms (Table I-31); most
of these SRO units have shared bathroom and kitchen facilities. Since 1990, non-profit organi-
zations 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 residents. Of

the residential hotels operated by private entities, about 2,940 of the 13,900 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
2000 457 16,331 3,781 61 3,314 518 19,645
2005 435 15,106 3,345 71 4,217 506 19,323
2010 412 13,790 2,883 87 5,163 499 18,953
2013 414 13,903 2,942 87 5,479 501 19,382

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 480 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 1980 - 1981 1981 - 1989 1990-1999 2000-2007
Demolitions/Fire 99 909 481
Conversions 1,188 109

Earthquake Damage 202

TOTAL 1,188 410 909 481

SOURCE: SF Department of Building Inspection

6. Live/Work

The Planning Department no longer tracks information on live/work units. As of 2008, over
4,570 live/work units have been completed since 1987. Most live/work development occurred
in such areas where land was relatively cheaper and many industrial buildings were converted
to residential lofts. 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 Planning Commission to adopt interim zoning con-

Table I-31

Loss of Residential Hotel
Rooms, San Francisco,
2000-2013

Table I-32

Loss of Residential Hotel
Rooms, San Francisco,
1980-2007



trols 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.

B. HOUSING TENURE AND AFFORDABILITY

1. Owner-Occupied Housing

The rate of homeownership estimated in 2012 (33%) has decreased since the 2000 Census
(35%) and is still much lower than the national average (65.5%). Table I-33 below shows rates
of home ownership by planning district. About 50% of homes owned are in the Inner Sunset,
Outer Sunset, South Central, and Bernal Heights planning districts. Home ownership rates are

lowest in the Downtown, with only one 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 2012, the median price for an average single family home in San Francisco
exceeded $855,500 and was over 1.2 times the cost of similar housing in the Bay Area and
four times the national average (Table I-34). It is estimated that only 16% of San Francisco’s

households can afford a median priced home in the city.
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Table I-33
. o Rate of Home . .
Planning District Ownership Rate of Homeownership,

San Francisco, 2012

1 Richmond 38%
2 Marina 25%
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 33%

SOURCE: US Census

Geographic Region Median Price % of Households Qualifying
San Francisco $855,500 16%
SF Bay Area Region $704,990 21%
(not Inciuding e SF Bay Area) §721,140 21%
California $433,940 32%
Nationwide $207,300 56%

SOURCE: California Association of Realtors

Home sales prices in San Francisco has been steadily climbing since 2000 before peaking
in 2005. With the global recession, prices dropped between 2005 and 2011 (Figure I-4).
Since 2011, the price of housing in San Francisco continues to grow and based on the trend
since 2000, the price of housing is projected to is to surpass the high prices seen in 2005.
Compared to the Bay Area region, the housing prices trend follows a similar path as San
Francisco. Still, 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. As stated earlier, only 16% of San Francisco households can qualify to

purchase homes at these prices.

Table I-34

Housing Affordability of
Average Single Family
Homes, San Francisco, 2013



Housing Price Trends,

San Francisco, 2000-2013
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SOURCE: California Association of Realtors, *(Figures in current dollars)
2. Rental Housing
The 2012 American Community Survey (ACS) estimated that about 63% of San Francisco
households are renters; this is almost double the national average of 34.5%. San Francisco is
nevertheless typical of other larger cities where renters outnumber homeowners. Average ask-
ing rents in San Francisco dropped slightly with the dot-com bust but remain high, climbing
to $2,750 in 2007 and remaining constant until about 2011. After 2011, asking rents for a
two-bedroom apartment skyrocketed to an average of $4,100 in 2014 (Figure I-5). To afford
this level of rent in 2013, a household would need to earn about $170,000 a year.
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-35). The lowest median asking rent for
a two bedroom by district ($2,525 in South Bayshore) has an affordability gap of $763 for low
income households (i.e., those households with income from 51%-80% of the area median
income).
$4,000
$3,000
$3,400 "'/$3nm
1 sa: $2,731 /
83000 - 208 /D\szgi"/-u———u\n/
$2,500 $2,400 752,750 $2,608
$2,573
$2,000 —f-—————— $2,331 g $2,228
$2,023
$1500
$1,000 T T T \ \ T T T T T T
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Average Monthly Rental
Rates, San Francisco,
2000-2013

SOURCE: Zillow.com, RentSE.com, Zilpy.com
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Affordability Gap

Average Rent for

% Qver Rents Affordable by

Planning District  Bedroom Apartment Very Low Income Low Income Very Low Income Low Income
1 Richmond $3,195 $2,117 $1,433 296.38% 181.33%
2 Marina $4,950 $3,872 $3,188 459.18% 280.93%
3 Northeast $4,150 $3,072 $2,388 384.97% 235.53%
4 Downtown $4,500 $3,422 $2,738 417.44% 255.39%
5 Western Addition $3,822 $2,744 $2,060 354.55% 216.91%
6 Buena Vista $3,972 $2,894 $2,210 368.46% 225.43%
7 Central $3,918 $2,840 $2,156 363.40% 222.33%
8 Mission $4,330 $3,252 $2,568 401.67% 245.74%
9 South of Market $4,436 $3,358 $2,674 411.50% 251.76%
10 South Bayshore $2,525 $1,447 $763 234.23% 143.30%
11 Bernal Heights $3,650 $2,572 $1,888 338.59% 207.15%
12 South Central $2,850 $1,772 $1,088 264.38% 161.75%
13 Ingleside $2,793 $1,715 $1,031 259.09% 158.51%
14 Inner Sunset $3,697 $2,619 $1,935 342.95% 209.82%
15 Quter Sunset $2,700 $1,622 $938 250.46% 153.23%
Citywide Average $4,100 $3,022 $2,338 380.33% 232.69%

SOURCE: Craigslist.com Table 1-35

Note: Average rents are average asking rents identified from listings between the period of November 2013 and March 2014

C. VACANCY

The overall housing vacancy rate in San Francisco is indicative of an enduring tight market.
In 2010, vacancy rates at 5.4% for rentals and 2.3% for homeownership inevitably led to
intense bidding and rising housing costs. Just about 8% of the city’s housing stock was vacant
at the time of the Census in April 2010 (Table 1-36). This is considered a healthy fractional
rate in most housing markets in the United States. The 2012 American Community Survey
shows units that are vacant and for sale stood at 1.4% and vacant units for rent at 4.3%. The
unusually high total vacancy rate of 9.3% in 2012 may suggest an increase in time-shares and

corporate homes used for employee housing. However, sampling error could also be a factor.

Vacancy Status 1990 2000 2010 2012

Vacant 6.97% 4.86% 8.3% 9.3%
For Rent Vacant 3.71% 2.50% 5.4% 4.3%
For Sale Vacant 0.56% 0.80% 2.3% 1.4%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

1.36

The vacancy data included in Table I-37 is calculated as part of the decennial census, supple-

mented by the 2012 American Community Survey. The Census Bureau also undertakes an

Rental Affordability for
Lower Income Households
by Planning District,

San Francisco, 2014

Table I-36
Vacancy Rates by Vacancy
Status, 2000-2013



Rental Vacancy Rates,
San Francisco, 2005-2010

Homeowner Vacancy Rates,
San Francisco, 2005-2010

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 rental vacancy rate of 5.4% for
2010 while the Housing Vacancy Survey calculated a vacancy rate of 1.8%. Unlike in 2000
when it just accounted for San Francisco, the Housing Vacancy Survey now takes into ac-
count the whole metropolitan statistical area (San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont). The Housing
Vacancy Survey data may not be as reliable as the decennial census because of sampling error,
it nevertheless allows for yearly comparisons. Both data are provided here. Figure 1-6 and 1-7
below show vacancy rates for San Francisco from 2005-2010 based on this annual survey. This

information can supplement Table I-36 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 1-5).

Two new units in two structures were added to the housing stock between 2007 and 2013, or
an average of less than one new unit a year. In this same period, two buildings with two units
were lost. 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 no new units. This has been deepened by 16 units

lost and six units added due to alteration projects. Some 14 new units are slated to be built in

9 structures in this larger area. In this larger area, about 957 units were built between 1982
and 2008.

Table 1-37

Construction Type Coastal Area Larger Census Tracts New Construction,
No. of Structures No. of Units No. of Structures No. of Units Alteration and Demolition
New Construction Completed 2 2 - - gg::v;tr‘;:;ig::’stzasgfg(’":i
Addition through Alterations - °
Loss through Alterations 2 2) 16 (16)
Demolition Completed - - - -
Net Change in Housing Stock 4 - 22 (10)
zDg;/g)lopment Pipeline (Q4 7 64 9 14

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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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

2022. 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 2015 through June 2022 was
calculated as 28,870 units, or about 3,850 units per year (Table I-38). 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 16,333 units or 57% of the RHNA target must
be affordable to households making 120% of the area median income (AMI) or less.

Table I-38

. . Household Income Category No. of Units % of Total Annual Production Goal
Regional Housing
Needs Assessment for Very Low ( 0-50% AMI ) 6,234 21.6% 831
San Francisco,
2015-June 2022 Low (51-80% AMI ) 4,639 16.1% 619
Moderate (81-120% AMI) 5,460 18.9% 728
Above Moderate ( over 120% AMI ) 12,536 43.4% 1,671
TOTAL UNITS 28,869 100.0% 3,849

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. In 2014, the area median income for a single

person household was almost $68,000 and $97,100 for a household of four people.

Household Income by number of persons

Income Categories

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

Very Low ( 0-50% AMI ) $20,400 $23,300 $26,200 $29,150 $31,450
Low (51-80% AMI ) $48,225 $55,175 $62,075 $68,925 $74,450
Moderate (81-120% AMI ) $71,350 $81,575 $91,775 $101,950 $110,100
Above Moderate ( over 120% AMI ) $98,550 $112,675 $126,725 $140,800 $152,050

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 2012, Marin County’s median
household income of $90,962 and San Mateo’s $87,751 were quite higher than the city’s me-
dian houschold income of $73,802.! Roughly 43% of all San Francisco households 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 1-40).

Above Moderate
(>120% of median)

Low Moderate

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

14.8% 18.8%

Very Low

(<50% of median)

Characteristic

All SF Households 27.9%

Median Income for SF, 2012 $73,802

SOURCE: Census Bureau, 2012 American Community Survey

In order to account for this income variance, the Mayor’s Office of Housing publishes a local
AMI standard (Table I-41). San Francisco’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program regu-

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

1 Figures cited are in 2012 inflation-adjusted dollars.

Table I-39

Household Income
Standards by Household
Size, 2014

Table I-40
Income Distribution,
San Francisco, 2012
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Household Average Maximum Monthly Maximum
HOSIOEEOnE Categones HOUSmg EXpense

s Studio $47,550 $1,308 $162,631
70% of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $54,400 $1,496 $188,062
edian Income)
3) 2 Bedroom $61,200 $1,683 $213,721
4 3 Bedroom $67,950 $1,869 $239,380
5 4 Bedroom $73,400 $2,019 $258,449
Median Income 1 Studio $61,150 $1,682 $226,943
90% of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $69,950 $1,924 $261,692
edian Income)
3 2 Bedroom $78,650 $2,163 $296,669
4 3 Bedroom $87,400 $2,404 $331,418
b 4 Bedroom $94,350 $2,595 $357,758
Moderate Income 1 Studio $74,750 $2,056 $291,483
“10% of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $85,450 $2,350 $335,322
edian Income)
3 2 Bedroom $96,150 $2,644 $379,389
4 3 Bedroom $106,800 $2,937 $423,228
5 4 Bedroom $115,350 $3,172 $457,295
Moderate Income 1 Studio $81 ,550 $2,243
5/1,20% of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $93,250 $2,564
edian Income)
3 2 Bedroom $104,900 $2,885
4 3 Bedroom $116,500 $3,204
8 4 Bedroom $125,800 $3,460
Moderate Income 1 Studio $101,950 $2,804
5/1,50% of HUD Area 2 1 Bedroom $116,550 $3,205
edian Income)
3 2 Bedroom $131,100 $3,605
4 3 Bedroom $145,650 $4,005
5 4 Bedroom $157,300 $4,326

Table I-41

Homeownership Affordable
Housing Guidelines, San
Francisco, 2014

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

Note: Incomes are based on the 2012 Area Median Income (AMI) limits for the San Francisco HUD Metro FMR Area (HMFA). Monthly housing
expenses are calculated based on 33% of gross monthly income. (FMR = Fair Market Rents). Maximum purchase price is the affordable price from 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 estimates
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 difference
between the city and the regional figure in an effort to move the city closer to the regional
income distribution. Table I-38 (see page 41) shows that the city must construct almost 28,870
new housing units to meet its fair share of the Bay Area region’s estimated housing need. At
least 38% of these new units must be affordable to very low and low-income households.

Another 19% 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 hous-
ing. The 2010 American Community Survey (ACS) estimated median monthly rent in San
Francisco at $1,328 and median monthly housing costs for owner occupied units at $3,163.
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 1-42 shows, almost 72% of low income
renting households overpay, compared to 41% of all renting households. Table I-42 below also
shows that about 38% of all San Francisco owner-occupied households spent more than 30%
of its income on housing costs in 2010. 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 1-42 also
shows that a higher percentage of renting houscholds tend to overpay. The marked increase
in homeowning households overpaying by 2010 may be due in large part on the relaxation of

criteria for mortgage financing.
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Table I-42
Percentage of Very Low 2000 2010
Income Households No. of Households % of Households No. of Households % of Households
Overpaying Housing Costs, ok
San Francisco, 2000 and 2010 Renter Occupied 76,600 80.8% 209,930 62%
Extremely Low/Very Low
INeore 36,790 38.8% 60,690 18.1%
Very Low/Low Income 16,012 16.9% 16,450 4.9%
Owner Occupied * 18,237 19.2% 126,030 37.5%
Extremely Low/Very Low
Income 6,833 7.2% 22,945 6.8%
Very Low/Low Income 4,727 5.0% 9,605 2.9%
All Households 94,837 100.0% 335,960 100.0%
* Gross Rents or Monthly Housing Costs as 30% or more of household income; 2000/2010
SOURCE: Census Bureau, SCDS: CHAS Data 2010
3. Overcrowded Households
A household is considered overcrowded when there is more than one person per room in the
dwelling unit. The 2012 Census reported that 20,520 or 6% of all San Francisco households
were overcrowded (Table I-43). Of these households, 11,617 (3.4% of all San Francisco
households) are severely overcrowded, with more than 1.5 occupants per room. Since 2000,
the number of overcrowded households reduced by 50%, however. the number of severely
overcrowded households increased by 23%. Renter households are also more likely to be over-
crowded than home-owning households.
Table I-43
Overcrowded Households by Tenure Type Overcrowded Severely Overcrowded
Tenure, San Francisco, 2012 Owner Occupied 5,110 41% 1,506 1.2%
Renter Occupied 15,410 7.2% 10,111 4.7%
All Households 20,520 6.0% 11,617 3.4%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Asian-American and Hispanic/Latino households make up a disproportionate number of
overcrowded households (14%) (Table I-44). This table also shows that a substantial percent-
age of Other Race and American Indian/Alaska Native households are also 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). 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.
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Household Ethnicity No of Households % of Households

White 5,849 2.9%

African American 959 4.6%

American Indian / Alaska Native 151 10.4%
Asian 11,102 11.7%

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 87 7.7%
Other Race 2,091 17.9%

Two or More Races 281 2.6%

Hispanic / Latino 5,313 14.0%

All Households 20,520 6.0%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

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 dur-
ing the next 10 years (2015-2025). 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, Sec-
tion 8) mortgage prepayment (e.g., FHA), or other state or local programs with expiring use
restrictions. Entities that are qualified to manage assisted units in San Francisco are listed in

Table 1-45 below.

Some 3,434 units, funded through tax-credit and HUD are identified as at-risk with expira-
tions between 2015 and June 2025. This is only to say that the contracts could expire and may
have the possibility of converting to market-rate housing. In most cases (like in the case of
non-profit owned projects) these units will not convert and will likely continue. According to
the San Francisco Housing Authority, as of June 2014, Section 8 housing is the only housing
type at risk of conversion to market rate in San Francisco. As many as 1,082 low-income
units are at risk of losing their Federal Rental Section 8 subsidies by 2025. Separately, the SF
Housing Authority manages contracts for about 10,074 Section 8 units. 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. The existence of older buildings with Section 8 contracted units can pose
as an additional financial burden. According to the Mayor’s Office of Housing, during the
2013-2014 fiscal year, the total production and preservation of 1,759 units cost about $82.5
million. Assuming that all units were treated equally, that would mean that the approximate
cost to produce and/or preserve one unit would be $47,000. This cost per units varies based

on need and project size. Preservation costs for these units can run up to about $160 million.

Overcrowded Households
by Household Ethnicity,
San Francisco, 2012



Department of Housing
and Community
Development - Enities
Qualified to Manange
Assisted Units in San
Francisco, 2013

Organization Address City Zip Code Phone No.
Affordable Housing Foundation PO. Box 26516 San Francisco 94126 (415) 387-7834
Asian, Incorporated 1167 Mission Street, 4th Floor San Francisco 94103 (415) 928-5910
Asian Neighborhood Design 461 Bush Street., 4th Floor San Francisco 94108 (415) 982-2959
Baker Places, Incorporated 600 Townsend, Suite 200E San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-4655
Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center 515 Cortland Avenue San Francisco 94110 (415) 206-2140
BRIDGE Housing Corporation 1 Hawthorne, Suite 400 San Francisco 94105 (415) 989-1111
BUILD Leadership Development, Inc. 1280 Bison, Suite B9-200 Newport Beach 92660 (949) 720-7044
Catholic Charities CYO 180 Howard Street, Suite 100 San Francisco 94105 (415) 405-2056
gg::‘tz‘f‘”” oLy DB 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco 94133 (415) 984-1450
CHIETEN CHUTER RS CTNSIER | a6 pmrertemms Rerg), GrioEm Oakland 046211419 | (510) 632-6714
California, Inc.
Community Housing Partnership 20 Jones Street, Suite 200 San Francisco 94102 (415) 852-5300
K opadiieuselSuPpoelliotsing 1385 Mission Street San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-7359
Program
EDiconalieommEnitySeicesiSan 165 8th Street San Francisco 94103 (415) 487-3300
Francisco
(FISREEGTD (RN RSSO, @ Ael- 56 Julian Avenue San Francisco | 94103-3547 | (415) 865-0964
can Indians, Inc. of San Francisco
E}"C“”dam” Cidiordableliotsing; 2847 Story Road San Francisco 95127 (408) 923-8260
Housing Corporation of America Sli2sihaciic C;:fg(t)H@hway, Suis Laguna Beach 92677 (323) 726-9672
Indochinese Housing Development g ;

) 340 Eddy Street, Suite 100 San Francisco 94102 (415) 441-2872
Corporation
Mercy Housing 1360 Mission Street, Suite 300 San Francisco 94103 (415) 355-7100
ST (ISl DEvEleRment 474 Valencia Street, Suite 280 San Francisco 94103 (415) 864-6432
Corporation
Northern California Land Trust, Inc. 3126 Shattuck Avenue Berkeley 94501 (510) 548-7878
Progress Foundation 368 Fell Street San Francisco 94102 (415) 861-0828
ST (AEWEIEED (e @l Oy 1 South Van Ness, 5th Floor San Francisco 94103 (415) 749-2400
Investment and Infrastructure
:f‘etse"'te RiiEEED (RS Aeseek 1521 University Avenue Berkeley 94703 (510) 647-0700
Ve Vel ilberiees) Bt 201 Eddy Street San Francisco 94102 (415) 776-2151
ment Corporation
TODCO Development Company 230 4th Street San Francisco 94103 (415) 957-0227
West Bay Housing Corporation 120 Howard Street, 120 San Francisco 94105 (415) 618-0012

SOURCE: State Department of Housing and Community Development
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Project Owner ' First Expire 2 Units ® Assistance * Risk Level ® e i
Expiration of Project Based

Autumn Glow Alzheimer's Residential NP 01/31/2015 15 PRAC/811 4-Low Section 8 Contracts, San
San Lorenzo Ruiz Center NP | 01/31/2015 | 145 202/8NC | 1Very High Francisco, 2014
St. Peter's Place NP 02/28/2015 19 PRAC/811 4-Low
Britton Courts NP 03/31/2015 46 PD/8 Existing 4-Low
MENORAH PARK NP 04/30/2015 151 202/8 NC 4-Low
Edith Witt Senior Community PM 06/30/2015 95 PRAC/202 4-Low
GOLDEN GATE APARTMENTS PM 07/31/2015 24 LMSA 4-Low
On Lok House NP 10/31/2015 54 202/8 NC 4-Low
Eastern Park Apts NP 11/30/2015 201 202/8 NC 2-High.
HERITAGE HOMES LD 12/31/2015 33 Pension Fund 4-Low
YWCA APARTMENTS, INC. NP 12/31/2015 97 202/8 SR 4-Low
Bernal Gateway Apartments PM 12/31/2015 18 Pension Fund 4-Low
Sutter Apartments PM 01/31/2016 67 Sec 8 NC 2-High.
Buchanan Park Apartments NP 03/31/2016 62 LMSA 4-Low
Eddy Street Apartments NP 03/31/2017 20 PRAC/811 4-Low
Notre Dame Plaza NP 07/31/2017 65 PRAC/202 4-Low
Casa De La Raza NP 07/31/2017 51 Sec 8 NC 2-High.
Alcantara Court NP 05/31/2018 49 PRAC/202 4-Low
Leland Apartments NP 06/30/2018 24 PRAC/811 4-Low
Western Park Apartments NP 12/31/2018 114 LMSA 4-Low
VISTA DEL MONTE PM 01/31/2021 94 LMSA 4-Low
Page/Holloway Apartments PM 02/03/2021 15 Sec 8 SR 3-Moderate
Thomas Paine Square NP 05/31/2021 93 LMSA 3-Moderate
Fair Oaks Apartments PM 07/20/2021 20 HFDA/8 SR 3-Moderate
Padre Apts NP 07/30/2021 4 HFDA/8 SR 4-Low
g"é?iﬁ’;g?pp ApanmenisHEaandio 8/16/2021 48 LIHTC 4-Low
Cambridge Hotel 12/31/2021 60 LIHTC 4-Low
Coleridge Park Homes 12/31/2021 49 LIHTC 4-Low
Padre Palou Apartments 6/30/2022 17 LIHTC 4-Low
Steamboat Point Apartments 8/27/2022 108 LIHTC 4-Low
Connecticut Street Court 9/30/2022 10 LIHTC 4-Low
JACKIE ROBINSON GARDENS LD 12/31/2022 130 LMSA 4-Low
Del Carlo Court 1/28/2023 25 LIHTC 4-Low
111 Jones Street Apartments 4/30/2023 107 LIHTC 4-Low
Turk Street Apartments 12/15/2023 175 LIHTC 4-Low
Fell Street Apartments 9/2/2024 81 LIHTC 4-Low
Mariposa Gardens Apartments LD 9/18/2024 62 Sec 8 NC 4-Low
Canon Kip Community House 9/19/2024 104 LIHTC 4-Low
Plaza del Sol 10/31/2024 57 LIHTC 4-Low
Larkin Pine Senior Housing 11/18/2024 62 LIHTC 4-Low
Minna Street Apartments 12/23/2024 23 LIHTC 4-Low
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Project Owner ! First Expire 2 Units ¢ Assistance * Risk Level 5
The Knox SRO 12/27/2024 140 LIHTC 4-Low
1101 Howard Street 12/29/2024 34 LIHTC 4-Low
1028 Howard Street Apartments 12/31/2024 30 LIHTC 4-Low
555 Ellis Street Family Apartments 2/17/2025 37 LIHTC 4-Low
Bethany Center NP 2/28/2025 123 LMSA 4-Low
Silvercrest Residence- San Francisco LD 8/31/2025 103 LMSA 4-Low
Mission Plaza Apartments PM 8/31/2025 132 Sec 8 NC 4-Low
International Hotel Sr Housing NP 9/30/2025 104 PRAC/202 4-Low

NOTES

! LD = Limited Dividend, PM = Profit Motivated, NP = Non-Profit
* First expiration of Section 8 Contract, typically 30 years after origination.
* Units receiving rental assistance
# Rental assistance type/source
> Level of risk as defined by HUD:
1-Very High: Section 8 expiring within 1 year or mortgage maturing within 1 year owner status and plans unknown
2-High: Section 8 expiring in 2-5 years or mortgage maturing within 2-5 years owner status and plans unknown
3-Mod: Section 8 expiring in 5-10 years or mortgage maturing within 5-10 year owner status and plans unknown
4-Low: Section 8 not to expire for more than 10 years or large non-profit owner committed to affordability or a type of loan than requires
longer term affordability
5-None: No Section 8 and mortgage type does not include affordability restrictions, owner is unknown so unable to evaluate

SOURCE: California Housing Partnership Corporation

C. 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 1-47). 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. About 37% of the homeless
suffer from mental illness and as many as 40% of the elderly have mobility or self-care limita-
tions. Roughly between 50% to 80% of all homeless individuals may suffer from one or more

physical disability, mental illness, or substance addiction.
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Population Group

Homeless

Type of Housing Units Needed

Shelters, Transitional Housing, SROs, Small and Large Family

Units

Physically Disabled

Accessible Units of all Types

Mentally IlI

Board and Care, Institutional Facilities

Developmentally Disabled

Accessible Units of all Types, Large Family Units, Board and
Care, Institutional Facilities, Modified Units for Medically Fragile,
Affordable 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 7,350 persons on the streets and in home-
less shelters in 2013 (Table 1-48). Of these persons, about 59% were counted on the streets
and some 33% were in shelters or transitional housing. Sixty-five percent of the homeless were
single adults, 26% of the homeless with unaccompanied children or youth under the age of 25,

and the remaining 9% counted in this survey were persons in families. Homeless households

require affordable housing that is appropriately sized, with appropriate services.

Location Singe  Pesonsinguicimoy o
Under 25

Street 2,633 38 1,649 4,315
Shelter 1,187 374 65 1,626
'I(;‘rgrr@itriscmal Housing & Treatment 355 272 186 813
Resource Centers & Stabilization 345 2 347
Jail 126 0 126
Hospitals 123 0 123
TOTAL 4,769 679 1,902 7,350

SOURCE: SF Human Services Agency, San Francisco Homeless Count 2013

Table I-47

Permanent Housing Needs
of Special Population
Groups, San Francisco,
2013

Table I-48

Estimated Homeless
Population, San Francisco,
2013



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 2010 Census estimated almost 49,000 non-institutionalized adults having a physical dis-
ability, which is defined as a condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical ac-
tivities, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting or carrying. Well over half of disabled
adults are over 65 and may require appropriate housing. There are over 19,600 people between
18 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 3,920 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 almost three-quarters
of San Francisco’s housing stock was 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, the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency (now called Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure), or

otherwise supported by other public funds are accessible.

b. Mental Disabilities

According to the 2010 Census, almost 37,450 San Franciscans identify as having a mental
illness; about 96% are over the age of 18. 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.
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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 Fran-
cisco’s mentally ill. However, the growing costs of patient care have reduced 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
supportive 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 3,000 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:

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% to 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 11,500 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 $720,
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 settings,
often for life. Current practice, made possible by the Lanterman Act and the Olmstead Deci-
sion, 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 2,640 developmentally disabled clients, the Developmental Disabilities
Board Area 5 estimated a housing need of 850 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:

e 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 Mac)
e HUD Section 811/ MHP-SHP developments for disabled populations

* Housing specially modified for the Medically Fragile (SB 962 Homes)

3. Elderly

The 2010 Census counted 154,730 or 19% of San Francisco’s population as 60 years or older.
San Francisco’s elderly population is expected to grow to 205,000 by 2020 and to 360,800
by 2040; this growth is consistent with national trends. The recent Census also estimated
that 30% of all San Francisco households have one or more persons over 65 years old. About
33,869 elderly householders, representing about 51% of all households in 2010, lived alone.

Senior citizens have different housing needs especially as they develop health problems or expe-
rience decreased mobility. The 2010 Census estimated that 40% of persons 65 and over have
mobility or self-care limitations. 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
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independently, there is a need for safe and easily maintained dwelling units. Table I-49 below

shows that 40% of all elderly and one- to two-person houscholds overpay; generally a larger

proportion of lower income households have heavier housing burdens.

Renting Households Homeowning Households
Household Type by Income Elderly, Total Elderly, Total
rn1er§1‘b2er Renting m1er§1b2er Homeowning Housglrllolds
Household Households Household Households
Very Low ( 0-50% AMI ) 27,485 87,470 12,880 23,335 | 110,805
% Overpaying 65% 72% 52% 61% 70%
Low (51 - 80% AMI) 4,330 33,220 6,190 18,235 51,455
% Overpaying 34% 48% 33% 52% 49%
X',f,’,‘ﬁ)era‘e R ADDIE (@Y 5 6015 | 92175 | 17,230 83,935 | 176,110
% Overpaying 13% 9% 20% 28% 18%
Total Households 37,830 212,865 36,300 125,500 | 338,365
% Overpaying 53% 41% 34% 38% 40%

SOURCE: State of the Cities Data Systems CHAS Data 2010

4. Families with Children and Large Family Households

Approximately 56,940 or 37% of family houscholds include children. Some 19% of 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 17, respectively). The high cost of housing and limited supply of
larger units can result in overcrowding. These communities require 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 8%
of all family households, or roughly 27,140, have five persons or more. Table I-50 below shows
the number of suitable accommodations available for larger families and/or houscholds. This
mismatch is exacerbated as only a small portion of new construction consist of two bedrooms

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-51 shows that larger family households tend to

Table I-49

Elderly Households
and Housing Burden,
San Francisco, 2010



Table I-50

Household Size and Housing
Unit Sizes, San Francisco,
2010
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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.

Household Size Housel\tl%l(?; % of Total Unit Size No. of Units % of Total
1-person household 133,366 38.6% Studio 43,245 12.8%
2-person household 108,606 31.4% 1-bedroom 90,898 26.9%
3-person household 45,939 13.3% 2-bedrooms 105,046 31.0%
4-person household 30,760 8.9% 3-bedrooms 66,916 19.8%
5-person household 12,849 3.7% 4-bedrooms 22,970 6.8%

6-person or more 14,201 4.1% | Sbedrooms or 9,291 2.7%
TOTALS 345,811 100% TOTALS 338,366 100%

SOURCE: Census Bureau

Renting Households

Homeowning Households

Household Type by Income Small Large Total Small Large Total Home- All
Related Related Renting Related Related owning Households
(2-4 people) ~ (50ormore)  Households ~ (2-4 people) (5 ormore)  Households
Extremely Low ( < 30% of AMI) 19,710 3,790 87,470 5,225 1,675 23,335 28,560
% Overpaying 74% 66% 72% 69% 75% 61% 70%
Very Low (up to 50% of AMI) 8,540 1,455 33,220 6,270 2,560 18,235 24,505
% Overpaying 39% 30% 48% 59% 59% 52% 49%
Low (up to 80% of AMI) 25,550 635 92,175 38,605 6,855 83,935 122,540
% Overpaying 6% 14% 9% 27% 20% 28% 18%
Total Households 53,800 5,880 212,865 50,100 11,090 125,500 175,600
% Overpaying 36% 51% 41% 35% 37% 38% 40%
Tuble I51 SOURCE: State of the Cities Data Systems CHAS Data 2010

Large Households and
Housing Burden,
San Francisco, 2010
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5. Female-Headed Households

Many families with a single parent are in households headed by women. Female-headed house-
holds in 2010 comprised about 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 16% of female headed houscholds were under poverty
level, compared to about 7% of all families under poverty level (Table I-52). Two years later,
the American Community Survey estimated that about 8% of families were under the poverty
level while about 19% 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.

2010 2012
Household Type No. of % of No. of % of
Households Households Households Households
Total Households 335,956 100.0% 340,839 100%
Total Female Headed Householders 27,411 8.2% 29,187 8.6%
Female Heads with Children under 18 11,387 41.5% 11,841 40.6%
Total Family Households 150,329 44.7% 153,345 45.0%
Total Families Under the Poverty Level 10,796 7.2% 12,346 8.1%
quemg‘é?/gn‘ilafg\?eﬁous‘*ho'ds Ll 4,421 16.1% 5,406 18.5%

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 2012, San Francisco accounted for 13% of California’s HIV living cases and 2% of
persons living with HIV reported nationally. The number of deaths from AIDS has decreased
significantly from a high of over 14,700 in 2004 to fewer than 177 in 2012, in part because
most deaths are listed under other causes given AIDS patients’ compromised immune system.
The number of people living with HIV/AIDS has decreased from about 15,757 in 2008 up
to, according to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), over 15,705 in 2012.

Approximately 9% of people living with AIDS were homeless in 2012. 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, in-
fectious hepatitis, 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 antiretroviral 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 2007 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

Table I-52
Characteristics of Female-
Headed Households, San
Francisco, 2010 and 2012



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. As of August 2006, approximately 7,500 people were
active on the list. This list was closed to new applicants in November 2001 and the list’s
administration was transferred to DPH’s Housing and Urban Health. 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 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 2008 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 ten 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.

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 13,000 people living
with HIV/AIDS in San Francisco have an unmet need for housing. Among these, up to 2,500

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 2010 Census found that about 14% of all
households, or about 105,570, 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.
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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 pro-
grams 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, San Francisco has a student enrollment of
2,940 in degree programs, 1,620 residents, and 1,030 postdoctoral scholars but only have 920
units that can accommodates 1,454 persons available. San Francisco State University had a
student enrollment 0f 29,905 in 2013 but only were able to provide about 2,700 student hous-
ing 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 accommoda-

tions.

D. 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 housing preservation need for San Francisco.

1. Private Housing Rehabilitation

Housing restoration, remodeling and maintenance is an ongoing activity throughout the City.
Renovation projects completed between 2008 and 2013 totaled $1.57 billion, affecting some
356,770 units. Over 60% of these permits were for residential improvements in one and two
unit buildings. Almost 50% of the total rehabilitation costs were for projects in single-family

units where the average cost of improvements was just under $54,580 per unit.

2. Public Housing Rehabilitation

According to the San Francisco Housing Authority’s (SFHA) 2013-2014 Agency Plan, there
were 1,148 public housing units in five HOPE VI developments located throughout the City.



Recent programs have rehabilitated 1,149 units of new and affordable housing with 2,883
bedrooms. The 2009 Comprehensive Physical Needs Assessment performed by the SFHA
indicated that there is a backlog of immediate physical rehabilitation needs that will cost $269
million. An additional $15 million a year is needed to forestall physical deterioration in SFHA
housing. This trend has been significantly forestalled with a $17.9 million American Reinvest-
ment and Recovery Act grant and $15.5 million in Capital Fund Recovery Act competitive
grant funds. The SFHA has identified projects totaling $14 million to comprehensively address
all of the physical problems that currently exist for the fiscal year 2014.2

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 May 2014, approximately 30 buildings, including about 90 units, have yet
to comply with the City’s retrofit requirements.> The San Francisco Department of Building
Inspection and the City Attorney are working together to bring these remaining buildings into
compliance. 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 reinforce-
ment. 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 or large
storefront windows -- is particularly at risk. The City’s Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety
(CAPSS) looked 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. Ef-
fective in September of 2013, the Mandatory Soft Story Retrofit Program was signed into law
requiring the evaluation and retrofit for “multi-unit soft-story buildings,” defined as: wood-
frame structures, containing five or more residential units, having two or more stories over a
“soft” or “weak” story, and permitted for construction prior to January 1, 1978. These types
of building are found primarily in the Mission, Western Addition, Richmond, North Beach,
and Marina Districts. As of May 28, 2014 there were 49 permits filed, 53 permits issued and
eight projects completed.

2 PHA Plans — Annual Plan for Fiscal Year 2012-13, San Francisco Housing Authority
3 Information provided by Edward Greene of the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection, May 13, 2014.
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E. 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 I-53 below anticipates losses based on

historic trends since 2000.

Reason for Replacement Units

Demolition and Replacement 1,170 Estimated Replacement
Unit Mergers 180 Housing Needs, San
Loss of Secondary Units 250 Francisco, 2015-June 2022
Conversion to Commercial Use 40
Owner Move-In 3,030
Ellis Act Evictions 1,570
TOTAL 6,230

SOURCE: Planning Department

1. Loss of Units through Building Demolition

Since 2010, building demolition has accounted for the loss of almost 810 units (Table I-27 on
page 30), a rate 9% lower than the annual demolition average of 123 units between 2000 and
2009. The City has a one-to-one unit replacement policy and units lost through demolition
are subsequently replaced with the same number of units or even more. Housing demolitions
in this period included the demolition of the old Trinity Plaza apartments (418 units) in
2013, which coincided with the new construction of 418 units as Phase II of the new 1,900
unit Trinity Plaza; and the demolition in Hunter’s View as a part of the revitalization and new
construction of the 267-unit HOPE SF project. Similar 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.
Trends continued to slow down between 2009 and 2013, yielding 147 merged units with a

loss of about 26 units a year.



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 pri-
mary 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 requirements,
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 require-
ments, or density requirements to be legalized. In Spring 2014, the City and County of San
Francisco passed legislation to allow the legalization process for secondary units built without
a building permit. The legislation amends the Planning Code, the Building Code, and the
Administrative Code to establish a legalization process for such units. The new law allows one
authorized unit per lot and the applicants interested must go through a pre-screening process
through the Department of Building Inspection. The Planning Department will maintain a

master list of units authorized through this process.

Between 2004 and 2013, 226 illegal secondary units were removed and 76 units were legalized
(Table I-54). Based on a projected average loss of 23 units per year, it is estimated that about
207 units will be needed between January 2015 and June 2022 to replace these typically

affordable units.

Year Units Legalized lllegal Units Removed
2004 8 22
Legalization of Secondary
2005 16 38 units, San Francisco,
2006 9 12 2004-2013
2007 11 10
2008 8 19
2009 10 8
2010 4 6
2011 6 39
2012 - 2
2013 4 70
TOTALS 76 226

Source: Planning Department

4. Loss of Units from Conversions to Commercial Use

Seventy-five housing units were legally converted to commercial uses between 2000 and 2013
(Table 1-28). 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 50 new housing units will
be needed to replace housing lost to legal conversion to commercial use expected during the

period covering January 2015 and June 2022.
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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 owner move-in and the Ellis Act and have decreased

over the past 10 years by 49% and 34%, respectively (Table I-55). Based on the last 10 years, it

can be projected that over the next 10 years there will be an annual average of 40 notices filed

for both owner move-in and Ellis Act evictions. However, total eviction notices, including all

other reasons for removal from the market have increased by 11% over the last 10 years.

Owner Move-In Ellis Act Total Eviction Notices
FY 2003-04 363 177 1,587
FY 2004-05 322 282 1,446
FY 2005-06 259 276 1,621
FY 2006-07 220 246 1,476
FY 2007-08 183 252 1,665
FY 2008-09 259 192 1,430
FY 2009-10 116 43 1,269
FY 2010-11 130 61 1,370
FY 2010-12 127 64 1,395
FY 2012-13 185 116 1,757

SOURCE: SF Rent Board

Table I-55

Evictions from Ellis Act and
Owner Move-Ins,

San Francisco, 2004-2013
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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 Franciscos 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. It is 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 47,020 new housing units could potentially be built on
numerous in-fill development opportunity sites under current zoning allowances. In addition,
some 22,870 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 resi-
dential 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 hous-
ing projects are not permitted unless they are 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. (Astachment 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-
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opment areas. Similarly, parcels in Mission Bay are treated as distinct from the rest of the city’s
housing opportunity sites. Some 3,455 units out of the 6,000 proposed units have already been
built in the Mission Bay redevelopment area. Construction for Phase I of the Hunter’s Point
Naval Shipyard is coming to a completion, in which 1,600 homes will be built. Phase II is
projected to include an additional 10,500 units to be located on the Shipyard and Candlestick

Point. Approximately 27% to 40% 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
(55%) of the new housing can be accommodated in neighborhood commercial and mixed

use districts; a lictle over a third (31%) can be expected to be built in traditional residential

districts.

- Vacant or Near Vacant Sites Underdeveloped Sites \o ot .
General Zoning Districts P,i?_c glfs S R P%?_C glfs R P Parcels Net Units  Total Acres
Residential 850 2,647 87 2,144 7,104 294 1,922 9,751 234
Neighborhood Commercial 293 4,418 58 1,987 15,648 234 2,280 20,066 292
Mixed Use Districts 146 2,446 28 459 7,423 93 605 9,869 121
Downtown Commercial 70 623 14 181 1,751 64 251 2,374 78
Downtown Residential 11 1,656 6 7 146 1 18 1,802 6
Industrial/PDR 373 1,890 241 701 1,267 448 1,074 3,157 690
Sub-Total 1,743 13,680 434 5,479 33,339 1,134 6,150 47,019 1,420

Programmed /Redevelopment Areas

Mission Bay 4,373

Treasure Island 8,000

Hunter’s Point Shipyard

(Phase Il) Jere
Sub-Total 22,873

TOTALS 69,892

* Remaining units to be built

Table I-56

Estimated New Housing SOURCE: SF Planning Department
Construction Potential in
Vacant or Near Vacant and
Underdeveloped Sites
by Generalized Zoning
Districts, San Francisco,
Q4 2013
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Table I-57
Estimated New Housing Construction Potential in Vacant or Near Vacant and Underdeveloped Sites
by Zoning District, San Francisco, Q4 2013

Current Utilization

o Zoning Vacant oroNear Vacant Sites Underdevelope&i or “ngt Sites” Total Total Total Zoned
oning Group District (Less than 5% of zoned capacity) (From 5% - 30% Bl Sum of Sum of Units/
of zoned capacity) Net Units Acres Acre
Parcels  NetUnits  Acres Parcels  NetUnits  Acres
Residential 850 2,647 87 2,144 7,104 294 1,922 9,751 234
RH-1 442 602 39 83 336 21 525 938 59 16
RH-1(D) 105 105 14 3 8 0.2 108 113 15 8
RH-1(S) 3 3 0.2 319 31 3 3 0 15
RH-2 163 605 17 195 729 14 482 1,334 48 28
RH-3 46 182 4 146 480 42 241 662 18 37
RM-1 39 198 4 28 2,084 6 185 2,282 46 50
RM-2 7 95 1 59 412 12 35 507 8 66
RM-3 12 210 2 23 1,081 4 71 1,291 14 95
RM-4 12 393 2 2 612 0.1 35 1,005 6 163
RSD 3 65 1 214 15 18 5 80 1 111
RTO 18 189 2 1,072 1,347 147 232 1,536 20 See not;e
Neighbor- 293 4,418 58 1,987 | 15,648 234 2,280 | 20,066 292
gzﬁlm o NCD 42 434 7 527 3,196 53 569 3,630 59 | See note 1
cial / NC-1 28 135 3 250 910 21 278 1,045 24 43
o INC2 56 914 17 397 | 1,686 38 453 | 2,600 56 47
mercial NC-3 84 1,157 16 460 3,647 54 544 4,804 69 69
Transit
NC-S 11 58 1 32 1,148 26 43 1,206 27 45
NCTD 38 634 6 231 3,005 26 269 3,639 32 See not$
NCT-2 2 167 2 3 106 1 5] 273 3 See nott1e
NCT-3 29 910 6 69 1,839 14 98 2,749 20 141
SoMa NCT 3 9 0.1 18 111 2 21 120 2 See not$
Com- 70 623 14 181 1,751 64 251 2,374 78
g‘g:fr:f;/w L olce 19 82 6 31 658 45 50 740 51 14
Commer- C-3-G 26 444 5 61 735 9 87 1,179 14 84
cial
C-3-0 1 2 0.1 19 154 3 20 156 3 54
C-3-O(SD) 10 57 1 28 91 3 38 148 4 39
C-3-R - - - 13 42 1 13 42 1 30
C-3-S 13 34 1 23 62 3 36 96 4 24
C-M 1 4 0.1 6 9 0.4 7 13 1 24
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Current Utilization

Total Total
Sum of Sum of
Net Units Acres

Vacant or Near Vacant Sites Underdeveloped or “Soft Sites” Total

Parcels

Zoning

Zoning Group District (Less than 5% of zoned capacity) (From 5% - 30%
of zoned capacity)

Parcels  Net Units Acres Parcels  Net Units Acres

SUD / 11 1,656 6 7 146 1 18 1,802

3::;:;‘:‘";';' RH DTR 5 862 1 6 103 05 11 965 2 | See note 1
SB-DTR 4 100 1 - - - 4 100 1| See note 1
TB DTR 2 694 3 1 43 0.2 3 737 3 | See note 1

Mixed Use 146 2,446 28 459 7,423 93 605 9,869 121
CCB 1 8 0.05 6 97 1 7 105 1 180
CRNC 3 51 0.3 10 143 0.8 13 194 1 178
MUG 1 3 0.1 18 191 3 19 194 3 | See note 1
MUO 16 270 3 18 268 3 34 538 6 | See note 1
MUR 26 498 3 61 1,019 7 87 1,517 10 | See note 1
RC-3 6 86 3 22 381 14 28 467 17 27
RC-4 24 641 3 88 2,717 14 112 3,358 17 199
RED 18 167 2 55 279 3 73 446 5 88
SLI 13 24 1 18 68 4 31 92 5 17
SLR - - - 6 33 1 6 33 1 41
SPD - - - 2 3 0.1 2 3 0.1 30
UumMu 38 698 13 155 2,224 43 193 2,922 56 | See note 1

Industrial / 373 1,890 242 701 1,267 449 1,074 3,157 690

e M-1 94 1,331 76 90 587 35 184 1,918 111 17
M-2 26 441 27 9 394 24 35 835 51 17
PDR-1 1 - 0.4 - - - 1 - 0.4 -
PDR-1-B 3 - 0.2 - - = 3 = 0.2 =
PDR-1-D 6 - 5 18 - 13 24 - 18 -
PDR-1-G 43 2 21 187 24 102 230 26 123 0.2
PDR-2 200 116 112 397 262 275 597 378 386 1

Sub-Totals 1,743 | 13,680 434 5,479 | 33,339 1,134 6,150 | 47,019 1,420

Programmed / Redevelopment Areas 22,873

Mission Bay 4,373

Treasure Island 8,000

Hunter’s Point Shipyard (Phase ) 10,500

TOTALS 69,892

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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Tables I-56 and I-57 disaggregate this new housing potential according to the parcels existing
state of underutilization or lack of development. There are about 5,480 parcels totaling 1,134
acres that are classified as undeveloped where nearly 33,340 new housing units could potentially
be constructed. Another 1,922 parcels are also seen as developable for residential uses, possibly
yielding about 9,750 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;
rehabilitation and conversion of existing buildings are examples. Given San Francisco 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 22,873 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 47,020 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 1-6 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. Over one-third (36%) of the city’s
units are located in buildings with ten or more units, while single family homes account for
almost another third (33%).

All parcels considered in this estimate meet the minimum lot requirement for development.
Sixty 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 necessary
to meet economies of scale. Altogether, these parcels - about half of which are one acre or

larger - can accommodate over 4,565 new housing units.

1 Not including right of way and streets.
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. . Average Estimated
[S)fa"nsd'zds ZD?sntergt Units per Population General Characteristics and Locations
Acre Density per Acre
RH-1 . . . o
Low Density 15 35 Mostly smgle-fafmély hpusmg 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 Densiﬁ 33 75 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
Medium M-1, M-2 Non-residential commercial and industrial districts; certain areas
. 58 134 adjacent to commercial zones; also in the central areas of Mission
Density Eastern 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
Hiah Dens%t RC-3 91 210 Columbus Avenue; in major redevelopment areas such as the West-
9 Y Chinatown ern Addition, Golden Gateway; in Nob Hill, Chinatown, North Beach,
NCTs, RED edges of Mission Bay bordering commercial and industrial areas
RM-4
Downtown districts, Rincon Hill, Cathedral Hill, parts of the Western
) . RC-4 Addition; parts of Diamond Heights, parts of Parkmerced, Nob
High Density 283 654 ) . L .
DTR Hill, parts of the northeastern section of the city; heavy commercial
districts.
C-M

3. Locating New Housing Development in Existing

Neighborhoods and Planned Areas

Table I-58

Generalized Existing
Housing Densities by Zoning
Districts, San Francisco,
2013

As Table 1-57 on page 68 shows, residential and districts contain a substantial number of

undeveloped lots. Locating new housing development in these districts makes sense, as hous-

ing 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

neighborhood