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"Priced High, On a Hill: A Study of Housing Affordability in San Francisco"
by Larry A. Rosenthal, Ph.D., Michael Donavan, and Greg Wagner
Berkeley Program on Housing and Urban Policy
University of California, Berkeley
Executive Summary
San Francisco's high-priced real-estate markets are among the most expensive in the United
States. Housing affordability problems are actually rooted in the disparity between wealth and
incomes of the city's poorest families, on the one hand, and steadily increasing rents and home
prices, on the other. The city faces special challenges to house its lesser skilled workers, because
its tourism and service-based economy depends upon an adequate supply of such labor.
According to May 2003 figures published by the California Association of Realtors, only 19% of
Bay Area households can afford to purchase the median priced home within the metropolis
($552,128). As of May 2003, only 12% of San Francisco's households could afford to purchase
the median priced home within the city ($637,907). Seven of the ten least affordable counties, as
identified by the National Low Income Housin g Coalition's "housing wage" measure, are located
in the Bay Area.
Factors affecting housing affordability in San Francisco include extraordinary demand, growing
incomes, increased formation of smaller households, seismic and environmental regulation,
neighborhood opposition to new development, and rent control. The city has exceptionally low
homeownership rates, low vacancies in ownership and rental units, and high mobility and
turnover. Population continues to grow, returning to mid-century levels, but the housing stock is
not expanding proportionately, and overcrowding is becoming a problem in some of the city's
blue-collar and ethnically concentrated neighborhoods. The city continues to have problems with
homelessness; a 2002 count found approximately one percent of the city's population located on
the streets, in shelters, in treatment facilities, and in transitional housing. Real incomes are rising
and poverty is decreasing, meaning that prospective renters and buyers can bid up housing prices,
well beyond the reach of the city's least well-off households.
The city is racially diverse, with pockets of ethnic concentration in neighborhoods such as
Chinatown and the Mission. As indicia of housing capital, aggregate rents and values are not
disbursed equally in the city's smaller areas and housing markets. Compared to state and national
averages, San Francisco represents a substantial concentration of housing wealth in its real estate
sector.
Rents and housing prices have never fully recovered from their astronomical levels during the
dot-com years in the late 1990s. Despite the fact that the Bay Area remains in a sluggish
recessionary state, prices and affordability levels have only slightly moderated from levels seen
two years ago during the boom. But at least some fraction of the observed price increments in
San Francisco is due to broader patterns observed throughout California 's metropolitan areas,
particularly San Jose and San Diego, and to a lesser extent Los Angeles and Orange County.
Importantly, when affordability is measured over the entire income distribution, in order to
determine relative cost burdens for renters and owners, it becomes clear that Bay Area incomes
have kept up with housing price increases more proportionately than in many other cities.
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Key sources of housing subsidy in San Francisco are the San Francisco Housing Authority
(managing section 8 vouchers and currently renovating much of the city's public housing stock
under the HOPE VI program), the Mayor's Office of Housing (administering most supply-side
federal funds), and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (utilizing the tax-increment
financing device to boost rehabilitation of rundown housing and commercial buildings in blighted
areas). Housing advocacy organizations include the Council of Community Housing
Organizations (opposed to market-rate development's use of scarce buildable land), the San
Francisco Housing Action Coalition (lobbying on behalf of all builders), the San Francisco
Planning and Urban Research Association (advocating infill, high density development to stem
suburban sprawl), and the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce (trying to establish housing
opportunities for the city's public workforce through new mortgage and downpayment
assistance).
It is important to recognize how the city's vigorous rent control system skews the balance
between landlords and tenants, in a city where two of every three voters are renters. The city's
quarter-century of rent regulation has no doubt slowed housing development while making life
progressively easier for stable rental households. The city is permanently embroiled in the
politics of rent control, as tenant advocates attempt to secure their franchise against all perceived
threats. Also of interest in the city's regula tory landscape is the story of live-work loft
development. To ease the rent burdens of the city's artisans and crafts workers, the city
liberalized zoning to allow mixed commercial and residential uses, only to find that such units
were usurped by dot-com firms when the market for commercial space tightened in the late
1990s. Ultimately the live-work ordinance was repealed, and the story of its demise helps
illustrate the complex and divisive nature of housing politics and policy in San Francisco.
This report concludes with a set of case studies revealing a remarkable variety of developers and
operators active in serving different categories of lower-income households in need throughout
the city. The sites featured represent several significant types of low-income housing
development activity: sponsorship by faith-based charities with innovative housing programs;
live/work loft-style housing in rehabilitated commercial and industrial locations; reuse of the
city's closed military sites; sophisticated industry leaders such as San Francisco's own BRIDGE
Housing Corporation; densely populated neighborhoods with prominent national or ethnic
identities, such as Chinatown and the Mission; and award-winning designs recognized for their
innovative use of land and built space.
"Housing affordability in San Francisco" is likely to remain a stable contradiction in terms.
Shrinking state and federal budgets for housing subsidies will be matched by widening disparities
between the city's poorest and wealthiest households. Nevertheless, recent increases in the
political profile of housing needs throughout California, combined with the substantial expertise
in the nonprofit development sector, insure that affordability will remain a prominent issue and a
primary focus of policy professionals rendering housing assistance to the poor.
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I. Introduction: A Study of Housing Affordability in San Francisco
As a much beloved American place, San Francisco has a well deserved reputation for high-priced
homes. In a sense, even though the actual gold ran out long ago, the gold rush never really ended. An
attractive, well-run city – consistently one of the world's most venerated destinations for tourists and
business travelers alike – is understandably a rewarding place to invest in residential real estate.
At the same time, the growing disparity between the incomes of workers in San Francisco's essentially
service-based economy, on the one hand, and entry prices for new renters and homebuyers, on the
other, have kept housing affordability a critical policy focus. This problem is hardly one of recent
vintage. City leaders and housing advocates have bemoaned the so-called "affordability crisis" in San
Francisco with numbing regularity since World War II, during good times and bad. The city's
highland manses, like those originally built on Nob Hill by railroad barons Leland Stanford, Charles
Crocker, Mark Hopkins and Colin Huntington (known in San Franc isco lore as "the Big Four"), have
always shared urban soil with the low-lying rough-and-tumble bayside neighborhoods, along what was
then known as the Barbary Coast. History crammed the haves and have-nots into a universally
coveted but extremely confined urban space, thus crafting the social milieu characterizing the place to
this day.
Families rich and poor in San Francisco must make due in an extraordinarily expensive housing
market. Bay Area home prices dwarf those found in most other parts of the nation. According to May
2003 figures published by the California Association of Realtors, only 19% of Bay Area households
can afford to purchase the median priced home within the metropolis (an almost unimaginable
$552,128). In San Francisco itself, the situation is even direr. As of May 2003, only 12% of San
Francisco's households could afford to purchase the median priced home within the city ($637,907).
Of the ten least affordable counties1 identified by the National Low Income Housing Coalition
(NLIHC) for 2003, seven are located in the Bay Area metropolitan region surrounding San Francisco,
and the city itself is tied for the second least affordable place in the nation (just ahead of Santa Clara
County, which includes San Jose and the Silicon Valley). NLIHC's rankings are based on its
calculation of the cumulative household wage necessary to afford the average two-bedroom rental,
priced according to the "fair-market rents" (FMRs) published by the United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD). For San Francisco in 2003, that "housing wage" exceeds
$34 per hour. 2
Worn thin from overuse, the policy notion of "housing affordability" actually stems from the income
and wealth disparities creating onerous housing expense for lower-income households. In San
Francisco, exorbitant prices and rents, and the extreme disparities associated with them, have a number
of structural causes. Demand for housing has increased substantially in the city due to its expanding
economy, an influx of foreign immigration from nations of the Pacific Rim, and changing patterns in
household formation. The city's overall population has not increased much since the 1950s; in fact,
since World War II the city lost population, decreasing through the 1980 census and just now
regaining mid-century levels. However, more and more individuals, small roommate groups,
unmarried couples, and families without children look to rent or buy in the city. Small, mobile
households utilize housing resources more intensely than larger, stable ones. Moreover, when these
1

San Francisco is actually both a city and county, conterminously defined by the same land boundaries. It is not
uncommon to hear the place referred to as "the City and County of San Francisco." Nowhere in San Francisco
County lies outside the city, and vice versa.
2
The National Low Income Housing Coalition, located in Washington, D.C., publishes its "housing wage"
affordability statistics on its website at http://www.nlihc.org, in a series entitled "Out of Reach."

households feature relatively high incomes and wealth accumulation, they bid up the prices of favored
locations. In a wildly speculative environment like the dot-com bubble of the late 1990s, monthly
rents for barely average-quality two-bedroom units in San Francisco were known to reach $3,000 and
beyond.
At the same time, numerous obstacles prevent the supply of housing from increasing proportionally.
The city's geophysical location – on a forty-seven square mile peninsula in an earthquake zone – keeps
land relatively scarce, makes "building up" impossible, and increases risk and associated development
costs. In addition, the city's aggressive rent control regime, not only reducing prices below market
levels but also markedly extending the average duration of tenancies, reduces vacancies and makes
large-scale multifamily housing a relatively unattractive investment option.
Developers also find land use to be strictly controlled. In a state where environmental laws
increasingly dominate the regulatory process, city building officials impose numerous exactions,
growth phasing, and procedural impediments. Exhaustive and redundant plan reviews further increase
cost. Housing affordability challenges in San Francisco intimidate buyers and renters, to be sure, but
they likewise test the mettle of real estate developers otherwise eager to add new units to the supply
and realize reasonable profit from their investments.
Rather than attempting to untangle this complex web in great analytical detail, this report instead will
provide the reader an introduction to the current state of the city's residential markets, policies, and
affordable housing industry. We will examine in depth the demographics of the city and the
characteristics of its residential buildings. We will provide a wealth of statistical information to place
this idiosyncratic real estate market in useful context, based primarily on data from the United States
Census Bureau and the "Housing Inventory" series published by the San Francisco Planning
Department (SFPD). For the most part these illustrations will concentrate on the contained, diverse
housing market within the city itself.
However, for informative contrast the report will offer some analogs from the surrounding Bay Area
region, the state of California as a whole, and the nation. In addition, comparisons with other urban
centers – based on a set of downtown counties from around the country3 – will help show where San
Francisco stands among metropolitan centers nationally. A series of narratives will explore some of
the unusual and often controversial regulatory policies with which San Francisco has experimented,
such as rent control and live-work loft development. Finally, we will tour a variety of subs idized lowincome housing developments and learn about their sponsors.
There follows a map of the city,4 divided into the "planning districts" specified by SFPD. These
planning districts incorporate numerous census tracts and smaller neighborhoods, including some of
the well-known area names shown in the table following the map. Though each such planning district
is really a collection of neighborhoods, we will refer to these geographic divisions throughout this
report as "districts," "areas" and "neighborhoods " interchangeably. Golden Gate Park is a
nonresidential area administered by the San Francisco Department of Parks and Recreation. The
Presidio, a former army post, is now administered by the National Park Service as a unit within the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area.
3

For these purposes the report will utilize the following set of comparison cities, comprising only the center-city
portions of their home counties so as to be most analogous to the coterminous city and county of San Francisco:
Chicago (Cook Co., IL); Philadelphia (Philadelphia Co., PA); Detroit (Wayne Co., MI); Dallas (Dallas Co., TX);
and Seattle (King Co., WA). Single-city measures are based on the geographic system of "census designated
places" (CDPs).
4
For convenience an unadorned map of planning districts is also reproduced in full-page format and displayed as
Map 1 ["San Francisco Planning Districts"] among the series of maps included at the end of this report.

2

A series of unnumbered explanatory figures and tables accompany the text in the margins and are
indexed in the "Figures in the Text" above. Larger, numbered tables, figures and maps, referenced in
the text by number and title, are presented seriatim at the end of this report.
San Francisco Planning Districts and Neighborhoods
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The next section of the report provides detail on the city's population and housing conditions,
including homeownership rates, mobility, age and family structure, crowding, income and poverty,
homelessness, race and ethnicity, educational attainment, commuting, and crime. Section III analyzes
data on the city's housing stock, including age and size of structures, vacancy rates, and concentrations
of housing capital. Section IV takes an in-depth look at affordability statistics over time, including
indexes published by the California Association of Realtors® and census data on cost burdens for
renters and owners. Section V reports on the key city agencies governing the administration of
housing subsidy programs. Section VI describes a number of non-profit organizations active on the
housing politics and policymaking fronts in San Francisco. Sections VII and VIII tell the stories of
two key features of the city's housing policy environment: rent control, and live-work loft
development. Section IX is a series of vignettes describing the city's affordable housing developers
and some of their recent projects. Finally, Section X concludes the report, offering some key
prospects and perspectives on what the future holds for housing affordability in San Francisco. After
the numbered tables, figures and maps included at the end of this report, two appendices follow : a list
of "San Francisco Affordable Housing Resources" and an "Index of San Francisco Affordable
Housing Sites."
II. Life in the City: Characteristics of San Francisco's Residents
San Francisco is a unique place and one of America's true urban jewels. Built on the tip of a peninsula
among rolling and peaked hills providing breathtaking vistas of San Francisco Bay and the Pacific
Ocean, the city is known worldwide for its cultural treasures, ethnic diversity, strong neighborhoods
and community fabric, outstanding restaurants, thousands of acres of green parks, cable cars on treelined streets, a new bayside ballpark, and of course its most towering engineering achievement, the
Golden Gate Bridge. Bounding the urban space on the north and east, the San Francisco Bay is a 500square-mile deepwater crevice carved into the California coast, a confluence of sixteen rivers and a
major world port of call for cruise liners, military vessels and freighters. Besides its notable tourism
industry, the city's economy also features numerous firms in textiles, banking, computer engineering,
and graphic arts. Along with its neighbors Oakland and San Jose, San Francisco provides a
metropolitan identity to its surrounding nine-county region. It is the downtown fulcrum for an
expanse of land and population leading from central California north to the Oregon border and
stretching from the Pacific Ocean east to the Sierra Nevada mountain range.
Just 776,733 people call San Francisco home,5 making it only the thirteenth largest American city,
smaller than places like Indianapolis, San Antonio and even nearby San Jose. However, in terms of its
cultural and economic significance, the city anchors the greater Bay Area, the nation's fifth largest
metropolitan region with a population of nearly seven million people. About 600,000 commuters
arrive in the city daily to conduct business. Annually more than over 16 million conventioneers,
tourists and business travelers visit the Bay Area, bringing approximately $6.5 billion into the San
Francisco economy. Among the important corporations maintaining the ir headquarters in the region
are Levi Strauss and The Gap, Bank of America and Wells Fargo Bank, Chevron, The Transamerica
Corporation and Bechtel.
The city's key employment concentrations are in personal and business services, representing 45% of
employment in 2000. Other important sectors include retail and wholesale trade, transportation,
communication, and utilities (see Table 1 ["San Francisco Jobs by Industry Type (History and
5

This measure from Census 2000 places San Francisco at its largest population level in its history. Its prior
census-based peak was reached in 1950 (775,357), after which the city contracted in size through the 1980
census (678,974) until it began expanding again. The city's population has roughly doubled in size since much
of its physical building stock was destroyed in the 1906 earthquake and fire.

4

Projections, 1990-2010) "]). Manufacturing plays a significant economic role in the city's recovering
high-tech industry. Construction jobs have grown by almost 21 percent during the 1990s, fueled by a
dramatic increase in commercial development during the economic boom of the mid- to late-1990s.
A. Homeownership.
One might argue that low rates of homeownership are an important symptom of unaffordability, but
such rates are naturally lower in cities than in suburbs and rural areas. A city full of young
professionals and entry-level workers, San Francisco has exceptionally low homeownership rates
compared to other urban centers (see accompanying tables). In
Percent Owner-Occupied Units
2000, fewer than thirty-five percent of the city's households
1990
2000
were occupied by their owners, compared to 66 percent in the Chicago
41.5%
43.8%
United States overall and 57 percent in California. Dallas
44.1%
43.2%
Significantly, the statewide rate gives California the 48th Detroit
52.9%
54.9%
lowest homeownership rate in Census 2000, ahead of only
Philadelphia
62.0%
59.3%
Hawaii (55.2%) and New York (53.4%). For this reason, the San Francisco 34.5%
35.0%
city's tenants are numerous enough that they are regularly
Seattle
48.9%
48.4%
organized into a formidable political constituency favoring rent
Source: US Census
control and affordable housing development. Given the city's
attraction as a destination generally, as well as the recent fluctuations in the regional economy and the
highly educated nature of its population, it is hardly surprising that rental occupancy is a more popular
choice for its households than in many urban centers around the country. From a policy standpoint,
programs aimed at increasing homeownership rates may go a long way toward relieving affordability
challenges generally.
Homeownership rates across the city, in comparison the state and national levels, are depicted in
Figure 1 ["Homeownership Rates in San Francisco Neighborhoods, 1990-2000"] and shown
geographically, for the 2000 Census only, in Map 2 ["Homeownership Rates, 2000"]. The areas of
San Francisco with the highest ownership rates feature levels comparable to the national average. The
outlying South Central district – encompassing neighborhoods like Excelsior and Crocker Amazon
which, by local standards, are relatively affordable – has a homeownership rate of 67.4 percent, barely
higher than the national average of 66 percent. The areas with the lowest home ownership rates are
clustered around the northeast quarter of the city, near the downtown area. Many of these
neighborhoods are dense in population and development and feature large numbers of downtown
workers commuting to the city's financial district on public transportation, bicycle, and even on foot.
It is counterintuitive to some that homeownership rates by neighborhood can be inversely related to
median income levels. For instance, per capita income in San Francisco's South Bayshore
neighborhoods is only $14,042 per year compared to a citywide average of $34,111, yet the
homeownership rate of that economically distressed area is substantially higher than the city average.
It is not uncommon for high proportions of family wealth to be concentrated in an owned home in
lower-income neighborhoods. By contrast, the Northeast district has a per capita income of $42,245
and a home ownership rate of just 16.3 percent, less than half of the citywide rate. At a per capita
monthly rental of $512, most owners are better off utilizing their properties in places like North Beach
and Russian Hill as sources of revenue rather than residences. Low homeownership rates within
neighborhoods represent a relatively more common choice among owners to maintain the lifestyle of
an absentee landlord.
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B. Mobility.
Most Americans insist on visiting San Francisco during their lifetimes, and indeed many find it
difficult to leave once they have tasted all it has to offer. At the same time, something about the nature
of life in the city, and the kinds of individuals and families it attracts, keeps it a relatively mobile
place. Whether their stays are measured in periods of days or years, the city's residents are mostly in
the younger phases of their careers, living predominantly in small households without children. The
share of the population that lived in San Francisco for five years or more before Census 2000 (74%) is
somewhat lower than the percentage of same-county residents in the United States (79%) and
California (81%) (see Table 2 ["Mobility, by Neighborhood, 2000"]). Moves between houses in the
city are not as prominent. As shown in the accompanying
Location of 1995 Residence (2000)
table, within the city just 54.2 percent of residents lived in the
Number Percent
same home as five years ago, a level comparable to the
In San Francisco
United States (also 54 percent) and higher than the statewide
Same House
403,806
54.2%
rate within California (50 percent). The highest levels of
Different House
147,006
19.7%
residential stability appear in the blue-collar neighborhoods Outside San Francisco
to the south, including areas with traditionally moderate
California
75,766
10.2%
incomes and high homeownership rates. The most mobile
Other U.S. State
neighborhoods were Buena Vista (41 percent in the same
Northeast
24,363
3.3%
home five years ago), Downtown (39 percent) and South of
Midwest
14,147
1.9%
Market (42 percent). Within the five years preceding Census
South
17,473
2.3%
2000, nearly thirty percent of current San Francisco residents
West
13,346
1.8%
had relocated to the city, including some twenty percent from
Outside of US
49,743
6.7%
outside California , and seven percent internationally. Total
745,650
100.0%
Newcomers from abroad arrive in the immigrant-rich city at
Source: Census 2000
almost double the national rate.
In comparison with other cities in our sample, San Francisco was among the least mobile of places in
1990, with just 48% of its residents reporting that they lived in the same house five years previously
(see Table 3 ["Comparison of Residential Migration Patterns, 1990-2000"]). However, while other
relatively mobile places like Dallas and Seattle remained that way over the following decade, San
Francisco's residents grew more stationary, and its same-house-5-years-prior level of 54% brings it
even with historically less mobile places like Chicago, but still more prone to inter- and intracity
relocation than older industrial locations like Philadelphia (62%) and Detroit (60%). Similarly, San
Francisco's proportion of internationally relocated residents is now less than Dallas. And while
domestic intrastate movers still constitute a substantial share of the city's population (more than 9% in
2000), Seattle leads the way among our sample of comparison cities, being a perennial favorite for
newcomers from other states (representing some 14% of its population in 2000).
C. Age and Family Structure.
San Francisco is remarkable in a number of respects with regard to the age of its population (see
Figures 2 ["Aging of San Francisco Population, 1990-2000"] and 3 ["Age Distributions: US,
California, and San Francisco"]). The city has a relatively low number of children and an unusually
high number of residents between the ages of 25 and 40. People aged between 25 and 40 years make
up almost 25 percent of the city's population, compared with only about 14 percent within California
and throughout the United States. The scarcity of young children, despite the high number of adults of
child-rearing age, is associated with higher career mobility, less stable household formation and lower
rates of first-time homebuying. The proportion of individuals in each age category above 40 are
similar for San Francisco and the rest of the nation, although San Francisco does have slightly higher
proportion of residents above the age of 70 (10.3 percent) than the U.S. overall (9.1 percent).
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This age pattern is not a particularly new phenomenon. In 1990 the city had a similarly high
proportion of 25 to 40 year olds and relatively low number of children per family. The percentage of
the city's population made up of children declined slightly during the 1990s, although no age-group
under 19 years of age declined by more than one percent. The largest change in the age of the city's
population during the 1990s was the increase in the percentage of 45 to 54 year old residents. That
age-group grew from 10.8 percent of the population to 13.6 percent.
Within the city, many age-groups are distributed relatively evenly across neighborhoods, particularly
those over 35 years of age. The city's large population of 20-to-34 year olds is most concentrated in
the central and northeastern neighborhoods. The Buena Vista neighborhoods have the highest
proportion of 25-to-34 year olds at 44.2 percent, followed by the Marina (40.1 percent), Western
Addition (39.5) and the Mission (37.7). The Marina and Buena Vista areas are mostly white, highly
educated and affluent, with fewer families. The Mission and Western Addition, by contrast, have
relatively large minority populations and higher poverty rates. The areas with the lowest proportion of
residents between ages 25 and 34 are South Bayshore (20.8 percent), South Central (22.8), and
Ingleside (23.9), all neighborhoods along the southern edge of the city, with large numbers of families
and high homeownership rates.
D. Households, Families, and Children.
The US Census Bureau gathers information on living arrangements based on what it calls the
"householder." The householder is the individual in a household primarily responsible for rent or
ownership expenses or, if no such person is present, any adult household member.
Married couples (with children and otherwise) are concentrated in the city's southern neighborhoods,
where family households are most common (see Table 4 ["Household Types by Neighborhood,
2000"]. In the South Central neighborhood, for example, 55 percent of householders are married
couples, followed by Outer Sunset (50 percent) and Ingleside (47 percent). Married couples constitute
a much smaller share of households in the city's wealthier central neighborhoods, including Downtown
(16 percent), Buena Vista (17 percent) and Western Addition (18 percent). The Marina and Northeast
neighborhoods have noticeable differences between the number of married couple households with
children and those without. The Northeast district is slightly higher than the city average in the
proportion of married couple households without children (21 percent), but much lower than the city
average for married couples without children (8 percent). The Marina district follows a similar yet less
pronounced pattern, suggesting that such neighborhoods are not viewed as especially desirable places
to raise children.
The city as a whole has relatively few children compared to state and national averages. Just 14.6
percent of its population was age 18 or less in 2000, while California 's rate of 27.2% is in fact slightly
higher than the U.S. over all (25.6%). Less than 5% of San Francisco's population is infants and
toddlers younger than school age. The highest proportion of the city's children lives in its blue-collar
and depressed areas, particularly those with pronounced Hispanic and African-American
concentrations (e.g., South Central, South Bayshore, and the Mission). Average family size in those
neighborhoods approaches four individuals, the national average family size being slightly less than
3.25.
San Francisco has fewer single -parent families than the national and state averages, although this is
not surprising given that the city has fewer families overall. The impoverished South Bayshore district
has an unusually high proportion of households headed by single mothers (16 percent compared to the
city average of 3 percent), as well as family households without children headed by single women
(15 percent compared to a city average of 5 percent).

7

A remarkable 64 percent of households in the Downtown area comprise only one person. This district,
particularly in the depressed Tenderloin neighborhood east of the city's Financial District, has a large
number of high-density apartment buildings, composed primarily of small studio and one-bedroom
apartments in condominiums marketed to professionals and technical workers. Many poor and
formally homeless individuals live in Downtown and South of Market, in single-room occupancy hotel
rooms. Single -person households are relatively rare in the city's southern neighborhoods , such as
South Bayshore (17 percent) and South Central
Same-Sex Partner Households by Neighborhood
(16 percent). Those neighborhoods are generally
1 Richmond
1.1% 10 South Bayshore 1.3%
denser, with more single -family homes.
2 Marina

1.3% 11 Bernal Heights

5.7%

2.0%
Nonfamily households with more than two people are
1.4% 13 Ingleside
2.4%
most common in the central part of the city, 4 Downtown
5
Western
Addition
14
Inner
Sunset
2.6%
1.7%
particularly in the Buena Vista (33 percent of
6
Buena
Vista
15
Outer
Sunset
7.2%
1.2%
households) and Central (27 percent) neighborhoods.
These unusually patterns can be accounted for in part 7 Central
9.2% City Total
2.7%
by the fact that these two areas have the largest gay
8 Mission
3.5% California
0.6%
and lesbian populations in the city, and indeed a 9 South of Market 3.3% United States
0.9%
greater concentration of such households than most
Source: US Census
places in the country. The heart of the Castro neighborhood - the center of the city's large lesbian, gay,
bisexual and transgender community - is located in the northern portion of the Central neighborhood.
The neighborhood extends throughout much of that district and north into the Buena Vista district.
3 Northeast

0.9% 12 South Central

E. Crowding. Tight, expensive housing markets can lead to overcrowding of housing units, as more
individuals live together to afford escalating prices. Overcrowding can be measured by calculating the
average number of occupants per room, an indicator of an area's general capacity to accommodate its
population within its housing stock. The Census Bureau records the number of rooms used for general
living purposes in each housing unit, including bedrooms, living rooms, and dining rooms, but
excluding kitchens, bathrooms, unfinished basements, storage spaces, and certain other functional
areas. On the one hand, incrementally greater crowding may represent more efficient use of scarce
housing resources but, at high enough levels, overcrowding can reduce housing quality and even pose
public health problems.
Between 1990 and 2000, the number of residents per room increased substantially in both San
Francisco and California as a whole (see Table 5 ["Persons Per Room, 1990-2000"]. San Francisco
went from .52 residents per room to .58 residents per room, increasing at twice the national rate. The
city is comparable to California in average persons per room, but both are nearly 25 percent more
crowded than the national average. Each of San Francisco's districts increased in the number of
residents per room during the 1990s, although the increase was distributed unevenly across the city.
Crowding increased most in Downtown (0.22 more persons per room), South Bayshore (+0.14) and
South Central (+0.11). Each of these districts, and the Mission, have over 0.75 residents per room,
placing them at more than sixty percent over the national average. Each of these districts is also
characterized by relatively high poverty rates and high proportions of non-white or Hispanic/Latino
residents. The least crowded areas of the city were the Marina (0.41 persons per room), the Central
(0.43), Buena Vista (0.46) and Inner Sunset (0.46) neighborhoods, all relatively affluent areas with
highly educated, predominantly white and Asian populations. Each of these areas experienced
relatively slow growth in crowding dur ing the 1990s.
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F. Income and Poverty.
Real incomes in San Francisco rose dramatically over the last 30 years. As shown in the
accompanying figure, in 1979 San Francisco's median income was below that of both Califor nia and
the United States. Over the next twenty years it grew to over $55,000, surpassing California by
$7,700. The areas of the city with the highest per capita incomes in 1999 (as reflected in Census
2000) were Marina, Central, Buena Vista, and South of Market (see Table 6 ["Per Capita Income by
Neighborhood, 1989-1999"], Map 3
["Income , 1999"] and Map 4 ["Income
Median Income, 1969-1999 (in 1999 Dollars)
Growth, 1989-1999"]). The first three
$60,000
of these areas were also among the
$55,000
highest in the city in 1989, and each
$50,000
San Francisco
experienced a nearly 50 percent
$45,000
California
increase in its median income during
United States
the 1990s. Per capita income in South
$40,000
of Market jumped 103 percent from
$35,000
$23,287 to $47,360. This massive
$30,000
increase is associated with the
1969
1979
1989
1999
construction of large amounts of new,
high-priced housing in South Beach and other areas, as well as the concentration of "live-work"-style
loft units built in the city. The new housing in the South of Market area accompanies other major
transformations over the past decade, including construction of Pacific Bell Park and the renovation of
former industrial spaces to accommodate high-tech offices during the peak of the city's technologyfueled economic boom.
Lower incomes with sluggish growth, and the highest poverty rates in the city, are concentrated in
depressed areas like South Bayshore, encompassing the Bayview and Hunter's Point neighborhoods
(see Figure 4 ["Poverty by Neighborhood, 1990-2000"] and Map 5 ["Poverty Rates, 2000]). Poverty
rates are highest in the eastern and southeastern parts of the city. The Downtown area, with an overall
poverty rate of 25 percent, contains the Tenderloin and Mid-Market neighborhoods, both of which are
characterized by high population densit ies and comparatively small average housing unit sizes,
including large numbers of residential hotels. The Mission, a historically working class neighborhood
with a large Hispanic population, saw a dramatic decline in poverty over the last decade, but remains
well above the city average. South Bayshore, which has the highest proportion of African-American
residents in the city (46 percent), also saw a notable decline in its poverty rate during the 1990s, but
remains one of the city's poorest neighborhoods. The city's western neighborhoods such as the
Richmond and Sunset, have lower poverty rates. Those neighborhoods are also characterized by
relatively low population density, high home ownership rates, and large numbers of residents in
families. Other neighborhoods with low poverty rates include the Marina and the Central
Neighborhood, both of which are predominantly white and relatively affluent.
While San Francisco has its share of households in dire economic straits, it is important to note that
poverty is less pervasive within the city than in many other parts of the country. In 2000, 11.4 percent
of the city's residents were in poverty, compared with 12.4 percent in the United States overall and
14.2 percent on California. In both 1990 and 2000 the city's
Poverty Rates
poverty rate compared favorably with other cities included in this
1990
2000
study (see accompanying table ). In 2000, for example, the Chicago
21.6%
19.6%
18.0%
17.8%
poverty rate in San Francisco was less than half that of Detroit or Dallas
Detroit
32.4%
26.1%
Philadelphia, and substantially lower than other cities such as
Philadelphia
20.3%
22.9%
Chicago and Dallas. Certainly there are households in San San Francisco 12.7%
11.3%
Francisco with similar economic circumstances, even those Seattle
12.4%
11.8%
Source: US Census
regularly bordering on homelessness. Indeed, there are significant
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concentration of poverty households in specific areas of the city, such as the Tenderloin and
Bayview/Hunter's Point. But such households are certainly less prevale nt than in a number of larger,
older, more industrial cities in the northeast and midwest regions of the nation.
G. Homelessness.
The city's homeless problem has been well known nationally for some time. The administration of
Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. has aggressively attempted to remove homeless individuals from visible
street locations, viewing homelessness both as a desperate social service need and a threat to the city's
business and commercial environment. The quality of life for short-term visitors, so critical to the
tourism-based economy, often seems to take precedence in local policy over improving conditions for
the poor and mentally disabled who call San Francisco home but lack any permanent address other
than street corners and shelters.
The extent of the homeless population in San Francisco cannot be known with any real certainty.
Homeless individuals and families are, by definition, difficult to locate and therefore difficult to count
precisely. Moreover, homelessness is not a static condition; whether an individual is even minimally
housed depends on financial and other factors which can change frequently. A jobless person living in
a shelter may locate short term employment and move to a single -room occupancy hotel briefly, only
to end up back on the street when the job terminates.
Coping as best it can with these challenges, the city has created a regular tracking system by which it
could measure the nature and extent of homelessness. Its Mayor's Office on Homelessness conducts
an in-depth annual count of individuals or families lacking "fixed, regular and adequate nighttime
residence," and instead are located in one or more of the
Where SF's
Treatment
following: shelter, street, vehicle, makeshift, doubled-up, and
Homeless Live
15%
6
transitiona l. City workers and volunteers are dispatched, on foot
Transitional
and in automobiles, throughout the city to identify and count
2%
persons sheltered in these various circumstances. Its most
recently tabulated count took place on October 29, 2002.
Street
52%

The 2002 count identified a total of 8,640 homeless individuals,
Shelter
31%
the equivalent of about 1.1% of the city's population (764,049).
Those administering the count determine gender and age status
Source: SF Mayor's Office on Homelessness.
only where it is relatively certain; the 2002 count identified
among the homeless 4,926 men, 1,936 women, and 385 children. The accompanying figure shows a
breakdown of where homeless individuals are located: on the streets, where more than half of the
city's homeless live; in shelters for single adults and families; in treatment beds at hospitals and
residential care facilities; and in subsidized transitional housing.
H. Race and Ethnicity.
In many respects San Francisco lives up to its reputation for diversity. The city has a much lower
proportion of white residents than the national average, and a large and growing Asian population (see
Table 7 ["Race and Ethnicity, 1990-2000"]). Although the Hispanic/Latino population is much smaller
in San Francisco than in other parts of the state (particularly Southern California ), it is still higher than
the nation as a whole. Over the 1990s the pluralistic racial makeup of the city remained rather stable,
with slight losses in the white and African-American populations and accompanying growth among
Asian and Hispanic groups.

6

This definition, the methodology for the annual count, and annual data, are accessible via the Mayor's Office on
Homelessness website at http://sfgov.org/site/homeless_index.asp?id=119.
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Many non-white racial groups are distributed unevenly throughout the city (see Table 8 ["Race and
Ethnicity by Neighborhood, 1990-2000"]). As in many urban areas, African-American population is
concentrated disproportionately in only a handful of neighborhoods. The South Bayshore
neighborhood has the highest concentration of African-Americans (46 percent), followed by the
Western Addition (19 percent) and South of Market (14 percent). The proportion of African
Americans in all three of these districts declined sharply between 1990 and 2000, in line with the
overall citywide trend. In fact, the proportion of African-Americans declined in every single planning
district over the past decade, though the decline was more pronounced in areas with large African
American populations.
San Francisco's large Asian population is concentrated in two locations: the western half of the city
and in Chinatown, near the urban core in the Northeast and Downtown neighborhoods. Chinatown
was originally the heart of the Chinese community in San Francisco, but over the last several decades
the Chinese population, along with other Asian groups, has grown steadily in the city's western and
southern neighborhoods, such as the Richmond, Sunset, Ingleside and South Central areas.
Hispanic s and Latinos are concentrated in the Mission and the nearby Bernal Heights and South
Central districts. The Mission was once home to a large working class white population, but in recent
decades has become the geographic heart of the city's Hispanic/Latino population. Although the city's
Hispanic/Latino population grew during the 1990s, it did not grow as quickly as those in other parts of
the country. The proportion of the city's residents that are Hispanic/Latino increased by 1.2 percentage
points, a slower rate of growth than the United States overall (3.9) and California (8.0). The areas
experiencing the largest growth in Hispanic/Latino population were the South Bayshore and
Downtown neighborhoods.
I. Education.
The Bay Area has long prided itself as center of highbrow intellectual and scholarly activity, both in
terms of its world-class universities and its leadership in technological innovation. By any reasonable
measure, San Francisco's population is highly educated. As shown in Table 9 ["Percentage of
Population with Bachelor's Degree or Higher"], in 2000 forty-five percent of the city's residents over
the age of twenty-five had completed undergraduate degrees or beyond, nearly twice the rate of
twenty-four percent nationwide. This level represents a recent spurt in the educational attainment of
the region's population, perhaps due to the influx of talent during the dot-com boom.
During the 1990s there was remarkable growth in the city's college-educated population; the
proportion of residents with at least a bachelor's degree rose by almost ten percent, more than twice the
education rise of the United States population and three times that of California. All fifteen of the
city's planning-district neighborhoods experienced an increase in the percentage of college-educated
residents during the 1990s. The areas with the highest proportions of college-educated residents in
2000 were the Marina (76 percent), Buena Vista (66 percent), and the Central area (65 percent), all of
which are relatively affluent areas with large white populations.
The proportion of college-educated residents in each of these districts grew more rapidly than the city
average between 1990 and 2000. The least educated areas in the city in 2000 were South Bayshore
(12 percent), South Central (21 percent), and Downtown (28 percent). The growth of the collegeeducated population in each of these districts was slower than the city average between 1990 and
2000. The economically distressed South Bayshore and South Central districts are the only two areas
of the city with a lower proportion of college-educated residents than the United States as a whole. As
in most cities, educational attainment and income track one another geographically: the correlation
among San Francisco's neighborhoods between median incomes and proportion of the population with
a bachelor's degree or higher exceeds 0.9.
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J. Commuting.
As shown in the accompanying map of county boundaries and major roadways, the San Francisco Bay
Area is a highly interconnected region. While the majority of jobs are concentrated in the region's
three urban centers – San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose – many residents commute across city and
county lines to their places of employment. San Francisco is connected to Alameda County (which
includes Oakland and Berkeley) and San Mateo County on the peninsula to the south by interstate
highways and regional public transit systems. Some high-tech workers consider San Francisco their
"bedroom community," preferring the amenities of city life and the cross-commute south towards San
Mateo County and the Silicon Valley. Despite the relatively small geography of the city itself (less
than 50 square miles), San Franciscans face an average commute (30.7 minutes) in the congested Bay
Area. This level is about twenty percent longer than the average commute-time nationally (25.5
minutes) and eleven percent longer than the statewide average in California (27.7 minutes), which of
course includes the Los Angeles basin.
San Francisco and Surrounding Cities and Counties

Those living in the outlying Richmond and Sunset districts have the longest commute times in the city
(see Table 10 ["Commuting Characteristics by Neighborhood, 2000"]). These areas are farthest from
downtown and other regional job centers. At various junctions, crosstown commuters find themselves
competing for scarce space on surface streets with traffic inflows of the arterial freeways delivering
travelers from the suburbs of San Mateo and Marin Counties, as well as the East Bay. Historically, the
city has resisted building numerous crosstown elevated or sunken expressways. Instead, after
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Counties Where
San Franciscans Work
San Francisco
76.9%
San Mateo
10.3%
Alameda
5.0%
Santa Clara
3.8%
Marin
1.5%
Contra Costa
1.1%
Other
1.3%

extended political battles the city demolished two key intraurban freeways the Central and the Embarcadero - damaged or rendered vulnerable by the
Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989. 7

The remaining interstates are those leading in and out of town, to the
peninsula to the south, Marin to the north, and to the East Bay. Within the
city, east-west traffic routes are particularly underserved and therefore
congested during rush-hour periods. Average commute lengths are
Where San Francisco's
distributed relatively evenly throughout the city. More San Franciscans
Workers Live
work at home than the national average of 3.83 percent, particularly in the
San Francisco
54.8%
city's central neighborhoods such as the Buena Vista, Central, South of
Alameda
12.3%
San Mateo
12.2%
Market, and Inner Sunset Neighborhoods, along with the highly affluent
Contra Costa
8.4%
and educated Marina.
Marin
5.3%
Solano
Sonoma
Santa Clara
Other

1.8%
1.4%
1.4%
2.5%

As shown in the accompanying tables, a vast majority (77 percent) of San
Francisco's working residents are employed within the city itself, which is
unsurprising given that San Francisco is a major regional job center and a
very attractive place to live. The most common
Commuting Characteristics By City, 1990-2000
destination for commuters is San Mateo (10.3
Average Travel
% Working at
percent), followed by Alameda County (5 percent).
Time to Work
Home
(Minutes)
Fewer than 4 percent of the city's working residents
1990
2000
1990
2000
commute to Santa Clara County (which contains San Chicago
31.5
35.2
1.7%
2.4%
Jose and Silicon Valley), and only 1.5 percent work Dallas
24.0
26.9
2.2%
2.8%
24.7
28.4
1.1%
1.8%
in Marin County, on the other side of the Golden Detroit
Philadelphia
27.4
32.0
1.8%
1.9%
Gate Bridge. However, San Francisco has more jobs San Francisco
26.9
30.7
3.8%
4.6%
22.0
24.8
3.8%
4.6%
than can be filled by its own residents, and many of Seattle
Source: US Census
the city's workers commute from outside the county.
San Francisco residents make up 54.8 percent of the city's workforce; the rest is composed of
commuters from elsewhere, including Alameda (12.3 percent), San Mateo (12.2 percent), and Contra
Costa (5.3 percent) counties. Just as few San Franciscans commute to Santa Clara County, only 1.4
percent of the city's workforce comes from Santa Clara.
When San Francisco commute patterns are compared to other cities around the country, interesting
trends emerge. Commute lengths in San Francisco are mid-range, but the city has an unusually high
percentage of workers, equivalent to the Seattle market. And whether a commuter lives in the West,
Midwest, South or East, average commute time is continuing to grow. Even for cities like Seattle and
San Francisco – featuring substantial, growing numbers of workers working out of their homes or
telecommuting – the amount of time workers spend
Violent Crimes per 100,000 Residents, 1997-2001
traveling to and from work each day increases, as does
Murder
Rape Robbery Assault
congestion.
Chicago
121
**
3,781
5,590
Dallas
Detroit
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Seattle

99
214
112
40
37

304
415
294
147
180

2,923
4,031
3,665
2,526
1,576

3,749
6,703
3,170
1,971
2,214

K. Crime.
As shown in Figure 5 ["California Crime Index, 19922001"], like other cities in California, San Francisco's **not tracked
Source: FBI Uniform Crime Reporting Data
crime rates exceed the state average. However, the city's
crime rate has roughly tracked that of Sacramento and Los Angeles as the state has witnessed a
substantial decrease in violent criminal activity over the last decade. Generally San Francisco has the
reputation of being a relatively safe place given its size, regional significance and economic
7

An interesting resource on Bay Area transportation issues is "San Francisco Cityscape – The On-Line Journal
of Bay Area Urban Design" at http://www.sfcityscape.com.
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concentration. In a recent survey of the "Best Walking Cities" around the nation, San Francisco
ranked second (behind New York City) on such criteria as public safety and was honored for having
the lowest crime rate overall. 8 The accompanying table places San Francisco among our comparison
cities in reported violent crime over the most recently measured five-year period. An east-west divide
is clearly evident, with places like San Francisco and Seattle being considerably safer than their
counterparts elsewhere.
The next section of the report analyzes the nature of San Francisco's housing stock.
III. Hous ing Stock Characteristics
A. Year Built.
Despite its relative youth as a city among the nation's urban areas, San Francisco's housing stock is
relatively old compared to national standards. The miraculous reconstruction of the city after the 1906
earthquake and fire proceeded quickly, and a substantial building boom gradually covered most of the
city's buildable land in relatively short order. As the
Historical Population of San Francisco
accompanying table shows, the city essentially reached its
2000
776,733
1920
506,676
current population by 1950, and in 50 years has since
1990
723,959
1910
416,912
1980
678,974
1900
342,782
contracted and expanded again to reach mid-century levels.
1970
715,674
1890
298,997
According to Census 2000 [see Figure 6, "Age of Residential
1960
740,316
1880
233,959
Structures"], nearly half of San Francisco's existing housing
1950
775,357
1870
149,473
units are now located in structures which were built before
1940
634,536
1860
56,802
1930
634,394
1852
34,776
1940. By comparison, less than 10 percent of the nation's
Source: US Census
housing and less than 15 percent of California 's occupy
structures that old. As shown in Figure 7 ["San Francisco Population and Housing Units, 19402000"], the city's housing stock has expanded gradually , even as the city's population has fluctuated by
nearly twenty percent during the same period.
However, since 1940, San Francisco has shown signs of reaching an outer limit in its housing-stock
capacity. Seismic restrictions prevent the upward "Manhattanization" of downtown and keep
maximum building limits under ten stories in most of the city. Available land grew scarce, the
construction market continually shrunk, and building restrictions grew more stringent. This pattern is
quite different from California and the United States overall, both of which had more housing units
built during the 1970s than any other previous decade. In all but three of the city's planning districts,
the last decade's construction represents less than five percent of the housing stock reported in
Census 2000 [see Table 11, "Recent Housing Construction in San Francisco Neighborhoods"; Map 6
("New Housing Units, 1990-2000") & Map 7 ("Proportional Growth in Housing Units, Since 1990")].
Much of the city's recent housing construction has been concentrated in rapidly changing
neighborhoods in the eastern half of the city. The South of Market area ("Soma") has experienced a
profound transformation over the past two decades. Occupied historically by deteriorating housing
and light industrial and commercial uses, the district hosts a redevelopment zone established in the
1970s. Currently Soma is in ascendancy culturally, following completion of Yerba Buena Center,
Moscone Convention Center, the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, numerous major hotels and
other important civic institutions. In addition, the South Beach neighborhood was transformed by new
investment during the 1990s , including the new Pacific Bell Park baseball stadium and expanded
public transit. Large numbers of new housing units have been constructed in the revitalized area
around Pacific Bell Park and the Moscone Center, making the South of Market neighborhood's

8

"Best Walking City," APMA Prevention Magazine, April 2003: http://www.apma.org/citywalks/topcities.htm.
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housing stock one of the newest in the city. Many "live-work" housing units – lofts located in
formerly commercial and industrial spaces - were also built in the area during the 1990s.
The South of Market neighborhood is now home to over 70% of the live-work units completed
through 2000. 9 The area will continue to accommodate large amounts of new housing as its
transformation continues and new neighborhoods emerge in the Rincon Hill and Mission Bay areas in
the coming years. The Western Addition neighborhood also contains a major redevelopment area
where a large amount of housing was demolished after the 1980s and replaced with newer buildings,
many of them mid-rise or high-rise residential towers. The area continues to be a primary location for
new housing in the city. Relatively little new construction has occurred in the lower-density areas in
the northern and western parts of the city. These areas contain little opportunity for large-scale new
development, as they are zoned for lower densities and lack the underutilized industrial and residential
areas that have allowed new housing construction in eastern neighborhoods.
Data compiled from the San Francisco Planning Department indicate that, after 1987 and well into the
1990s, housing developers in the city proposed fewer and fewer new residential units, leading to a lull
in construction from which the city has not yet recovered (see Figure 9 ["Residential Building Permits
and New Construction, 1987-2000"]). From 1992 to 1995, no more than 1,000 units were proposed
annually, and since that time, rarely has the completion rate exceeded 1,000 units.
B. Structure and Size.
San Francisco's relatively high-density development makes the composition of its housing stock
somewhat unusual. The city maintains a high proportion of its overall housing stock in multi-unit
buildings (see Figure 10 ["Units in Structure: US, California, and San Francisco"]). During the 1990s,
quantities of single -family housing and midsize apartment buildings having five to nine units remained
stable. Growth in the stock overall was limited and occurred primarily in duplex and small building
(two to four units) and large condominium10 high-rise
Single-Family Share of Stock
developments (ten units and more) (see Figure 11
1990
2000
["Composition of Housing Stock by Building Type, 1990Chicago
26.1%
28.2%
2000"]).
Nearly two thirds of the housing units in California and the
United States are single -family homes,11 while only one third of
homes in San Francisco are single -family. In essence this means
a more varied stock by building type, compared with many other
9

Dallas

47.9%

48.4%

Detroit

65.9%

69.9%

Philadelphia

67.5%

68.2%

San Francisco

31.7%

32.1%

Seattle

53.0%

51.3%

Source: US Census

As of 2002, the great majority of such live-work loft-style units were located or planned primarily in South of
Market and the Mission, with several others scattered in Downtown and other areas (see Figure 8 ["Live-Work
Units by Neighborhood, 2002"].
10
Like in other metropolitan centers, the conversion of units in rental tenure to condominium status is strictly
regulated by the city. Any effort by the real estate market to liberalize the number of conversions allowed each
year is met with stiff opposition by tenants' advocates, arguing that losses in the rental stock constrict supply and
inevitably lead to less affordable rents. The countervailing view is that a regular supply of new and converted
condominiums is critically important in unaffordable markets, especially for first-time homebuyers. During the
period from 1987 to 2000, conversions in San Francisco were never allowed to exceed four hundred annually
and have remained essentially flat. However, recent construction has added to the condominium stock
substantially, particularly since 1998 (see Figure 12 ["Condominiums, New Construction and Conversions,
1987-2000"]).
11
These estimates are conservative and should be interpreted with care. The Census Bureau counts separately
those single-family housing units found in detached units and those sharing a common wall, like some
townhouse developments. The figures reported here combine these categories, treating the cumulative number
as "single-family housing."
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cities and certainly differing from surrounding suburban and rural development patterns. 33% of the
housing units in San Francisco are in buildings of ten or more units, compared to only 13 percent in
the United States and 17 percent in California. Interestingly, compared with our five metropolitan
centers elsewhere in the country, the proportion of single -family detached housing in San Francisco is
lower everywhere than Chicago, and these rankings have remained relatively consistent in the last two
decennial census samples (see accompanying table). Map 8 ["Single -Family Housing Units (% of
Total) "] shows San Francisco to have a geographical arrangement of housing typical in central cities,
with barely any single -family units downtown but a predominance thereof in the outlying
neighborhoods. A neighborhood bucking this trend is the Richmond district, on the avenues north of
Golden Gate Park. Many parts of the Richmond resemble denser neighborhoods like North Beach, the
Mission and Noe Valley, and in the 2000 Census only 28.9% of its structures represented single family units.
Housing units in San Francisco tend to be smaller than the national average. The Census Bureau
counts the number of rooms in each housing unit, including bedrooms, living rooms, and other rooms
used for general living purposes, but excluding bathrooms, kitchens, entryways and other rooms not
used as primary living spaces. San Francisco averages 3.95 rooms per housing unit, compared with
5.46 nationally and 4.85 in California (see Figure 13 ["Rooms per Housing Unit, 2000"]). The areas
of the city with the highest number of rooms per housing unit are in the western and southern parts of
the city. These outlying neighborhoods, including the Inner Sunset (5.04 rooms/unit), Ingleside
(5.01), Outer Sunset (4.72), and South Central (4.69) districts all have large numbers of families and
lower population densities than the city average (see Map 9 ["Rooms Per Unit, 2000"]). These were
San Francisco's original suburbs, even though they were annexed as part of the city itself.
Districts with low numbers of rooms per housing unit, such as Downtown (1.65), Northeast (3.02), and
South of Market (3.23) are concentrated near the more densely developed urban core in the northeast
portion of the city. The Downtown neighborhood is home to many of the city's residential hotels, as
well as large buildings with mostly studio and one-bedroom apartments. The Northeast
Neighborhood, while much more affluent than the Downtown District, has one of the highest
population densities in the city, and is home to many small, densely packed apartments in Chinatown,
North Beach and Russian Hill.
C. Vacancy Rates.
Vacancy rates in San Francisco are generally lower than those in other housing markets, particular for
rental housing, and certainly more volatile . Between 1986 and 2002, vacancy rates for rental units
were consistently lower than the national average for metropolitan areas (see Figure 14 ["Vacancy
Rates, San Francisco and National, 1986-2002"]). During this period, national metropolitan vacancy
rates for rental units remained, for the most part, between seven and eight percent. By contrast, the San
Francisco Metropolitan Statistical Area (including San Mateo and Marin Counties) reached a high of
six percent in 1993 and a low of less than two percent in 1997. Homeowner vacancies in the San
Francisco MSA are also often lower than the national average. Despite rising relative to the national
average in the early 1990s, homeowner vacancie s remained
Vacancy Rates
substantially below the national average throughout the economic
1990
2000
boom in the latter half of the decade, sometimes approaching zeroChicago
9.5%
7.9%
percent. Housing economists agree that a cushion-proportion of
Dallas
13.6%
6.7%
vacancies is necessary for healthy market function - otherwise
Detroit
8.8%
10.3%
supplies have difficulty equilibrating amid sudden demand changes or
Philadelphia
10.6% 10.9%
exogenous shocks.
The city's low vacancy is also evident when compared to particular
cities around the country (see accompanying table). San Francisco's
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San Francisco

7.0%

4.9%

Seattle

5.0%

4.4%

Source: US Census

overall vacancy rate in 2000 was almost half that of Detroit and Philadelphia, cities which have
experienced substantial population loss since their peaks in the middle of the 20th century. In this
respect San Francisco is most comparable to Seattle among our intercity sample, which had a lower
vacancy rate in both 1990 and 2000. 12
Without exception, vacancy rates declined in each San Francisco neighborhood during the 1990s.
This trend is consistent with both the California and national housing markets, although the decline is
more pronounced in some areas of the city than others (see Figure 15 ["Vacancy Rates by
Neighborhood, 1990-2000"]). Most significantly, structure vacancy rates fell substantially in both
Downtown and South of Market, due to new residential development, increased economic vitality, and
perhaps increased saturation of the marketplace in other areas.
D. Rent and Value: A Picture of Housing Capital.
One way to depict the city's housing stock is as a capital asset deployed in varying concentration by
neighborhood. Census Bureau collects data reflecting rents paid by tenants and values reported by
owner-occupants. These amounts are reported in the aggregate at various levels of geography, as are
the total number of housing units. Due to the heterogeneity of homes and apartments (e.g., size,
quality, neighborhood location, etc.), it becomes necessary to standardize these figures in some way.
For example, rents and values can be normalized across units by the reported average number of
occupants per unit. In a sense this expresses how each area of the city combines housing capital and
population.
Table 12 ["Housing Stock Capital Assets: Rent and Value per Occupant, 1990-2000"] shows a
calculation of rents and values by neighborhood over the last two census samples. For tenants, the city
as a whole has grown marginally more lucrative for landlords from 1990 to 2000 (collecting from
$436 to $498 per person monthly [+14%]), even though the last census survey was collected near the
height of the high-tech boom in housing prices and associated low vacancy rates. The boom's bubble
effects are captured most strikingly in home values reported by owner-occupiers (rather than rents
stated by tenants), growing from a citywide average of $108,734 per person in the housing unit in
1990 to $183,251 in 2000 (+68.5%). This significant citywide increase in capital value masks some
rather extraordinary run-ups in particular areas of the city, reflected in extreme fashion in reported
ownership values.
Rents collected per person increased at most just less than 30% (in the South of Market area) and even
fell in some of the city's more economically depressed areas (e.g., -13.6% in the South Bayshore area,
encompassing the struggling blue-collar neighborhoods of Bayview and Hunter's Point). By contrast,
astounding increases in reported values exceeding 800% occurred in the Northeast and Downtown
areas of town over this same period, when multiple new blocks of high-priced condominiums opened
concomitantly with the extraordinary conditions of the city's real estate markets during the high-tech
bubble.
The dispersal of housing capital, in rents and values per person, is presented in Map 10 ["Rents
Collected Per Capita, 2000"] and 11 ["Values Reported Per Capita, 2000"]. The most lucrative rentals
are concentrated in the Marina, the condominiums south of Market, and the tonier areas of Buena
Vista and the Central neighborhood (including Glen Park). The mean rental collected per person
citywide ($498) is reached most closely in the Northeast area ($512), encompassing North Beach and
Russian Hill, and the Richmond ($513). The Bayshore area represented the least valuable rental
12

Of course, such single-period vacancy statistics delivered in national census surveys (not unlike income
indicators) must be interpreted with caution, given that they may say more about episodic economic settings than
true geographic trends.
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properties, averaging just $197 per person in tenant occupancy. In terms of capital values reported for
owner-occupied units, the citywide aggregate value reported per person of $183,251 is modeled most
closely in the Mission ($165,654). The Marina ($432,030) ,
Rent/Value Per Room, 2000
Northeast ($368,748) and Buena Vista ($323,138) areas hosted
Rent
Value
the highest concentrations of ownership capital, while numerous San Francisco
$322 $92,530
other areas (e.g., Western Addition, South of Market) exceeded
California
$224 $46,234
$152 $24,128
reported values of $250,000 per person. When placed in broader United States
Source: US Census
context, San Francisco represents a substantial concentration of
capital in the housing sector. For purposes of these comparisons, we utilize reported numbers of
rooms per housing unit as the basis. As the accompanying table indicates, the city's housing value per
room within its housing stock exceeds three times the national average twice that of the statewide
level.
The next section of the report analyzes data on affordability conditions for San Francisco households.
IV. Housing Affordability
The relatively fixed supply of housing units in San Francisco is matched with ever increasing demand,
and rising real incomes, to create the structural environment for relatively high rents and home prices.
With relatively few new units being built – as noted above, the city's population in 2000 is roughly
that reached in 1950 – market movements depend primarily on sales of existing homes, which occur
quite infrequently as a proportion of the city's stock.
Of course, the harsh fluctuations of the region's economy over the last ten years have made national
news. Compared to the recession of the early 1990s, when San Francisco's unemployment rates
roughly tracked but fell short of national levels, the end of the high-tech boom has left the city and the
Bay Area continuing to suffer increased joblessness (see Figure 16
Unemployment Rates (Metro)
["Unemployment Rate, San Francisco and US, 1990-2002]). Just as
2001
2002
the city took more than its share of the booming economy of the late Chicago
5.4%
6.7%
1990s, it has had a steeper climb back to health in the current Dallas
4.8%
7.1%
recessionary cycle.
Detroit
5.1%
6.2%
Philadelphia

4.3%

5.5%

Even in June 2003, after several months of a rather sluggish recovery,
San Francisco
3.9%
5.9%
San Francisco's city unemployment rate stood at 7.4%, compared to
Seattle
5.2%
6.8%
the nonadjusted rate of 6.5% nationally. The accompanying table
Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics
shows the metro-area unemployment rates reported over the last two full years for our set of
comparison cities, indicating that San Francisco's structural advantages still leave it better off than a
number of other places. Nevertheless, the Bay Area economy as a whole has not yet begun any
genuine rebound from the troubles of the early '00s. The San Francisco metropolitan level (covering
the city, Marin, and San Mateo counties) of 5.9% for 2002 was matched by even higher rates in
Oakland (6.1%) and San Jose (8.4%, the highest rate reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for
that year among metropolitan areas with populations larger than 1 million).
When this kind of economic distress occurs in markets where real estate is already priced relatively
highly, the ominous housing situation for low- and moderate-income families is only exacerbated.
During the period leading up to the recession, San Francisco experienced perhaps the hottest real
estate market in its history. Median rents for two-bedroom units rose drastically from already steep
levels in 1995 ($1,300) to an astonishing $2,872 in 2000 (both figures in 2002 dollars) (see Figure 17
["Median Rent, Two Bedrooms (2002 Dollars)"]). By neighborhood, exorbitant rent levels in 2000
ranged from an average of $2,105 in the South Central area all the way up to averages of $3,182 in
South of Market (including pric ey South Beach condominiums), $3,383 in Northeast (including North
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Beach and Russian Hill), and $3,415 in the Marina and Pacific Heights (see Map 12 ["Average Rent,
Two Bedrooms (2000)"]).
In the past two years median rents reported for two-bedroom units have moderated somewhat,
remaining at $2,131 for 2002. The accompanying graphic shows the annual contribution of changing
prices for shelter toward overall
movement in the consumer price
index for the Bay Area. That
shelter-share of price growth
ballooned during the overheated
phase of the go-go economy, from
1996 through 2001, but has receded
substantially since.
Similar but ever escalating price
changes are observable in the forsale market. For three-bedroom
homes, between 1995 and 2000
prices increased from $334,893 in San Francisco and $275,374 in the Bay Area to $567,342 and
$395,333, respectively (again in 2002, dollars) (see Figure 18 ["Median Sale Price, Three Bedroom
Home (2002 Dollars)]). These periods of market pressure are accompanied by exceedingly low
vacancy rates, which exacerbate the affordability challenge for renters and buyers attempting to
relocate to or within the city.
Between 1997 and 2001, when national rental vacancies hovered just below a healthy 8%, only about
3% of the San Francisco metropolitan area's stock was available at any given time, and this quantity
may be insufficient to provide the necessary market flexibility. But it is important to emphasize that
such conditions provide a windfall for landlords, who watch their search costs fall and rental revenue
increase. As noted above, ownership vacancy rates were negligibly greater than zero around the city
and surrounding counties from 1999 to 2001. In such markets homes for sale are snapped up almost
instantaneously upon listing, a wonderful condition for sellers but a rather stressful one for buyers.
Since the peak of the market, Bay Area median home prices (reported for three-bedroom units) dipped
slightly in 2001, only to renew a shallower increasing trend reaching $473,266 for 2002. San
Francisco home price increases in the same category have barely taken a breath, median levels
eclipsing $600,000 for three-bedroom units for the first time ever ($613,330 for 2002).
A. California Association of Realtors® Affordability Index.
Like many other such groups around the country, the California Association of Realtors® (CAR)
publishes a monthly affordability index representing the share of California households able to afford
to rent or buy median-priced homes located in various areas within the state, as well as an average
statewide affordability level. CAR utilizes a specialized methodology and proprietary survey data to
make its estimates as precise as possible.13 In addition to its affordability index, CAR also tracks
median sales prices and single-family sales volumes. CAR's indices provide a consistent baselinemeasure of affordability conditions throughout the state, as well as basic information regarding the
health of real estate markets.
Of the state's major metropolitan centers, San Francisco remains by far the least affordable for
homebuyers (see Figure 20 ["Housing Affordability Index"]). CAR's affordability index confirms
price trends gleaned from other sources cited above. During the of the early 1990s , only ten percent of
13

Figure 19 sets forth CAR's assumptions and methodology used to calculate its affordability indices.
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Californians could afford the median-priced home in the city, compared to about 20% in Los Angeles,
San Diego and statewide. San Francisco's index increased to over 20% for most of the 1990s but fell
precipitously, remaining mostly between ten and fifteen percent since 2000. Affordability trends for
other metropolitan areas in California have followed a similar trajectory – lowest during recessions,
highest during good times as incomes rise faster than home prices. When healthy economic climates
are combined with low and stable mortgage interest rates, home-purchase options expand for all
segments of the income distribution.
Figure 20 reflects how affordability levels cluster into roughly three categories within the state:
• San Francisco is consistently the least affordable city statewide. Fewer than twentypercent of California 's households can manage the purchase of the median-priced home
within the "City by the Bay."
• California affordability levels, calculated for the state as a whole, roughly track
measures in both Los Angeles and San Diego. In general, homes in this affordability
band were accessible for purchase by more than thirty percent of the state's households
throughout much of the 1990s, up to the present. However, San Diego seems now to
be slipping toward San Francisco-style unaffordability conditions. Just twenty-one
percent of the state 's households had realistic opportunities of buying homes there as of
May 2003.
• Sacramento stands out as the last relatively affordable major metropolitan area in
California , remaining accessible to more than forty percent of the state's households
throughout the last ten years. In fact, as recently as 1997, a full 65% of California
households could afford the median-priced home there. Not surprisingly, the bulk of
California 's expected growth during the current decade appears headed for the San
Joaquin Valley (e.g., Bakersfield, Fresno, and Stockton) and the counties of the
Sacramento and northern California metropolitan areas (e.g., Yolo, Yuba, Placer, and
El Dorado) (see Figure 21 ["Population Growth, California Regions: 1990s and 2000s
(Projected)"]).
CAR's historical data on median sales prices throughout California adds detail to the affordability
picture over time (see Figure 22 ["Median Sale Price for Single Family Home, 1989-2003 (Unadjusted
Dollars)"]). Median prices in San Francisco, exorbitant as they are, are actually mirrored rather
closely by those reported in the Bay Area metropolitan area as a whole (including Oakland, San Jose,
and the suburban counties). As of May 2003, the median-priced sale in the city was reported by CAR
as $637,907; for the Bay Area the level was $552,128. Los Angeles and San Diego track the middle
ground of median prices in much the same fashion as they do for affordability rates. In May 2003 the
median price reported by CAR for Los Angeles was $332,211 and for San Diego $408,483.
Sacramento's prices are consistently lower than other metropolitan areas within the state, and
historically remained below $200,000 until May 2002. By May 2003 the median price in Sacramento
had reached $243,103.
However, it must be noted that prices in Sacramento have risen significantly in a very short time.
Since reaching its recent low of $110,000 in April 1997 in CAR's index, Sacramento's median price
has more than doubled. Moreover, Sacramento prices hardly represent the benchmark of affordability
nationally. The accompanying comparison-city table below – including a number of California cities,
as well as numerous places around the country - shows median home values subjectively reported by
owners in Census 2000. Such levels differ in unpredictable ways from actual sales prices like those
reflected in CAR's data. Nevertheless, self-assessed values provide a rough means for placing one
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region's housing market into useful national context. The median home-values reported in the table
indicate just how much more housing a dollar will purchase outside of California, even when the
relatively affordable levels in places like Sacramento, Fresno and
Median Home Value (2000)
Bakersfield are taken into account. The table also helps explain why
Atlanta
$130,600
more and more entry-level buyers in California are choosing to locate
Bakersfield
$106,500
in the state's interior.
Chicago
$132,400
Columbus
Dallas
Detroit
Fresno
Las Vegas
Los Angeles
Memphis
New York
Oakland
Philadelphia
San Diego
San Francisco
San Jose
Sacramento
Seattle
Washington, D.C.

$101,400
$89,800
$63,600
$97,300
$137,300
$221,600
$72,800
$211,900
$235,500
$59,700
$233,100
$396,400
$394,000
$128,800
$259,600
$157,200

Source: US Census

Another key feature of the rather bleak affordability conditions in
San Francisco is the relative infrequency with which the stock
transacts (see Figure 23 ["Sales of Detached Single Family Homes as
Percentage of Stock Thereof, 1990-2002"]. For most of the last
decade and more, only between four and six percent of single -family
detached units in San Francisco changed hands (the sole exception
being 6.5 percent in 1998). By contrast, home-sales in other areas of
the state heated up steadily over the same period, with no less than
eight percent of the stock being sold in Los Angeles, San Diego and
Sacramento since 1996. This slow-selling supply condition tends to
exacerbate the existing structural elements in the regional economy
keeping home prices in San Francisco out of reach for most
Californians.

B. Cost Burdens for Renters and Homeowners.
Another vehicle for measuring the relative cost-burden of housing is the detailed rental and ownership
expenses reported for households in decennial census surveys. Aggregate figures for such
expenditures can be modeled as shares of the economic carrying capacity per household , namely,
incomes (since accumulated wealth is not surveyed). For both incomes and housing expenditures, the
Census Bureau provides medians for cities and counties throughout the country. For more detailed
analysis, aggregate housing expenses and incomes by census tract can be calculated, to provide a sense
of affordability conditions across neighborhoods.14
Surprisingly, measuring rents against incomes reveals
Rent as Share of Income
that San Francisco residents fare pretty well compared to
1990
2000
Change
Chicago
27.3%
25.3%
-2.0%
renters in other cities around the nation. As the
Dallas
24.2%
24.4%
0.2%
accompanying table indicates, the rent burden in San
Detroit
35.1%
26.9%
-8.2%
Francisco fell from 28% in 1990 to less than 25% for Philadelphia
29.8%
28.4%
-1.4%
2000. This effectively means that, at the middle of the San Francisco 28.0% 24.6%
-3.4%
26.9%
26.6%
-0.3%
rent and income distributions, rent as a share of income Seattle
Source: US Census
remains less than 30% and therefore "affordable " by
conventional standards.15 Significantly, within this set of comparison cities, San Francisco is quite
close to the least rent-burdened among our sample , for 2000. 16 In the prior census, San Francisco's
median rent burden was higher than some places (like Dallas and Seattle ), but less than a number of
14

Although both figures come from one census report, incomes are actually elicited for the prior complete tax
year (e.g., 1999 incomes reported in the 2000 survey). By contrast, respondents report current rather than prioryear ownership and rental expenditures per month. Calculating rent burdens on the basis of census data
therefore requires combining data from two slightly different time frames. This report will refer to the burden
ratios by the date of the census year.
15
The thirty-percent-of-household-income standard has been the informal benchmark of affordability throughout
the nation for some time. It appears in federal and state codes and regulations as well (e.g., Title 12, Code of
Federal Regulations, §960.1 [defining the term "affordable" for Federal Housing Finance Board programs).
16
For these purposes, we imagine a hypothetical "median household"; it is likely rare that any households
simultaneously earn precisely the median income and pay precisely the median rent.
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others (Philadelphia, Chicago, and Detroit). With this rent-burden construct, the income denominator
helps reveal how price conditions are affecting the bottom line of actual households, and in San
Francisco it does appear that incomes in the aggregate more than kept up with rising rents during the
1990s.
These comparisons again highlight that, where increasing rents are matched by commensurately rising
incomes, housing markets can remain essentially affordable, even in the midst of overheated
economies. Like other urban areas around the country, rent burdens fell substantially in San Francisco
during the 1990s, but not as dramatically as some places (e.g., -8.2% in Detroit). However, this
apparent easing of rent burdens may simply be a product of the growth of incomes reaching its peak
just as the Census 2000 survey was administered. Moreover, median rents and incomes only show the
middle of those distributions. Even though we can say with some confidence that 50% of San
Francisco households in 1999 spent less than one-quarter of their incomes on rent and associated
housing expenses, the affordability challenges faced by lower-income households are nonetheless
formidable, and the worst-off among them may face severe financial challenges, and even
homelessness.
In fact, the distribution of rent burdens in San Francisco did not differ greatly from those throughout
the state, in either the 1990 or 2000 census years (see Table 13 ["Rent as Share of Income, City and
State, 1990-2000"]. The two ends of the distribution again confirm that San Francisco incomes more
than kept up with rent increases there. In 1990 slightly more households in the city spent twenty
percent or less of income on rent (26%) than did so statewide (23.5%). The share of San Francisco
households in this category – those experiencing rental housing as relatively most affordable – rose
much faster during the 1990s, including more than a third of the city's households by 2000 (36%)
compared to a smaller increase across California (28.2%).
Interestingly, the benefits of a strong Bay Area economy may have spread to at least some of the more
rent-burdened San Francisco households. The share of households spending thirty-five percent or
more on rent fell more substantially during the 1990s in the city (from 33.7% to 28.2%) than around
the state generally (from 36.4% to 34.1%).17 This means that the proportion of most-burdened tenants
is actually higher across the state overall than within San Francisco; this may be because discrepancies
in income tend to outdistance those in rental expenses. Of course, some of the worst-off households
simply abandoned the city – and those that otherwise likely would have moved there elected not to when rent levels became intolerable . The main exception to this rule would be those households
sheltered by San Francisco's aggressive rent-control regime. It is true that among lower-income
households rental expenditures are more burdensome in San Francisco than the rest of the nation, but
this is hardly unusual for California generally (see Table 14 ["Rent as Share of Income: Household
Income Below $35,000 (2000) "]. The proportion of the poorest households spending the greatest
share of their incomes on rent is about the same in San Francisco as statewide.
Rent burdens vary substantially within the city's neighborhoods (see Table 15 ["Rent as Share of
Income by Neighborhood"] and Map 13 ["Renter Cost >30% of Income (%HHs)"]). Slightly more
than half of all renters in the city pay between ten and thirty percent of their incomes on rent. In two
areas, Downtown (including the Tenderloin) and South Bayshore (location of the blighted Bayview
and Hunter's Point neighborhoods), more than one in five households have rental obligations
exceeding half their incomes. The Downtown district includes the highest proportion of renters
(45.7%) paying in excess of 30% of their incomes, while the Central area has the lowest such
proportion (27%).
17

As Table 13 shows, the city's distribution of households within rent-burden categories between "20% and less"
and "35% and more" roughly tracks statewide patterns.
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Average rent data compiled for 2000 by the San Francisco Planning Department (SFPD) indicate
which neighborhoods imposed the stiffest burdens on lower-income households. This data measures
affordability levels during the height of the overheated rental market. Utilizing the affordable -rent
levels published by HUD, SFPD shows for each planning district an "affordability gap" for "low
income" (LI) households (earning between fifty and eighty percent of the area median income (AMI)
and "very low income" (VLI) households (earning less than fifty percent of AMI). In addition, SFPD
calculates what multiples of these affordable rents the average market rents in each district represent.
In 2000, HUD set affordable rents of $1,442 for LI households and $901 for VLI households. SFPD's
affordability-gap levels and multipliers are set forth in Table 16 ["Rental Affordability for Lower
Income Households by Neighborhood (2000) "]). For example, the affordability gap for VLI
households above the average rents in the Marina ($3,415) and Northeast ($3,383) areas were $2,514
and $2,482, respectively, each representing nearly four times the affordable rent levels set by HUD. In
these most expensive areas, slightly better off LI households faced an affordability gap of $1,973 in
the Marina and $1,941 in the Northeast District, for an affordable -rent multiple of between 2.3 and
2.4. The average affordability gap for VLI households throughout the city was about $1,800; the
average rents were about three times what these households could afford. In no area of the city were
rents less than twice what the least well-off households would find affordable . For LI households, the
average gap in San Francisco was about $1,260, and average rents were nearly twice what they could
afford, nowhere less than 1.5 times what they would find affordable. These extraordinary differences
between soaring market rents and what San Francisco's poorest families could afford have been
ameliorated somewhat by the steep economic downturn suffered in subsequent years.
Analysis of ownership cost burdens tells a slightly different story. First, it is important for these
purposes to differentiate between homeowners with and without mortgages. Additionally, in terms of
monthly cost burden against income, proportional mortgage burdens do tend to vary with economic
cycles and by region. Significantly, fewer of San Francisco's homeowners are carrying mortgages
(68% in 2000) than statewide (79%) or nationally (70%) (see Table 17 ["Mortgage Status of OwnerOccupied Units (2000) "]). As the accompanying table shows, ownership became only margina lly
more expensive between 1990 and 2000 for mortgage holders in San Francisco, while costs as a share
of income dropped slightly for those without a mortgage. The city has remained the least affordable
for mortgage holders among our study's set of
Ownership Costs as Share of Income
comparison cities around the country, but those
Without
With Mortgage
Mortgage
owners in San Francisco without a mortgage find
1990
2000
1990
2000
themselves better off than such owners elsewhere.
Chicago
Dallas
Detroit
Philadelphia
San Francisco
Seattle

21.1%
21.1%
17.7%
19.3%
24.6%
21.1%

23.8%
20.8%
21.0%
21.5%
25.2%
24.1%

13.7%
13.0%
14.8%
14.8%
11.8%
11.7%

12.3%
12.0%
11.9%
13.4%
10.0%
11.5%

About 53% of mortgage holders in the city pay
between ten and thirty percent of their incomes on
ownership costs, slightly less than statewide (~57%)
and nationally (~66%), on average (see Table 18
Source: US Census
["Owner Costs as Share of Income (2000) "]). As
noted, ownership in San Francisco is markedly more affordable for owners without mortgages, nearly
57% of whom spend less than ten percent of their incomes on owner costs, compared to about 53% of
such owners in California and 47% throughout the United States. Homeowners (with mortgage and
without) in the city's outlying neighborhoods have the most difficulty keeping up with expenses,
spending on average more than thirty percent of incomes on ownership cost (see Table 19
["Homeowner Costs as Share of Income by Neighborhood"] and Map 14 ["Owner Costs >30% of
Income (%HHs)"]).
The next section of the report describes the three agencies governing the administration of most
housing subsidy programs in San Francisco.
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V. Housing Subsidy Flows
A. San Francisco Housing Authority. 18
A variety of federal subsidies are administered by the San Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA).
Since SFHA opened the first low-income development in San Francisco in 1940 19 , it has grown to
become the 17th largest such agency in the nation, in terms of residents served. Currently it operates
53 developments with 6,451 public housing units, of which slightly less than one-third are for seniors
and the disabled. As of June 2003, SFHA reported a 91.7% occupancy rate in the city's public
housing. On average, in public housing and otherwise, SFHA's tenants now pay approximately thirty
percent of their incomes on housing, in a market which SFHA estimates to have an average rent of
$2,100 for a two-bedroom apartment.
In addition to its public housing operations , SFHA is the lead agency in the administration of Section 8
vouchers and other such programs. In June 20003, 7,229 active vouchers were placed in the market
within SFHA's portfolio. More than 2,700 additional SFHA units are operated via related programs:
moderate rehabilitation, 1,147; new construction, 477; substantial rehabilitation, 230; pension funds,
102; "shelter plus care," 400; Housing for Persons with
AIDS, 350. The accompanying table outlines the nature
of the public housing and Section 8 populations, as well
as the magnitude of the persistent waitlists for these
programs.20
As do other housing authorities administering HUDbased voucher systems around the country, SFHA is
required to issue "payment standards," i.e., rents
generally found among moderately-priced dwellings of
different sizes, and these various levels influence subsidy
amounts available to recipient households. The housing
voucher family must pay 30% of its monthly adjusted
gross income for rent and utilities but is never required to pay more than 40 percent of its adjusted
monthly income for rent.21 Effective October 2000, SFHA's payment standards for San Francisco are:
SRO, $936; studio, $1,248; one-bedroom, $1,616; two-bedroom, $2,043; three-bedroom, $2,808; fourbedroom, $2,965; five-bedroom, $3,410; six-bedroom, $3,855; and seven bedroom, $4,299.
A staff of over 440 employees, a board of commissioners and an executive director utilize an annual
budget of more than $200 million, primarily raised via federal grants and rents collected from SFHA's
clients. Key federal revenue sources are Section 8 housing assistance payments to landlords and
administrative expenses ($127 million/year), conventional public housing operations ($47
million/year), capital funds for needs such as repairs and rehabilitation ($15.7 million/year), drug
elimination and security programs ($1.4 million/year), and project-based HOPE VI public -housing
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The following description draws largely upon the San Francisco Housing Authority's home page, accessed via
http://www.sfha.gov.
19
The first such facility was known as Holly Courts and housed 118 families.
20
This data is current as of May 31, 2003 and excludes public housing facilities which have been placed under
private management after renovation under the federal HOPE VI program.
21
See http://www.hud.gov/about/section8.cfm.
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renovation moneys (totaling $118.5 million to date for 5 major projects,22 which subsidies leverage an
additional $166.8 million of public and private funds).
B. Mayor's Office of Housing.
The City of San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH) is the city's lead agency in housing
finance. Publishing periodic notices of funding availability (NOFAs), MOH administers grants and
loans to local developers. It acts as the point agency for federal subsidies like HOME Investment
Partnership grants and Community Development Block Grants, as well as for local funds raised
through redevelopment tax increment financing and hotel and other taxes dedicated toward boosting
the affordable housing supply.
MOH emphasizes three priorities in allocating housing development subsidies:23 First, MOH strives
to develop new sources of "supportive housing," or housing placements enriched with services
improving prospects for homeless or near-homeless individuals and families, as well as for the
physically and/or mentally disabled. Second, MOH aims toward augmenting the city's supply of rental
units adequate for poor and working families. Design features of family housing might include
advanced security systems, multi-bedroom units, play areas for children, special common areas for
low-cost child-care, and family oriented programming and services. Finally, MOH reserves some of
its funds to acquire or finance buildings within the city's existing low-income stock that are threatened
with conversion to market rents or loss of operating subsidies.
Beyond its efforts in the development arena, MOH concerns itself with a number of other pieces in
San Francisco's affordable housing puzzle. For example, MOH operates the San Francisco Single Family Mortgage Revenue Bond (SFMRB) Program, providing first-mortgage loans to first-time
homebuyers otherwise unable to qualify for home-purchase financing. 24 The program is supported by
indebtedness issued to the city by the California Debt Limit Allocation Commission and supported by
the sale of mortgage revenue bonds. Supporting loans issued by participating lenders (fixed, 30 year,
FHA, VA, or conventional mortgage, rate up to ½% below market), the program will finance up to
$17,635,000 in first mortgages in 2003. Additionally, MOH monitors develo per compliance with the
city's inclusionary housing programs and oversees affordable -housing aspects of condominiumconversion proceedings. MOH also provides low-interest loans for rehabilitation of run-down units
occupied by low-income owners.
C. San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.
Since 1989 the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (SFRA) has been a key source of local funding
for affordable housing construction and rehabilitation. Incorporated in 1948, SFRA was established to
improve living conditions through removal of blight. 25 Authorized and organized under California 's
Community Redevelopment Law, SFRA is technically separate from city government but performs
urban redevelopment functions consistent with overall city policy. SFRA operates primarily within
22

HOPE VI sites in San Francisco - revitalizing existing public housing facilities known as Hayes Valley,
Bernal Dwellings, Plaza East, North Beach, and Valencia Gardens – will eventually provide 1,228 new
subsidized units (average size is two-bedroom).
23
See priorities and other details discussed in this section at MOH's website, located at the address
http://www.sfgov.org/site/moh_index.asp.
24
MOH enjoys flexibility to provide such mortgage assistance to buyers other than first-time purchasers, so long
as subject properties are located within economically distressed census tracts targeted for homeownership
enhancement and new affordable development.
25
According to the SFRA website (http://www.sfgov.org/site/sfra_page.asp?id=5127), the legal definition of
"blight" requires that the city make findings of localized physical deterioration (e.g., graffiti, dilapidated
buildings, irregular lots, and inadequate infrastructure) and economic incapacity (e.g., high vacancy rates and
turnover in existing commercial space), in order to establish redevelopment areas within specific neighborhoods.
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special "redevelopment project areas" designated by the city's Board of Supervisors.26 SFRA's two
key housing programs are its "Citywide Tax Increment Housing Program" and "Housing Opportunities
for People with AIDS."27
A key feature of redevelopment financing statewide is the "tax increment" device. Under the
California Constitution, public investment in redevelopment is intended to pay for itself, at least in
part, via increases in the taxable property value of rehabilitated neighborhoods.28 Using a mechanism
which leverages the prospect of increased ratables to fund current construction and renovation, local
government captures part of the boosted tax base, on the theory that property values would not likely
rise but for public initiative. If a city elects to utilize this financing device, it must set aside 20% of
the tax-increment revenue for development of affordable housing. In addition, when existing housing
is lost as a result of a neighbor hood renewal project, the redevelopment agency must replace that
housing in a timely fashion. At least 30% of all new housing units built pursuant to redevelopment
plans must be affordable, and 50% of these affordable units must be provided to very low income
households. 29
SFRA's Citywide Tax Increment Housing Program (CTIH) oversees this process in San Francisco.
While the tax-increment element of its funding is raised via urban renewal activities in redevelopment
areas, the city invests these resources throughout the city, primarily via grants and loans to nonprofit
housing developers. In fact, while the city is only compelled to expend 20% of tax-increment
revenues on affordable housing development, it regularly dedicates a much greater proportion to the
city's formidable housing needs. Funds are provided for project development, land acquisition, and
new construction and rehabilitation.
Since CTIH's formal establishment in 1990, it has committed over $225 million toward affordable
housing development, providing funding for construction of 8,216 units. Approximately half of this
construction represents new units, and the remainder is spent on acquisition and rehabilitation of
existing units. The total development cost of these redeveloped units has exceeded $933 million, since
each dollar of redevelopment funding gets matched within projects by over $4.00 in additional
investment from sources such as federal tax credits, bank and foundation participation, and other
public programs. CTIH's units are apartments and single -room-occupancy hotel rooms (SROs),30 but a
substantial portion of these units also provide special needs housing and emergency and transitional
facilities for homeless individuals and families. The figure on the next page depicts SFRA's annual
housing budgets since 1990, steadily rising toward all time highs since 1998.
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Because San Francisco is a coterminous city and county with California, its local legislature is a board of
supervisors (like other California counties) rather than a city council. Current redevelopment project areas
include Western Addition, Yerba Buena Center, Hunter's Point Shipyard, and Bayview/Hunter's Point.
27
SFRA's housing programs are described on its website at http://www.sfgov.org/s ite/sfra_index.asp?id=5098,
which provides much of the source material for the agency description which follows.
28
See generally Michael Dardia, Subsidizing Redevelopment in California (San Francisco: Public Policy
Institute of California, 1998), downloadable via http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/R_298MDR.pdf.
29
When a redevelopment agency allows private developers to operate within redevelopment areas, the
requirements are somewhat modified: at least 15% of all new (or substantially rehabilitated) units developed by
others must be affordable, and 40% of these must be provided to very low income individuals and families.
30
A rash of fires in the late 1990s, and other losses to the stock, reduced the quantity of SROs in the city by
about 10% between 1989 and 2000, and these units are not likely to be replaced under current affordable housing
development practices (see Figure 24 ["Residential Hotel Rooms, 1989-2000"]). Since that time, an interagency
task force has made considerable progress toward stabilizing the supply and safety of the SRO stock, as well as
addressing the social-service demands imposed by increasing occupancy in the city's run-down hotels by
families with young children (see http://www.sfgov.org/site/sro_index.asp).
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CTIH is administered jointly by SFRA and MOH.
SFRA also administers the federal Housing
Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA)
Program, not only for the city but for other nearby
counties. To date the federal government has
funded over $90 million worth of HOPWA
housing and related services in San Francisco
alone.31
The next section of the report describes several key
organizations involved in the promotion of housing
affordability policy and practice in San Francisco.
VI. Some Housing Policy Organizations
Land use and development issues are highly politicized in San Francisco for a number of reasons. The
supply of land is naturally limited by the city's location on a peninsula, creating social and economic
competition for the remaining land in the city. The city is also relatively dense by American
standards, meaning that land use and development decisions often have a noticeable impact on nearby
residents or businesses. In addition, the city has a tradition, reinforced by public policy, of social
activism and citizen involvement in the planning and development process.
Housing is one of the most politicized and controversial issues in local politics. Dozens of non-profit,
business, and neighborhood groups are highly active in the decision-making process surrounding
where housing should be built, whom it should be built for, and how the limited pool of available
housing subsidies should be spent. While these groups occasionally reach consensus, more typically
they represent a range of competing views on the future of housing in the city. The following are
profiles of three of these groups and the role s they play in the continuing debate over housing and
affordability issues in the city.
A. Council of Community Housing Organizations.
San Francisco is rich in non-profit housing development organizations. Non-profit developers
produce a large portion of the affordable housing in the San Francisco, often for the city's neediest
residents. The non-profit housing industry includes organizations with a variety of approaches and
missions. Many organizations operate throughout the Bay Area, building units wherever the
opportunity presents itself.
Others concentrate their efforts more closely within specific
neighborhoods or communities, hoping to establish a long-term presence in the areas they serve.
The latter of these two groups, known as community housing organizations, do more than simply build
housing. While housing issues are central to their missions, they also 1) manage housing after it is
built, 2) provide services such as drug treatment and mental health counseling, 3) engage in economic
development activities, and 4) advocate politically for low-income and marginally housed in dividuals
in their communities. As the number of these groups began to grow in the late 1970s, it became
apparent that it would benefit them to work together to advocate for their common interests. The
31

Over time SFRA has committed more than $31 million toward 23 completed and six pending capital projects
for people with HIV/AIDS, including five residential care facilities providing round-the-clock care to over one
hundred patients at a time. In addition, SFRA partners with Catholic Charities to provide HOPWA-funded rental
assistance and supportive services for 325 "deep"-subsidy households having the most urgent medical and
income needs, and another 125 recipients attempting to reenter the workforce. For more information on SFRA's
AIDS-related housing programs, see http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/site/sfra_index.asp?id=5098.
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result was the formation of the Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO), an umbrella
group lobbying city government on policies and spending decisions aiding member groups' efforts.
Additionally, CCHO seeks to educate citizens about the need for affordable housing and related
services.
CCHO is made up of 29 member organizations that work on a variety of housing-related issues in the
city. Nine of CCHO's members are community-oriented housing developers, and the rest are service
providers and advocacy groups. Developers include groups such as the Tenderloin Neighborhood
Development Corporation, which operates in the low-income, economically disadvantaged Tenderloin
neighborhood immediately west of downtown, and the Mission Housing Development Corporation,
which serves the traditionally working class, immigrant-rich Mission district. Since 1980, CCHO
members have produced over 7,500 new housing units, and rehabilitated another 9,315. Other
members include organizations such as the Coalition on Homelessness and the Senior Action
Network, which advocate for vulnerable populations with specific housing needs.
CCHO's work is organized into four categories: 1) securing public funding and subsidies for
affordable housing; 2) building support for community housing through public education;
3) improving coordination among city housing agencies and policymakers, and 4) limiting the
negative impacts of new market-rate housing deve lopment. Funding shortages present a perennial
issue for affordable housing activism, as required subsidies are never sufficient to finance the needed
extent of new construction and rehabilitation.
CCHO has been involved in a series of political efforts to secure funding for low-income housing and
services. In the 1980s, it led a movement to establish the "Jobs-Housing Linkage Program," which
exacts fees from new office and commercial developments dedicated toward affordable housing
development. CCHO was also instrumental in creating and securing voter approval of Proposition A,
a 2000 ballot measure that authorized $100 million in housing bond finance.
Local government in California has long suffered from restrictions on its ability to raise revenue, such
as Proposition 13, which essentially froze property taxes over 25 years ago. Prevailing anti-tax
sentiment statewide has forced local governments to find new ways of paying for longstanding needs,
such as housing subsidies. When Proposition A was approved by city voters, it marked the first time
municipal debt had been used directly to fund housing subsidies; since then, other municipalities and
the state of California have followed suit with their own bonds. With all of its funds now committed,
Proposition A will eventually finance 3,000 new units and provide downpayment assistance to 240
first-time homebuyers. CCHO members are developing a number of the Proposition A projects.
Although many consider the program a success, a second housing bond in 2002 failed to reach the 67percent threshold in 2002, despite strong support from CCHO and other organizations.
Affordable housing providers often face public opposition from nearby residents. These opponents
feel threatened by new affordable projects. They worry that new low-income housing brings with it
new problems, possibly including crime, parking shortages, and changes in neighborhood character.
Such controversies between developers and neighbors are often rather acute in San Francisco, where
high residential density means that new developments affect a large number of people. One of
CCHO's roles is to educate the public on the importance of new affordable housing developments, to
reduce the impact of widespread mythologies about relative levels of risk, and to establish trust
between neighbors and builders. Creating a positive public image for community housing
organizations is also an important goal for achieving CCHO's legislative and political agenda.
In San Francisco, authority over housing subs idies and low-income housing development is dispersed
among a number of agencies, including the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the Mayor's Office

28

of Housing, and the San Francisco Housing Authority. This fragmented bureaucracy can make it
difficult for community housing groups to work with local government. CCHO works with city
organizations to strengthen communication among these agencies and community groups.
One thing that sets CCHO apart from some other housing advocacy organizations in the city is its
general opposition to new market-rate housing built by for-profit developers. CCHO's view is that
such construction uses up scarce land, stresses city infrastructure such as schools, roads, and public
transit, and leads to gentrification and loss of housing opportunities for low-income families. When
asked about the price-increasing effects of such supply constraints, CCHO argues that new market-rate
units will never be built in numbers adequate to lower housing prices for the neediest households.
Consequently, CCHO works to increase exactions paid by for-profit developers. At the top of CCHO's
current list of legislative priorities is a plan to impose new fees on housing developers, in order to
increase funding for amenities such as parks, transit, and other infrastructure.
B. San Francisco Housing Action Coalition.
The San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (HAC) is, like CCHO, an umbrella group made up of
member organizations advocating for housing policies in the city. The goal of HAC is to increase
housing development of high-quality, urban-style housing of all kinds in the city. While HAC is
strongly supportive of affordable housing, it differs from CCHO: it also strongly supports welldesigned market-rate housing, due to the demonstrated shortage of housing at all income levels.
While there is some overlap among CCHO and HAC members, the two coalitions often represent
competing camps in San Francisco Housing policy. HAC strives to advocate housing while
maintaining a basically mainstream political profile.
HAC includes housing developers (both for-profit and non-profit), public -interest organizations,
affordable housing advocates, neighborhood groups, and a diverse array of other urban and
environmental organizations. While its members may disagree on a wide range of issues, they all
agree on one thing: that more housing should be built in San Francisco. Some members have direct
financial interests in increased housing construction, although the number of such members is limited
by HAC's by-laws. Others believe that high-density, urban housing will reduce the need for travel by
car and associated environmental impacts. Still others fear the shortage of housin g will harm the city's
economy.
Because San Francisco allows a great deal of public participation in the planning and development
process, it is often an extremely difficult place to build housing. A single neighbor oppos ing a
particular project can stall it in the planning and permitting stages, or force it to face approval by a city
commission at a public hearing. While this empowerment of residents is a cherished feature of the
city's democracy, it also allows a few disgruntled neighbors to prevent new housing from ever being
built. At the same time, there is often no one to advocate for a project other than its sponsors. HAC
came into being as a group that could be a positive advocate for new housing construction.
HAC works by both advocating for public policies and endorsing particular projects. First, HAC
lobbies members of local government for policy changes that will reduce bureaucratic and economic
barriers to housing construction in the city. To this end, it has proposed a number of zoning and
regulatory changes to streamline the housing development process in San Francisco, making it less
complex and intimidating. Second, housing developers can request that HAC endorse their projects
and present them favorably in public proceedings. In such circumstances HAC lobbies city officials
and speaks at public commission hearings, in order to provide a competing voice confronting project
opponents.
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The principals and criteria guiding both HAC's advocacy and its endorsements are decidedly pro-city
and anti-sprawl. For example, HAC's favors housing developments that are high density, near transit,
and low parking impact. HAC urges that the city's long-term quality of life and economic viability
depends in large part on new housing development be ing well-designed, pedestrian-friendly, and
neighborhood oriented, rather than designed to cater to automobiles.
C. San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association. Part of HAC's anti-sprawl, "new
urbanism" mindset derives from the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR),
a founding member of HAC. Established nearly a half-century ago, SPUR's goal is to create and
maintain a well-planned, well-run city. Since its inception SPUR has been involved in a wide range of
urban policy issues, from the creation of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area within the national
parks system, to the restructuring of the checks and balances in San Francisco's City Charter. Housing
issues have been and remain a primary policy focus for SPUR.
SPUR was formed by activists worried about the decentralization of many American cities beginning
in the 1950s. Concern over urban sprawl and the deteriorating condition of inner cities fueled SPUR's
early work. The organization seeks to channel population growth towards the urban core, in order to
ensure economically healthy regions and a high quality of life. SPUR is an organization of over 2,000
members. Of these, one-third are businesses and organizations and the balance are individuals. It is
generally considered politically moderate, although its board of directors includes a wide range of
individuals from business leaders to Green Party representatives.
SPUR, like HAC, is a strong advocate for new housing construction in San Francisco. As a result of
its mission to promote city center-oriented growth, the organization is fundamentally urbanist in
attitude, meaning that it favors high-density, pedestrian-oriented, and transit-intensive urban form.
Locating dense housing at transit centers reduces the need for automobiles (and their social and
environmental effects) while creating lively, economically healthy street life.
San Franciscans frequently resist changes in the city, even in underutilized areas, and SPUR often
finds itself advocating fundamental social change. SPUR views the substantial new construction of
infill housing as crucial to the long-term economic and environmental well-being of the city. SPUR
supports a healthy mix of market-rate and affordable units to stabilize housing prices, so that some
alteration of the city's essential structural composition will be necessary for it to remain the region's
thriving economic center.
SPUR works on both citywide policy issues and on planning in specif ic neighborhoods. It has long
been an advocate of building housing in former industrial neighborhoods. It has proposed rezoning for
residential use along the eastern side of the city, which was once a thriving industrial area and one of
the largest seaports on the West coast, but has since become idle as jobs moved to the modernized and
transportation-accessible Port of Oakland. SPUR was also a key proponent for developing Mission
Bay, the area just south of what is now Pacific Bell Park baseball stadium. This area will host 6,000
new housing units over the next two decades.
Additionally, SPUR helped author legislation to increase housing densities along transit corridors and
throughout Downtown. Its initiatives have helped the city reduce the number of parking spaces added
per project and streamline the permit approval process for new housing development. SPUR also
maintains working networks with other organizations concerned with housing, including CCHO,
HAC, and the Chamber of Commerce. These groups and a diverse set of interests throughout the city
found a rare consensus and helped pass San Francisco's inclusionary housing law, requiring that a
percentage of all new housing units be reserved for low-income families.
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D. Chamber of Commerce Workforce Housing Initiative.
In recent years most city and regional policymakers have come to view housing affordability as a
problem not only for underemployed lower-income households, but for moderate-income working
families as well. The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce ("the Chamber") has taken a strong
position that escalating housing prices as a threat to the city's long-term economic viability. Most such
local chambers of commerce are content to maintain useful business networks for members and to
promote urban business interests for a city and region. Not surprisingly, San Francisco's version of
this traditional institution has become an activist political voice for social change.
The Chamber's strong public voice on housing issues is largely due to the leadership of Roberta
Achtenberg, its senior vice president for public policy. Achtenberg is a career community activist
with a distinguished career in local and national politics and policymaking. A former city supervisor
and mayoral candidate, she was appointed by President Bill Clinton to serve as HUD's Assistant
Secretary of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity and later as Senior Advisor to then-HUD Secretary
Henry Cisneros. On her return to San Francisco, Achtenberg brings to the Chamber an unusual degree
of know-how, innovation, and commitment toward housing and community development issues.
The Chamber argues that salaries for those most closely connecting the city and its citizens – e.g., its
police officers, teachers, and nurses - are not rising fast enough to keep pace with housing costs. As a
result, key community players are being forced out of the city, so that these traditional rolls are
coming to be played more and more by non-residents. Without these workers and the vital services
they provide being anchored locally , the Chamber believes, the city may begin to suffer both socially
and economically. Furthermore, the Chamber worries that the lack of reasonably priced housing will
make it difficult for businesses in general to recruit and retain the best trained workers, ultimately
meaning the city will lose its highest quality jobs and firms to less pricey locales.
San Francisco's high land costs and housing demand mean it is often uneconomical to build new units
affordable even for those with traditionally stable, middle -class jobs. The perception at the Chamber
is that recent residential construction has been tracked toward either subsidized low-income units or
extremely expensive condos for the wealthy, with nothing being reserved for middle -class workers.
To adjust the balance, the Chamber launched its Workforce Housing program in 2002, aimed at
providing housing affordable to the city's working families. The program focuses on subsidies and
incentives increasing the feasibility of building such mid-level units, in part by establishing a new
Workforce Housing Loan Fund providing mortgage assistance to first-time buyers. The Fund is
facilitated by the Chamber's alliance with the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco.
The Chamber's political efforts on the housing front have not met the early success it seeks. This year
it proposed that the city's board of supervisors approve a workforce-housing initiative for the
November 2003 ballot. The initiative would have eased construction restrictions and introduced
incentives for housing construction in two "workforce housing zones" in the city: the Downtown core
and the Central Waterfront, a deteriorating, bayside industrial area. The legislation would have
specified "workforce housing" to include buildings having one of four units reserved for households
earning 120 percent of median income or less.
Under the Chamber's proposed initiative, the city would have relaxed zoning and regulatory
requirements, offering builders the opportunity to earn additional profit on non-workforce units. For
example, the city could allow the developer to build above the normal height or density limits or could
otherwise streamline building permit proceedings. In addition, the initiative would have simplified the
environmental review process - typically a highly complex, technical, expensive and time-consuming
effort to examine a proposed development's environmental impacts. Developers view such reforms as
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critically important, since environmental review provides neighbors the opportunity to stall and
sometimes prevent even the most attractive projects.
In order to qualify its measure for the ballot, the Chamber needed the support four members of the
city's board of supervisors. On its introduction, the measure triggered strong opposition. Some
voices, such as CCHO, attacked the measure as a disguised means of building more housing for the
wealthy. Other opponents argued that, since median incomes in San Francisco are so high, "workforce
housing" would inevitably end up providing condominiums for households earning above $100,000
per year - hardly within reach of many of the working families the initiative purported to serve. As the
deadline approached for submitting the measure to the voters, the controversy around the measure
made it impossible for the Chamber to garner the necessary support, and the initiative failed to reach
the ballot.
The fate of the workforce housing initiative illustrates the complexity and acrimony of San Francisco
housing politics. Nevertheless, the Chamber's commitment to housing development as an important
business and public policy issue appears sound and resilient. The Chamber is likely to remain a key
player in housing policy in San Francisco for years to come.
The next two sections of the report focus on two prominent city policies aimed at promoting housing
affordability in San Francisco: rent control and live-work loft development.
VII. Protection for Tenants: San Francisco's Rent Control Ordinance
San Francisco's rent control law, in force now for nearly a quarter century, is one of the strictest in the
nation. Despite the city's exorbitant rents for newly leased units, a substantial proportion of renters
with tenancies of a decade or more actually enjoy somewhat affordable rents only because of rent
control. The current law permits maximum rent increases of only 0.8% for 2003-2004,32 and
allowable future increases are limited to just sixty percent of the Consumer Price Index.
The struggle for resources between landlords and tenants makes for lively and hard-fought political
fights in the city, and the odds are stacked mightily against owners. Since its adoption in 1979, the
city's "Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance" has been amended nearly sixty times,
by either the Board of Supervisors or ballot initiative. Owners and renters seem frozen in permanent
battle mode, combating over such complex issues as owner move-in (OMI) evictions and allocation of
large-item capital expenditures on improvement, maintenance and repair.
But the law's longevity, and the extraordinary scope of its protections for tenants, together reflect its
inviolate political constituency, in a liberal city where nearly two residents in three are renters. The
law has been upheld over the years despite a number of legal challenges, vainly claiming that rent
control unconstitutionally confiscates some investment value of the owner's property without just
compensation. 33
When rent control was introduced, builders and landlords protested on the grounds of standard
economic theory. Capping price reduces returns to capital and eventually decreases the supply of new
and rehabilitated units. In turn, assuming fixed or increasing demand, these supply constraints add
new upward price pressures which nullify at least some of the relief originally sought for low- and
moderate-income tenants. Even in California, where the state legislature has prohibited controlling the
32

This and other details about the rent control law and its enforcement can be found on the San Francisco Rent
Board's website, http://www.sfgov.org/site/rentboard_index.asp.
33
See, e.g., the California Supreme Court's decision in Fisher v. City of Berkeley (1984) 37 Cal.3d 644.
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price of vacant units, price caps of any sort tend to reduce intra-city mobility and restrict vacancies,
because remaining in place becomes relatively more attractive for existing tenants with each passing
year. Recognizing the various tradeoffs, the city exempted all units added to the stock via new
construction, rehabilitation and conversion from other uses after June 1979 (the date of adoption).
Other exceptions include subsidized housing, single family homes and condominiums (for tenancies
started after 1995), residential hotels, dormitories, monasteries, and convents.
Another conventional criticism of rent control is that it discourages owners from making necessary
investments in upkeep and repair. The San Francisco ordinance does allow landlords to petition for
additional rent increases, such as pass-throughs for capital improvements. Decisions are made in
adversarial proceedings before the San Francisco Rent Board. Allowance for capital pass-throughs
has been hotly debated. In 2000 the voters approved Proposition H, eliminating nearly all such
improvement-based rent increases. The new law's implementation was enjoined in litigation brought
on behalf of landlords, arguing it reduced the constitutionally required "fair return" on investment. A
settlement was finally reached in January 2003, establishing maximum pass-throughs at 5% of base
rents for properties with five or fewer units and 10% in buildings of six units or more.34 Overall, the
rent control law mandates that tenants and landlords divide capital improvement costs evenly in rental
buildings of six units or more, and that tenants pay for all city-approved improvements in buildings of
five or fewer units.
In 1998 71% of all rental units in the city were covered by the rent control law.35 Typical households
are smaller in rent-control units (1.94 persons) than in unregulated ones (2.26 persons). Nearly half of
all rent control units are occupied by only one person, and such units are much less likely to have
children residing in them than others in the rental stock. The elderly are prominent beneficiaries of the
law. Approximately eleven percent of rent control tenants are age 65 or older, compared to just fivepercent of market rate tenants. Of course, even with the effects of rent control, many tenants have
excessive rent burdens. Almost 69% of elderly tenants in the city's rent-controlled units pay more than
30% of their incomes for rent.
In addition to controlling the price of most rental property in the city, the ordinance makes it difficult
for landlords to prosecute evictions, except in limited circumstances. The law's logic on evictions
confronts the reality of its incentives. With rents returning to market levels whenever tenants vacate
the premises, landlords have strong motivation to ensure frequent turnover. From proponents'
standpoint, rent control without strict eviction controls is bound to fail. In San Francisco, regardless of
lease terms, tenants can only be evicted for one of fourteen causes enumerated within the rent control
law. Acceptable grounds for eviction include nonpayment or habitual late payment of rent, nuisance
or damage to the premises, and use of the property for illegal purposes.
In general, the city has the reputation of being a place where evictions are costly and time-consuming
to obtain. Yet landlord incentives to return rents to market levels can become particularly strong as
markets tighten, such as during the extraordinary regional economy of the late 1990s. Under these
conditions landlords are known to offer considerable bribes in order to get their existing tenants to
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The settlement ordinance, detailing the compromise and the history of the dispute, may be downloaded via
http://sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances03/o0002-03.pdf.
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These and other data below are drawn from the American Housing Survey as analyzed in Grubb, Joe, ed.,
2002 San Francisco Housing DataBook (San Francisco: Bay Area Economics, 2002).
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vacate. Knowing this, long-term tenants have financial motivations to fight evictions in search of
windfall settlements.36
In principle, owners operate rental businesses by choice rather than as a public service, and landlords
enjoy legal rights to occupy their own units should they choose to do so.37 However, while allowing
for orderly movement of units from rental to owner-occupancy, an effective rent-control regime must
also grapple with landlord incentives to feign the intent to reoccupy units, or to do so only briefly, in
order to rent newly vacated units at market rates. San Francisco has struggled with how to regulate
such "owner move-in" (OMI) evictions, and the intricate details of various policy alternatives have
become regular fodder in both the ballot box and the courts. The city has various procedures in place
providing tenants adequate notice of OMI evictions, offering special protections for tenants who are
elderly and disabled, and allowing evicted renters to regain their tenancies or recover damages should
the landlord's action be disclosed to be merely an illegal effort to skirt rent control.
In the generation since its introduction, rent control in San Francisco has evolved in a number of ways.
In the early years, landlords successfully carved out exceptions to protect their interests, particularly
concerning the scope of units covered and the extent of allowable annual increases. The ordinance
originally exempted two- to four-unit buildings , so long as the owner lived on the premises. This
exclusion could potentially cover up to about one-quarter of all units within the stock. Although this
exemption was repealed in 1994, as recently as 1998 landlords again attempted, unsuccessfully, to
restore it via a ballot proposition which was voted
down. On rental adjustments, the law originally
Annual Allowable Rent Increases
imposed a fixed, but by today's standards quite
8%
generous, seven-percent cap on annual rent increases,
7%
in no way tied to inflation. Eventually, after being
6%
reduced to four percent during the period from 1986
5%
to 1992, allowable increases were whittled down to a
4%
pittance, limited by the voters in Proposition H (1992)
3%
to annual, fluctuating adjustments equal to sixty
2%
percent of the consumer price index factor for the Bay
1%
Area, up to a maximum increase of seven percent.
0%
The accompanying figure shows how allowable
1982
1987
1992
1997
2002
Source: SF Tenants Union
increases under rent control have changed over time.
The economics of rent control point overwhelmingly to its inefficiencies in the long run. 38 However,
in the stably liberal, renter-controlled political environment of San Francisco, some form of rent
regulation appears inevitable and permanent. A number of rent control's most devout proponents
would not find themselves residing in such an expensive real estate market otherwise, and this is
hardly news to them.
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VIII. Affordability Policy and the False Promise of "Live-Work" Development
"…the explosion of live-work loft development has been one of the most
controversial construction booms in San Francisco history, arguably the greatest
transformation of the urban cityscape since the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake."39
In the interest of generating a new source of affordable housing particularly for artisans and craftworkers, the city adopted an ordinance in 1988 merging commercial and residential zoning in limited
cases, allowing what were termed "live-work units." Defined in Ordinance 412-88, a live-work unit is
"a structure combining a residential living space for a group of persons including not more than four
adults with an integrated work space principally used by one or more of the residents."40 Though
relatively few such units were constructed between 1988 and 1996, at the peak of the "loft boom" in
1999 nearly half of the housing construction net gain was due to the construction of live-work units.41
In the view of many housing observers in San Francisco, the "live-work ordinance" (now effectively
repealed) fell far short of its goals. Irrespective of a unit's zoning designation, many residents
continued to work outside of their home, uses fell outside the legisla tion's design, and residents ended
up in much higher-income categories than originally expected. While the earliest live-work units
represented measured and thoughtful reuse of industrial buildings, by the mid-1990s the typical loft
was in a new and luxur ious development, priced well beyond the financial means of the typical artist.
In fact, the average sales price for live-work units in 2000 ($353,1000) exceeded the average price of
the rest of the stock by more than 32%.
The hybrid nature of these units – part commercial, part residential – may have allowed them to fly
beneath the regulatory radar at times. According to opponents, live-work development fails to pay its
own way due to an inordinate number of exemptions from requirements typically faced by builders.
Depending upon the scope of the project, these exemptions may include school fees, payments to the
city's affordable housing fund, application filing fees, inclusionary-zoning requirements to make some
new units affordable, childcare facilitie s requirements, and handicapped access regulations.
New live-work units surged in the late 1990s, until the end of the dot-com boom. The city's planning
department reviewed requests for 3,148 units in 2000 alone.42 The rush was due to the liberalization of
building regulations for loft development, as well as extraordinarily high demand and low vacancies in
the city. City officials recognized that too many new units were being directed toward what was
supposed to be a rather specialized land use, and the shift was perceived as depriving the city of all the
ordinary regulatory benefits, due to all the exemptions. Accordingly, in April 2002 the city's board of
supervisors placed permanently banned new live-work units, overriding a mayoral veto in the process.
The city's live-work ordinance originally grew out of the long-term struggle of artists and craftspeople
– such an important cultural element of the city's bohemian identity – to maintain residence in an
exorbitantly priced city. From the 1950s onwards, stories circulated of prominent writers, artists and
musicians leaving town, claiming to have been "priced out." During the beatnik era many artists
39
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found cheap studios and living space in North Beach. As rents increased there, many moved to
warehouses along the northeastern waterfront in the 1960s. Later arts communities migrated toward
South of Market, Potrero Hill, the Mission and Hunters Point, and these neighborhoods continue to
house many artists today. But many others were forced to take flight and leave San Francisco entirely,
particularly during the surge of new development and price increases occurring in the 1980s.43
The displacement of artists from San Francisco first came to prominent public attention as an urban
planning issue in 1983. The Redevelopment Authority (RDA) evicted twenty-one artists from a
famous artist cooperative in the Goodman Building, an Italianate Victorian built in 1869 at Geary
Boulevard and Van Ness Avenue and now listed on the National Register of Historic Buildings. The
city's redevelopment agency had acquired the building in the early 1970s and informed the artists their
combined commercial and residential use of the property was illegal and must cease. The Goodman
tenants fought the city for ten years over the right to renovate the building to include both studio and
residential space. In 1979 Mayor Dianne Feinstein made it city policy to evict the artists. Ultimately,
the agency granted development rights to a private builder, who sought to convert the building into
conventional apartments. The tenants refused to vacate, and the resulting 1983 eviction was
sensationalized in the local press. Comparing the Goodman Building to the recently completed Opera
Plaza development, a local leader of the arts community at the time criticized the city for pursuing
"socialism for the affluent, but eviction for those who are not affluent."44
From controversy arose social ferment, political organizing among affected communities, and policy
experimentation. After the Goodman Building evictions, the city government initiated discussions
with the art community, property owners, and building regulators to find innovative approaches to the
perceived artist-housing problem. A key roadblock was the view of commercial owners that live-work
regulation threatened to subject their buildings to permanent rent control. Another was the resistance
of neighbors in commercial and light industrial areas of the city, who believed the value of their
properties would be harmed by an incursion of new residents, particularly those leading artistic
lifestyles.
These challenges were addressed via a series of compromises. For example, the resulting legislation
exempted live-work units from rent control and recognized owners' rights to convert propertie s back to
non-residential uses. Importantly, the new ordinance adopted in 1988 was seen in some quarters as
simply ratifying the illegal, mixed residential-commercial uses already occupying so much of the city's
older, deteriorating stock of industrial buildings.45 In effect, the city acknowledged that enforcement
of existing codes had grown difficult and perhaps more effort than it was worth.
To apply for live-work status, tenants were required to file an occupancy permit with the city's Bureau
of Building Inspections, specifying the tenant's planned improvements to make the commercial or
industrial space habitable. The landlord was required to sign the application. Developers of new livework units were required to advertise their availability to artists and arts organizations. Surprise city
inspections were undertaken to insure that actively and continuously used workspaces occupied at
least two-thirds of the unit's square-footage.
In practice the regulations grew unenforceable , imposing an impossible workload on the city's building
inspectors as the stock of live-work units grew. The shortage of usable office space in the city during
the booming economy of the mid- to late-1990s meant that small and midsize companies - particularly
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dot-coms - increasingly chose to locate in live-work units. Numerous new-economy workers – e.g.,
software engineers and website designers – had colorable claims to being "artists" within the broadest
interpretation of the live-work ordinance. This led to a spike in new live-work construction units
completed and brought to market, in higher volumes than city officials had ever seen. As the
accompanying figure shows, historical levels had rarely surpassed 200 new units per year; in 1999 and
2000 more than one thousand live-work
units came on line. The city recognized,
and tenant advocates could not credibly
dispute, that the boom in live-work
development included uses falling well
outside the original legislative intent.
Moreover, many of the newer lofts in the
late 1990s were market-rate studio
apartment-style units. They were typically
priced from $350,000 up to $800,000,
obviously beyond the financial means of
most first-time homebuyers. These units
were
particularly
inaccessible
for
moderate-income artisans, the law's
intended beneficiaries. An investigative
study by the San Francisco Chronicle found almost half of the 100 live-work sites inspected were
being used as commercial offices by law partnerships, computer software companies, Internet
enterprises and other businesses.46 An earlier live-work survey determined that residents were
overwhelmingly Caucasian (89%), male (63% men), well-educated (85% college graduates), and wellpaid (77% earning over $55,000/year). More and more, "live-work" was becoming, effectively, "work
only."
The companies involved – including start-ups doomed to financial failure anyway - protested that they
could not afford the rates for San Francisco's office space.47
In one particularly visible case
Zing.com, an online photography company, leased an entire 48-unit live-work building. The San
Francisco Bay Guardian, a liberal weekly fancying itself a kind of public watchdog, reported that if
the site had been developed as office space, its builder would have owed $463,890 to the city's
affordable housing fund and $65,800 to support child-care services.48 The city posted several notices
of violation at Zing.com and other likely violators, in language clearly evincing its strong distaste for
the firms' subversion of the live-work law's original intent (see Figure 25 [("Live-Work Violation
Notice)]. Mayoral candidates in the 1999 election season, particularly opponents of Mayor Willie L.
Brown, Jr. (who would go on to win reelection handily), denounced the scam that live-work regulation
had become.49
Firms occupying live-work buildings were unjustifiably evading numerous fees and other
requirements, and the city could tolerate the situation only for so long. Despite the efforts of a
citywide coalition of artists, activists and nonprofit groups, a compromise ballot proposition in
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November 1999 – seeking to treat live-work units as residential, thereby subjecting them to the usual
regulatory fees and requirements – failed by the thinnest of margins. In February of 2001, the city
imposed a six-month moratorium on the construction of new live-work units, and a task force was
convened to study the problem. The task force strongly recommended that the city make the
moratorium permanent, reasoning as follows:
Simply creating more live-work, as defined under the present ordinance, is not an
effective strategy for meeting the City's housing needs. Live-work units are by
definition studios or one-bedroom units, and are not suited to families or larger
households. Live-work units are generally not accessible for people with disabilities.
Live-work buildings house fewer people than apartment-style buildings of the same
height and bulk. Live-work units are, with few exceptions, priced well above what
the median household in San Francisco can afford, and what working artists and
artisans can pay. Live-work projects are exempt from the City's inclusionary
affordable housing requirements, when the bulk of the City's housing need is for
below-market rate units. Our recommendation, therefore, is that the City's live-work
ordinance be revised to prohibit new live-work construction. 50
Following the recommendation of the task force, the city's board of supervisors prohibited all new
live-work units in April 2002. Mayor Brown vetoed the bill, acting on the strong opposition of the
Residential Builders Association with which he has been aligned; the builders and companies
benefiting from lax enforcement of the live-work ordinance were valuable allies of the mayor's,
particularly in terms of campaign contributions.51 However, in this instance the mayor's noted
political sway and savvy failed to carry the day. The board of supervisors voted to override Mayor
Brown's veto ten days later, and the live-work ban became law.
The story of live-work development in San Francisco, like that of rent control, helps illustrate the
difficulties in designing and implementing good urban housing policy. 52 Indeed, it demonstrates that
housing capital and housing consumers struggle mightily with one another, and government faces
often insuperable challenges in trying to be an effective referee.
Fittingly, among the affordable housing project vignettes which close this report is a profile of the
"Goodman 2" facility housing some of the original members of the Goodman artist community, whose
1983 eviction began our live-work tale.
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IX. San Francisco's Affordable Housing Stock:
An Illustrative Sample of Sites and Their Developers
The following section of this report provides brief, illustrative narratives, describing several affordable
housing projects throughout San Francisco, and their developers. Our study reveals a remarkable
variety of developers and operators active in serving different categories of lower-income households
in need throughout the city. While not constituting an exhaustive survey, these short case-studies
nevertheless provide the reader a broad impression of the kinds of housing provided outside the
traditional marketplace in San Francisco. The sites featured below represent several significant types
of low-income housing development activity: sponsorship by faith-based charities with innovative
housing programs; live/work loft-style housing in rehabilitated commercial and industrial locations;
reuse of the city's closed military sites; sophisticated industry leaders such as San Francisco's own
BRIDGE Housing Corporation; 53 densely populated neighborhoods with prominent national or ethnic
identities, such as Chinatown and the Mission; and award-winning designs recognized for their
innovative use of land and built space.
A. 111 Jones Street Apartments,54 by Mercy Charities Housing California
Mercy Charities Housing California (MCHC),55 an award-winning property development and
management organization, has developed over 9,250 rental housing units for families, senior citizens,
homeless people, and people with special needs throughout California,
with a special emphasis on the San Francisco Bay Area. MCHC's ninestory, 108-unit development known as "111 Jones Street Apartments" is
the first housing ever built in the San Francisco's low-income Tenderloin
district specifically for families. The majority of its residents have
incomes less than thirty-five percent of the area median.
Financed via low-income housing tax credits and a variety of other
funding streams, the project was completed in 1993 at a total cost of $18.6
million, or approximately $172,000 per unit. A 1996 report identified the
operating budget as just $509,500 annually, or roughly $4,700 per unit,
but this figure excludes the cost of the various community services,
including childcare and education, provided by MCHC on-site. As is
typical with many low-income housing providers in high-cost San Francisco, rents just barely cover
operating expenses, with little left over for debt service. Permanent debt financing comes from two
loans totaling $6.6 million from the city and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. Principal and
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A national pacesetter in low-income housing development, BRIDGE Housing Corporation was founded by
affordable housing pioneer I. Donald Terner, in whose memory a Distinguished Professorship in Affordable
Housing and Urban Policy was established in 1998 at the Haas School of Business of the University of
California, Berkeley. A former chair of the Department of City and Regional Planning at Berkeley and director
of California's Department of Housing and Community Development, Terner was an esteemed government
leader, academic scholar, and innovative builder who championed the development of housing affordable for all
American families. Terner was also a former member of the Berkeley faculty. Terner accompanied U.S.
Commerce Secretary Ron Brown on his mission of peace and hope to the Balkans and died in the tragic plane
crash on April 3, 1996.
54
This narrative is based on a thorough description in the Enterprise Foundation's on-line resource database
(http://www.enterprisefoundation.org/model%20documents/e1021.htm). Photos courtesy of the Enterprise
Foundation.
55
MCHC is a subsidiary of the national organization, Mercy Housing, Inc., based in Denver, Colorado.

39

interest payments on these loans are deferred for 25 years at minimum. Fannie Mae contributed equity
in the tax credit syndication and provided $12 million in project financing. 56
The Tenderloin, located just west of the city's posh "Union Square" theater and shopping district, is
characterized by abandoned and rundown buildings, soup kitchens, and homeless shelters. Inhabiting
one of the highest crime areas of the city, its poor families often live in overcrowded single -room
hotels and studio apartments. The population is ethnically diverse and includes thousands of children
living in poverty. The Tenderloin is a natural locus in San Francisco for charitable activities, political
organizing, and infill housing development for the city's neediest households.
64 of the 108 apartments at 111 Jones Street are one-bedroom, occupied mostly by elderly individuals.
The balance of the facility comprises studios, two- and three-bedroom units. A number of the units
are accessible to the disabled; conversion costs are low by design, allowing additional units to be made
accessible as demand dictates. Like the neighborhood, the building features a remarkable level of
cultural and ethnic diversity, with a variety of Asian and European nationalit ies represented. The
operator actively encourages this diversity, issuing resident notices and handbooks in multiple
languages. Sponsored events include a variety of religious holidays, and local television provides
multilingual offerings.
MCHC ordinarily succeeds in keeping the facility at 100%-occupancy. 60 of the units are targeted
toward tenants earning less than 35% of area median income (AMI), and the remaining 48 are
inhabited by those having incomes between 35% and 50%
of AMI. Current rents range from $438 for the smallest
studio apartments up just more than $800 for the largest
units.
Featured in an issue of Architectural Digest, the building
occupies just a little over four-tenths of an acre. The
Enterprise Foundation suggests that the 111 Jones Street
"defy the common thinking that family housing and high
density cannot go hand in hand," characterizing it as "a
striking example of an attractive, livable design for a
densely-built inner-city neighborhood where crime and resident security are major considerations."
Responding to a variety of neighborhood needs in the Tenderloin, the design incorporates both elderly
and family accommodations, but locates them on separate floors with their own elevator access,
security arrangements, and socializing spaces.
An attractive interior courtyard takes up most of a city block. One side is bordered by a city-funded
provider of preschool and after-school activities. Across the courtyard is another MCHC building.
The only way to access the open space of the courtyard is from within the security perimeter of the
bordering facilities. Graffiti-resistant materials are used on exterior and interior surfaces around the
building, facilitating the maintenance of a cleanly environment. MCHC has included a number of
safety features, including video surveillance, photo ID key cards, 24-hour desk staffing, and training of
residents in fire and earthquake response.
Typically the waitlist at 111 Jones Street Apartments is lengthy and closed to new entrants. When rare
vacancies occur, MCHC's selection process includes detailed screening of applicants to ensure they
suit the income and service characteristics of available units. Qualified applicants – i.e., those
surviving a rigorous check of credit, income, and rentalhistory – are interviewed extensively. An on56
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site social service staff tries to anticipate and address problems which existing residents may have
paying the rent, such as when the leading earner goes on unemployment.
MCHC forms partnerships with nonprofit organizations to provide supportive services on-site,
including employment assistance, English language and citizenship classes, computer skill-building
opportunities, in addition to a considerable number of children's classes and workshops. A wide
variety of programs is available for children. The pre/after-school facility serves about eighty
students. The Boys and Girls Club operates a program on-site every day, offering help with
homework and providing on-site recreation. A professional artist and a writer-in-residence nurture
children’s creative talents.
Residents can participate in a number of building-based organizations which represent their interests,
coordinate with local neighborhood groups, and address social problems as they may arise.
The project's success is due in no small part to the innovative, service-based orientation of its
developer/operator. MCHC is respected within the affordable housing industry for its attention to
sound design and its careful financial practices. The organization maintains a substantial staff
dedicated specifically to asset management as opposed to property oversight. It prides itself on using
resident satisfaction surveys to measure and improve its performance. On opening new facilities,
MCHC conducts detailed meetings with political stakeholders to ensure healthy linkages within the
community. The organization combines a comprehensive vision with a continuing commitment
toward providing very affordable units housing the neediest residents in some of the nation's most
challenged urban neighborhoods.
B. Canon Barcus Community House (165 Eighth Street),
by Episcopal Community Services of San Francisco, Inc.
The Canon Barcus Community House (CBCH) is a 48-unit permanent supportive housing apartment
building in San Francisco for homeless, very low-income families57 with special needs such as mental
illness, HIV/AIDS, and/or substance abuse. The building is named for homeless advocate William
Henry Barcus III, a canon at San Francisco's famed Grace Cathedral
and a former member of the Mayor’s Taskforce on Homelessness
(1983-84). Episcopal Community Services (ECS) both developed
the project and, in partnership with other providers in the
community, continues to provide services in the building.
Completed in March 2002, the site is located in the revitalized South
of Market district, a mixed-use area with commercial and light
industry uses and housing such as that featured in San Francisco's live-work loft developments. The
accompanying photograph features the Eighth Street side of the Canon Barcus House. To minimize
residential occupancy along this busy street front, designers located a skills center on the first floor,
various services and administration on the second and third floors, and occupied units only on the
upper two floors, farthest from traffic noise.
CBCH is a five-story structure, and includes a two-bedroom apartment for the property manager.
Five units are specifically designated for families affected by HIV/AIDS. Fifteen units bear dedicated
HUD "Shelter Plus Care" rental subsidies, and another 32 units are reserved for the project-based
Section 8 program. This structurally varied project has one-bedroom flats (4 units), two-bedroom flats
57
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and town houses (12 units), three-bedroom flats and townhouses (27 units), and four-bedroom
townhouses (5 units). The apartments range in size from 563 to 1,494 square feet. As shown in the
adjacent photograph, the largest of the three interior, second floor courtyards at CBCH provides
exterior space for tenant families. Below this courtyard on the first floor are a residential lobby with
24-hour staffed property management office and tenant parking.
Complementing the units themselves are a community room, three interior courtyards, a children’s
program room, an infant-toddler child care center, and a tenant lobby available for community
building activities. The "Tenant Services" facilities include office space, a health clinic, two
consulting offices used by therapists and other providers, and a community conference room. One
skills-center program helps families build adult literacy and parents' ability to support their children’s
learning and school preparedness. Through the San Francisco Unified School District, 10 hours of
direct tutoring are offered on-site each week. The impressive array of services also includes teen
programs funded by the Schwab Foundation, as well as at-risk supervision and intervention by the
city's Child Protective Services unit.
A drab warehouse-style office building once occupied the CBCH site. ECS purchased the building for
office space and collected rental income from existing tenants until the complex service-enriched
housing project was designed and funding put in place. Ultimately, the offices were torn down and the
project-planning phase began. At first, many neighbors opposed the project, apprehensive over the
impact of concentrating homeless services in the vicinity. Some voiced fear the project would
adversely affect real estate values in the immediate neighborhood. Residents in existing live-work
units convinced some neighbors their area was already bearing its fair share of specialized, affordable
housing development.
To address neighborhood opposition, ECS convened meetings of community leaders and interested
residents to discuss planning, development and construction of the building. The process of
accommodating various demands and negotiating with the neighbors delayed construction for about a
year and added to total project cost. An important compromise involved the developer's agreeing to
rebuild a wall shared with an adjacent building. Contrary to the neighbors' fears, there have been
relatively few behavior-related complaints received by ECS since the building opened. ECS quickly
investigates all complaints utilizing its videotape-surveillance system.
To finance the $20.5 million project, ECS wove together a number of funding sources. Loans of $4.37
million (15 years, 5.8%) and $3.6 million (50 years, deferred 3%, simple interest) were provided from
the city's affordable housing funds, generated via voter-approved bond financing. The project also
received $1.12 million from San Francisco's federal Community Development Block Grant (CDGB)
funds (0% loan, treated as equity), about $690,000 in loans obtained via the federal Housing
Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) program, and an additional 5-year, $525,100 bridgefinancing loan from Mercy Housing. Merritt Community Capital Funds VI and VII share 99.9%
ownership of the project as tax-credit investors. Merritt's pooled funds draw on a broad spectrum of
community reinvestment players such as Bank of America, Freddie Mac, Fannie Mae, Bank of the
West, Wells Fargo Bank, Washington Mutual, and Silicon Valley Bank.
Despite these contributions, a gap of more than $3 million necessitated a substantial additional
fundraising effort by the developer. Eventually $3.4 million was raised from foundations,
corporations, churches and individuals. Sources included St. Luke's Hospital & The Brotherton Fund;
Senator Dianne Feinstein and her husband, investor Richard C. Blum; the Charles & Helen Schwab
Family Foundation, the Herbst Foundation, the Episcopal Church of St. Mary the Virgin, McKesson
Foundation, and The San Francisco Foundation. Partly in recognition of its heroic charitable efforts
shepherding these resources, CBCH received the 2003 Charles L. Edson Tax Credit Excellence Award
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(Metropolitan & Urban Housing category) from the Affordable Housing Tax Credit Coalition
(AHTCC) in Washington, D.C.58 The reviewing awards committee was particularly impressed with
the breadth of support services, the broad scope of community support, and the developer's impressive
$3.4 million capital campaign.
As the breakdown below, the target population for Canon Barcus Community House is very lowincome families who are homeless or at risk of homelessness, particularly those with special needs.
Selection criteria focus upon families living on the streets, in shelters, in parks or in severely
overcrowded housing. Other families come from transitional housing and substance abuse treatment
programs. The current tenant profile includes 47 families with 116 children. Families must have a
demonstrated history of homelessness and qualify for available rental subsidies. Some units require
applicants to verify a diagnosis of mental illness, substance abuse, and/or symptomatic HIV/AIDS.
Applicants must be identified via existing waitlists.
CANON BARCUS COMMUNITY HOUSE
Summary Demographics on Families (February 2003)
Number of Residents
47 families/116 children (15 Shelter + Care; 32 Section 8)
Race of Tenants
47%
African-American
30%
Caucasian
19%
Hispanic
4%
Other
Age Distribution of Children
0-4 years 34%
5-12 years
13-17 years
Family Data

52%
14%

12 couples
3 single fathers
29 single mothers
3 3-generation families
23 families with 1 adult working full or part time
4 adults in training programs
3 parents reunified with children
in foster care at move-in
3 families pursuing reunification
Tenant Prior Placements
4 families transferred from other Shelter+Care sites
2 families sleeping in cars
2 families on the street
4 families in hotels
13 families with relatives or friends
22 families in shelters or transitional housing
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The annual awards given by AHTCC recognize: location of projects in particularly hard-to-develop areas;
provision of social services; efforts to encourage tenant self-sufficiency; unique design features; and
extraordinary community support for the project.
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C. Church Street Apartments (One Church Street), by BRIDGE Housing Corporation59
BRIDGE Housing Corporation's Church Street Apartments is a 93-unit project in the Duboce Triangle
neighborhood, near the San Francisco Mint and Duboce Park. Included are 31 one-bedroom/one-bath
units, 34 two-bedroom/one-and-one-half bath units, and 28 three-bedroom/two-and-one-half bath
units. The project offers on-site community space such as a children's playground. The sloped site
grades four stories down to three, efficiently creating the impression of less height and bulk than is
actually present, and harmonizing the design with surrounding uses and neighboring
Victorian/Edwardian structures. The mixed-use project also houses two nonresidential spaces. A
childcare center (mandated by a city funding source) carries a private entrance on a cul-de-sac with
little traffic. A second nonresidential space of approximately 329 square feet is suitable as a coffee
shop and is located close to a neighboring bus and streetcar hub.
Interior Court Yard

NUMBER OF UNITS
One-bedroom Units:
Two-bedroom Units:
Three-bedroom Units:
Total Units:

AMENITIES
• Laundry facilities and garbage chute on each floor
• Large community room
• Computer lab with up to eight workstations
• Two elevators
• Tot lot
• Parking

31
34
28
93

Apartments feature wall-to-wall carpeting, all-electric kitchens and storage. Laundry facilities appear
on each floor, along with garbage chutes and recycling. A large community room is located on the
first floor of the development, adjacent to the main pedestrian entryway; next door is a computer lab
with up to eight workstations. Both areas are fully accessible. In this same area, BRIDGE Property
Management has two offices for its personnel, including the resident manager and maintenance staff.
The vibrant neighborhood features a hospital, religious institutions, two community centers and a
library, all within walking distance. Three schools - McKinley Elementary School, Mission Middle
School and Mission High School - are within one mile.
BRIDGE relied upon several sources to cover the $28.4 million in development costs. The following
table outlines Church Street’s financing.
Total Development Costs: $28,465,712
Bank of America – Series A Tax-Exempt Bond Issue $4,295,000 @6.6% interest, 30-year term & amortization
Bank of America – Series B Tax-Exempt Bond Issue $3,921,000 @ 6.7% interest, 30-year term & amorization
Mechanics Bank – Federal Home Loan Bank Affordable Housing Program Funds $465,000, no interest, 30-year term
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency - $8,925,325 Loan @ 3% simple interest, 55-year term
City of San Francisco –HOPWA $2,072,241 @ 3% simple interest, 55-year term
General Partner Capital $724,664
NEF Fund(s) Net Equity $8,062,482
Total Sources: $28,465,712
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The following narrative draws largely upon an investment presentation downloadable via
http://www.nefinc.org/Investors/ChurchStPPT.ppt.
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Rents for 63 of the 93 units (68%) at Church Street are up to 50% of AMI, with the remaining 30 units
set at 60% of AMI. Since it is located in an especially challenged development district, the project
received a 30% boost in basis. 60
D. Clayton Hotel (657 Clay Street) & (Larkin Pine Senior Housing (1303 Larkin Street),
by Chinatown Community Development Center
The Clayton Hotel was acquired by the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC)61 in
June 1981. The encroachment of the adjacent Financial District's office structures into what was once
the "Manilatown" neighborhood had placed many residential buildings at risk of being converted or
demolished. CCDC's rehabilitation of the old hotel was part of its broader
effort to salvage the residential character of the densely populated
Chinatown district and to secure and augment the community's stock of
permanently affordable housing. Reopened in March 1983, the Clayton
was the burgeoning community group's first foray into real estate
acquisition and management.
Work on repairing and maintaining the Clayton Hotel proceeded slowly
after the organization took ownership. Several elements of the design were
slowed due to inadequate funding. Staff and volunteers struggled to correct
code violations and keep the facility open. Eventually funding was raised
to allow for substantial upgrades. In order to operate three stories of
residential units, CCDC maintained four commercial storefronts on the
ground floor, rents from which subsidize the residential areas. The hotel recently went through an
additional rehabilitation project, involving a new boiler and water heate r, a new fire sprinkler system
and remodeled tenant bathrooms.
CCDC and its predecessors availed themselves of a variety of funding several sources to secure
adequate funding for the more than $1.9 million cost to develop the project. These sources included:
the Community Development Block Grant Site Acquisition and Rehabilitation Programs; the Mayor's
Office of Housing; the Deferred Payment Loan Program of the California Department of Housing and
Community Development; and the Inner City Ventures Fund of the National Trust for Historic
Preservation.
The Clayton Hotel has 76 of its 81 single units in operation for low-income residents, and 60% of the
occupants are elderly Asians and Pacific Islanders. The great majority receive public assistance in
various forms. Rents are maintained at an extremely affordable level of just $177/month.
Based in Chinatown but operating in North Beach and the Tenderloin as well, CCDC has become the
anchor community development advocate and developer in one of the nation's most densely populated
and ethnically concentrated urban neighborhoods.62 CCDC's activities now stretch far beyond the
realm of housing development and include an active planning practice concerning itself with such
matters as transportation and environmental management. The organization's focus on neighborhood
housing needs gained prominence in the aftermath of the infamous 1977 evictions at Chinatown's
International Hotel, where elderly residents were forcibly removed by hundreds of police officers in a
60

Various resource streams impose the following additional conditions: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency:
31 units have project-based Section 8 (15-yr. term, renewable annually, units at 50% AMI); HOPWA: 12 units
set aside for very low-income families in which one or more persons have HIV/AIDS (targeted at 20% of AMI
but may increase to 50% dependent upon income).
61
At the time of acquisition the developer was known as the Chinese Community Housing Corporation.
62
CCDC states that 15,000 residents live within an area of just 20 square blocks; the great majority are of
Chinese descent.
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televised midnight raid. Eviction notices had first been served nine years earlier, and the local sheriff
had served jail time on contempt of court charges after refusing to enforce the evictions. Ultimately
the building was demolished, and an unsightly subsurface lot has marked the corner of Kearny and
Jackson Streets for decades since the dispute.
Since 1977, CCDC has played a role in producing 2,000 units of low-income housing, including a
pending project to finally rebuild the long-abandoned Internatio nal Hotel site adjacent to Chinatown.
Another of CCDC's projects is Larkin Pine Senior Housing, the first nonprofit affordable housing
development built in the air-rights space above a U.S. postal facility (see accompanying photograph).
Based on a recommendation it received from by the American Institute of Architects – identifying the
mixed-use prospects of a planned "Pine Street Station" post office
- the Mayor’s Office of Housing encouraged CCDC's predecessor
in 1988 to pursue the idea with the U.S. Postal Service.
The space above the post office was leased to CCDC in 1991 for
75 years. To complicate the ambitious project, the difficult
construction process began after the post office began operations.
Four stories of housing were constructed on a ste el platform
above the structure's roof. A San Francisco senior services
organization in Chinatown, On Lok, provided design suggestions so the facility could support
independent but frail seniors. Opened for occupancy in December 1994, the project received
numerous awards, including the Metropolitan Life Foundation’s Award for Excellence in Affordable
Housing in the Property and Asset Management category in 2000.
With 59 single -room-occupancy and four double units, Larkin Pine Senior Housing accommodates a
total of 90 tenants in the top four floors of the six-story building. Within the complex, 2,955 of 39,202
total square feet comprise common usable open space, roof gardens, and sitting areas. Other amenities
include laundry facilities and common rooms for social events. All units access community kitchens to
assist the residents with food preparation. The financing of the $8.6 million Larking Pine was made
available through the State of California Department of Housing and Community Development, the
Mayor's Office of Housing, Wells Fargo Bank, and a tax credit investor, Mission First Financial.
The facility's ninety residents in senior units can be summarized as follows:
• Employment: 3 are working, 78 on public assistance, 3 other.
• Rental range: from $371 to $516.
• Marital status: 28 couples, 34 individuals.
• Race: 80 Asian/Pacific Islanders, 1 African-American, 9 Caucasians.
• Tenants with Disabilities: 10 individuals.
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E. Goodman 2 (18th & Arkansas Streets), by Artspace Development Corporation
(ArtsDeco) & Holliday Development63
After the famous 1983 evictions removing a community of artists from the historic Goodman Building
in San Francisco, some of the displaced tenants formed Artspace Development Corporation
(ArtsDeco), a non-profit organization aimed at restoring
the combined, almost communal living and working
environment which had become so important to the
Goodman residents. With seed money from the city,
ArtsDeco explored various development and rehabilitation
opportunities but was unable to realize its vision until more
than a decade later. Through a partnership with Holliday
Development, the fascinating "Goodman 2" (g2) project
was born. The accompanying photograph shows the main
entrance to the g2 live-work community.
Five years after the evictions, ArtsDeco approached
Holliday Development after the organization had located a 1.5-acre parcel above the entrance to an
abandoned railway tunnel. The site was located between the light-industrial enclaves South of Market
and residential neighborhoods rising up Potrero Hill. However, the site was adjacent to a deteriorating
public housing project; the neighborhood had a bad reputation throughout the city borne of its history
of poverty and criminal activity. It proved unfeasible for ArtsDeco to get the necessary financing to
purchase and develop the original site. Fortunately, Holliday Development had earlier procured a
nearly identical site at 18th Street and Arkansas Street, for sale by Western Pacific Railroad, located
near the opposite entrance of the very same railroad tunnel. An arrangement brokered by the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Mayor's Office of Housing allowed ArtsDeco and Holliday
Development to combine resources and help restore the Goodman live-work space as part of a larger
mixed-use development.
The $1.9 million, 27,213 square-foot project was completed in 1995. The g2 building contains 29
live-work artist lofts ranging from 500 to 1000 square feet, a 2,500 square-foot performance gallery,
and a 2,000 square-foot multimedia center. The core of the building is a two-story cylindrical space
used for community meetings, events, and exhibitions. A circular wide hall located outside the
second-floor studios provides a balcony overlooking a central atrium and extending it. The live-work
residents together occupy a thriving artistic community they feel revives and improves upon the
halcyon existence enjoyed by the original Goodman tenants. Adjacent to the g2 project is a 94-unit,
155,610 square-foot multifamily project built alongside by Holliday Development, combining studio
lofts with 1-to-3 bedroom units. The entire design has won a number of recognitions including honors
from the American Institute of Architects, the Pacific Coast Builders Conference and the American
Society of Landscape Architects.
Project finance was assisted Hearthstone Advisors, which arranged critical construction and
acquisition lending through the Union Labor Life Insurance Company. Hearthstone Advisors had
useful experience with affordable housing investment as a fund manager for the California Public
Employees' Retirement System (CalPERS).
The Goodman 2 project effectively and resourcefully combines residential and commercial space,
essentially merging public and private activities in contiguous quarters. The intangible sense of
community this produces for residents continues the legacy of the original Goodman artists. By
63

The description which follows is drawn largely from materials available on-line from the architects David
Baker + Partners (http://www.dbarchitect.com/) and the founding artists (http://www.g2institute.org).
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eliminating the conventional divide between residence and employment, the community and its
building engender what the architect's website refers to as "a rich variety of interior forms … as
spatially fluid as the collective's lifestyle … an ever changing vortex of work, movement and social
interaction."
F. Island Bay Homes (Treasure Island), by Community Housing Partnership
Treasure Island is indeed a unique asset in San Francisco. At more than 400 acres, the island remains
one of the largest ever constructed. Treasure Island is connected by a short causeway to the naturally
occurring Yerba Buena Island (see accompanying photograph), which sits in the middle of the San
Francisco Bay and through which passes the
tunnel portion of the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge.
To build the 403-acre Treasure Island, 29
million cubic yards of sand and gravel were
transported to or dredged from the Bay and the
Sacramento River Delta. The island was host
to the 1939 World's Fair, known as "The
Golden Gate International Exposition." Later,
during the Second World War, it was converted
to a U.S. naval base and used for military
purposes until it was closed in 1993. 64 A year later, San Francisco elected to be governed under the
federal "Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994." This Act
required the City to propose a plan for using base resources to assist homeless persons as part of its
land-reuse plan for the civilian redevelopment of the base.65
Given these priorities, San Francisco's Community Housing Partnership put plans in place to convert
existing buildings into transitional housing for the homeless. In the fall of 2002, seventeen families
moved into newly rehabilitated two-bedroom apartments, with an additional 14 three- and fourbedroom units planned for occupancy in the fall of 2003.
The project is part of the Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative (TIHDI), in which over
twenty organizations have joined to pursue economic development opportunities on the former naval
base. Formerly homeless workers are employed on the rehabilitation projects. Residents enjoy access
to other facilities and services available on the island, such as a food pantry, health services, and
children and youth programs. Tenants will pay no more than 30% of their income in rent.66 As
approved by HUD, TIHDI's overall development plan includes an eventual 375 family housing units, a
restaurant, a conference center, landscaping and maintenance, and retail space.

64

For additional history on Treasure Island, see the Treasure Island Development Authority’s “History” section,
at http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/site/treasureisland_index.asp?id=285.
65
See Treasure Island Homeless Development Initiative at http://www.tihdi.org.
66
See developer's description at http://communityhousingpartnership.com/pgs/islandbay.html.
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G. Parkview Commons (Carl and Frederick Streets), by BRIDGE Housing Corporation and
Pacific Union Development Company67
The Parkview Commons project comprises 114 condominiums, first-time
homebuying opportunities for low-to-moderate income purchasers. The
award-winning site has been repeate dly cited for excellence in design and
affordability.
When the San Francisco Unified School District closed its Polytechnical
High School in the 1970s, it demolished the entire complex except for two
Art Deco Gymnasiums later remodeled as community centers.68 After failed
attempts to sell the site, located across the street from San Francisco's famed
Golden Gate Park, the school
district decided to give the city a 75-year lease as a basis
for developing affordable housing. Opponents of the
project attempted to prohibit development of the site
with a ballot initiative, an exercise in urban
"NIMBYism" that went down to defeat in 1987.
The ownership arrangement at Parkview Commons is
akin to the community-trust vehicle, necessitated by the
school district's retention of fee-simple title to the land.
Residents purchase only their dwellings – the
improvements - but gain a nominally priced sublease of
the land. In exchange for contributing equity toward the project and thereby lowering the price paid
by the buyer, the city holds second mortgages on the improvements and "lease liens" in amounts
commensurate to the subsidy. To preserve the units as affordable, the city holds a permanent right of
first refusal on any sale.
The 114 condominiums include 16 one-bedroom units, 26 two-bedrooms, 38 three-bedroomts, and 34
large four-bedroom units. Automobile access is restricted to parking mews accessed from the main
thoroughfares bordering the property. Each unit has a garage, and flats enjoy secure, internal access
from the carports. Three pedestrian walks bordered by
gardens traverse the property and cover a 50-foot
altitude change from the upper street entry. The
architects described the design as follows: “Red-tileroofed towers punctuate the street facades, and the
buildings are linked by networks of stairs and
walkways as they climb the steep site. Along the way is a variety of sheltered, well-used courtyards
and other open spaces. The result is an appealingly intricate and varied urban composition.”69 The
architects exploited the flexibility afforded them by the city's planning commission's decision to
permit the property as a planned-unit development. Residents include a variety of ethnically diverse
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In addition to interviews and other sources, this narrative draws extensively upon a description downloadable
from the "Affordable Housing Design Advisor" website (http://www.designadvisor.org) hosted by the Local
Initiatives Support Corporation and sponsored by HUD's Office of Policy Development and Research.
68
"Affordable California Hill Town - This Sprightly Complex is the Best Housing Bargain in High-Priced San
Francisco." Architectural Record, July 1990, pp. 84-87.
69
Ibid.
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professionals: City Hall employees, firefighters, attorneys, arborists, physicians, teachers, journalists,
artists, nurses, chiropractors, tech industry employees, scientists, and social workers.
Parkview Commons set important standards for affordable housing design, and for the savvy political
compromise necessary to get such projects built. The late Don Terner, founder of BRIDGE, quoted
visitors to the project as saying, "You can build affordable housing in our community if you build
something as nice as Parkview Commons."70
H. Presentation Senior Community (301 Ellis Street), by Mercy Housing California 71
On February 22, 2001 - as a result of PECC’s recommendations and after 10 years of intense planning
and hard work - the doors opened at Presentation Senior Community, a 92-unit affordable senior
housing and adult day health facility developed jointly by Mercy Housing California and North and
South of Market Adult Day Health. Located in the heart of the Tenderloin district in San Francisco,
Presentation Senior Community introduced a number of innovations in senior housing and day health.
The entire project was initiated with support from a consortium of foundations, most notably the Bay
Area Independent Elders Program, or BAIEP. The process is usually quite the opposite - a nonprofit
organization approaches a foundation to obtain funding for a concept that the nonprofit has already
researched. After setting up the basic plan the project team
won unprecedented approval from HUD to give preference
to the frail elderly 72 (60 of 92 units). The project resulted in
an extensive, closely integrated partnership between public
and private agencies, both in conceptualizing the program
and funding the project. Finally, the building combines
service and art space by incorporating EXIT Theatre,
producer of San Francisco’s renowned Fringe Festival, as the
operator of the ground-floor performance space.
During the 1990s, the city faced a shortage of affordable
housing units for seniors - only 582 affordable housing units for seniors were built while the city’s
elderly population increased by approximately 17,000 people.73 The serious housing issues facing
frail elders and their caregivers prompted community organizations to join forces and look for
solutions. After several years of negotiation, Planning for Elders in the Central City (PECC) outlined
their proposal for a new senior center. They envisioned a place where frail seniors would have priority
access to the apartments and a small day health services area on the first floor. This residential service
model was very intriguing, particular as a way of providing important health care without necessarily
gaining full skilled-nursing licensing. Mercy Housing California was chosen as the partner
responsible for development, building construction, and ownership.
In January of 1993, PECC’s Health Task Force learned that the empty lot at the corner of Taylor and
Ellis Streets in San Francisco’s Tenderloin district might be available. The land was owned by the
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Quoted at http://www.designadvisor.org/gallery/parkview.html.
This narrative draws substantially on Boardman, Elizabeth and Kathy Arizon, Presentation Senior
Community: An Innovative Concept Becomes Reality. San Francisco: North and South of Market Adult Day
Health, 2002. Download: http://www.presentationseniorcommunity.com/html/view_download_book.html.
72
Applications for tenancy in one of the 60 “frail” units at Presentation Senior Community are considered when
at least one member of the household is 62 years of age of older and has annual income no greater than 50% of
AMI. In addition, applicants must be enrolled in adult day health centers, placed in nursing homes, deficient in
activities of daily living (ADLs), or eligible for at least 60 hours/month of in-home supportive services.
73
“SF Seniors Face Lottery for Affordable Apartments.” San Jose Mercury News, January 13, 2001.
71
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Sisters of the Presentation who had used it as an elementary school and most recently as public
parking. In 1993 the Sisters of the Presentation agreed to sell the land to Mercy Housing California.

The original Sacred Heart Convent (1869)

The ruins of the school after the 1906 earthquake

The property used as a parking lot (1984)

Construction phase of the present building (2000)

Primary funding was made available through HUD’s Supportive Housing for the Elderly Program,
known as “Section 202” or “202-PRAC.” These funds make construction capital available to
nonprofit developers so they can build housing for very low-income tenants who are 62 years and
older. Although the HUD program is generally viewed as quite successful, Mercy Housing faced
several challenges working within its structure.
From the very beginning of the project, the Presentation concept included an adult day health center
on the ground floor of the building. This center was to be available to Presentation’s tenants as well as
to needy elders living in the Tenderloin neighborhood. The team had also planned to lease 2,000
square feet on the ground floor to a community-based theater. The team was later informed that their
plans for combining commercial space with the residential HUD-financed facility were prohibited in
the HUD Handbook 4571.3, REV-1. After over a year of negotiation with HUD, the project was
given a waiver, and the $7,938,700 HUD capital advance funds were allocated to the project.
The City matched HUD’s funds by providing $7,808,000 from a 1996 $100 million affordable housing bond measure (Proposition A) and local hotel tax revenues. Additional funding of the project
was made available through the Sisters of the Presentation, who upon selling the land to Mercy
Housing, donated $200,000 of the proceeds back to the project. The operators of the project’s adult
heath programs, North and South of Market Adult Day Health (NSM-ADH), contributed $418,000 to
the project from the following major sources: Community Development Block Grant funds
($125,000), the Richard and Rhoda Goldman Fund ($100,000), and the San Francisco Department of
Public Health ($150,000).
Presentation is a seven-story structure of 18,906 square feet. Mercy Housing employed Hardison
Komatsu Ivelich & Tucker (HKIT), a firm based in Oakland, California to construct the building. The
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Center contains a unique mixture of spaces that includes adult day care service, a physical therapy
room, a kitchen, staff lounge, examination room, consultation room, a courtyard, and a community
theatre. Presentation Senior Community includes 60 studio units and 32 one-bedroom units, located
on the second through sixth floors of the buildings.
Because the lot size is smaller than a half-acre, the design of the 92-unit facility had to utilize the
available space as efficiently as possible. Many apartments are irregularly shaped so as to fit as many
units as possible onto each floor. 50% of the units feature roll-in showers to accommodate those
confined to wheelchairs.
Currently there are 93 units in Presentation with 136 adults whose average income is $15,984. Of the
tenants 23.7% are White, 2.2% African-American, 3.2% Hispanic, and 71.0% Asian. Because the
program receives HUD Section 202 funding, each tenant must be classified as “very-low income”
meaning a household with an income of less than 50% of the area’s median income (not more than
$28,000 in 2001). Many of the tenants at Presentation Senior Community are living on Social
Security and Supplemental Security Income (SSI). With the HUD 202-PRAC program, each tenant
pays 30% of his or her income, adjusted for medical expenses and other deductions, for rent. The 202PRAC subsidy program pays Mercy Housing the difference between the tenant-paid rent and the
operating costs of the building.
Besides low-income seniors, most residents in Presentation receive subsidized care from In-Home
Supportive Services (IHSS) system. IHSS is administered by the County’s Department of Human
Services and provided by men and women who act as aides to disable d persons in their homes. Part of
Presentation’s wide success, is related to the unsolved problem of San Francisco’s paucity of senior
housing.
With 2,500 elders applying for only 92 units, Presentation could become a model for future affordable
senior housing throughout San Francisco.
I. Presidio Trust Workforce Housing, by the Presidio Trust
Since the Presidio transformed itself from a military post to a national park, the Presidio Trust has
been responsible for renting former military housing. Because the cost of operating and maintaining
the Presidio is quite high compared to other national parks, Congress sought to limit taxpayer expense
by mandating that the Presidio be financially selfsufficie nt by the year 2013. The Presidio Trust is a
hybrid public -private partnership charged with
managing the urban, formerly national-defense
resource which has become a jewel with the Golden
Gate National Recreation Area. Rental income from
both commercial and residential buildings is
becoming a primary vehicle for financing the new
park's operations. However, unlike other military
bases that have been adapted to private uses, the
Presidio is still federal land - buildings can only be
rented, never sold - and water treatment, telephone
Photo Credit: www.brendatharp.com.
service, electrical utilities, and public transportation lie
outside the authority of traditional utilities and city government. Moreover, given that much of the
built space of the Presidio comprises historically preserved housing stock, the Trust often cannot
refurbish or demolish sites as a private landlord might. The challenges in “finding a balance between

52

providing these services, maintaining a thriving tenant population, and protecting the natural and build
environment” 74 are extraordinary from a real estate management standpoint.
As the real estate company administering the property for the Trust describes them, "The Presidio
Residences offer remarkable beauty in a historic setting. Few residential areas can match the sheer
physical attractiveness of the Presidio. More than half of the park is open space -- forests, beaches,
dunes, native plant communities and coastal bluffs. The park is dotted with spectacular features like
Baker Beach, historic Presidio Forest, Mountain Lake, El Polin Valley and Lobos Creek. The Presidio
also offers sweeping views of the ocean and bay, the Golden Gate, the Marin Headlands and
surrounding cities."75
1,089 housing units are located in the Presidio and approximately 100 former dormitory or barracks
buildings are currently in use.76 All but ten of these housing units have two or more bedrooms. In
historical terms, approximately 300 homes in the Presidio were built before World War II and most of
those are single family or duplex units. These historic units are contributing features to the Presidio’s
National Historic Landmark designation and, as such, are subject to the requirements of Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act. The remainder of the housing stock comprises mult ifamily
units and former barracks falling outside the historic designation.
In its workforce housing programs, the Presidio Trust seeks to insure that park employees and other
local workers have some priority over assignment of rentals. Related goals are to reduce traffic,
maintain a safe and clean environment and build community. As of June 30, 2003, 246 units were
leased to Presidio-based employees. The Trust also seeks to accommodate residents by hosting a
variety of commercial enterprises within the park's boundaries, to complement the abundant amenities
available in the San Francisco neighborhoods surrounding the Presidio. Businesses operating within
and around the Presidio include commercial services firms, nonprofit organizations, community
centers, and even San Francisco's acclaimed science museum, the Exploratorium, located in the Palace
of Fine Arts just across U.S. Highway 101/Lombard Street.
For purposes of increasing housing affordability, the Presidio Trust operates three discount programs,
encompassing nearly 20% of its units. (1) The "Preferred Rental Program" provides rental reductions
in five neighborhoods (see map below): Quarry, MacArthur, Sanches, Baker Beach and South Baker
Beach. The preferred program reaches full-time Presidio-based employees whose household incomes
do not exceed 100% of the area median, adjusted for household size. Tenants pay 30% of combined
household income for rent, including utilities. The total set-aside under this program is divided up as
follows, with income levels assuming a four-person household: 5% of units - households at or below
30% of median AMI (up to $33,950); 50% of units - households between 31% and 60% of AMI (up to
$67,860); 45% of units - households between 61% and 100% of AMI (up to $113,100). Minimum
rents are adjusted annually according to HUD guidelines.
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Presidio Trust 2002 Annual Report, p. 11.
John Stewart Company: http://www.jsco.net/presidio.html.
76
Data provided by The Presidio Trust, Office of Residential Programs.
75
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(2) The Presidio Trust's "Public Safety Housing Program" offers 40 units only to full-time Presidiobased firefighters and U.S. Park Police. Participants pay 30% or less of their individual salaries for
rent, including utilities. Rents are indexed to the individual salary of the employee rather than to the
combined gross income of the household, making this a particularly attractive program for these parksecurity workers. Units are located in the same areas
of the Presidio as Preferred Rentals, but also include
the West Washington and North Fort Scott
neighborhoods.
(3) Finally, at the "Letterman Apartments for Small
Households," 24 of 58 single -room-occupancy units
are leased to lower-income Presidio-based
employees. The building was used as a nurse
dormitory at the military base's Letterman Hospital,77 and was thus an ideal vehicle with which the
Presidio Trust could provide housing opportunities for individuals on a former military base primarily
oriented around family living. Monthly rents at the apartments range from $475 to $525 depending on
income. First priority is given to households earning up to 50% of AMI ($39,600 for a one-person
household and $45,250 for a two-person household). The remaining 34 units are still being
refurnished, expected to be available in late Fall 2003.
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The sprawling site of the now-demolished Letterman Hospital is currently being turned into a new 23-acre
office and digital production campus for Industrial Light & Magic, Lucas Arts Entertainment Co., and the
George Lucas Educational Foundation. The Lucas campus highlights the diverse, urban land uses which
predominate in this fascinating national park.
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J. Tenderloin Family Housing (201 Turk Street),
by Chinatown Community Development Center and The A.F. Evans Company
201 Turk Street Apartments is one of the most ambitious residential projects ever undertaken in
downtown San Francisco. 78 When completed in 1994, the 201 Turk Street project was the largest tax
credit project in California history, with a total cost of $35.8 million. This 175-unit moderate-income
project was constructed in the heart of the Tenderloin District and was designed to meet housing and
revitalization needs of a neighborhood that had seen a 200% increase in the number of families since
1980. To build the project, for-profit developer A.F. Evans Company teamed with the Chinatown
Community Development Center. The project was financed through a combination of construction
lending (Wells Fargo Bank), take-out lending (Citibank), grants (City of San Francisco), deferred
interest loans (California Department of Housing and Community Development), federal grants
(Federal Home Loan Bank), and the syndicated sale of low-income housing tax credits to corporate
sponsors including The Prudential, Pacific Gas and Electric, and the Philip Morris Capital
Corporation..
Tenderloin Family Housing opened in January 1994. There were virtually no larger family units in the
Tenderloin at the time, meaning that poor families were increasingly crowded with their children into
studio apartments and hotel rooms. To meet lender concerns regarding the underground storage tanks
at the site, Chinatown CDC took the extraordinary step of
purchasing and demolishing the 3-story building that was
previously on the site. Funds from the city supported acquisition
and demolition. Construction was completed in 1993. In addition
to 175 units of housing, the project also features a 5,400 squarefoot childcare center, 6300 square-feet of commercial space, an
underground parking garage, and over 10,500 square feet of
protected backyard area. Based on these accomplishments, the
Fannie Mae Foundation awarded the Tenderloin Family
Apartments its Maxwell Award of Excellence in 1995.
Perhaps the largest development challenge at the facility was to
secure enough funding for this scale of development, the largest
tax credit project to date in San Francisco on a single site. Part of
the appeal of the site was that it was developed in tandem with an
adjoining nine-story building, 111 Jones, managed by Mercy Charities (see project profile above). In
combination, 111 Jones and 201 Turk provide nearly three hundred single -resident and family units.
Another development challenge was to build the dense 175-unit project without creating the kind of
management nightmares typical in high-rise public housing projects. The project design was
consciously modified in order to meet this concern. The nine-story building surrounds a large,
landscaped interior courtyard, providing a secure pla y area for children. The larger family units are
predominantly located on the lower three residential floors in clusters of approximately 9 units, each
with a separate entrance off the courtyard. The low-rise scale and individual character of these units
help to further create an appropriate family atmosphere. The smaller apartment units are located
above the larger family units and accessed through central elevators in the security-controlled lobby.
In total, Tenderloin Family Apartments offers 11 studios, 82 one-bedroom units, 45 two-bedrooms,
and 37 three-bedrooms.

78

This description draws upon information from the developers' website at http://www.afevans.com. Other
information was obtained via authors' interviews with developer staff.

55

The project team's objective was to design a mixed-use project in an economically blighted area.
Community revitalization was a key community goal throughout the design process and the team
brainstormed on ways the project could provide commercial spaces generating foot traffic in a
depressed commercial area. The retail spaces were ultimately leased to neighborhood-serving
businesses, which support the residential nature of the project yet help spur the overall commercial
revitalization of the neighborhood.
At 225 dwelling units per acre, Tenderloin Family Housing has a very high density, not out of scale in
the dense inner-city Tenderloin District.79 A spacious yet intimate courtyard behind the buildings
relieves the density and provides secure play areas for children and relaxation areas for seniors. Both
201 Turk and 111 Jones meet the major challenge of reducing the impact of the buildings' height and
density. On the street, the complex presents a formal, continuous facade of projecting bays. From the
courtyard, three differently colored, horizontal divisions help the
structures feel more village-like. Larger family units on the
second, third, and fourth floors of both buildings, have access to
the courtyard via stairs and key-operated elevators and form
clusters to facilitate the monitoring of large numbers of children.
Elderly residents live in smaller units on the upper floors.
Because Tenderloin parks are notorious for drug dealing and
other dangers, a safe outdoor area was one of the main concerns
expressed during community meetings held during the design
process. Approximately 5,000 children live in the Tenderloin;
most of them are from families of recent immigrants crowded into single room occupancy hotels and
studio apartments. Sherine Ta, a resident of 201 Turk Street expressed her happiness and relief at
being able to live with the seven members of her family in a three bedroom apartment instead of the
studio they had shared for 12 years after arriving from a Hong Kong refugee camp, "Like many
families with low incomes, we could not find affordable housing. Today my family is extremely
happy...the change has been like a dream."80
The tenant demographics within Tenderloin Family Housing reflect the flexibility of the apartment’s
design and the racial diversity of the neighborhood. Currently the majority of the units are occupied
by one person (104 of the 175 units), with a large number of units shared by two people (16 units),
three people (11 units) and up to five people (20 units),. These units are occupied by a wide range of
ethnic backgrounds (by household head: 40% Caucasian, 38% Asian/Pacific Islander, 7% African
American, 6% Hispanic, 9% other). Of the current 517 tenants, 164 are working, 148 are on public
assistance, 21 receive income from other sources, and 184 are children or outside of the workforce.
With regard to marital status, there are 32 couples, 16 single -parent families, 9 elderly living alone,
and 428 others (children and single tenants).
The developers of this model facility are understandably proud of their accomplishments. According
to developer Arthur Evans, "People are amazed by this development. The federal housing
administration sent their architects over to learn from it. The police and the neighbors say that this
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development has done more to reduce crime and raise property values than anything tried in the last
ten years."81
X. Housing Affordability in San Francisco: Is There Life Beyond the Oxymoron?
As work on this study proceeded over the summer of 2003, colleagues would sometimes inquire about
what our research team was working on, to which we would cheerfully respond "a report on housing
affordability in San Francisco." Inevitably the questioner would make a wisecrack, either identifying
the blatant oxymoron involved, or referring to how short the monograph would need to be. In real
estate circles and among the public at large, "affordable" and "San Francisco" do not often make their
way into the same sentence, for obvious reasons.
Indeed, we hope this report has lent some depth and detail to the nods, winks and canards so
frequently witnessed when everyday conversation turns to housing opportunities in the San Francisco
Bay Area, one of the most expensive housing markets in the United States. We hope readers will
utilize this study to develop a more solid understanding of the structure of supply and demand in this
unusual city and metropolitan region. The idiosyncrasies of the place – from rent control to runaway
environmentalism, from extreme mobility to shrinking household size – when viewed in proper
context help illustrate the persistent unaffordability conditions low- and moderate-income families will
continue to suffer here. Simply put, only the most drastic, unforeseeable transformations in the
number, wealth and incomes of renters and buyers on the one hand, or the quantity and quality of the
housing stock over time on the other, can possibly reverse trends toward deepening disparities in the
San Francisco housing economy. San Francisco's unusual features – in its housing markets and its
housing politics and policy - make such transformations quite unlikely indeed.
At the same time, we have tried to keep this study from becoming either Panglossian or doomsday in
analyzing San Francisco affordability. The fundamentals of the Bay Area economy remain strong,
particularly given its track record for technological innovation, the taste for high-quality amenities of
its very talented workforce, and the seemingly imperturbable attractions of its tourism base. The
inaccessibility of housing to many entry-level workers will continue to be offset somewhat by the
clear advantages for small- and medium-size firms locating here. As real incomes continue to grow,
and wealth accumulation among owner-occupants increases, the city's enviable quality-of-life factors
are bound to remain intact and improving. The fierceness of the city's rent control regime – unlikely
to wither, given renters' stranglehold over the ballot-box - grants a growing premium to long-term
tenants. The bite of unaffordability will always be felt most painfully by those attempting to move to
the area anew.
The prospects for increased federal and state subsidy flows are mixed, but predominantly dim. It is
difficult to imagine in these deficit-laden times that the fiscal picture will improve much over the next
three to five years. The federal government faces urgent and daunting policy challenges shoring up
entitlement programs like Medicare and Social Security so they might weather oncoming demographic
shifts as members of the baby-boom retire, and live and work longer and longer. While there is some
palpable desire to maintain current housing aid levels for the least well-off Americans, we may see
housing subsidies directed at the working poor lose some of their political currency in the face of
exigencies elsewhere in the budget. The need for new infusions of capital investment in housing
increases not only with growing income disparities but also with the aging of the existing affordable
stock. Many of the units first made affordable in the 1960s and 1970s are now poised to revert to
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market prices. It seems that the supply of subsidy will never be sufficient to meet the desperate and
increasing need, particularly in the multifamily category.
At the same time, access to housing and homeownership are becoming more and more vital social
issues on the California political scene. The passage of Proposition 46 – a $2.1 billion statewide
housing bond enacted in November 2002 - may beckon forth a new reform movement insuring that
public investment in new housing stock, and mortgage assistance for lower-income households,
maintain their high profile on the electoral agenda. There also may be a growing recognition that the
streamlining of regulatory systems governing new housing development is a crucial ingredient to
maximize the value of such investments. Housing is anchored in local circumstances, and local
government may yet become the most natural sphere for policy innovation in housing during the years
to come.
Despite the ineluctable nature of unaffordability in San Francisco, those dedicating their careers to
ameliorating it are not likely to relent anytime soon. If nothing else, this report demonstrates quite
persuasively that San Francisco remains a hotbed of affordable housing development and advocacy in
the nonprofit sector. The region sports an admirable concentration of expertise in the demanding arts
of land- and resource-assembly for infill construction earmarked for the poor. As subsidies remain
fixed or likely shrink, spending them productively and efficiently becomes increasingly important.
Revitalizing the inner city and bringing needed services downtown where the poorest among us
continue to reside demands sophisticated understanding of how to fuse disparate subsidy flows, how to
navigate fragmented government, and how to finesse vigilant resistance of incumbents toward any
physical change in their neighborhoods. These intangible skills and savvy are pervasive in the city's
affordable housing sector, and lower-income residents and newcomers are better off for it. It is quite
possible that the city's charitable foundations, religious institutions, and community investment
bankers will rally to the demands of fresh, new leadership made essential by shrinking endowments
from Washington and Sacramento.
And herein may lie the real paradox – that a city destined always to have extraordinarily expensive
rents and home prices is also a place that will never trust the market, or the government, to address the
resulting inequities adequately. Instead, San Francisco is a place that will always insist upon using the
commonweal and community goodwill effectively, toward rendering assistance to its neediest citizens.
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T ABLES

Table 1

San Francisco Jobs by Industry Type (History and Projections) 1990-2010
Number of Jobs (1,000's)
1990

1995

2000

2005

Percent Change
2010

1990 to
2000

2000 to
2010

2.2

2.2

2.3

2.3

2.3

0.0%

-0.9%

16.4
39.8

15.8
40.4

19.8
41.8

21
44.1

21.6
44.9

20.8%
5.1%

9.4%
7.3%

3.7
36.1

4.9
35.6

4.4
37.4

5.6
38.6

5.8
39.1

18.1%
3.7%

32.7%
4.4%

40.3

39.8

44.2

45.9

47.9

9.7%

8.3%

110.7
30.6

99.9
24

106.5
25.2

110.9
27.6

112.5
27.7

-3.8%
-17.7%

5.7%
10.3%

80.1
75.4

75.9
71.4

81.3
75.8

83.4
78.6

84.8
80

1.5%
0.6%

4.2%
5.5%

Services
Business Services

229.5
103.4

231.2
97.4

277.7
116.6

296.2
124.4

316.2
137.2

21.0%
12.8%

13.9%
17.7%

All Other Services
Government

126

133.8

161.1

171.8

179

27.8%

11.1%

64.9
579.2

58.6
559.3

60.8
628.9

61.6
660.6

62.1
687.4

-6.3%
8.6%

2.0%
9.3%

Agriculture, Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
High Tech Mfg
Other Mfg
Transportation, Communication, Utilities
Trade
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

Total Jobs

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments

Source: Census 2000.

Table 2

Mobility, by Neighborhood, 2000
% Lived in
% Lived in SF in
Same House in
1995
1995
1 Richmond

74.8%

56.7%

2 Marina

59.1%

43.9%

3 Northeast

69.5%

54.7%

4 Downtown

60.5%

39.1%

5 Western Addition

64.2%

44.6%

6 Buena Vista

63.7%

41.1%

7 Central

72.4%

51.2%

8 Mission

73.8%

51.9%

9 South of Market

66.9%

42.2%

10 South Bayshore

88.3%

61.6%

11 Bernal Heights

80.8%

59.4%

12 South Central

86.0%

64.3%

13 Ingleside

79.6%

61.1%

14 Inner Sunset

73.3%

55.7%

15 Outer Sunset

82.8%

64.8%

City Total

73.9%

54.2%

California

81.1%

50.2%

United States

79.1%

54.1%
Source: US Census

Source: Census 2000.

Table 3

Comparison of Residential Migration Patterns, 1990-2000
Location of Resident's Home 5 Years Before
Same
House

Chicago
Detroit
Philadelphia
Dallas
San Francisco
Seattle

Different Different
House,
County, Different
Same
Same
State
County
State

Outside
US

1990

55.0%

35.0%

1.3%

4.7%

4.0%

2000
1990
2000

54.4%
59.8%
60.0%

32.7%
33.8%
32.0%

1.9%
2.3%
2.8%

5.6%
3.2%
3.0%

5.4%
0.8%
2.2%

1990
2000

64.3%
61.9%

24.5%
25.3%

3.8%
3.8%

5.3%
5.7%

2.1%
3.3%

1990
2000
1990

44.1%
43.2%
48.1%

35.3%
32.6%
24.7%

9.3%
8.8%
10.2%

8.3%
6.9%
8.4%

3.0%
8.4%
8.6%

2000
1990
2000

54.2%
43.8%
44.1%

19.7%
31.8%
30.2%

10.2%
6.6%
6.9%

9.3%
13.7%
14.0%

6.7%
4.0%
4.8%

Source: Census 2000.

Table 4
Household Types by Neighborhood, 2000
Nonfamily
Households

Family Households

Married Couple

Male-Only Headed

Female-Only
Headed

w/
w/o
w/
w/o
w/
w/o
Children Children Children Children Children Children

One
Person

Two or
More
People

1 Richmond

16%

25%

1%

2%

2%

6%

32%

16%

2 Marina

7%

18%

0%

1%

1%

1%

56%

16%

3 Northeast

8%

21%

0%

2%

1%

3%

52%

13%

4 Downtown

6%

10%

1%

2%

2%

3%

64%

12%

5 Western Addition

5%

13%

1%

2%

4%

5%

49%

22%

6 Buena Vista

5%

12%

1%

1%

2%

2%

44%

33%

7 Central

9%

16%

1%

1%

2%

3%

42%

27%

8 Mission

14%

13%

2%

4%

5%

6%

34%

23%

9 South of Market

6%

16%

1%

1%

4%

4%

49%

18%

10 South Bayshore

22%

18%

2%

4%

16%

15%

17%

5%

11 Bernal Heights

17%

21%

2%

3%

6%

6%

25%

20%

12 South Central

26%

29%

2%

4%

6%

11%

16%

7%

13 Ingleside

21%

26%

1%

4%

3%

9%

25%

12%

14 Inner Sunset

18%

25%

1%

2%

2%

5%

30%

16%

15 Outer Sunset

22%

28%

1%

4%

3%

8%

23%

12%

United States

24%

28%

2%

2%

7%

5%

26%

6%

California

27%

25%

3%

3%

7%

5%

23%

7%

City Total

13%

20%

1%

2%

3%

5%

39%

17%

Source: Census 2000.

Table 5
Persons Per Room, 1990-2000
1990

2000

Increase

1 Richmond

0.48

0.51

8%

2 Marina

0.36

0.41

14%

3 Northeast

0.54

0.60

12%

4 Downtown

0.76

0.99

30%

5 Western Addition

0.52

0.56

9%

6 Buena Vista

0.43

0.46

6%

7 Central

0.41

0.43

4%

8 Mission

0.72

0.77

7%

9 South of Market

0.48

0.56

17%

10 South Bayshore

0.63

0.77

22%

11 Bernal Heights

0.57

0.60

4%

12 South Central

0.68

0.78

16%

13 Ingleside

0.48

0.55

14%

14 Inner Sunset

0.44

0.46

4%

15 Outer Sunset

0.53

0.59

12%

City Total

0.52

0.58

11%

California

0.53

0.59

11%

United States

0.44

0.47

6%

Source: Census 2000.

Table 6
Per Capita Income by Neighborhood, 1989-1999
1989

1999

Change

1 Richmond

29,658

38,838

31.0%

2 Marina

54,542

81,687

49.8%

3 Northeast

28,479

42,245

48.3%

4 Downtown

13,316

17,464

31.1%

5 Western Addition

22,067

33,567

52.1%

6 Buena Vista

31,070

46,565

49.9%

7 Central

34,812

53,247

53.0%

8 Mission

14,511

22,310

53.7%

9 South of Market

23,287

47,360

103.4%

10 South Bayshore

12,471

14,042

12.6%

11 Bernal Heights

18,667

27,073

45.0%

12 South Central

15,924

17,734

11.4%

13 Ingleside

26,014

29,759

14.4%

14 Inner Sunset

29,345

40,738

38.8%

15 Outer Sunset

20,826

26,011

24.9%

City Total

24,658

34,111

38.3%

Source: Census 2000.

Table 7
Race and Ethnicity, 1990-2000*
United States

California

San Francisco

2000

70.4%

48.0%

45.0%

1990

75.8%

57.4%

46.8%

Black or African
American

2000

12.2%

6.5%

7.7%

1990

11.8%

7.1%

10.6%

American Indian and
Alaska Native

2000

0.8%

0.6%

0.3%

1990

0.8%

0.7%

0.4%

Asian and Pacific
Islander

2000

3.8%

11.4%

32.2%

1990

2.8%

9.2%

28.7%

2000

12.7%

33.4%

14.6%

1990

8.8%

25.4%

13.3%

2000

0.2%

0.2%

0.3%

1990

0.1%

0.2%

White (Non-Hispanic)

Hispanic or Latino
Other

0.2%
Source: US Census

*Note: Racial Categories and Hispanic/Latino origin have been modified slightly for simplicity and
comparability between decades. All those of Hispanic/Latino origin are placed in that category here,
regardless of other racial information. Those in the 2000 non-Hispanic/Latino, 2 or more race category
are excluded for comparison to 1990.

Source: Census 2000.

Table 8
Race and Ethnicity by Neighborhood, 1990-2000
White

1 Richmond

52.4%

Since
1990
2.3%

2 Marina

84.1%

3 Northeast
4 Downtown

Black or African
American

American Indian Asian and Pacific
and Alaska Native
Islander

1.6%

Since
1990
-1.2%

0.2%

Since
1990
0.1%

4.8%

-1.6%

0.9%

-0.7%

0.1%

-0.1%

10.7%

2.3%

0.3%

0.3%

3.9%

-0.2%

46.8%

4.3%

1.5%

-0.4%

0.1%

0.0%

40.6%

-5.6%

9.7%

0.3%

0.7%

0.0%

47.6%

-5.1%

0.1%

34.0%

0.8%

0.4%

0.1%

3.9%

1.1%

0.2%

14.6%

4.3%

5 Western Addition

54.0%

8.2%

19.5%

-11.2%

0.5%

0.1%

18.1%

1.7%

0.6%

0.3%

7.4%

0.9%

6 Buena Vista

76.6%

5.1%

8.3%

-5.8%

0.3%

-0.2%

6.9%

0.0%

0.5%

0.2%

7.4%

0.9%

7 Central

73.6%

0.9%

3.2%

-0.8%

0.2%

-0.2%

10.1%

0.8%

0.5%

0.5%

12.4%

-1.2%

8 Mission

33.0%

2.9%

3.1%

9 South of Market

-1.3%

0.6%

0.0%

11.6%

-1.9%

0.4%

0.2%

51.3%

0.2%

54.7%

1.8%

10 South Bayshore

5.7%

-3.3%

14.2%

-4.5%

46.3%

-14.7%

0.5%

0.3%

19.3%

2.3%

0.2%

-0.3%

11.1%

0.4%

0.3%

0.2%

31.1%

9.5%

0.0%

-0.2%

16.5%

8.5%

11 Bernal Heights

39.7%

3.0%

6.8%

-1.4%

0.0%

-0.6%

18.0%

-1.9%

0.3%

0.0%

35.1%

0.8%

12 South Central

15.7%

-7.4%

6.4%

-4.9%

0.1%

-0.3%

50.3%

11.3%

0.1%

-0.3%

27.3%

1.5%

13 Ingleside

37.4%

-7.1%

12.7%

-6.6%

0.1%

-0.2%

38.0%

12.7%

0.3%

0.1%

11.4%

1.1%

14 Inner Sunset
15 Outer Sunset

60.3%

-2.9%

2.2%

-0.7%

0.1%

-0.2%

31.1%

3.7%

0.4%

0.2%

5.9%

0.0%

38.1%

-9.1%

0.9%

-0.7%

0.2%

0.0%

55.4%

10.0%

0.3%

0.2%

5.0%

-0.3%

City Total

45.0%

-1.8%

7.7%

-2.9%

0.3%

-0.1%

32.2%

3.5%

0.3%

0.1%

14.6%

1.2%

California

48.0%

6.5%

-0.1%
0.0%

11.4%

1.0%
2.2%

0.2%

0.0%
0.1%

33.4%

70.4%

-0.6%
0.4%

0.6%

United States

-9.4%
-5.4%

8.0%
3.9%

2000

12.2%

0.3%

40.7%

Since
1990
-1.7%

Hispanic or Latino
Since
1990
0.5%

2000

Since
1990
-0.1%

Other

2000

0.8%

2000

3.8%

2000

0.2%

2000

12.7%

Source: US Census
*Note: Racial Categories and Hispanic/Latino origin have been modified slightly for simplicity and comparability between decades. All those of Hispanic/Latino origin are
placed in that category here, regardless of other racial information. Those in the 2000 non-Hispanic/Latino, 2 or more race category are excluded for comparison to 1990.

Source: Census 2000.

Table 9
Percentage of Population with Bachelor’s
Degree or Higher
1990

2000

Change

1 Richmond

42.1%

51.9%

9.8%

2 Marina

59.9%

76.1%

16.2%

3 Northeast

34.1%

45.5%

11.4%

4 Downtown

19.6%

28.4%

8.8%

5 Western Addition

36.4%

50.5%

14.1%

6 Buena Vista

52.1%

65.8%

13.7%

7 Central

51.1%

64.7%

13.6%

8 Mission

23.2%

35.0%

11.8%

9 South of Market

35.2%

50.5%

15.4%

10 South Bayshore

9.2%

11.6%

2.4%

11 Bernal Heights

28.4%

40.2%

11.8%

12 South Central

16.9%

20.6%

3.7%

13 Ingleside

35.2%

41.6%

6.3%

14 Inner Sunset

49.1%

59.4%

10.2%

15 Outer Sunset

29.1%

39.1%

10.0%

City Total

35.0%

45.0%

9.9%

California

23.4%

26.6%

3.3%

United States

20.3%

24.4%

4.1%

Source: Census 2000.

Table 10
Commuting Characteristics by
Neighborhood, 2000
Avg Travel
Time
(minutes)

% Working
At Home

1 Richmond

32.7

4.8%

2 Marina

30.0

7.4%

3 Northeast

28.0

4.9%

4 Downtown

25.2

4.3%

5 Western Addition

28.2

4.5%

6 Buena Vista

30.9

6.6%

7 Central

30.8

6.8%

8 Mission

29.4

3.7%

9 South of Market

25.8

7.7%

10 South Bayshore

30.7

1.5%

11 Bernal Heights

29.9

4.5%

12 South Central

32.1

1.5%

13 Ingleside

32.2

3.6%

14 Inner Sunset

31.6

6.2%

15 Outer Sunset

36.2

3.3%

City Total

30.7

4.6%

California

27.7

3.3%

United States

25.5

3.8%

Source: Census 2000.

Table 11

Recent Housing Construction in
San Francisco Neighborhoods
Housing Units
Built Since 1990

Share of 2000
Stock

1 Richmond

746

2.1%

2 Marina

358

1.4%

3 Northeast

976

2.5%

4 Downtown

1171

4.3%

5 Western Addition

2543

9.1%

6 Buena Vista

442

2.8%

7 Central

463

1.8%

8 Mission

976

4.3%

9 South of Market

3306

25.4%

10 South Bayshore

1016

10.2%

11 Bernal Heights

239

2.6%

12 South Central

867

3.5%

13 Ingleside

261

1.2%

14 Inner Sunset

446

2.4%

15 Outer Sunset

357

1.4%

14186

4.1%

California

1,577,726

12.9%

United States

19,701,058

17.0%

San Francisco

Source: US Census.

Table 12
Housing Capital: Rent and Value per Occupant, 1990-2000
(2000 Dollars)
Monthly Rent per Person
(Renter Occupied Units)
1990

2000

1 Richmond

$477

2 Marina

$748

3 Northeast
4 Downtown

Value per Person
(Owner Occupied Units)

% Change

1990

2000

% Change

$513

7.4%

$116,539

$236,965

103.3%

$940

25.6%

$118,651

$432,030

264.1%

$433

$512

18.1%

$39,620

$368,748

830.7%

$365

$388

6.4%

$16,871

$225,168

1234.7%

5 Western Addition

$441

$540

22.5%

$46,782

$267,547

471.9%

6 Buena Vista

$545

$635

16.5%

$88,224

$323,138

266.3%

7 Central

$573

$673

17.5%

$137,260

$299,995

118.6%

8 Mission

$303

$338

11.4%

$46,603

$165,654

255.5%

9 South of Market

$480

$622

29.6%

$97,200

$274,855

182.8%

10 South Bayshore

$229

$197

-13.6%

$70,366

$70,013

-0.5%

11 Bernal Heights

$351

$361

2.8%

$93,169

$145,516

56.2%

12 South Central

$278

$260

-6.4%

$83,568

$80,293

-3.9%

13 Ingleside

$462

$462

0.0%

$139,570

$152,290

9.1%

14 Inner Sunset

$535

$589

10.0%

$164,639

$230,369

39.9%

15 Outer Sunset

$426

$444

4.1%

$131,240

$127,596

-2.8%

City Total

$436

$498

14.0%

$108,734

$183,251

68.5%

Source: US Census.

Table 13
Rent as Share of Income, 1990-2000
% Households
San Francisco
California
1990

2000

1990

2000

Under 20%

26.0%

36.1%

23.5%

28.2%

20 to 24%

14.2%

12.9%

14.1%

13.1%

25 to 29%

12.9%

11.0%

12.4%

11.0%

30 to 34%

8.9%

7.6%

9.2%

8.2%

35% or more

33.7%

28.2%

36.4%

34.1%

Not computed

4.1%

4.2%

4.3%

5.4%

Table 14

Rent as Share of Income:
Household Income Below $35,000 (2000)
% of Households
San Francisco

California

US

Less than 20 percent

7.9%

5.8%

11.4%

20 to 24 percent

6.4%

7.4%

10.7%

25 to 29 percent

11.4%

10.8%

12.3%

30 to 34 percent

8.8%

10.2%

10.0%

57.4%

58.1%

46.1%

8.1%

7.8%

9.6%

35 percent or more
Not computed

Source: US Census.

Table 15
Rent as Share of Income by Neighborhood
Less than 10
percent

10 to 19
percent

20 to 29
percent

30 to 39
percent

40 to 49
percent

9.3%

29.7%

23.4%

11.8%

6.1%

15.2%

4.6%

12.1%

34.3%

21.9%

10.8%

5.0%

11.9%

4.0%

3 Northeast

9.4%

27.5%

23.3%

12.6%

7.2%

16.2%

3.6%

4 Downtown

5.5%

19.8%

22.7%

14.3%

7.2%

24.3%

6.3%

5 Western Addition

7.7%

25.8%

26.0%

13.1%

7.0%

17.1%

3.2%

6 Buena Vista

9.2%

32.4%

25.4%

12.1%

6.3%

12.4%

2.1%

7 Central

9.0%

34.5%

26.5%

11.9%

4.9%

10.2%

3.0%

8 Mission

7.0%

30.1%

26.2%

12.3%

6.3%

15.5%

2.6%

9 South of Market

8.6%

23.0%

25.2%

17.4%

6.8%

16.0%

3.0%

10.6%

21.6%

20.6%

13.5%

7.3%

21.5%

4.9%

11 Bernal Heights

7.5%

31.8%

21.9%

14.0%

6.0%

14.9%

4.0%

12 South Central

6.8%

24.9%

25.9%

13.5%

5.5%

18.1%

5.4%

13 Ingleside

5.2%

26.8%

21.5%

14.7%

7.1%

17.7%

6.9%

14 Inner Sunset

6.1%

29.6%

24.1%

12.8%

6.5%

17.6%

3.4%

15 Outer Sunset

7.9%

25.9%

21.7%

12.6%

8.4%

16.7%

6.8%

City Total

8.3%

27.9%

24.0%

12.9%

6.5%

16.4%

4.2%

1 Richmond
2 Marina

10 South Bayshore

Source: Census 2000.

50 percent
Unknown
or more

Table 16
Rental Affordability for Lower Income Households
by Neighborhood (2000)
Affordability Gap*
Planning District
1 Richmond
2 Marina
3 Northeast
4 Downtown
5 Western Addition
6 Buena Vista
7 Central
8 Mission
9 South of Market
10 South Bayshore
11 Bernal Heights
12 South Central
13 Ingleside
14 Inner Sunset
15 Outer Sunset
City Total

Multiple of Affordable Rent

Avg. Rent
(2BR)

Very Low
Income HHs

Low Income
HHs

Very Low
Income HHs

Low Income
HHs

$2,271
$3,415
$3,383
$2,658
$3,111
$2,706
$2,751
$2,869
$3,182
$2,233
$2,604
$2,105
$2,315
$2,475
$2,387
$2,700

$1,370
$2,514
$2,482
$1,757
$2,210
$1,805
$1,850
$1,968
$2,281
$1,332
$1,703
$1,204
$1,414
$1,574
$1,486
$1,799

$829
$1,973
$1,941
$1,216
$1,669
$1,264
$1,309
$1,427
$1,740
$791
$1,162
$663
$873
$1,033
$945
$1,258

2.5
3.8
3.8
3.0
3.5
3.0
3.1
3.2
3.5
2.5
2.9
2.3
2.6
2.7
2.6
3.0

1.6
2.4
2.3
1.8
2.2
1.9
1.9
2.0
2.2
1.5
1.8
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.7
1.9

* The affordability gap is the difference between the average asking rent and the affordable rent level for a household of two
persons, determined by HUD Affordability Limits. According to HUD for the period covered, affordable two-bedroom rents
were: very low income, $901; low income, $1,442. Low income households and very low income household are those
earning between 50 and 80 percent, and up to 50 percent of the area median income, respectively.

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.

Table 17

Mortgage Status of Owner-Occupied Units (2000)
United
States

California

San
Francisco

With Mortgage

70.0%

79.0%

68.4%

Without Mortgage

30.0%

21.0%

31.6%

Table 18
Owner Costs as Share of Income (2000)
United
States

California

San
Francisco

7.2%

5.6%

8.4%

10 to 19 percent

36.6%

27.0%

26.6%

20 to 29 percent

29.0%

29.9%

26.2%

30 to 39 percent

12.3%

16.1%

14.8%

40 to 49 percent

5.3%

7.6%

7.9%

50 percent or more

9.1%

13.4%

15.6%

Unknown

0.5%

0.5%

0.4%

Less than 10 percent

47.3%

53.1%

56.9%

10 to 19 percent

30.5%

27.3%

22.9%

20 to 29 percent

10.2%

8.6%

8.1%

30 to 39 percent

4.3%

3.7%

3.3%

40 to 49 percent

2.1%

1.8%

2.0%

50 percent or more

4.1%

4.0%

4.9%

Unknown

1.6%

1.6%

1.9%

With a Mortgage:
Less than 10 percent

Without a Mortgage:

Source: Census 2000.

Table 19
Homeowner Costs as Share of Income by Neighborhood, 2000*
<10%

10-19%

20-29%

30-39%

40-49%

>50%

1 Richmond

27.1%

24.3%

17.2%

10.2%

7.3%

13.0%

2 Marina

27.7%

24.8%

16.9%

5.7%

4.1%

20.0%

3 Northeast

35.6%

25.4%

16.1%

4.9%

5.5%

12.5%

4 Downtown

0.0%

37.0%

33.3%

0.0%

0.0%

29.6%

5 Western Addition

23.7%

17.9%

21.9%

13.2%

4.7%

17.1%

6 Buena Vista

28.4%

27.1%

16.3%

9.2%

7.0%

11.9%

7 Central

23.7%

26.5%

21.8%

10.5%

6.0%

10.8%

8 Mission

20.1%

26.6%

22.8%

14.2%

2.5%

13.2%

9 South of Market

14.3%

35.2%

19.8%

11.4%

9.3%

10.0%

10 South Bayshore

16.6%

22.6%

24.2%

13.3%

6.5%

15.4%

11 Bernal Heights

20.1%

29.4%

22.9%

11.8%

5.9%

8.9%

12 South Central

21.0%

25.7%

21.0%

11.1%

7.7%

12.6%

13 Ingleside

21.2%

24.5%

22.3%

13.0%

6.3%

12.0%

14 Inner Sunset

26.5%

25.6%

20.0%

10.1%

5.2%

11.7%

15 Outer Sunset

28.5%

25.3%

18.9%

11.1%

4.2%

11.1%

City Total

23.7%

25.4%

20.5%

11.2%

6.1%

12.2%

* Figures include homes both with and without a mortgage

Source: Census 2000.
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Figure 1
Homeownership Rates in San Francisco Neighborhoods, 1990-2000
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Aging of San Francisco Population, 1990-2000

14%

12%

10%

8%
1990

6%
2000

4%

2%

0%

Figure 3
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Figure 4
Poverty Rates by Neighborhood, 1990-2000
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Figure 5
California Crime Index, 1992-2001
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Figure 6
Age of Residential Structures
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Figure 7
San Francisco Population and Housing Units, 1940-2000
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Live-Work Units by Neighborhood 2002
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Figure 9
Residential Building Permits and New Construction, 1987-2000
4000

3500

3000

Units

2500

Units Approved/Permits

2000

Units Completed

1500

1000

500

0
1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

Source: Housing Inventory, San Francisco Planning Department.

1997

1998

1999

2000

Figure 10
Units in Structure: US, California, and San Francisco
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Figure 11
Composition of Housing Stock by Building Type, 1990-2000
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Figure 12
Condominiums, New Construction and Conversions, 1987-2000
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Figure 13
Rooms Per Housing Unit, 2000
UNITED STATES
Inner Sunset
Ingleside
CALIFORNIA
Outer Sunset
South Central
Bernal Heights
South Bayshore
Richmond
Central
Buena Vista
Marina
SAN FRANCISCO
8 Mission
5 Western Addition
9 South of Market
3 Northeast
4 Downtown
0.00

1.00

2.00

3.00

Rooms Per Unit

Source: Census 2000.

4.00

5.00

6.00

Figure 14
Vacancy Rates, San Francisco and National, 1986-2002
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Figure 15
Vacancy Rates by Neighborhood
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Unemployment Rate, San Francisco and US, 1990-2002
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Figure 17
Median Rent, Two-Bedrooms (2002 Dollars)
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Figure 18
Median Sale Price, Three Bedroom Home (2002 Dollars)
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Figure 19
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® (C.A.R.) [2002 rev.]

THE ASSUMPTIONS AND METHODOLOGY USED TO CALCULATE
C.A.R.'S HOUSING AFFORDABILITY INDEX
Step 1.
C.A.R.'s housing affordability index is based on the median price of existing single-family homes
sold from C.A.R.'s monthly existing home sales survey. Starting in 1987, this survey is based on
reports of closed escrow sales from 80 Boards or more of REALTORS® and multiple listing
services around the state. Prior to 1987, the survey was based on reports from 45 Boards.
Step 2.
It is assumed that a household can make a 20 percent downpayment on the median-priced
home. Therefore, the loan amount needed to purchase a home would be 80 percent of the
median home sales price.
Step 3.
Using the national average effective mortgage interest rate on all fixed and adjustable-rate
mortgages closed for the purchase of previously occupied homes as reported monthly by the
Federal Housing Finance Board, the monthly payment on a 30-year loan is calculated.
Step 4.
Monthly property taxes are assumed to be 1 percent of the median home sales price divided by
12. This amount is added to the monthly payment figure calculated in the previous step and is
part of the PITI (Principal, Interest, Taxes & Insurance) payment.
Step 5.
Insurance payments on the house are assumed to be 0.38 percent of the median home sales
price divided by 12 in order to come up with the monthly amount which is added to the figure for
PITI as above.
Step 6.
It is then assumed that this monthly payment for principal, interest, taxes and insurance can be
no more than 30 percent of a household's income. Thus, the monthly housing payment is divided
by 0.3 to come up with the minimum monthly income needed to qualify for a loan on the medianpriced home.
Step 7.
Starting in 1988, data for the distribution of households by various income ranges was obtained
from Claritas/NPDC. Monthly figures were developed based on the projected percent change in
the annual median household income compounded on a monthly basis. Prior to 1988, household
income utilized in the housing affordability index was based on projections by C.A.R. using the
1980 census data as a base.
Step 8.
The minimum income amount calculated in Step 6 is multiplied by (12) to determine the minimum
annual income needed to qualify. This amount is compared to the distribution of households by
various income ranges to determine what percent of the households have at least that much
income or more; this percent becomes the Housing Affordability Index.

Source: California Association of Realtors.

Figure 20
Housing Affordability Index
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Figure 21
Population Growth, California Metro Regions – 1990s and 2000s (Projected)
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Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino.

Figure 22
Median Sale Price for Single Family Home, 1989-2003 (Unadjusted Dollars)
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Figure 23
Sales of Detached Single Family Homes as Percentage of Stock Thereof, 1990-2002*
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Figure 24
Residential Hotel Rooms, 1989-2000
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Figure 25: Live/Work Violation Notice
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Map 1: San Francisco Planning Districts

Source: Housing Inventory, San Francisco Planning Department.

Map 2: Homeownership Rates, 2000

Source: Census 2000.

Map 3: Income, 1999

Source: Census 2000.

Map 4: Income Growth, 1989-1999

Source: US Census.

Map 5: Poverty Rates, 2000

Source: Census 2000.

Map 6: New Housing Units, 1990-2000

Source: US Census.

Map 7: Proportional Growth in Housing Units, Since 1990

Source: US Census.

Map 8: Single-Family Housing Units (% of Total)

Source: Census 2000.

Map 9: Rooms Per Unit, 2000

Source: Census 2000.

Map 10: Rents Collected Per Capita, 2000

Source: Census 2000.

Map 11: Values Reported Per Capita, 2000

Source: Census 2000.

Map 12: Average Rent, Two-Bedrooms (2000)

Source: Housing Inventory, San Francisco Planning Department.

Map 13: Renter Cost >30% of Income (%HHs)

Source: Census 2000.

Map 14: Owner Costs >30% of Income (%HHs)

Source: Census 2000.

APPENDICES

Appendix A: San Francisco Affordable Housing Resources

Local Government

Federal, State and Regional Agencies

San Francisco HomeShare
c/o Services for Seniors
1525 Post Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
(415) 759-3760

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 464-7836
http://www.abag.ca.gov

San Francisco Housing Authority
440 Turk Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-1200
http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/sfha

California Department of Housing
and Community Development (DHCD)
1800 3rd Street
Sacramento CA 95814
(916) 445-4782
http://www.housing.hcd.ca.gov

San Francisco Mayor's Office of
Community Development
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 700
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 252-3100
http://sfgov.org/site/mocd_index.asp?id=4462

California Housing Finance Agency
1121 L Street, 7th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 322-3991
http://www.chfa.ca.gov

San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 252-3177
http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/moh

Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco
600 California Street
San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 616-1000
http://www.fhlbsf.com

San Francisco Mayor's Office on Homelessness
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 750
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 252-3136
http://sfgov.org/site/homeless_index.asp?id=119

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 464-7700
http://www.mtc.dst.ca.us/index.htm

San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 558-6378
http://www.sfgov.org/planning/

United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development (Region IX)
450 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 436-6532
http://www.hud.gov

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
770 Golden Gate Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 749-2400
http://www.ci.sf.ca/sfra
San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization
and Arbitration Board (SF Rent Board)
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 320
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 252-4600
http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/rentbd
A-1

Affordable Housing Developers/Operators
AF Evans Company
100 Bush Street. # 925
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 393-5250
Asian, Inc.
1670 Pine Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
(415) 928-5910
http://www.asianinc.org/
Asian Neighborhood Design
1182 Market Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 593-0423
http://www.andnet.org/home.html
Bernal Heights Neighborhood Center
515 Cortland Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 206-2140
http://www.bernalhill.com/Center.html
BRIDGE Housing Corporation
One Hawthorne Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 989-1111
http://www.bridgehousing.com
Caritas Management Corporation
1358 Valencia Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 647-7191
Chinatown Community
Development Center
1525 Grant Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94133
(415) 984-1450
http://www.chinatowncdc.org
Citizens Housing Corporation
26 O'Farrell Street, Suite 506
San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 421-8605
http://www.citizenshousing.org
Community Housing Partnership
1010 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 241-9015
http://communityhousingpartnership.com/

EAH, Inc.
2169 E. Francisco Boulevard, Suite B
San Rafael, CA 94901
(415) 258-1800
http://www.eahhousing.org/
Episcopal Community Services, Inc.
201 8th Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 863-3893
http://www.ecs-sf.org/
Housing Conservation and Development Corporation
301 Junipero Serra Boulevard, Suite 240
San Francisco, CA 94127
(415) 586-8000
http://www.hcdcsf.org/
Housing Development and Neighborhood Preservation
Corporation
76 2nd Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 543-3940
Mercy Housing California
1028A Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 487-6825
http://www.mercyhousing.org
Merritt Community Capital Corporation
1736 Franklin Street, Suite 600
Oakland, CA 94612-3423
(510) 444-7870
http://www.merrittcap.org/
Mission Housing Development Corporation
474 Valencia Street, Suite 280
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 864-6432
Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California
369 Pine Street, Suite 350
San Francisco, CA
(415) 989-8160
http://www.nonprofithousing.org
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation
201 Eddy Street
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 776-2151
http://www.tndc.org
Tenants and Owners Development Corporation
230 4th Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 896-1880

A-2

Housing Advocates/Others
Council of Community Housing Organizations (CCHO)
409 Clayton Street
San Francisco, CA 94117
(415) 863-6566
Email: sfic98@pacbell.net
Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco
427 South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 703-8644
http://www.hrcsf.org
Northern California Council for the Community
221 Main Street, Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94105-1911
(415) 808-4430 (voice)
http://www.ncccsf.org
San Francisco Building & Construction Trades Council
150 Executive Park, Suite 4700
San Francisco, CA 94134
(415) 467-3330
http://www.sfbctc.org
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce
235 Montgomery Street, 12th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94104
(415) 392-4520
http://www.sfchamber.com
San Francisco Housing Action Coalition
1095 Market Street, Suite 206
San Francisco, CA 94103
(415) 865 0553
http://www.sfhac.org
San Francisco Planning and
Urban Research Association (SPUR)
312 Sutter Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94108
(415) 781-8726
http://www.spur.org
San Francisco Tenants Union
558 Capp Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 282-6622
http://www.sftu.org
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Appendix B:

Index of San Francisco Affordable Housing Sites

Developer/Operator

Name

Address

16th and Church Street Assoc.

1119 Gilman Ave.

32-40 6th Street, LLC
Access to Housing, Inc.
Action Mgmt. Corp.
AF Evans

195 Woolsey St.
Seneca Hotel
117 Precita Ave.
Banneker Homes Apts.
Ocean Beach Apts.

Alamo Square LLC

Year
Built/Acq'd

Units Special Needs Served

1994

19

1995
1997
1994
1994
2003

6
204
10
108
85

McAllister Mews

1999

104

All Hallows Garden

360 Baker St.

1994

16

Alton Mgmt. Corp.

Fellowship Manor
Thomas Paine Square
131 San Jose Ave.
Yerba Buena Commons

1201 Golden Gate Ave.
1306 Golden Gate Ave.
401 3rd St.

1994
1999
1994
1997

105
37
17
257

Ozanam Center

1175 Howard St.

2000

10

Phoenix House
Riley Center

1601 Quesada St.
3543 18th St.

1992
1994

30
35

Alton Mortgage Corp.
AMB Properties
Archdiocese of
San Francisco

32-40 6th St.
765 Fulton St.
720 La Playa St.

Asian Neighborhood
Design

555 Ellis St.

1995

38

Asian, Inc.

2300 Van Ness Ave. Apts.

1996

22

421 Turk St.
450 Ellis St.

2001
1986

34
29

518 Minna St.

1994

24

525 O'Farrell St.
555 Eddy St.
575 Eddy St.
735 Ellis St.
Goodwill Housing
Minna St. Apts.

479 Natoma St.
518 Minna St.

1995
1992
1992
1985
1997
1994

20
39
49
30
30
24

Embarcadero Triangle

600 Embarcadero

1999

14

Avalon at Nob Hill
214 Dolores St.
Oak St. House
Bayside Village
Bernal Gateway
Market Heights
Laurel Garden
Prince Hall

965 Sutter St.

1989
2002
1992
1989
2000
1996
1997
1995

37
8
12
172
56
46
52
92

Assoc. for Retarded Citizens/
Delancey Street Foundation
Avalon Bay Communities
Baker Places Inc.
Baker Supported Living Program
Bayside Village Associates
Bernal Heights Housing Corp.
Bethel AME Episcopal Church

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

484 Oak St.
3 Bayside Village Pl.
3101 Mission St.
211 Putnam St.
1555 Turk St.
1170 McAllister St.

Mentally Ill, Elderly, Disabled,
HIV/AIDS, Substance Abusers
Elderly, Homeless

Mentally Ill, HIV/AIDS, Veterans,
Substance Abuse, Domestic Abuse
Elderly, Disabled
Elderly

Affordability

60%AMI
50%AMI
50%AMI
80%AMI
41@61-80%AMI
63@81+%AMI
30%AMI
30%AMI
17 §8 units, 50%AMI
257@31-50%AMI

Mentally Ill Women and Children

Special Needs Families

25%AMI
4@25%AMI, 10@35%AMI,
11@50%AMI, 13@60%AMI
11@25%AMI
11@50%AMI

6@35%AMI, 14@50%AMI,
4@60%AMI
80%AMI
80%AMI

Mentally Ill, Homeless,
Veterans, Former Prisoners

80%AMI
30@31-50%AMI
80%AMI

80%AMI

Mentally Ill
Mentally Ill

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

80%AMI
28@25%AMI, 28@50%AMI
23 §8 units, 23@60%AMI
52@80%AMI
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Index of San Francisco Affordable Housing Sites

Developer/Operator

Name

BRIDGE Housing Corp.

1 Church St.
333 Fell St.
5600 3rd St.
Armstrong Place Housing
Geraldine Johnson Manor
Morgan Heights Condos
North Beach Hope VI
Steamboat Point
Coleridge Park Homes
Sutter Apts.

5600 3rd St.
5545 3rd St.
126-138 Jerrold Ave.
Bay and Taylor Sts.
49 Townsend St.
190 Coleridge St.
1480 Sutter St.

El Bethel Arms, Inc.

1355 Golden Gate Ave.

El Bethel Terrace, Inc.
Vincentian Villa
222 Schwerin St.
Guerrero House
Leland House
Padre Fancisco Palou
Peter Claver Community
Eddy St. Apts.
1370 California St.
665 Clay St.
Broadway and Battery
Cambridge Hotel
Clayton Hotel
Golden Gate Apts.
International Hotel
Namiki Apts.
Notre Dame Apts.
St. Claire Hotel
Swiss American Hotel

1099 Fillmore St.
1825 Mission St.

473 Ellis St.
651 Clay St.
1820 Post St.
868 Kearny St.
1776 Sutter St.
1590 Broadway
585 Geary St.
534 Broadway

William Penn Hotel

160 Eddy St.

BRIDGE Property Mgmt.
Burlingame Mgmt.
California Community
Housing
California First Mgmt. Assoc.
Catholic Charities

CATS
Chinatown Community Devt.Ctr.

Address

899 Guerrero St.
141 Leland Ave.
3400 16th St.
1340 Golden Gate Ave.
425 Eddy St.

1303 Larkin St.

Christian Church Homes
Citizens Housing Corp.

Year
Built/Acq'd

Units Special Needs Served

2001
1994
Pre-Constr.
Pre-Constr.
1999
1988
Under Constr.
1993
1989
2001

93
82
124
128
54
63
60
108
49
67

HIV/AIDS
Elderly

Elderly

80%AMI
80%AMI
80%AMI

1999

255

Elderly

50%AMI

1994
1994
2000
1991
1997
1992
1986
1997
1995
2000
Pre-Constr.
1991
1983
1999
Under Constr.
2002
2000
1987
1986

100
124
148
15
45
18
32
25
48
25
82
59
81
72
104
34
205
41
66

Elderly
Elderly

50%AMI
30%AMI
148@50%AMI

HIV/AIDS

45@50%AMI

HIV/AIDS
Homeless

32@50%AMI

1993

92

Homeless, HIV/AIDS,
Veterans, Substance Abusers

1994

63

Elderly

Elderly
First-Time Homebuyers

80%AMI
37@50%AMI, 45@60%AMI
50%AMI
54@50%AMI

60%AMI

Homeless
Elderly

80%AMI

Elderly
Elderly

Bayside Senior

Broadway and Grant

1990

31

Elderly

Turk St. Apts.

201 Turk St.

1994

175

Elderly

Martin Luther Tower
O'Farrell Towers

1001 Franklin St.
477 O'Farrell St.

1994
2001

120
101

Elderly
Elderly

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

Affordability

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

25%AMI
50%AMI
30%AMI
42@35%AMI, 6@50%AMI
14@60%AMI
31@50%AMI
126@35%AMI, 43@60%AMI
6@80%AMI
30%AMI
80%AMI

B-2

Appendix B:

Index of San Francisco Affordable Housing Sites

Developer/Operator

Name

City of SF
Housing Authority

951 Eddy St.

Address

Year
Built/Acq'd

Units Special Needs Served

2002

24

Bernal Dwellings

3105 26th St.

2001

160

Hayes Valley North

695 Buchanan St.

1998

85

Plaza East
Plaza West

Turk and Laguna Sts.
1123 Pierce St.

2002
1991

193
203

North Beach

531 Bay St.

Under Constr.

360

Valencia Gardens
1000 Market St.

1972 15th St.

Pre-Constr.
1994

320
59

Iroquois Hotel Community

835 O'Farrell St.

1996

74

Senator Residence
The San Cristina
TIDHI 2

519 Ellis St.
1000 Market St.
Treasure Island

1992
1991
2002

Clara House

111 Page St.

26th St. Cooperative Apts.
Conrad House
El Dorado Hotel
Jordan Apartment
Midori Hotel
Washburn Hotel
Delancy St.
Richard M. Cohen
Residence
Buchanan Park Apts.
Village at Centennial Square
1045 Mission St.
Vision Place
Canon Kip

Friendship House

Friendship House

50 Julian Ave.

Future Perfect Inc.
Gateway Property Mgmt.
Glenridge Apts. Resident Council

Hillside Village
Vista Del Monte
Glenridge Apts.
Cecil Williams
Glide Community
Rincon Towers

City of SF Housing
Authority/BRIDGE
Community Housing Partnership

Compass Community
Services
Conrad House

Delancy Street Foundation
Dolores Street Community Services
EAH Property Mgmt.
Emerald Fund
Episcopal Community Svcs.

Glide Community Devt. Corp.
Grubb & Ellis Property Mgmt. Svcs.

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

Affordability

51@25%AMI [Public
Housing]
34@40-60%AMI

59@35%AMI

86
59
37

Homeless
Mentally Ill, Homeless, Disabled,
HIV/AIDS, Substance Abusers
Homeless
Homeless
Homeless

1993

11

Homeless

30%AMI

3327-3331 26th St.
3327-3331 16th St.
150 9th St.
820 O'Farrell St.
240 Hyde St.
38-42 Washburn St.
1st St./Embarcadero

1998
1994
1991
1916
1987
1991
1990

16
16
57
55
77
24
177

220 Dolores St.

1994

10

1150 Webster St.
750 Font Blvd.

1997

1994

68
191
55
49
104

Under Constr.

80

24532 Rebecca Lane
49 Goldmine Drive
9 Berkeley Way

1993
2002
1994

38
104
275

333 Taylor St.

1999

52

52@31-50%AMI

88 Howard St.

1989

320

30%AMI

2001
165 Eighth St.
701 Natoma St.

Mentally Ill
Mentally Ill
Mentally Ill
Mentally Ill
Mentally Ill, Homeless,
HIV/AIDS, Substance Abusers

60%AMI
60%AMI

55 §8 units, 50%AMI

177@50%AMI
50%AMI
80%AMI

Students
Homeless, HIV/AIDS
Homeless
Homeless Native
American Individuals
First-Time Homebuyers

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

104@25%AMI

50%AMI
275@120%AMI
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Developer/Operator

Name

Habitat for Humanity

1009 Mission St.
1268 South Van Ness
Hamilton Family Center
150 Britton St.
Candlestick View

Hamilton Family Center
Housing Conservation & Devt.Corp.
Housing Devt. and Neighborhood
Preservation

Address

1530 Fell St.
1185-95 Ingalls Road

101 Valencia St.

Year
Built/Acq'd

Units Special Needs Served

Under Constr.
1999
2000
2001
1996

8
4
21
92
38

1997

190

1997
1996
1996

29
29
21

First-Time Homebuyers
First-Time Homebuyers

First-Time Homebuyers

Affordability
80%AMI
4@80%AMI
46 §8 units, 46@50%AMI
120%AMI
118@50%AMI, 54@61%AMI
53@81%AMI
17@50%AMI
29@80%AMI
21@80%AMI

Housing for Independent People

185 7th St.
Gabreila Apts.
1096 Eddy St.

Howard Street Association

1101 Howard St.

1995

34

16@25-35%AMI, 4@50%AMI
14@60%AMI

Indochinese Housing Devt. Corp.

375 Eddy St.
Kokoro Assisted
Living Facility
Ceatrice Polite Apts.
Lyric Hotel
Mei Lun Yuen
Mendelsohn House
Woolf House III
Chateau Agape
Las Villas
Site G
Macs Children and
Family Services
Maitri
Mary Elizabeth Inn
South Beach Marina Apts.
347 Dolores St.
1028 Howard St.

1993

35

50%AMI

JALFI
John Stewart Company

Kathy Looper
Las Villas Partnership/SFRA
Lenar, LNR
Macs Children and Family Services
Maitri
Mary Elizabeth Inn
Mayward Rich
Mercy Family Hospital
Mercy Housing California

587 Natoma St.

1881 Bush St.

54

Assisted Living

91
58
370
189
30
10
27
171

Elderly
Mentally Ill, Homeless
Elderly
Elderly, Disabled
Elderly
Mentally Ill
First-Time Homebuyers
First-Time Homebuyers

50%AMI
50%AMI
25%AMI
80%AMI
80%AMI
25%AMI
120%AMI

Youth

25%AMI

321 Clementina St.
140 Jones St.
945 Sacramento St.
737 Folsom St.
801 Howard St.
827 Guerrero St.
Whitney Young Circle
200 Brannan St.

1994
1989
1994
1994

2168 Cayuga Ave.

2000

3

401 Duboce Ave.
1040 Bush St.
2 Townsend St.

1996
1994
1989
1997
1994

14
88
414
65
30

1993

108

111 Jones St.

2003
1996

Batmale Property
Britton St. Apts.

227-255 7th St.
Visitacion Valley

1997

57
92

Columbia Park Apts.

1035 Folsom St.

1995

50

Derek Silva Community
Dudley Apts.
Geneva/Carter
Heritage Homes

1580-1598 Market St.
172-180 6th St.
Visitacion Valley
243 Rey St

2002
2003

68
74
106
148

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

2000

Mentally Ill

HIV/AIDS
Very Low-Income Single Females
Elderly
Elderly

Mentally Ill

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

50@50%AMI
80%AMI
65@50%AMI
30@50%AMI
60@35%AMI
48@50%AMI
100%AMI
46 §8 units, 46@20%AMI
3@25%AMI, 29@50%AMI
14@60%AMI, 4@80%AMI
50%AMI
25%AMI
30 §8 units, 20-60%AMI
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Developer/Operator

Name

Address

Mercy Housing California

John King Senior
Leland Hotel
Marlton Manor
Mission Creek Community
Parcel 1
Presentation Seniors
Richmond Hills Family Ctr.
Rose Hotel
205 Jones St.
All Hallows Community
Dorothy Day Community
Padre Palou Community
Padre Apts.
Planetree Housing
Program
Leandro Soto
1950 Mission St.
3019 23rd St.
5199 Mission St.
670-672 Valencia St.
Apollo Hotel
Cadillac Hotel
Connecticut St. Court
Del Caro Court
Dunleavy Plaza Apts.
Good Samaritan

500 Raymond Ave.
1301-1327 Polk St.
240 Jones St.
201 Berry St.
Mission Bay P1N3A
301 Ellis St.
6324 Geary Blvd.
125 6th St.

Year
Built/Acq'd

Units Special Needs Served
91

Elderly
Elderly

Affordability

1711 Oakdale Ave.
54 McAllister St.
3400 16th St.
241 Jones St.

2003
2001
Under Constr.
Pre-Constr.
1999
1995
1996
1995
1994
1994
1994
2002

151
138
139
93
15
80
50
45
100
18
41

1170 McAllister St.

1998

91
48
50

418-422 Valencia St.
380 Eddy St.
1206 Connecticut St.
3330 Army St.
36 Hoff St.
1290 Potrero

1991
Pre-Constr.
1992
Under Constr.
1998
1997
1994
1940
1992
1992
1996

38
50
80
158
10
25
49
20

Juan Pifarre

1010 South Van Ness

1998

30

22 South Park St.
3090 16th St.
2445 Mariposa St.
2445 Mariposa St.

1987
1990
Pre-Constr.
1994

44
20
72
63

King/4th and 3rd St.

Under Constr.

100

Natl. Housg. Property Mgmt.
Northern California Land Trust

Madrid Hotel
Maria Alicia Apts.
Mariposa Gardens Apts.
Marisposa Gardens Apts.
Orlando Cepeda
Commons
Parkview Hotel
Plaza del Sol
Rich Sorrro Commons
Lassen Apts.
733 Baker St.

102 South Park St.
440 Valencia St.
150 Berry Stret
441 Ellis St.

1988
1994
2002
2002
1994

40
59
1000
80
13

Mentally Ill, Elderly, Disabled
Supportive

30%AMI
38@35%AMI, 21@50%AMI
80%AMI
50%AMI
13@50%AMI

Northern California Presbyterian Homes

Eastern Park Apts.

711 Eddy St.

1994

201

Elderly, Disabled

30%AMI

Mercy Services Corp.

Meridian Mgmt. Group
Methodist Epsicopal Church
Mission Capp Partnership
Mission Housing Devt. Corp.

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

2155 Mission St.

Elderly
Elderly
Elderly
Homeless

Elderly, Disabled
Elderly, Disabled
Elderly

50%AMI
50%AMI

15@50%AMI
80@25%AMI
30%AMI
30%AMI
30%AMI
60%AMI
80%AMI
91@80%AMI

Very Low Income Families
Elderly
Elderly
Mentally Ill

Homeless

48@80%AMI
50%AMI, 24 Pub.Housg.
50%AMI
50@50%AMI
80@80%AMI
25%AMI
50%AMI
80%AMI
20@80%AMI
20@31-50%AMI
10@51-60%AMI
30%AMI
80%AMI
50%AMI

Homeless

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.
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Appendix B:

Index of San Francisco Affordable Housing Sites

Developer/Operator

Name

Address

On Lok Housing & Services
Pine View Housing Corp.
Pioneers

1333 Bush St.
1441 Powell St.
Lady Shaw Senior Center
TIHDI 1

1483 Mason St.
Treasure Island

Prime PM

Unity Homes, Inc.

Progress Apts., Inc.

Progress Apts., Inc.

Year
Built/Acq'd

Units Special Needs Served

1994
1994
1992
Under Constr.

42
53
70
80

220 Cashmere St.

1994

94

1272 South Van Ness

1992

12

1999

14

1992
1994
1994
1994
1907
1990
Under Constr.

13
49
53
60
106
33
99

1995

29

Progress Foundation

770 La Playa St.

Progress Seven Inc.
Project Artaud
Providence Foundation, SF
Providence, SFHDC
Public Initiatives Devt. Corp.
R & B Realty
Related Companies

City View
Project Artaud
Providence Senior Housing
Providence Church
Plaza Apts.
Geary Courtyard
Third and Mission

Rick Holliday/ART ARK

1695 18th St.

Rubicon Programs
Self-Help for the Elderly

Treasure Island
650 Grove St.
1483 Mason St.
737 Post St.

SF Network Ministries

TIDDI
Autumn Glow
Pineview
Post St. Towers
4445 3rd St.
4800 3rd St.
Bell Mews
Garnett Terrace
Keith St. Homes
North Gateway Apts.
Stoneyhill Summit
Third and La Salle
Third and Oakdale
Innovate Housing

2380 Folsom St.

1991

52
15
70
248
30
18
10
28
10
30
28
30
20
16

SF Redevt. Agency

Fillmore Marketplace

1400 Eddy St.

1996

120

Minna Park Apts.

26

Steam Boat Point

1992

108

St. Anthony Foundation
St. Vincent de Paul Society

1171 Mission St.
Arlington Hotel

529-539 Minna St.
Townsend and
Embarcadero

1999

South Beach Family Assoc.

1985
1986

30
170

Sequoia Equities, Inc.
SF Housing Devt. Corp.

Brennan House

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

2- 57 Progress St.
499 Alabama St.
4601-4603 3rd St.
1601 McKinnon Ave.
988-992 Howard St.
639 Geary Blvd.

1302-1350 Divisadero
623-667 Keith St.
4417 3rd St.
Whitney Young Circle
4445 3rd St.

480 Ellis St.

1999
1990
1988
1994
Pre-Constr.
1997
2000
2003
1996
1994

15

Affordability

Elderly
Elderly
Elderly, Disabled

42@50%AMI
30%AMI
50%AMI

Elderly, Homeless,
Disabled

30%AMI

Mentally Ill
Special Needs Families
First-Time Homebuyers
Elderly
Elderly

Owner/Rental Housing for Artists

Elderly
HIV/AIDS
First-Time Homebuyers
First-Time Homebuyers
First-Time Homebuyers
HIV/AIDS
First-Time Homebuyers
HIV/AIDS
Mentally Ill, Homeless, Single
Women

Women
Mentally Ill
Extremely Low-Income Women &
Survivors of Domestic Violence

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

50%AMI
14@50%AMI
60%AMI
80%AMI
50%AMI
50%AMI
80%AMI
5@50%AMI, 18@80%AMI
6@100%AMI

70@50%AMI
80%AMI
50%AMI
80%AMI
10@81-120%AMI
80%AMI
80%AMI
15@25%AMI, 15@50%AMI
120%AMI
50%AMI

60@50%AMI
60@51-60%AMI
26@31-50%AMI

30@50%AMI
85 §8 units, 85@50%AMI
25%AMI
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Appendix B:

Index of San Francisco Affordable Housing Sites
Year
Built/Acq'd

Developer/Operator

Name

Address

Swords to Plowshares
Tenants & Owners Devt. Corp.

1029 Girard Road

Tenderloin Hotels, Inc.

Veterans Academy
240 4th St.
974 Howard St.
Clementina Towers
Delta Hotel
Hotel Isabel
Knox Hotel
Leland Apts.
Hamlin Hotel

827 Howard St.
80-88 Sixth St.
1095 Mission St.
241 6th St.
980 Howard St.
483 Eddy St.

2000
1995
1994
1998
1992

100
30
24
85
152
75
140
24
69

Tenderloin Housing Clinic, Inc.

Hartland Hotel

909 Geary St.

1994

140

Jefferson Hotel
Sunnyside Hotel

440 Eddy St.
135 6th St.

1992
1992

72
53

1989

21

2000
Under Constr.
1994
2000
2000
2000
1994
1994
1994
1988
1997
2000
1994
2000

24
73
40
179
140
133
30
208
175
105
12
90
119
47
106

Pre-Constr.

88

Tenderloin Neighborhood Devt. Corp.

Tenderloin Neighborhood
Devt.Corp./Citizens Hous.Corp.

398 Haight St.
864 Ellis St.
8th and Howard
Aarti Hotel
Alexander Apts.
Ambassador Hotel
Antonia Manor
Cameo Apts.
Civic Center Residence
Dalt Hotel
Franciscan Towers
Howard St. Apts.
Local 2
Maria Manor
Sierra Madre Hotel
West Hotel

391 Leavenworth St.
230 Eddy
55 Mason St.
180 Turk
481 Eddy St.
44 McAllister St.
34 Turk St.
217 Eddy St.
1601 Howard St.
209 Golden Gate
174 Ellis
421 Leavenworth St.
145 Eddy St.

8th St. Studios

1166 Howard St.

Tennessee Street Housing Corp.
The Arc San Francisco
The Aspen Group
United Dominion Realty Trust

Tenth and Market
712 Tennessee St.
Arc Housing
Aspen South Hills Apts.
2000 Post St.

Urban Pacific Properties
W. L. Scoot

1994
1987
1988

Pre-Constr.
1993

Units Special Needs Served
Homeless, Veterans
Elderly
Mentally Ill
Elderly

Homeless

Welfare, Social Security
Recipients

Affordability
30@50%AMI
24@50%AMI

75@80%AMI
140@35%AMI
24@31-50%AMI
50%AMI

25%AMI
25%AMI

Youth

24@50%AMI

Mentally Ill

30%AMI

30@80%AMI
25%AMI
50%AMI
55@25%AMI, 50@50%AMI
12@20-60%AMI
20-60%AMI

0
1994

6
32
82
304

Wharf Plaza I, Ltd. Partnership 150 Francisco St.

1994

114

80%AMI

Fredrick Douglas
Gardens

1994

104

80%AMI

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

415 Bay St.
50 Reardon Road

1049 Golden Gate Ave.

First-Time Homebuyers
Mentally Ill

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

32@25%AMI
30%AMI
30%AMI
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Index of San Francisco Affordable Housing Sites

Developer/Operator

Name

Address

Walden House, Inc.

214 Haight St.
Planetree Housing
Program

Westside Community Mental Health Ctr.

1912-1914 McAllister St.

Womens Alcoholism Ctr.
Yew M. Louie
Others

Aviva House
569 Natoma St.
135 Beulah St.
1435 Dolores St.
1777 Revere Ave.
1800 Turk St.
27 De Montfort Ave.
417 7th Ave.
474 Natoma St.
Block N3
Britton Courts
Francis of Assisi
Jones Memorial Home II
Jones Senior Home, Inc.
Menorah Park
Midtown Park Apts.
Park Sunset
Site EE-2
Soma Studios

152 Coleridge St.

1724 Bryant St.

Fourth St. and Channel
150 Britton
45 Guerrero St.
2045 Sutter St.
1727 Fillmore St.
3365 Sacramento St.
1415 Scott St.
1353 7th Ave.
Whitney Young Circle
1166-1188 Howard St.

Year
Built/Acq'd
1998

12

1996

14

Sources: SF Planng.Dept., Mayor's Office/Housg.,
Redvt.Agency, Assessor.

Group Housing, Adolescents

6

Single Parent Families

1991
1994
1994
1987
1989
1999
1994
1994

12
6
2

Mentally Ill
Mentally Ill, Former Prisoners

30%AMI
30%AMI

7

Homeless, Veterans

80%AMI

2000
1994
1994
1994
1990
1963
1994

29
90
92
108
103
48
150
140
30

2003

162
60

555 Eddy

Affordability

1995

Turk and Fillimore
Urban Phoenix Assn.

Units Special Needs Served

1992

39

80%AMI

80%AMI
50%AMI
Elderly, Disabled
Elderly, Disabled
Elderly, Disabled
Elderly

Low-Income Families
Public Housing Displacees

"AMI"=Area Median Income. E.g., 20@50%AMI=20 units where qualifying
income is 50%AMI or less. In some facilities, #-units indicates #-beds.

30%AMI

50%AMI
100%AMI
50%AMI
50%AMI
20-60%AMI
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The NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS® National Center for Real
Estate Research supports original, high quality research which contributes
to a greater understanding of the real estate industry, the real estate
business, housing and homeownership.

Topics of primary interest include, but are not limited to:
■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Real estate brokerage
Real estate brokerage
business models
Real estate markets
Housing policy
Housing markets
Real estate wealth effect
New economy / technology

■
■
■
■
■
■
■

Cost and impact of regulation
Land use controls
Multifamily
Retail
Office
Industrial
Commercial property finance

For further information, contact Paul C. Bishop, Director, National
Center for Real Estate Research, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REALTORS®
at 202-383-1246 or via e-mail at pbishop@realtors.org

