File No. 110742

Petitions and Communications received from June 7, 2011, through June 13, 2011, for
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered
filed by the Clerk on June 21, 2011.

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not
be redacted.

From concerned citizens, submitting support for eliminating the $2,000,000 in service
fees charged to City College. 3 letters (1)

From concerned citizens, regarding saving the Sharp Park Wetlands. 2 letters (2)
From Eugene Zooey, submitting a letter regarding taxing without representation. (3)

From concerned citizens, submitting support for the Environmental Impact Report for
North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground. File No. 110614, 11 letters (4)

From concerned citizens, submitting opposition to the Environmental Impact Report for
North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground. File No. 110614, 4 letters (5)

From concerned citizens, submitting opposition to the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena
Island Redevelopment Plan Project. File No. 110618, 33 letters (6)

From concerned citizens, submitting support for the Treasure Island/Yerba Buena
J;sland Redevelopment Plan Project. File No. 110618, 2 letters (7)

From concerned citizens, submitting opposition to the Parkmerced Redevelopment
Project. File No. 110300, 2 letters (8)

From Stuart Flashman on behalf of San Francisco Tomorrow, submitting opposition to
the Parkmerced Redevelopment Project. File No. 110300 (9) :

From Planning Department, submitting an analysis report regarding possible revenue
from leasing radio towers, siren poles, and other Clty and County sites to private
telecommunication carriers. (10)

From Pacific Gas and Electric Company, submitting notice of 2012 electric procurement
forecast costs and other project costs application. (11)

From Planning Department, submitting a recommendation for approval with
modifications for the historic sign ordinance. (12)

From the Clerk of Board, submitting notice of receipt of Form 700:
Deborah Barone - assuming. (13)
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From Chamber of Commerce, submitting a letter opposing the Health Care Security
Ordinance. File No. 110546 (14)

From the Clerk of the Board, submitting a letter requesting the release of funds on
reserve for the use of the North or South Light Courts during the renovation of
Legislative Chambers. (15)

From Planning Department, submitting the San Francisco Socio-Economic Profile. (16)

From Colusa County Fish and Game Advisory Commission, requesting that the wild pig
be made a non-game animal. (17)

From Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector, submitting an amendment to the 2010
Annual Report of Businesses Processed for the Clean Technology Business Exclusion.
(18)

From Office of the Controller, submitting the April 2011 Government Barometer Report.
(19)

From Eileen Boken, urging opposition to the General Plan Amendment adopting the
2009 Housing Element. File No. 110397, (20)

From Kim Garside, submitting opposition to the Sitting or Lying on Public Sidewalks
Ordinance. - File No. 100233 (21)

From Kathy Howard, submitting opposition to budget cut backs of street tree
maintenance. (22)

From Peter Siwinski, submitting a letter of support for the Booker T. Washington
Community Center. (23)

From Michael Scott, submitting a letter of support for the relocation of PCC Program to
Laguna Honda School site on 71" Avenue. (24)

From Axis of Love, submitting a letter requesting the Planning Commission and Board
of Supervisor to revisit the San Francisco Medical Cannabis Act. (25)

From Emil Lawrence, submitting a letter regarding taxi driver fees lose of income. (26)

From David Hiller, submitting a letter in response to a SFGate article regarding abortion
policies. (27)

From Robert Slate, submitting money saving suggestions for the City. (28)
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From Abdalla Megahed, submitting a letter of concern on various investigative issues.
(29)

From James Corrigan, submitting a letter regarding Fire Department practices. (30)

*(An asterisked item represents the cover sheet to a document that exceeds 25 pages.
The complete document is available at the Clerk’s Office Room 244, City Hall.)



Invest in City College! _
Shirleychan to: Boa‘rd.of.Supervisors _ - 06/12/2011 10:10 PM

View: (Mail Thréads) :

To Mayor Lee and Supervisors: City College provides critical educational
opportunities to 100,000 working students every year. Our future depends on
quality, affordable education. Students have it hard enough as it is -- let's
give students a break by eliminating the $2 million in service fees charged
to City College. {

Sincerely,

Shirleychan
San Francisco, 94112



Invest in City College! ' ‘
Koko Kittell to: Board.of.Supervisors : 06/13/2011 09:05 AM

View: (Mayil Threads)

To Mayor Lee and Supervisors: City College provides critical educational
opportunities to 100,000 working. students every year. Our future depends on
quallty, affordable education. Students have it hard enough as it is -- let's
give students a break by eliminating the $2 million in service fees charged
to City College. Do the right thing and support education!

Sincerely,

Koko Kittell
San Francisco, 94114
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I_| To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
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il \ Bec:

Subject: Invest in City College!

From: "Jackson Chan" <jc1487@hotmail.com>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/10/2011 12:30 AM

Subject: Invest in City College!

To Mayor Lee ‘and Supervisors: ) ,

City College provides critical educational opportunities to 100,000 working
students every year. Our future depends on quality, affordable education.
Students have it hard enough as it is -- let's give students.a break by
eliminating the $2 million in service fees charged to City College.

Please consider eliminating the hefty 2 million dollar service fee or atleast
reduce it.

CCSF has served SF for generations. It is without a doubt one of the city's
most important institutions. I myself receive my first dose of higher

education here. It gave me so much education and insights while I was there.

The teachers and staff is top notch. Professional and have passion for their
work.

Please consider.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Jackson Chan
San Francisco, 94112
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BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

From Valérie DISLE <vdisle@yahoo.fr>

To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/08/2011 05:03 AM

Subject: Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park

Golf Course over to its next door neighbor,

the National Park Service.

‘The Sharp Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered

California Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife.
and wetlands are rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide,

Both frogs
so

it is disconcerting that the City of San Francisco is currently

using taxpayer dollars to pump the Sharp Park Wetlands dry,

endangered frogs in the process,

killing

and violating state and federal laws.

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and

economic troubles,
San Francisco to change course.

burden, and it would also clearly mark
environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would

and the time has clearly come for the City of

By closing the golf course and handing
the land, over to the National Park Service,
would relieve itself of its current financial,

the City of San Francisco
legal and environmental
itself as a world leader in

be a safe haven for threatened

wildlife and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to

San Francisco residents and tourists alike. '
improve the quality of life for San Francisco’s residents,

This would not only
it would

increase the long-term economic value of the property.

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife,

your consideration.
Valérie DISLE

ot 95320

thanks for

SAINT LEU LA FORET
FR
From: olivier GOMES <GOULU95@hotmail.fr>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/08/201105:03 AM
Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

Subject:

Dear Board of Supervisors

I am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf

Course over to its next door neighbor,
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other
rapidly disappearing in California and
the City of San Francisco is currently
Sharp Park Wetlands dry,
"violating state and federal laws.

killing endangered frogs in the process,

the National Park Service. The Sharp
for the endangered California
wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are.
worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
using taxpayer dollars to pump the

and

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic

troublés, and the time has clearly come
change course.

for the City of San Francisco to

By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the



National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would. relieve itself of its
current financial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly
mark itself as a world leader in environmental protection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This would not only improve the quality of life

for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property. ‘

On behalf of -all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration.

olivier GOMES

SAINT LEU LA FORET, ot 95320
FR



Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands ‘
Jolie Truesdell to: Board.of.Supervisors 06/11/2011 10:51 AM
Please respond to vontruesdell

N Jolie Trueédell ' Please Save The Sharp Park Wetlands

Dear Board of Supervisors

T am writing to urge the City of San Francisco to turn the Sharp Park Golf
Course over to its next door neighbor, the National Park Service. The Sharp
Park Wetlands provide critical habitat for the endangered California
Red-Legged Frog and a variety of other wildlife. Both frogs and wetlands are
rapidly disappearing in California and worldwide, so it is disconcerting that
the City of San Francisco is currently using taxpayer dollars to pump the
Sharp Park Wetlands dry, killing endangered frogs in the process, and
violating state and federal laws.

The Sharp Park Golf Course has a long history of environmental and economic
troubles, and the time has clearly come for the City of San Francisco to
change course. By closing the golf course and handing the land over to the
National Park Service, the City of San Francisco would relieve itself of its

* current finanecial, legal and environmental burden, and it would also clearly

mark itself as a world leader in environmental\prgtection efforts.

The restored Sharp Park Wetlands would be a safe haven for threatened wildlife
and would provide valuable recreational opportunities to San Francisco
residents and tourists alike. This. would not only improve the quality of life
for San Francisco’s residents, it would increase the long-term economic value
of the property.

On behalf of all those who enjoy nature and wildlife, thanks for your
consideration. ’

Jolie Truesdell

kansas city, KS 66103
USs



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,

Cc:
Bcc: :
Subject: TAXING WITHOUT REPRESENTATION

From: Eugene Zooey <jjjsween@gmail.com>
To: “board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: ’ 06/13/2011 09:03 AM

Subject: TAXING WITHOUT REPRESENTATION

.

Microsoft Word - Taxing without Representation.pdf



TAXING WITHOUT REPRESENTATION

San Franciscans Would be no less represented with four
- supervisors then the current eleven, even more so if they
focused on supervising instead of legislating.

City officials currently perform well at collectlng taxes and fees,
paying themselves high salaries and benefits, and maintaining
dirty-grimy streets and sidewalks.

They support graffiti and signs on dead telephone poles as they
degrade funding for living street trees. Fact they ‘earn’ more
- than their counterparts in ]arger cities llke San Jose, San Diego
and Los Angles.

Certainly we would feel far more represented with more care
and maintenance and less of them. What is a mun1c1pa11ty all
about anyway?



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
Cc:

Bcc: . ‘
Subject: NB LIBRARY & JOE DIMAGGIO PLAYGROUND: FACT SHEET 3 & QUICK SUMMARY

From: .WongAlA@aol.com ,
To: Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, carmen.chu@sfgov.org, sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org,

Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, john.avalos@sfgov.org, david.campos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org, _

Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farreli@sfgov.org,

Jane. Kim@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org, angela.calvillo@sfgov.org, Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org
Date: 06/07/2011 01:23 PM

Subject: - NB LIBRARY & JOE DIMAGGIO PLAYGROUND: FACT SHEET 3 & QUICK SUMMARY.

Dear Honorable Supervisors: :
ATTACHMENTS: FACT SHEET 3 and QUICK SUMMARY

“Introducing several other items into record-—-likely previously submitted months ago. But
summarizes issues well.

Regards,

Howard Wong, AIA
HW-FACTsheet3-June2010-PDF-XXXXXXX.pdf HW-QUICK SUMMARY 11-10-10.doc-PDF .pdf




DATE: June 8, 2010 Revision 3

SUMMARY OF ISSUES

BY: Friends of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries, (415)-982-5055

In 1988's Prop A, 2000’s Prop A and 2007’s Prop D, voters approve redundant bond funds to “Upgrade
all neighborhood branches”and “Save and rebuild our branch libraries”and “Retrofit our branch libraries
...while preserving their historic character.” In 2003, Eminent Domain seizes the Triangle Lot at 701
Lombard (Columbus Ave./ Mason St.), for the stated purposes of open-space. In 2007 after litigation,
Open Space Funds are used to purchase the Triangle open space. In August 2008, the Library proposes
to build a new Triangle Library and to demolish the historic Appleton-Wolfard North Beach Library.

WHAT IS BEING REQUESTED

Per the Public’s.intent and voter/ legal mandates, preserve the Triangle Park and North Beach
Library-----consistent with all public documents, Ballot Measures, Library/ Rec-Park Commission
Resolutions & Minutes, Board of Supervisors Minutes, Eminent Domain Resolution of Necessity,
Open Space Fund Charter Amendment, neighborhood organizations’ Motions, newspaper/ media/
newsletter accounts and public expectations and testimony from 1988 to mid-2008.

Historic North Beach Library: Eligible for the
National Register and State Register.

- Triangle Park: Strategic open space and
simultaneous public vistas.

Washington Square & Triangle Park : Urban
focal points along Columbus Ave.

ISSUE: Historic Preservation of
the North Beach Library is
voter-mandated.

ISSUE: Open space and a
Triangle Park at 701 Lombard is
legally-mandated.

ISSUE: Spot Zoning &
construction onto Mason St.
contradicts SF General Pian

ISSUE: The proposed Triangle
Library blocks public vistas &
contradicts the SF General Plan. |

ISSUE: The proposed Triangle
Library’s high cost will decrease
future library operating budgets.

ISSUE:’ The proposed Triangle
Library & Master Plan decreases
net playground space.

THERE'S A WIN-WIN SOLUTION-—-TO GET A LARGER LIBRARY MORE QUICKLY

Satisfying all competing interests, there's a win-win design: A larger street-level Triangle Park, more
recreational space, historic preservation of the North Beach Library, a Library Addition, preservation of
public vistas to historical sites, keeping Joe DiMaggio’s fields, higher sustainability, optimal accessibility,
faster schedule, much lower cost, a much bigger Library---while satisfying voter and legal mandates.

VOTER AND LEGAL MANDATES

- M NOVEMBER 8, 1988: PROP A LIBRARY BOND MEASURE ($109 million)
* Inthe “Analysis”: “Construction of a main public library and reconstruction of branch libraries”.
« Voter Pamphlet “Arguments”, signed by Board of Supervisors: “Proposition A would also upgrade all

city-owned neighborhood branches” and “Upgrade the

entire library system.”

B NOVEMBER 7, 2000: PROP A LIBRARY BOND MEASURE ($105 million)

» Voter Pamphlet “Arguments”, signed by Mayor Willie L. Brown, Board President Tom Ammiano and 9
Supervisors: “Proposition A will retrofit our branch libraries....while preserving their historic
character.” And “Proposition A will rebuild these branch libraries: Anza, Bayview, Bernal
Heights, Eureka Valley, Excelsior, Glen Park, Golden Gate, Ingleside, Marina, Merced, Mission, Noe
Valley, North Beach, Ortega, Portal and Western Addition.”

For many years, the Library publishes a program of REHABILITATION for all branch libraries.

B SUMMER 2003: Library presents a program of REHABILITATION to San Francisco Architectural
Heritage’s Issues Committee. Heritage publishes news article in “Heritage News”: “San Francisco’s

1




Modern Branch Libraries Face Rehabilitation.” N -

2003-2004: Land-use battle over Triangle Lot at 701 Lombard St.---a Condo versus open space.

2004: Eminent Domain Resolution passes by a narrow Board vote, seizing the Triangle to develop

“Open Space---under the Neighborhood Park Bond and Open Space Programs. ”

B 2007: After litigation, the City purchases the Triangle Lot with Open Space Funds for the stated
purposes of “open space”. Per the 2000 Open Space Fund Charter Amendment, these monies can
be used to acquire property only for park and recreational purposes.

e Moreover, the Open Space Fund Charter Amendment requires that any, non-recreational purposes
be approved by the electorate. :

- ®m NOVEMBER 6, 2007: PROP D “RENEWING LIBRARY PRESERVTION FUND” BALLOT

MEASURE (Revenue Bond Authority) ' o

e In addition to extending set-aside funding, the Library includes authority to sell Revenue Bonds---with

debt load repaid from future General Fund sei-asides.

* In Prop. D’s Voter Pamphlet “Arguments”, signed by Mayor Gavin Newsom, Board President Aaron

Peskin and 8 other Supervisors: “Measure D also provides the funds necessary to finish the

remaining projects of the Branch Library Improvement Program. When this program is complete, 27

branch libraries will be renovated and modernized”.

APRIL 30, 2008: First Library Community Meeting presents only images of a Triangle Park.

MAY 28, 2008: Second Library Community Meeting presents variations of a Triangle Park/ Plaza.

AUGUST 18, 2008: Third Library Community Meeting presents Site Master Plan/ Triangle Library.

APRIL 30, 2009: Library’s own Historic Resources Technical Report cites North Beach Library

as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and California Register of Historical Resources

October 7, 2009: Historic Preservation Commission initiates landmark designations of five

Appleton-Wolfard Libraries, including the one with the highest integrity---North Beach Library.

B 2009 TO 2010: CEQA Process is in progress and an EIR is required---with a preservation option.

HISTORIC PRESERVATION CRITERIA ‘

With professional qualifications set by statute; the Historic Preservation Commissioners can focus on
preservation criteria---while facilitating projects and fulfilling programmatic needs, urban design principles,
zoning codes, SF General Plan, open space, economics, accessibility and sustainability. Perthe

“l andmark Designation Case Report” and the “North Beach Branch Library Historic Resources Technical
Report”, Appleton-Wolfard Libraries are eligible for the National and State Registers, possessing high
architectural and historical significance. North Beach Library has the highest architectural integrity.

With the North Beach Library’s CEQA process just beginning, preservation is extremely viable.

SUPPORTERS HAVE LONG HISTORY WITH PRESERVATON AND NEIGHBORHOOD
Groups that support historic preservation of the North Beach Library and protecting the strategic
triangular open space (at Columbus/ Lombard/ Mason Sts.): .

National Trust for Historic Preservation, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, DOCOMOMO, San
Francisco Preservation Consortium, historians and preservation professionals. Telegraph Hill Dwellers,
the Library Citizens Advisory Committee of the Board of Supervisors, Coalition for San Francisco
Neighborhoods, San Francisco Tomorrow, Parkmerced Residents Organization, Sunset Parkside
Education & Action Committee, Coalition for a Better North Beach Library & Playground, Save Mason
Street, North Beach Association, North Beach Neighbors, Friends of North Beach Library and residents.

SPOT ZONING AND LAND-USE ISSUES :

The Triangle Library extends over 19 feet beyond the property line into Mason Street (with another
15 feet for sidewalk). “Spot Zoning”, the rezoning of Mason Street, is onerous---especially when
the new Library is bulkier than the earlier Condo design.

The Triangle Lot was seized by Eminent Domain in 2004 for new open space and purchased with Open
Space Funds ($2.8 million) for open space. Much later in August 2008, a Triangie Library is proposed---

_ onto an intended park that residents and political figures had invested much personal prestige.

OPEN SPACE AND URBAN DESIGN CRITERIA .

By blocking simultaneous public vistas to Telegraph Hill, Coit Tower, SS Peter & Paul Church,
Transamerica Pyramid, cable cars, Hills and Bay, construction on the Triangle and Mason Street
contradicts the Urban Design Element of the San Francisco General Plan: ‘

. Image and Character: POLICY 1.1: Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular
attention to those of open space and water.




Fundamental Principles for Conservation: 17. Blocking, construction or other impairment of pleasing
street views of the Bay or Ocean, distant hills, or other parts of the city can destroy an important
characteristic of the unique setting and quality of the city. ' :
Street Space: POLICY 2.8: Maintain a strong presumption against the giving up of street areas for
private ownership or use, or for construction of public buildings.

Along the grand Columbus Avenue diagonal axis,
Washington Square and Triangle Park add to a sequence of
unique open spaces, where one can feel so much of the City.
Preservation of urban nodes, public vistas and historic
resources define a great city---for the enjoyment of visitors,
residents, families, children and future generations. - :

With primarily solid walls and glazing only at acute-angled corners, the proposéd Triangle Library places
an opagque barrier along Columbus Ave.---displacing unique, neighborhood-defining views for perpetuity.

ACCESSIBILITY, CODE AND STRUCTURAL VIABILITY OF EXISTING LIBRARY

As part of the City’s Earthquake Safety Program, all branch libraries had structural evaluations in 1995.

" Each branch library was evaluated in terms of structural elements, seismic risk, retrofit schemes and
costs. While an optimal Seismic Risk Level is 2, the Marina Library had a rating of 4 and the North Beach
Library fared better with a rating of 3. The North Beach Library can be easily retrofitted.

All library renovations comply with Building Codes, ADA and programmatic needs. The North

. Beach Library’s preservation with a large Addition optimizes flexibility and universal accessibility.

LARGE COST SAVINGS WITH PRESERVATION
Revenue bonds must be sold to pay for the North Beach Branch Library, not due to go on the market till
2010. But the debt incurred will be repaid with set-aside money from the general fund. So, the
larger the debt obligations; the greater the impact on operating budgets of ALL branch libraries
e The Triangle Library has an estimated $8 million project cost---not counting $6 million in interest. For
8,500 square feet, that's $940 per square foot. Factoring in the $2.8 million for the eminent domain
purchase of the Triangle Lot, that's $1,270 per square foot. .
e Cost of the Marina branch renovation and expansion was $503 per square foot---already a regal sum.
Renovation is potentially half the cost of new construction. '

HIGHER SUSTAINABILITY WITH PRESERVATION

Historic preservation has gained favor as the most sustainable construction methodology, conserving
resources as well as cost. And preservationists hoped that these precepts would guide the Library
Program, especially in light of the City’s leadership in sustainability and looming budget deficits.

THE PROPOSED TRIANGLE LIBRARY DECREASES PLAYGROUND SPACE

The North Beach Playground is a regional recreational node. But the proposed Joe DiMaggio Playground
Master Plan actually decreases net playground space, while obligating Rec-Park to high demolition and
structural costs that are unavailable. The Triangle Library, which extends over 19 feet into Mason St.,
decreases and shadows the intended Triangle Park. With new ramps, stairways, pathways, sloped
terrain and fencing, the playground shrinks significantly. Moreover, the proposal eliminates the
namesake Joe DiMaggio softball fields. With outfield fences moving 40 feet towards home plate, the
softball fields fall far below international standards---disrespecting a local and American sports icon.

THE PROPOSED TRIANGLE LIBRARY IS “SMALLER” :

The existing North Beach Library is a 4,190 sq. ft. flexible room---with high spatial quality. A Library
Addition, at the same level as the existing library, could create a single-floor of up te 9,500 sq. ft.---

~ optimizing accessibility. A lower level expansion and addition could create 11,000 sq. ft. at lower cost.
But the proposed new Triangle Library is cut up into smaller rooms---a 1,965 sq. ft. Adult Reading Room,
a 1,050 sq. ft. Children’s Reading Room and a 430 sq. ft. Teen Reading Room. An Upper Floor of 2,510
sq. ft. has a community room and bathrooms. An acute-angled plan is much less functional---cramping
furniture layouts and accessibility with an inefficient 43.58 percent of non-library space.

‘FASTER PROJECT SCHEDULE: SEVERAL PRESERVATION DESIGN CHOICES
A win-win design is one that allays neighborhood divisiveness, delays, appeals, litigation and high costs.




- QUICK SUMMARY
NORTH BEACH LIBRARY AND JOE DIMAGGIO PLAYGROUND

\

wnsizing of the

: ~. s
Save the Triangle Park and Stop the do Preservation saves Joe

- superlative public vistas to

North Beach Library (1958):
regional Multi-purpose Highest architectural integrity DiMaggio’s Softball Fields:
historical sites. Hardscape Field. of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries. Vince, Joe and Dom DiMaggio.

THE VISION: The largest possible hi-tech library, more open space, larger playground, saving Joe
DiMaggio’s Softball Fields, adherence to urban design principles/ code/ legal mandates, a
triangular park along Columbus Avenue, protection of superlative public view corridors, axial
views to the bay, honoring history/ cultural values, historic preservation, faster schedule, cost
efficiencies, meeting everyone’s programmatic desires and expectations...... '

+ Preservation and expansion gives us the biggest hi-tech library, most new open space, largest
playground and saves Joe DiMaggio’s Softball Fields.

+ The proposed Master Plan is illegal, non-code compliant, contradicts the SF General Plan, has a
substandard library, decreases new open space, downsizes the playground and eliminates Joe
DiMaggio’s Softball Fields. »

o Official Ballot Arguments in Library Bond Measures of 1988, 2000 and 2007 are legal mandates and
state that branch libraries will be renovated---specifically the North Beach Library.

o From 1988 to 2008, the Library's contracts, studies, structural report and programs plan for

rehabilitating and expanding the North Beach Library. ‘

In 2004, the triangle lot at Columbus/ Lombard is seized by eminent domain for open space.

In 2007, $2.8 million of Open Space Funds are used to purchase the triangle lot for open space.

In 2008, the Library decides to build on the triangle---but bigger than the rejected 2004 Condo.

The Triangle Library is non-code compliant, requiring rezoning, spot zoning, construction of 19'-6” into

the Mason Street right-of-way, vacation of a city street.... .

« The Triangle Library contradicts the SF General Plan, which maintains a “strong presumption” against
construction onto streets and the blockage of public view corridors.

+ Construction onto the street impacts the economic interests of adjacent property owners.

« The Draft EIR cites the North Beach Library as a significant historic resource. lts demolition would be
an adverse environment impact. Compliant preservation designs would be environmentally superior.

« The Historic Resources Report, Continuation Sheets, Case Reports, independent historians,
preservation organizations, Library, Historic Préservation Commission and Planning Department
concur that the North Beach Library has high architectural, historical and cultural significance.

o In 2003, the Library requested and presented a preservation program for all eight Appleton-Wolfard
Libraries to SF Architectural Heritage

~* The North Beach Library has the highest integrity of the remaining Appleton-Wolfard Libraries.

« The North Beach Library is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and the California
Register of Historical Resources. '

« The North Beach Library is eligible for a thematically-related Multiple Property Listing, sharing the same

- defining features as the grouping of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries.

"o The North Beach Library may be the neighborhood’s best example of mid-century modernism. -

» On November 8, 2010, the Appleton-Wolfard Parkside Library reopened after a superb renovation and

expansion---as did the Marina, Eureka Valley, Western Addition and other branches.

The North Beach Library has been determined to be a signifibant historic resource, meeting
federal historical, architectural and cultural criterion---but preservation is also the best design.

National Trust for Historic Preservation, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, DOCOMOMO, San Francisco Preservation Cansortium, architectural historians,

preservation professionals, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, North Beach Neighbors, the Library Citizens Advisory Gommittee of the Board of Supervisars, Coalition for

San Francisco Neighborhoods, San Francisco Temorrow, Parkmerced Residents Organization, Sunset Parkside Education & Action Committee, Coalition for a
Better North Beach Library & Playground, Save Mason Street, Friends of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries, Friends of North Beach Library and many residents.

. For any questions, feel free to contact Friends of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries at (415)-982-5055.
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North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground

Igoodin1

to:

board.of. supervisors, David.Chiu, david.campos, carmen.chu, Malia.Cohen, Mark. Farrell Er|c L.Mar, john.avalos,
Jane.Kim, Ross.Mirkarimi, Scott. Wener Sean.Elsbernd

06/08/2011 12:31 PM

- Cc:

"ewnevius”, "jking"
Please respond to Igoodin1
Show Details

Honorable Supervisors,

Many, many, thanks for your unanimous support of the North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio
Playground project. It's been a long hard slog but yesterday gives us hope that next year (hopefully) we
can finally break ground on this sorely needed neighborhood improvement. Looking forward to seeing
all of you there for this momentous occasion! :

Lee Goodin

North Beach

415 346-4335

lgoodin1@mindspring.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web6635.htm 6/9/2011
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Fwd: Support for New North Beach Library Master Plan

Anne Chermak |

to:

Board.of.Supervisors, John.Avalos, David.Chiu, Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, David. Campos
Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane. Klm Eric.Mar, Ross. M1rkar1m1 Scott.Wiener
06/07/2011 04:02 PM

Show Details

Esteemed Board of Supervisors,

I regret work commitments prevent my attending this afternoon s important hearing on the proposed new
North Beach Library.

In addition to my letter below, I offer the following comments in support of this much needed project:

[ am a recent re51dent of San Francisco, having spent almost 35 years as a U.S. dlplomat specializing in
cultural and press affairs at our embassies across Europe and Eurasia. I am proud to call Russian Hill
home and experience the richness of this great city. :

Several days ago, I received a flier in the mail from a group called "Coalition for a Better North Beach
Library & Playground" with the title, "Save a Great Civic Space, Save Triangle Park." I wondered what
park they were talking about, as I walk by Columbus and Lombard almost daily. What is there is an
asphalt-covered parking LOT. Some days, two men passing themselves off as parkmg lot attendants
appear and proceed to bilk unsuspecting visitors. This is neither a park nor a "great civic space."
Furthermore, the photographs and text of this flier are highly misleading, asserting that building a new
library will "decrease property values and neighborhood quality." In my view, a vibrant new library will
have the opposite effect, improving both neighborhood quality and property values, and provide
residents of all ages with a wonderful civic space. ' .

I urge you to vote for all elements of the new library and park plan.
With kind regards and best wishes,
Anne Chermak Dillen

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Anne Chermak <chermakam(@gmail.com>

Date: Sat, Jun 4, 2011 at 10:43 AM

Subject: Support for New North Beach Library Master Plan

To: Board of.Supervisors(@sfgov. org, John. Avalos@sfgov org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,

Sean. Flsbernd@sfgov org, Jane Kim@sfeov.org, Erlc Mar@sf,qov org, Ross erkar1m1@sf,qov org,
Scott. Wiener(@sfeov.org

Cc: Lizzy Hirsch <lizzy@arcadia-garden.com>, Caroline King <carolinedking@gmail.com>

Esteemed addressees,
As a resident in the neighborhood of the ‘North Beach Library, I strongly

 support the master plan for the new library, the closure of the small section
of Mason St., the renovated playground, and approval of the EIR.
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I believe the master plan makes optimal use of what limited public space we
have, is deeply desired by the majority of neighbors and will greatly enhance
the vibrancy of this neighborhood. The current library building is decrepit,
and too small to serve the needs of its users.

I urge the Board of Supervisors to vote "yes" on the new North Beach Library
Master Plan. ' '

Sincerely,ly
Anne Chermak Dillen

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web9223 htm 6/9/2011



To: BOS Constituent Méil Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

""”_—_%\“—:“—/”\4 Cc:
b Bcc:

Subject: File 110316: Mason Street

From: ‘M Wong <sfca941@yahoo.com>

To: "board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
" Date: 06/06/2011 07:45 PM :
Subject: - Mason Street ’ ‘

12

[ don't mind the closing of Mason Street but do not want it as part of a new
library in the triangle space. If necessary you can use the street to expand
the current existing library. If the only purpose to close Mason Street is to
build a new library, then I oppose its closing. [ would like the triangle space
and street as a park in front of the current library.

Thank you,
M. Wong
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SAVE THE NEIGHBORHOOD / SUPPORT A NEW NORTH BEACH LIBRARY & MASON
STREET ADDITION*

Carolyn Blair

to:

" Board.of.Supervisors, John.Avalos, David.Chiu, Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, David. Campos,
Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd, Jane. K1m Eric.Mar, Ross.Mirkarimi, Scott. Wiener

06/07/2011 09:35 AM

Show Details

RE: Support a new North Beach Library & Mason Street addition -- to SAVE OUR NEIGHBORHOOD!
Dear Supervisors,

I recelved this flyer to Save Mason Street and wondered WHO ARE THESE FEW PEOPLE that want
to save a street for cars!!!

I live in the hood and go to the North Beach Library almost everyday and also in the evening-- and have
never seen any traffic, period, on Mason Street.

Pulse for the good of all, The City is moving forward with a new balance of pedestrlan safety and
enjoyment with narrowing roads with traffic calming seating and landscaping that is a real asset and
expresses a sense of caring for all our neighborhoods. We need less hardscape and more green
space to create a positive feeling and the spending the other green stuff.

Please continue all your good work, adding more park space, less cars, better public transportation for
all to enjoy and a much needed new library.

Thank you! --Carolyn

wal_ym %(4, SF Activist
Trees, Tenants, & Transit
2310 Powell Street, #305

San Francisco, CA 94133
sftreecouncil@dslextreme.com
415 982 8793
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North Beach Library/ Joe DiMaggio Playground / Master Pla
' Board.of.Supervisors, A John.Avalos, : :
Audrey Kelly to: David.Chiu, Malia.Cohen, Mark.Farrell, 06/07/2011 03:51 PM

David.Campos, Carmen.Chu, Sean.Elsbernd,
R Audrey Kelly North Beach Library/ Joe DiMaggio Playground / Master Plan

1 attachment

N
n

photo.JPG

Dear Supervisors,

"I hope you will weigh the recommendation of .the numerous City employees,
commissions, boards who support this master plan for North Beach against
the rumored threat of a costly lawsuit by unknown parties, and make the
right choice. Though this project seems divisive to some, the _
consequence of improved space in North Beach should be good news for the
people (of all ages) who live here and the for the visitors upon whom
most of our neighborhood businesses rely. Surely a new library & better
playground will make North Beach more inviting for residents in search
" of shared civic space.

Please show leadership on this issue and vote for the project to move
forward.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Audrey Kelly
North Beach resident, park & library user

PS Here's a picture of the playground today, filled with kids who walked
here. This crowd replaced an earlier crowd, and it will be replaced by
yet another crowd later in the day. The neighborhood loves & uses this
playground and library. We would love & use a new ones, too. ‘



R

Susan Brandt-Hawley
Brandt-Hawley Law Group
- 707.938.3900

preservationlawyers,com

From: steven fortier <steelanpope@yahoo.com>
To: board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: - 06/06/2011 05:21 PM

Subject: attention all supervisiors!

I support the master plan for the New North beach Library,the EIR. This is the
opitmal use of a very limited space to hellp us all in North beach
thank you Rev.Steven-Paul Fortier

From: Charles and Clarice Moody <cncmoody@sbcglobal.net>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: ~06/06/2011 07:47 PM

Subject: ‘We support a new North Beach Library

Dear Supervisors:

We have closely followe the issues surrounding development of a new library for the North Beach community and
have attended and spoken at many of the hearings and deliberations, ‘

This matter has received the closest public scrutiny and the result is a master plan and library that enjoys the
overwhelming support of the residents of the area. ' , ’

We support the Master Plan, the new library, the closure of a small portion of Mason Street and the renovated Joe
DiMaggio Playground. We hope that each of you will do so as well. ‘

Charles and Clarice Moody

From: stephanie greenburg <stephgreenburg@gmail.com>
To: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,
‘ Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgoVv.org,
Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Jane Kim@sfgov.org, Eric.Mar@sfgov.org,
~ Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, Scott. Wiener@sfgov.org
Date: 06/07/2011 07:51 AM o
Subject: North Beach Library...please support new library and playground

I am unable to attend the hearing, but I support, and hope you will do the same, a new library and
improved playground/park space in North Beach. Those in the community who use the library,
deserve and support a new and improved facility. Expansion of the green space ‘and playground
will have a positive impact on the community, including the current parking lot and Mason street
space, is consistent with San Francisco's "livable streets" and "pavement to parks" agenda. ’

Thank you for continuing to support improvement in our City's communities.
Regards,

Stephanie Greenburg

Steph

From: © WongAlA@aol.com

To: . ~ Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, carmen.chu@sfgov.org, sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org,

Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, john.avalos@sfgov.org, david.campos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,



o

Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org, .
Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org, angela.calvillo@sfgov.org, Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org
Date:- 06/07/2011 07:52 AM v
Subject: NORTH BEACH LIBRARY & JOE DIMAGGIO PLAYGROUND MASTER PLAN

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors -
SUBJECT: North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground Master Plan

RE: AGENDA ITEMS

110614: APPEAL OF FINAL EIR

110673: ZONING MAP AMENDMENT-701 LOMBARD
110315: STREET VACATION ORDER :

ATTACHMENTS: :

1. Perspective image of future Triangle Park.

2. Color site plan of preservation alternative.

3. Site analysis of proposed master plan.

4. Summary of major issues and legal mandates.

The following briefly supplemen{s the appeal of the certification of the EIR, and the related Zoning Map
Amendment and Street Vacation Order. ‘

Poster from 2003-04,
displayed throughout neighborhood.

From 1988 to August 2008, Library ballot measures, eminent domain processes, public hearings, public
financing, project programmatic scope departmental and public intent inexorably amalgamated towards a
Triangle Park on 701 Lombard and a renovated/ expanded North Beach Library.

Recently, we walked through the ten blocks surrounding Joe DiMaggio Playground and found that the vast
majority of local businesses and residents intuitively supported, without much prompting, the Triangle Park
and the less costly and much larger renovated library---because of beauty and cost effectiveness.

The proposed Master Plan actually decreases net recreational square footage, with construction

onto the Triangle, construction 20 feet onto Mason Street, reduction of the multi-purpose hardscape field,
elimination of Joe DiMaggio’s Softball Fields and introduction of new circulation paths. By simply addinga’
Triangle Park and a Mason Street Park (or flex-use brick paved street), there would the largest possible
13,800 sq. ft. of new open space, saving $4 million. ‘

The proposed Master Plan actually decreases functional library square footage. The odd-shaped
Triangle Library has a high inefficiency ratio. The Library proposes to restrict public access to the Triangle
Library’s second floor (administration.and community room). With 6,180 sq. ft. on the first floor,

subtracting 1,400 sq. ft. of circulation space leaves only 4,780 sq. ft. of functional library space (which in
turn is divided into a 1,900 sq. ft. Adults, 435 sq. ft. Teens and 950 sq: ft. Children’s Areas). After a $12.5
million project expenditure; the proposed new library is marginally larger than the existing

Appleton-Wolfard Library. However, a renovated and expanded library increases functional/ flexible library
space by several thousand square feet---with significant spatial quality while saving $4 million. '

The EIR is inadequate in accurately studying alternative site/ library renovation alternatives.

The Triangle at 701 Lombard is legally intended to be open space.

The Street Vacation of Mason Street should be restricted from building construction, per decades
of public processes and the San Francisco General Plan. '

Regards,
Howard Wong, AlA

PUF !

Friends of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries SITE ANALYSIS 12-TOXXXXXXXXXXXXX.pdf



SITE PERSPECTIVE PDF.pdf SITE PLAN AW-3 10-13-10.pdf HW-MEDIA INFORMATION 5-1-11.doc PDF .pdf

From: WongAlA@aol.com ' :

To: Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, carmen.chu@sfgov.org, sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org,
Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, john.avalos@sfgov.org, david.campos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org,
Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org, angela.calvillo@sfgov.org, Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org

Date: 06/07/2011 12:28 PM '

Subject: NB LIBRARY & JOE DIMAGGIO PLAYGROUND APPEAL , REZONING, STREET VACATION

TO: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS & CLERK OF BOARD
RE: NORTH BEACH LIBRARY & JOE DIMAGGIO PLAYGROUND
SUBJECTS: APPEAL OF EIR, REZONING 701 LOMBARD & STREET VACATION

Reminder to introduce into the Record: All previously submitted and referenced items, including
but not limited to: '
1. ltems submitted during Eminent Domain Processes for 701 Lombard Street Property (approximately
2003-07), such as newspaper articles (Chronicle, Semaphore....), petitions supporting eminent domain,
supporting letters, public testimony, records of public hearings (commissions, committees, boards....),
records of litigation that continued through 2007..... . ’
2. Items submitted regarding closure of Mason Street, including petitions opposing closure, records of
public processes/ meetings..... ' :
3. Items submitted for Scoping Comments prior to DEIR process, from many sources and including ballot
_ measures, resolutions, letters, articles.... o '

~ 4. Al other records and items that have been previously submitted to the Planning Department, Board of
Supervisors, Recreation & Park Department, DPW, related commissions/ committees, nonprofit
affiiliates....
5. The intent of this email is to be all inclusive of the long public record and the participation of the
citizenry over many years——-to assure that all voices be recognized. ‘
Regards, '
Howard Wong, AIA

\



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc: '

Bcc:
Subject: North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground - Meeting June 7, 2011

From: <pmgatsf@msn.com>

To:. <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>, <david. chlu@sfgov org>

Date: , 06/06/2011 01:24 PM

Subject: North Beach Library and Joe DiMaggio Playground - Meetlng June 7, 2011

I reside in North Beach, and wish to record my sugl port for the Master Plan for the new library, the
renovated playground, and the closure of Mason Street.

.- Patricia Griffiths



To: BOS Constiiuent Mail Distribution, Andrea Ausberry/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: 701 Lombard/Triangle Park

From: Claire LaVaute <motjuste@pacbell.net>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/08/2011 08:52 AM

Subject: 701 Lombard/Triangle Park

Dear Supervisors,

I'm writing to express my desire that the triangle park at 701 Lombard
be used as a park. The beautiful old trees around its perimeter add to
the view sloping north to the Bay. It would be a shame for the City, yet
again, to allow the removal of old, substantial trees and to build on an
open PUBLIC space that could be successfully transformed into a green
island/public park.

I am alarmed at the ongoing allowance of the diminishment of public
green spaces and greenery. In my own neighborhood, in September, a
vibrant, healthy, full ficus was allowed to be cut down, turning the
intersection at Taylor and Washington into a glaring, hot, concrete
square. And the destruction of the Chinese Recreation Center removed
several old trees that provided visual greenery on the hillside and
quiet shady spaces in which to sit and read and reflect, a recreational
pursuit enjoyed in parks as well as library buildings. The replacement
facility appears to offer a taller building, but no similar park space
for neighborhood enjoyment.

It is argued, in most instances, that older trees, especially those
which dare reveal their roots, are replaceable. Promises to plant
saplings is supposed to cure this destruction, but this has not come to
pass in my ever more denuded neighborhood, nor are saplings even a
substitute for substantial shade trees. :

Please stop the destruction of the City's old trees. We have enough-
library buildings. Why not follow your own hyped mantra to reduce,
reuse, recycle. Recycle the extant library building and leave the trees
alone!! Please!

Thanks for your attention,

Claire LaVaute
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North Beach Library EIR : -

Sal to: Board.of.Supervisors . 06/07/2011 01:03 PM
David.Chiu, john.avalos, david.campos, carmen.chu, Sean.Elsbernd,

Cc: eric.l.mar, Jane.Kim, Mark.Farrell, Scott.Wiener, Malia.Cohen,

Ross.Mirkarimi, kate.stacy

e Sal North Beach Library EIR

] Kate Stacy ‘ | have not been working on any North Beach Library matters. [ have b

Please attache this note to today's meeting with the Board of
Supervisors public hearing for Joe DiMaggio/North Beach Library
Master Plan: : . .

This is to advise the Supervisors that I have given Supervisor
Chiu, Jerry Robins, MTA and Michael Jacinto, EIR 500 signatures
opposing the closing of Mason.

Save Mason Street . org has also sent in petitions against closing
Mason Street to Supervisor Chiu, Jerry Robins, MTA, Michael
Jacinto, EIR. _ ‘

Save Mason Street . Org is still sending in petition against
closing as of this mailing.

; Respectfully,
Sal Busalacchi



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
T cc:
Subject: North Beach emails

From: "Judy Robinson" <judyrobo@pacbell.net>

To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: <citylibrarian@sfpl.org>
Date: 06/06/2011 03:58 PM
Subject: North Beach Library
Judith Robinson
562 B Lombard Street

San Francisco, Cal ifornia 94133-2314
~ 6 June, 2011

TO: - S.F.Board of Supervisors ‘ RE: Oppose final EIR for North Beach Library
Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org  and construction onto, & closing of, Mason St.

FROM: Judith Robinson . , :

RE:  North Beach Library and Mason Street closure

[ urge the Board of Supervisors to: - :
1 —not certify an EIR for North Beach Library and DiMaggio Playground;
" 2 — oppose construction of a replacement library on adjacent Triangle Park and
consequent closing of Mason Street.

Many local residents see the obvious wisdom of rennovating and expanding the existing library
— providing larger space at less cost.

The triangle was acquired by'thé City under eminent domain. Construction on it would block
views of Telegraph and Russian Hills. A proposed new library on that site violates the S. F. .
- General plan by forcing closure of Mason Street.

Thank you for considering these views on these matters.

cc: citylibrarian@sfpl.org
Telegraph Hill Dwellers
Friends of Appleton-Wolfard Libraries

From: - Susan Brandt-Hawley <susanbh@preservationlawyers.com>'
To: ‘ Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org ‘ :
Cc: ' David Chiu <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, John Avalos <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, David Campos

<David.Campos@sfgov.org>, Carmen Chu <Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, Sean Elsbernd
“<Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>, Eric Mar <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>, Jane Kim <jane.kim@sfgov.org>,
Mark Farrell <Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, Scott.wiener@sfgov.org, malia.cohen@sfgov.org, Ross
. _ Mirkarimi <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>, kate stacy <Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org> '
Date: 06/06/2011 04:59 PM .

Subject: ‘North Beach Library EIR; Supplement to Appeél

Good afternoon. Please consider this supplemental inf(‘)rmati;on'regarding the North Beach
Library EIR appeal. Thank you. '

North Beach Library Supp EIR Appeal BOS 06_06_11.pdf
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TI/ YBI Redevelopment - from a YBI Resident's Perspective
Deb Campbell

to:

board.of.supervisors

06/07/2011 01:17 PM

Show Details

Hello,

~ I'hope that the redevelopment plan for TI/ YBI is reconsidered. There are so many loose ends that need
to be addressed, and you are the people who could get this right - or be responsible for a future mess. TI
is dangerous now on many levels (radioactivity, liquification risk, tsumani-swamp risk, crime)

but

YBI is the beautiful natural resource that could end up as a place for the wealthy where it could be a
destination for future generations to cherish. Of course the developer will make the most money from
this beautiful, natural island with the sale of condos priced from 800 grand to 2 million dollars. But -
think about it as a natural open-space - the most beautiful of just about anywhere in the country. A true
jewel that the City could be proud of. There's just one chance to make th1s happen, or it will be gone
-forever. :

There are also numerous specws of song birds, sea birds and raptors. It saddens me to think that their

habitat will most likely become a gated community for the rich. I don't know if you've been to the island

- but YBI it is a stunning place of natural beauty that should be set aside for future generations to enjoy,
-not just a wealthy few.

- The increased traffic to and from the islands is a joke to us residents - and I can't imagine the impact the
redevelopment will have on the wildlife and birds. We know the realities of living on the island, and the
problems even a few cars have. I wonder if anyone who is considering this plan has had the 'opportunity’ -
to visit the islands on the 4th of July. There have been years when the streets all over TI and YBI are

completely gridlocked with traffic, and buses and cars idle for hours trying to get off via the single lane
onramps to the bridge. As problematic as that is (cars in line for hours) - it probably doesnt come close
to the traffic created by 18,000+ new residents trying to get somewhere - especially in an emergency.

Please think carefully about this. Future generations will thank you.
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~ Treasure Island . | :
Charlotte Hennessy to: board.of.supervisors 06/07/2011 01:00 PM

s Charlotte Hennessy Treasure Island

I étrongly urge you to consider the negative impact of the proposed
over-development of Treasure Island. Air pollution, ridiculously
increased traffic, just to mention two of the most pressing concerns.
Where 1is the Environmental Impact Report?

Thank you,

Charlotte Hennessy



Treasure Island Development :
Seth Luther to: board.of.supervisors - 06/09/2011.09:11 AM

| Seth Luther ‘ Treasure Island Development

Board of Supervisors,

Please work out a plan to improve the transit system before approving
the development on Treasure Island. The last thing the Bay Area needs
is more congestion on the Bay Bridge.

Also, wouldn't it be in the Clty s interests to have an elected group
implement the plan rather than a private developer?

It's better to get this thing right and have it take longer than to’
get put unneeded stress on this city's infrastructure.

Thank you for your time.

Seth Luther
San Francisco resident



Treasure Island Development
michellemehlhorn to: board.of.supervisors , 06/07/2011 04:01 PM

~ |View: (Mail Threads) =

Sear Bord of Supervisors:

Please insure that public transportation is improved, especially to
Treasure Island, before you agree to any development.

Michelle Mehlhorn
6359 Kensington Ave.
Richmond, CA 94805
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Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ Mr. Dennis Herrera
Clerk of the Board City Attorney
City and County of San Francisco - City.and County.of San Francisca. . . ..
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Place 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall Room 244 City Hall Room 234

San Francisco, CA 94102 4689 " Qan Francisco CA 94102

Re: TI/YBIRedevelopment Plan Project and EIR Certification Appeal - Objection to 1) City’s
Failure to Meet Government Code 10-Day Notice Requirements; 2) Introduction of New
Substantive Reports and Information Without a Meaningful Opportunity for Public Review
or Comment; and 3) City’s Violations of Letter and Spirit of City Administrative Code
section 31.16. - : ‘ .

" Dear Ms. Calvillo and Mr. Herrera:

My firm has been retained to represent appellants Golden Gate Audubon, Sierra Club, Arc Ecology,
Wild Equity, Kenneth Masters and Aaron Peskin in the above matter. Iam writing on behalf of
Appellants to 1) object to the City’s failure to meet the Government Code’s 10-day public notice
requirements regarding the City’s plans to present the above Project and EIR to the Board for
approval on Tuesday, June 7, 2011; 2) object to the City’s last-minute attempt to submit new,

" substantive reports and information in support of the Project without a meaningful opportum'ty for
public review or comment under CEQA; and 3) request that the City comply with the spirit and letter
of its Administrative Code, which prohibits the City’s decisionmakers from taking up substantive
consideration of any CEQA project, unless and until the City’s certification of its EIR for that project
is final following administrative appeal.

Appellants request the City’s prompt confirmation that it will 1) continue its June 7, 2011 hearing
of their appeal to allow Appellants, interested agencies, and the public at large, a reasonable time to
consider and respond to the new information the City has produced that, at a minimum, complies
with the Planning and Zoning Law’s substantive 10-day notice requirement; 2) decline to open its



Letter to City & County of SF re THYBIl Redevelopment Plan and EIR
June 3, 2011
Page 3 of 7

With this broader perspective in mind, we return to the statutory language at issue

_ here. As stated, the notice of the...hearing must contain "a general explanation of the
matter to be considered." (§ 65094.) This must be read in conjunction with the state's
policy and Legislature's intent that the public be involved in the planning process and
be given "the opportunity to respond to clearly defined alternative objectives,
policies, and actions." (§ 65033.) Together, there canbe little doubt that the purpose
of notice in cases such as this one is to inform the public of the... hearing so they will
have an opportunity to respond...and protect any interests they may have.... If notice
could be given...without inclusion of [the underlying documents and information that
will be considered at the meeting], the purpose behind the notice provision would be

*{ll served, as the notice would not inform the public to what "clearly defined
alternative objectives, policies, and actions" they would be responding.

(Id. At pp. 891-892))

Moreover, to the extent City staff or the applicant may intend to present any further new or additional
studies or other information that have been withheld from public disclosure (e.g., ne‘w‘ staff reports,
' further proposed revisions to the EIR or the Project, new letters or other information in support of
the Project, etc.) at or before the June 7, 2011 hearing on the EIR and Project, such action would
constitute a similar violation of the intent and purposes of the state Planning and Zoning Law's
substantive 10-day public notice requirements.

II. FAILURE TO PROVIDE A MEANINGFUL OPPORTUNITY FOR THE PuBLIC TO REVIEW AND ‘
RESPOND TO NEW INFORMATION THAT THE CITY OR APPLICANT MAY PUBLICLY REVEAL
JusT PRIOR TO OR AT THE BOARD'S PUBLIC HEARING.

Apellants also object on the related procedural grounds that the City's failure to provide the public’

"potice required by law" under the Government Code, and any efforts it may make to dump new
'~ studies or substantive information into its record of proceedings just before its final hearing on the
Project (rather than preparing a revised Draft EIR with a renewed public comment period to address
such significant new information) also constitute 1) a violation of CEQA's mandatory public
participation and informed decision making procedures (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5; Mountain
‘Lion Coalition v. Fish & Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal. App.3d 1043, 1052 ["If we were to allow the
deficient analysis in the draft EI[R] to be bolstered by a document that was never circulated for
. public comment...we would be subverting the important public purposes of CEQA.. Only at the stage
when the draft EI[R]is circulated can the public and outside agencies have the opportunity to analyze
a proposal and submit comment."]); and 2) subject the City to legal challenge on any theory under
CEQA that might arise from such new materials, regardless of whether such grounds were raised at
or before the June 7, 2011 hearing. (Pub. Resources Code, § 2117, subd. () [issue exhaustion not
required under CEQA, where agency fails to give notice required by law, or otherwise conducts itself
in 2 manner that denies the public the ability to raise such issues prior to Project approval].)

Appellants again request that the City 1) prepare arevised Draft EIR that incorporates its new studies
and other information, and then recirculate its revised EIR for public review and comment as
mandated by CEQA's public participation and informed decisionmaking procedures; and 2) provide
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" The City has violated this provision by agendizing consideration of the approval of the Development
Agreement that is associated with the Project by its Land Use Committee on Monday, June 6, 2011.
(Land Use Committee Agenda for June 6, 2011, Item #3.) Appellants object to this item being
called for any public hearing on June 6, 2011, or any decision being rendered on the Project by the
Land Use Committee at this meeting. Under section 31.16, subd. (a)(3), the Land Use Committee
has no authority to consider the substance of the Project until after the Board of Supervisors
considers and decides Appellants’ appeal of the Planning Commission’s certification of the EIR,
which, under any circumstances, will not have occurred by June 6, 2011.

Moreover, in reviewing the Land Use Committee’s June 6, 2011 agenda for this item, it appears that
the City has further violated both the spirit and the letter of this same Administrative Code provision
by having various committees of the Board consider and issue approvals regarding the Project on
May2,May11, and May 17,2011. Specifically, the Planning Commission considered and certified
the EIR for the Project on April 21, 2011. But, as the City is aware, that Planning Commission
certification remained open for appeal to the Board of Supervisors for a twenty (20) day period,
pursuant to Administrative Code section 31.16, subd. (a)(1). Pursuant to that same provision,
Appellants filed their administrative appeal to the Board on May 11, 2011. This clearly renders the
City’s May 17,2011 committee meeting (held after the filing of Appellant’s appeal) in violation of
Administrative Code section 31.16, subd. (a)(3). ‘ '

With regard to the City’s committee meetings on May 2, 2011 and May 11, 201 1, the City may
respond that those meetings were lawful, because Appellants appeal was not on file at that time. But
~ any such argument would fly in the face of the obvious intent and purpose of section 31.16, subd.
(a)(3). This code section, when reduced to its essence, puts procedures in place that are intended to
prevent the City from considering or issuing any approvals for any CEQA. Project until the City
knows (either because no appeal has been filed, or on appeal the Board has upheld the Planning
 Commissions certification), that its EIR is no longer subject to administrative challenge. The upshot
is that whether or not Appellants’ appeal was formally on file on May 2, 2011, or at the time of day
on May 11, 2011 (the same day the appeal was filed) when its committees heard the project, the
Planning Commission’s certification of the EIR was not final on either of those days for purposes
of administrative appeal.

To find that the May 2, and May 11, 2011 meetings were appropriately held would stand the intent
and purpose of the City’s extended twenty (20) day public appeal period on its head. In fact, most
local land use agencies’ procedures only allow a ten (1 0) day period for administrative appeal of an
EIR’s certification to the agency’s elected officials. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21151, subd. (c).)

Indeed, if the City of San Francisco had followed the ten (10) day rule of most other jurisdictions,
- Appellants appeal would have been on file by no later than May 1, 2011, the day before the City’s
first, substantive hearing on the Project on May 2, 2011. In sum, if the City were to interpret section
31.16 so literally as to mean that it could substantively hear and approve any CEQA project the day

~ after its Planning Commission certifies an EIR (because no administrative appeal was yet on file),
it would not only erase any purported public benefit of the extended twenty (20) day appeal period
specified in Administrative Code section 3 1.16, subd. (a)(1), but would also vitiate for all practical

purposes the mandate of Pub. Resources Code section 21151, subd. (c), that the certification of an
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IV. CONCLUSION.

For the foregoing reasons, Appellants request 1) that the Board not hold its final public hearing
regarding the TUYBIRedevelopment Plan Project and EIR on June 7,2011 and instead provide the
substantive, 10-day notice mandated by the Government Code (Gov. Code, §§ 65033, 65090,
~ Environmental Defense Project, supra, 158 Cal. App. 4th at pp. 891-892); 2) that the Board renotice
its hearing of Appellants’ appeal to provide a reasonable time for Appellants to review and respond
to the new substantive materials regarding the Project that were only made available to them two
days ago (Pub. Resources Code, § 21177, subd. (e); CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5; Mountain Lion
Coalition, supra, 214 Cal.App.3d atp. 1052); 3) that the City’s Land Use Committee decline to open
any hearing on or to consider the Project Development Agreement on June 6, 2011, in light of
Appellant’s pending appeal (Admin. Code, § 31 .16, subd. (2)(3)); 4) that the City consider its May
2,11, and 17 2011 hearings and determinations on the merits of the Project null and void, as having
been conducted and rendered in violation of the spirit and the letter of the City’s Administrative
Code (Admin. Code, § 31.16, subds. (a)(1) and (a)(3)); and 5) that the City renotice and hold its
committee hearings on the substance of the Project only after the Board of Supervisors has actually
held its hearing on Appellant’s appeal, and at such time as the Board has determined that the
Planning Commission’s EIR certification should stand (Admin Code, § 31.16, subd. (a)(3))-

Sincerely,
iith, 6. )
Keith G. Wagner :

E:\WagnerLaw\Cases\Treasure Island\Corr\Outgoing\C001¢ - SENT Itr to City 10-Day Notice Violation.wpd



E; BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,

%ﬁa&\ Cc:
L Bec:
Subject: Treasure Island Emails’

From: "Sally" <saltooley@sbcglobal.net>
To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov. org>
Date: 06/06/2011 04:24 PM
Subject: -
DEAR SUPERVISORS:

| DO NOT APPROVE OF THE NEW TRESURE ISLAND PLAN |
THE 2006 PLAN WAS MUCH BETTER FOR OUR ENVIRONMENT!
THANK YOU
SALLY TOOLEY.

SALLY TOOLEY

1311 MONTGOMERY ST.
SAN FRANCISCO,CA. 94133
(415)781-1311

From: . "Silcox, Louis" <Louis.Silcox@Sothebyshomes.com>
. To: '<Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/07/2011 12:48 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I and most of my neighbors and other San Francisco Residents, that | know of are very much
opposed to the current plan to develop Treasure Island for many reasons! | hope that the

Board of Supervisors will reconsider this plan and Please, amend it back to the 2006
Plan ,at Ieast The most egregious elements of the current plan include;

1) Severe Environmental Impact to the Region
2) Air & Possible Water Pollution

- 3) Traffic Congestion
4) Building 40 Story Towers on art:f:c:allv created land which will

destroz the Scenic Beauty of the San Francisco Bay trom nearly every -
vantage point! Save our Bay!!!

If massive development is to occur, a 65 foot height limit should be maintained
in my an countless others opinions! :

Most sincerely,
Louis J. Silcox, Jr.
Senior Marketing Consultant

Sotheby's International Realty
117 Greenwich Street



San Francisco, CA 94111
415 296-2229 Direct
415 297-2277 Cellular
415 901-1701 Facsimile
www.SFEstates.com
DRE License # 00949191

"The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's business confidential and may be
legally privileged. It is intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to this internet electronic mail
message by anyone else is unauthorized. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure,
copying, distribution or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on it is prohibited and
may be unlawful." ' S :

"The sender believes that this E-mail and any attachments were free of any virus, worm, Trojan
horse, and/or malicious code when sent. This message and its attachments could have been
‘infected during transmission. By reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient
accepts full responsibility for taking protective and remedial action about viruses and other

defects. The sender's employer is not liable for any loss or damage arising in any way from this

message or its attachments."
)



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:
Bcc:

Treasure Island environmental assessment appeal: don't built it as it is built on silt and will

Subject: fiquefy

From: jason jungreis <jasonjungreis@gmail.com>

To: board.of supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 01:02 PM

Subject: re Treasure Island environmental assessment appeal: don't built it as it is built.-on 'silt and will
liquefy

Board,

re Treasure Island environmental assessment appeal: don't built it as it is buﬂt on silt and will
liquefy. As atax-paying San Franciscan, I don't want that liability (I don't care how you think the
City is protected phys1ca11y and legally -- in the final analysis, it won't be).

Thanks.

Jason Jungreis
527 47th Avenue |
San Francisco CA 94121



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

Bcec: ‘ ;

Subject: File 110296: Treasure Island Development

From: Alan Reinke <alanreinke@comcast.net>
To: _ board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 12:42 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development

Flease do not approve the current plans for development of Treasure Island.
You have a chance to create an automobile-free mini-city. Instead, you are
‘going with the suburbia model. Everyone will have a car and because of the
lack of public transportation will have to use that car every day.

Alan Reinke
Berkeley, CA
alanreinke@comcast.net



F__l To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Alisa Somera/BOS/SFGOV,
) Cc:
=

o Subject: File 110296: Treasure Island Development

From: . Mark Leffler <markyleffler@gmail.com>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 12:26 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development

Please improve the transit system before you approve development for Treasure Island.
California, the Bay Area in particular, needs to be working toward better mass transit, and
relying less on cars.

Thanks!

- Mark



Page 1 of 1

improve the transit
Kwala Bear

to:
board.of.supervisors
06/06/2011 02:24 PM
Show Details

Deat board of supetvisors

Please we want you to improve the transit system béfore the development
Thank you'

Buthienah Taha

file://C:\Documents and Settings\pnevin\Local Settings\Temp\notesFFF692\~web‘I41 7.htm 6/7/2011



objections include:

Too many cars, contributi.ng'to air pollution and traffic

F e\;ver affordable housing units than originally promised

No further public input or environmental review over the 20-year build out -
In a recent change, an unelected private corporation will implement the plan

Please improve the transit system before you approve the development.

Thank you,

Brittany Adams

From: Grace Huenemann <gracenoel@sbcglobal.net>
To: : board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: ~ 06/06/2011 06:58 PM

Subject: Treasure Island development plan

To the Board of Supervisors: ‘

| am unable to attend the public hearing on the development plan for Treasure Island, but | am deeply
concerned about the impact of the proposed development on Bay Bridge traffic and air quality, and about
the safety of such intensive development in view of ocean warming and rising sea levels.

I urge you to reject the plan as it is presently formulated, and to assure that there will be adequate
environmental oversight throughout the life of the project.

Sincerely, .
Grace Huenemann “

Grace Huenemann

670 De Haro St. #3

San Francisco, CA 94107
415-385-9960 mobile

From: "william carty" <billito@earthlink.net>
To: v <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: ©06/06/2011 07:48 PM

Subject: treasure island development

| am horrified that there are ANY plans to develop Treasure Island (A name that will need
changing,judging by the plans I've seen).If it were up to me T.l. would become a National Park or at
worst,remain as is.| can envision the traffic problems especially on Friday and Saturday nights.If | were a
gang member from S.F. Oakland or Richmond,seems like it would be easy to drive out to the Island,
commit crimes and hightail it out of there.What facilities would there be for people out there who need
emergency medical care? How many Police will be needed? What about sewage and pollution of the Bay
?

| could go on.There are innumerable issues the City needs to deal with before building a dream
neighborhood for the affluent, shopping and eateries.

From: "JP Torres" <jpinkflo@xecu.net> - '
To: board.of .supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 08:26 PM

Subject: No on Treasure Island Development

Dear Supervisors,

I object to fhe current development plan because it is both unsustainable
and undemocratic. It would be built on land that is subject to
liquifaction. With rising sea levels, it would be built on land that



would be under water. It would be up to us, the Citylresidents, to foot
the bill to save the Island. This is a folly!

I vote no on this ill-conceived idea. Please don't let it happen.
Thank you,
JP Torres
District 7
From: "iack.levin@ucsf.edu” <levinj@medicine.ucsf.edu>
To: <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> ’
Date: 06/06/2011 08:49 PM
Subject: RE: Treasure Island Development
6th June

S.F. Board of Supervisors:

I am against the current plan for the development of Treasure Island. It is ill advised for multiple
reasons including the low level of this man made island in the middle of S.F. Bay, transportation
necessitated via the Bay Bridge, and the unaesthetic appearance of buildings of any significant
height rising in the middle of S.F. Bay. These are just a few of the reasons it should not be
allowed to go forward. : '

I request that you vote against the plan as currently offered.

Jack Levin
3 3k sk of ok sk o oK ok ok e o sk sk sk skt ok ok ke s ke ke e ok .

Jack Levin, M.D.

Professor of Laboratory Medicine
Professor of Medicine

UCSF

Mailing Address

VA Hospital (111-H2)

4150 Clement Street

San Francisco, CA 94121 USA

telephone  415: 750-6913,

. FAX 415: 831-2506

levinj@medicine.ucsf.edu
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From: bdunn59205@aol.com

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 09:08 PM

Subject: treasure island development

I hope that you would reconsider improving the ratio of low income rentals in the new
development plan. My son who has been disabled since birth currently lives on the island with a
supportive housing program. I don’t think that you have addressed this population very well in
any of the previouse redevelopments around the city---safe affordable housing ! sincerely
Barbara Dunn ' '

From: , Judith Hoyem <judy.hoyem@evna.org> ‘
To: John.Avalos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Ferrell@sfgov.org,
: Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, Scott Wiener <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>, David.Campos@sfgov.org,
Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org, Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org, Jane. Kim@sfgov.org,
Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org
Cc: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 10:21 PM



Subject: Appeal of the Tréasure Island Environmental Impact Report and proje.ct approvals

Dear Supervisors,

I oppose this project as currently proposed and I hope you do, too. Please vote to support the
appeal of the Environmental Impact Report. Do not approve the project. Please go back to the
2006 plan. :

There are so many things wrong with this current project, For starters, too many cars. How can
the environment not be seriously negatively affected by 11,000 cars coming and going, not to
mention an untold number of visitors' vehicles. Gridlock on the bridge and increased air
pollution: what measures could possibly credibly mitigate the consequences of having to move a
minimum of 19,000 people onto and off of the island each day and the greater number of them at
rush hour? Ferry Boats, buses? Unlikely. A smaller scale is required.

Further, over the 20 years it will take to complete this project, no further reviews of
environmental effects will be allowed; no appeals will be possible; no public input will have to
be acknowledged. This alone is horrendous. But there are more instances of an undemocratic
process and results, which surely have been brought to your attention.

The choice is not between this current project and no project. The 2006 smaller-scale project is
acceptable and already has an approved EIR and project plan.

Please dump this terrible plan for Treasure Island that is before you and go back to the 2006
plan. ' .

~ Thank you,
Judith Hoyem

Judith Hoyem

4042 17th Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
415-552-1259

From: Maryalice <mag4391@sbcglobal.net>
To: -board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 11:30 PM

Subject: Treasure Island

Dear Supervisors

Improve the transit plan on Treasure Island before you approve the
development plan

Keep the pollution and péoplé impact greener.

Ed and Maryalice Montgomery

From: Maryalice <mag4391@sbcglobal.net>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/07/2011 12:26 AM

Subject: Treasure Island /Keep it a TREASURE

To the SF Board of Supervisors:

This long introduction is give some of basis for the depth of our dedication and concern for the San Francisco Bay
Area. We.are both native Californians. I am Maryalice Galvan Montgomery a fourth generation native Californian,
daughter of a native San Franciscan, Edmond E. Galvan, the youngest child of seven all born in San Francisco and
Dorothy L. Moulton Galvan born in Chico and spend most of her childhood years in Oakland. The Greater Bay Area
has always been my home. I was raised to believe that. when making decisions, we have a duty to the present
and the future. We must consider the highest good for all, now and for the generations to come, as the basis for
making honorable responsible decisions. My husband, Edson Lee Montgomery was born in Long Beach , California.
We raised a large family here in California. Ed was a life fong educator, a teacher and an elementary school
principal. Aside from ten years spent as an at home mom, I too have been and education, a teacher until
retirement. .

We are members of the Sierra Club and support the information in the Treasure Istand Environmental Impact



Report. We understand that , along with the Sierra Club, this appeal was brought by: Golden Gate Audubon
Society, Wild Equity, Arc Ecology, and concerned individuals. The development being considered will include space
for 19,000 people, 11,000 cars, 8,000 units of housing, over 500,000 square feet of commercial/office space, and
500 hotel rooms. :

We join in the objection to the current development plan as being both
unsustainable and undemocratic. Our objections include:

e Too many cars, contributing to air pollution and traffic

e Fewer affordable housing units than originally promised

e No further public input or environmental review over the 20-year build

out

e In a recent change, an unelected private corporation will implement
the plan ,

e There has not been adequate outreach or involvement of East Bay
residents . ‘ ’ '

We believe that the voices of East Bay residents should be heard before this

important hearing! :
Improvement of the transit system is a must before ANY development on Treasure Island!
Thank you for your attention and consideration,

Ed and Maryalice Montgomery

Walnut Creek, CA

From: WongAlA@aol.com

To: ‘ Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org, carmen.chu@sfgov.org, sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org, ‘ ‘
Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org, john.avalos@sfgov.org, david.campos@sfgov.org, David.Chiu@sfgov.org,
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org, Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org, Mark.Farreli@sfgov.org, _
Jane.Kim@sfgov.org, Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org, angela.calvillo@sfgov.org, Kate.Stacy@sfgov.org

Date: 06/07/2011 05:20 AM ‘

Subject: TREASURE ISLAND: APPEAL OF EIR COMMENTS

Dear Honorable Supervisors: ‘ ‘
Attached are comments on the Appeal of the Treasure Island EiR---for your consideration.

Best Regards,

Howard Wong, AIA IDEAtreasurelSLAND 6-7-11 PDF.pdf

From: ‘ -Mary D'Orazi <dorazi@sbcglobal.net>
To: board.of supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: , ‘06/07/2011 07:57 AM . ’
Subject: Treasure Island Development plan

Dear SF Board of Supervisors,

As an East Bay resident [ object to the current development plan for Treasure Island because itis

unsustainable and undemocratic. My objections include:
. Too many cars, contributing to air pollution and traffic
. Fewer affordable housing units than originally promised
. No further public input or environmental review over the 20-year build out
. In a recent change, an unelected private corporation will implement the plan
. There has not been-adequate outreach or involvement of East Bay residents

Sincerely,

Mary D'Orazi

Oakland

From: ~ -Margreta Von Pein <mvpein@yahoo.com>

To: "board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 06/07/2011 09:45 AM :

Subject: Treasure island development

The development planned for TI is incompatiblé with energy conservation,
environmental preservation and affordable housing. FIRST before ever
considering that development, IMPROVE public transportation, BART included. I



don't have a car; I use BART and MUNI daily. They are a great system! Keep
improving public transit. Do Not encourage a development with more cars! I
know you will do the rightthing for San Francisco in the long run.
Margreta Von Pein : '

Sent from my iPhone

From: Laurie Steele <laurieksteele@gmail.com>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/07/2011 10:46 AM ‘

Subject: ~ Treasure Island

Are you kidding me?!

Please, please be sensible here. Environmental impact report must be
thoroughly considered. The quality of the land £i1l, trucking in soil
and compaction issues, earthquake issues with landfill, too much
traffic with so much housing; jobs for previously-homeless people -
what jobs? what previously-homeless pecple? This plan is not a
panacea for our homeless problem. Too many people on a fragile

island ...too many cars, -too many high rise buildings. .

I find it hard to believe that this has gone as far as it has.

PLEASE, come to your senses and vote this proposal down!
Laurie Steele

45 19th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94121

From: gary.quien@att.net ,

To: .board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/07/2011 11:35 AM

Subject: TREASURE ISLAND PROPOSAL

This development plan is déeply flawed in so mény profound ways, please use
your common sense and do not approve it. - '

Thanks, G.&V. Quien

From: "Merle Goldstone" <merlegoldstone@comcast.net>
To: ~ <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/07/2011 11:35 AM

Subject: Reject the Tl plan and EIR

| urge you to you reject the current Treasure Island proposal which is up for a final vote today, and go
back to the 2006 plan. ’ ‘

Thank you,

Merle Goldstone

289A Union Street

From: Cathy Bailey <mcathybailey@gmail.com>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/07/2011 11:52 AM

Subject: -Treasure Island

SF Board of Supervisors: We are very concerned about the planned development of Treasure
Island. The additional traffic on the Bay Bridge is by itself reason not to proceed with the plans.
A critical step would be to improve the transit system before any further consideration of '
approving this massive development. '



MCatherine Bailey and Jack K. Telian



From: Ben McClinton <benmcclinton@gmail.com>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org-
Date: 06/06/2011 05:32 PM
Subject: Treasure Island Development Plan

Hon. Supervisors,

As Easf Bay residents we object to the proposed Treasure Island Development Plan. Why have
you not reached out to us and sought our ideas? Treasure Island is a part of our Bay Area, too,
and we are affected. This is a huge develpoment.

‘We object to the current development plan for the reasons that the Sierra Club, Golden Gate
Audubon Society, Wild Equity, Arc Ecology, and concerned individuals object to the plan, and
we quote and adopt their objections as follows: The plan is both unsustainable and - -
undemocratic. Qur objections include:

e Too many cars, contributing to air pollution and traffic

e Fewer affordable housing units than originally promised

@ No further public input or environmental review over the 20-year build out

e In arecent change, an unelected private corporation will implement the plan

e There has not been adequate outreach or involvement of East Bay residents
Please address these issues and restructure the plan to take them into consideration. Htank you.

Sincerely,
. Ben McClinton and Karen Rosenbaum

231 Stanford Avenue
Kensington, CA 94708-1103

benmcclinton@gmail.com
(510) 526-6521

From: o Pat Mimeau <pmimeau@gmail.com>
~To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 06:32 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development

Please don't move ahead with the Treasure Island Development plan without looking at
environmentally friendly ideas. The current idea adds many more cars to an already congested
area. I don't like this idea and think you are capable with better ideas that would not hurt the
area. ~ ' :

Thank you,

Pat Mimeau

256 Circular Ave.

SF 94131

From: Brittany Adams <badams@mail.ccsf.edu>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 06:43 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development

To whom it may concern:

I object to the current development plan because it is both unsustainable and undemocratic. My



As an East Bay resident, I wish to comment briefly on the development plan. It is
disappointing that so little effort has been made to reach out to people who live on the
other side of the bridge, but who would definitely be using Treasure Island resources.

I believe that the present plan allows for too many vehicles, which will only cause undue

traffic problems and lead to an increase in air pollution. All cities must consider ways to
reduce traffic and consequent air pollution in their development plans, This proposal tilts
too far in favor of vehicle transportation and gives too little consideration to alternative

means of transportation that would not contribute to increased air pollution. -

[ had read of encouraging numbers for affordable housing, but the current plan has
reduced the numbers previously under consideration. The plan should be amended to
provide for more such housing.

I was surprised to see that no further environmental review would be allowed over the long
trajectory of this proposed project. That is a drastic mistake for a project that may take
over 20 years to complete. It's imipossible to consider all factors called for in CEQA so early
in the history of this project. The board should therefore establish parameters for further
review of discrete portions of the project as it proceeds. |

Chris Hamilton
1316 Albina Avenue,
Berekeley, CA 94706

From: " Rodney Merrill <rodmerrill@earthlink.net>
- To: . board.of supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 04:28 PM

Subject: Development of Treasure Island

Dear Sirs,

I object to your hasty and unconcionably undemocratic development of Treasure
Island. I especially suggest that you greatly improve the transit system
before you do any development whatsoever; it is already abysmally choked, and
this will make it even more intolerable.

Thank you for your attention.

Rodney Merrill

From:- carolyn hubachek <chubachek@gmail.com>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 05:30 PM

Subject: Treasure Island

Dear Board of Supervisors,

I can not understand how the plan for developing Treasure Island has gotten so far when the City
can’t even improve the Muni system. When did voters have an opportunity in review and input
on this 20 year plan and the private corporation which will implement it?

Why don’t you fix Muni first and let us talk about 11 together?

Sincerely,

~ Carolyn Hubachek

Lifetime resident and voter



To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 04:00 PM
Subject: Treasure island hearing

Did you do any research at all about the potential disaster that a developed Treasure Island could become ?

According to the San Francisco Chronicle ........ , we do know some of the things that leached into the soil fro1
Now the island has been invaded by some contemporary development plrates, like bllllonalre Ron Burkle :
mini-city built upon toxic waste and landfill.

This also represents something else: bad choices about how to spend public money in ever tlghter time:
But you can't stop the potent combination of avarice and aspiration. What is new in these struggling times is ¢
In the past few days, media throughout the state have published an investigation of the appalling seismic conc
according to California Watch, an

arm of the Center for Investigative Reporting. :

While we paid $105 million up front so developers could profit from high-density living on Treasure Islan
It's not OK to plow our dwindling public funds into helping private partner investors make money and ignore
While T.I. developers are busy putting some kind of shower cap-like cover over the land so trees and foundat
like pancakes in existing structures while they're learning math and history during the next, inevitable big que

PLEASE, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, FIGHT THIS GREEDY AND ILL ADVISED DEVELOPME
Who got paid by the developers to approve this project ? Somebody certainly did....
Why don't you find out ? You have been against many developments in the City in the past, why all of a sud«

I will be watching the news.....

J. Maury -

From: Sally Maier <tsally2@comcast.net>
‘To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 04:07 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development.

Dear Supervisors:

I am deeply concerned about the propcsed development of Treasure Island. The
current transit system needs to be improved before adding so many housing and
commercial units to Treasure Island. The Bay Bridge is overwhelmed as it is &
isn't seismically safe. Treasure Island is landfill & not safe for
earthquakes. How could all the people evacuate if needed from Treasure Island.
The current development plan is unsustainable and would bring in too many
cars, contributing to worse air pollution and traffic.

My other objections to the plan are it contains fewer affordable hdusing units
than originally promised. There will be no further public input or
env1ronmental review. And an unelected private corporation will implement the
plan.

Sincerely,
Sally Maier
East Bay Resident

From: DONNA DEDIEMAR <dediemar@sbcglobal.net>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 04:15 PM

Subject: Treasure Island Development Plan

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:



‘I.g:' ) BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,
Cc:

Bcc:

Subject: Treasure Island Project - 32 emails

From: Kevin Jackson <kevinosity@comcast.net>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 01:23 PM

Subject: TREASURE ISLAND EIR

Dear Supervisors:

As an Oakland resident, | object to the current Treasure Island development plan
because it is both unsustainable and undemocratic. My objections include:

‘e Too many cars, contributing to air pollution and traffic

e Fewer affordable housing units than originally promised

e No further public input or environmental review over the 20-year bund out

e In arecent change, an unelected private corporation wili |mplement the plan

e There has not been adequate outreach or involvement of East Bay residents
Please do not certify the current EIR.

‘Sincerely,
Kevin Jackson
3870 Shafter Ave, Oakland CA 94609

From: Patricia Shean <shean@earthlink.net>
To: Board.of . Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 01:42 PM

Subject: Treasure Island EIR

Please vote NO on the Treasure Island EIR that w1ll be before you on
June 7,2011.

Thank You,

Patricia Shean

1445 Montgomery Street

San Francisco, Ca. 94133

Property owner for 70 + years

From: Jill Ratner <jratner@rosefdn.org>

To: <board.of supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/06/2011 01:45 PM

Subject: " No large development on Treasure island

Dear Supervisors,

Large scale development of any kind on Treasure Island is a bad idea. The current plan is particularly
problematic for the following reasons.

Transportation impractical

The Bay Bridge cannot handle additional traffic. Additional car traffic will not only disrupt traffic flows,

but also increase air pollution, particularly NOx and ozone pollution, reducing the chances for the Bay
Area to reach attainment -- especially if the United States Environmental Protection Agency adopts the
health based standards for ground level ozone required under the Clean Air Act.

ny significant ferry traffic from Treasure Island is almost certain to add to the air and water pollution
burdens in the already over-burdened Bay Area, and may clog shipping lanes as well.



Treasure Island will be vulnerable to flooding
As sea levels rise, Treasure Island will be increasingly vulnerable to flooding. Addltlonal developmentin
- likely flood zones is irresponsible. '

Treasure Island should be dedicated to uses that serve the public — including affordable housing
The highest and best uses for Treasure Island are uses that serve the public: public open space, parks
and other recreation spaces, and housing for low-income families. The current plan significantly
reduces affordable housing from prior plans

Not enough public input

There has not been enough input from community members of affected cities throughout the Bay Area.
- Furthermore, it is not appropriate to move forward in a way that precluded additional public input over
the 20 year build out ‘

Too much authority delegated to unelected private company
The plan delegates too much authority to unelected private interests.

Please grant the appeal and overturn the current development plan for Treasure Island.

Sincerely,
- Jill Ratner

% % ¥k

Jill Ratner

New Voices Are Rising Project

Rose Foundation for Communities and the Enwronment
6008 College Avenue, Suite 10

Oakland, Ca 94618

Voice: (510) 658-0702 ext. 306 / Fax (510) 658-0732
jratner@rosefdn.org

http://www.rosefdn.org

From: Bud Bronstein <bud.bronstein@gmail.com>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org, "Mar L. Eric" <Eric.L. Mar@sfgov org>, Hllger Les
<Les.Hilger@sfgov.org>

Date: 06/06/2011 01:52 PM

-Subject: Oppose Treasure Island Development’

Please oppose Treasure Island development. It is poor public policy in the face of climate change
to propose to build on filled land as the sea level is measurably rising. '

T object to the development plan because it is expensive, unsustainable, and rapidly submergmg
e It will be underwater before it can be completed and it will continue to cost taxpayers

money that we can ill afford to give away to developers with no hope of public benefit.
Thank you,

Bud Bronstein

1024 Cabrillo Street

San Francisco, CA 94118-3633
(415) 752-1500

(415) 624-9012 cell

(415) 668-1648 fax

bud.bronstein@gmail.com

From: Minnette.Lehmann <mma|ka2@a6|.com>
To: board.of. supervisors@sfgov.org

Date: 06/06/2011 02:08 PM

Subject: Improve transit system before Treasure Island




From: "Carol Peterson" <carol@carolpeters.net>

To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: .06/06/2011 02:11 PM
Subject: ~ Treasure Island

Dear Board,

I am very much in favor of the development of Treasure Island. Even though we have a terrific view of
the island and the East Bay, | welcome 40’ buildings and the landscape that goes with it. | love looking at
our City views with the different sizes of buildings and look forward to a “new” San Francisco on
Treasure Island

Carol Peterson

-
li
From: Kevin Moore <kmoore4u@yahoo.com>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org ‘
Date: 06/06/2011 02:23 PM : Cll
Subject: Proposed Treasure Island development

| PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE the Treasure Island development plan untll more thorough environmental imj
is in place.

Thank you
Kevin Moore
563 Minna St. #3

San Francisco, CA 94103
From: rebew@sbcglobal net" <rebew@sbcglobal.net>
To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov. org
Date: 06/06/2011 02:42 PM
Subject: Treasure Island Development Plan

As an East Bay resident who commutes to San Francisco Regularly I am
requesting that you not implement the Treasure Island Development

Plan until an adequate upgrade to cross bay transit has been first
implemented  and further outreach to East Bay residents has been initiated.

Sincérely,
Joe Dorsey
39 Sheffield CT

San Pablo, ca 94806 - ‘ —
From: ' "Zoe" <zacarpe@prodigy.het>

To: <board.of supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: - 06/06/2011 03:02 PM

Subject: ‘please improve transit before you build out the Treasure Island further

| urge the supervisory committee to rethink transportation, housing costs and the —

environment, before the building ensues on Treasure Island

Thank you
Zoe Carpenter
Concord, California

From: Josette M <jmaury08@yahoo.com>



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,

% Cc:

Bcce:

Subject: Fw: Approve the EIR

From: Eric Baird <eric@relisto.com>

To: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 06/06/2011 01:17.PM
Subject: Approve the EIR

Please approve the EIR for Treasure Island.. Lets make San Francisco into a vibrant city that
supports growth and economic development.

Eric Baird :
Managing Director | Eric@ReLISTO.com | 415.236.6116 x101
DRE#01879389

RelISTO o

San Francisco | East'Bay | Peninsula .

1318 Hayes Street | San Francisco | California | 94117
415.236.6116 |RelISTO.com

LISTO | ez

| Bevioou & Bl Usling

Visit RelISTO at:
Twitter | YouTube | Facebook

WARNING: THIS TRANSMISSION MAY CONTAIN CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

If the reader of this warning is not the intended recipient, or the intended recipient's agent, you are hereby notified
that you have received this transmission in error, Unless otherwise indicated, it contains information that is confidential;
privileged or exempt from disclosure under applicable law.; Please notify us immediately at the telephone number
listed above and delete message. Thank you.

1



To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc: '

Bcc:

Subject: SFBOS Hearing (Tuesday 2:00pm) Parkmerced - memo for distribution

From: " Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

To: - rick.caldeira@sfgov.org, angela.calvillo@sfgov.org, board.of. supervisors@sfgov. org
Date: , 06/07/2011.02:29 AM

Subject: SFBOS Hearing (Tuesday 2:00pm) Parkmerced - memo for distribution

Rick Caldeira (cc: BOS and Angela Calvillo)
As I cannot attend tuesday's hearing I wanted to submit the attached memo (PDF file) to the SFBOS on the sc

I W111 try and print out 12 coples and drop them off earher in the day, but wanted to get the email copy to you
earher in the day.

Thank you for dlstrlbutlng, if others can print and submit for me they will let me know.. as I have bcc'd them
Thank you for your consideration and assistance in forwarding this issue to the full board.

Sincerely |

Aaron Goodman

Parkmerced_soundness.pdf
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Parkmerced’s “soundness”

Since Stellar Management has yet to produce any significant proof of Parkmerced’s deterioration, | am submitting evidence, and images of
the current dry-rot repair images | have taken during the 5 years on site when SFSU-CSU and Parkmerced’s (Stellar Management) worked
on portions of the site during renovations. This is only a basic rudimentary “non-professional” review of deterioration and soundness yet it
gives a strong indication of the lack of proof to date by the owner on the issues and cost/analysis on the actual costs and deterioration
levels of the garden units vs. the tower units, and the viability of demolition vs. sustainable preservation. The photo above is of 55
Chumasero which sustained significant structural darmage during the 1989 Quake, the tower sits on a sloping hillside, which has had trees
removed, and is in an area of liquifaction per U5 Geological Seisimic Maps. The existing towers have notable leaks on the upper floors, as
the walls taper, and were the first to utilize lift-slab technology and sika-flex a concrete enhancement formula in the 1940’s and 50’s. These
towers are the ONLY towers west of twin peaks un-retrofitted. The towers received “face-lift” and cosmetic work by stellar, inclusive of
fire-alarm safety system and elevator upgrades. The majority of the work on the garden units has been focused on cosmetic appearance
and “flipping” of the garden unit interiors to a more “luxury” based model, often ignoring low-tech sustainable implementation of water

- retention, solar, and energy efficiency efforts during renovations Stellar focused primarily on a quick transformation of the site including
spending a large amount on trim work on the exteriors and other systems upgrades like trash/recycling/composting that engendered
complaints to the SF Civil Rights Committee and concerns on the accessibility, and purchasing of large amounts of new equipmentand
vehicles to service Parkmerced, while having unskilled labor handle trash issues instead of the local trash city services.

June s, 2011
By
Aaron Goodman

6/7/2011 Parkmercedy "soundness"



Parkmerced has a fully mature landscape, that is lush, green, and open.
The majority of interior courtyards per Charles Birnbaum of the Cultural
Landscape Foundation have great integrity to the original design and
concepts of Thomas Dolliver Church the father of modern landscape
“design. What is missing in the discussion on the proposal is any “proof of
deterioration”. As | have witnessed the construction ongoing for the
University Park South Blocks and some of the Parkmerced blocks, | have
assembled a few photos to exhibit the extent of damage and repairs
typical of the current site buildings. The image below right shows rooftops
many of which were rennovated by Stellar management during the last
two years, with new flashing and roofing systems.

6/7/2011 v Parkmerced "soundness”



The main issue of the garden unit “water intrusion” and claims on flashing come from the eave edge, and gutter system and the
intrusion of water inside the stucco finishes due to rust and wear. The solution by SFSU-CSU was to remove the gutter from the
- wall and redo the detailing at the exterior with new flashing and roofing. Parkmerced’s {Stellar’s) rennovation work consisted of
paint and trim work, with zero rennovation of the existing scuppers and downspouts (bottom left). The majority of SFSU-CSU’s
work included removing the internal downspouts and providing new gutters and scuppers along with flashing and re-roofing.
" The two images at the right are of work done by SFSU-CSU on similar blocks. The two top left images show minor rust, and
‘ deterioration at the scupper of existing units. '

1




SFSU-CSU blocks were completed rennovated, including new roofing, recycling of tile roofs, white roofs instdlled for insulation,.
and new flashing, canopy awnings replacement and stucco repair and painting along all facades. There was only minimal plywood
decking repair during the roofing work. It should be noted that Stellar utilized water-pressure sprayers to hose off the algae on the

roofs, spraying UP under the shingles, pdssibly causing additional damage during repairs.

-

Parkmerced "soundness”



The majority of the cracking stucco and plaster work on existing windows stems from window replacemént that was done without bituthene
and proper flashing, seals and building paper in the 1940’s vs. today’s installation of building weatherpoofing membranes. The existing stucco
repair was notably basic chiseling out of cracks , sealingand painting over the openings on the SFSU-CSU blocks. Only minimal work was done
on the Parkmerced garden units. Additional flashing was placed on some entry areas due to a lack of flashing at the top connection points
along the shingles. Only minor dry-rot repair was noted on a minimal number of canopies and entrances.

6/7/2011



Dry-rot repair even on the more ornate entrance features was minimal, and was only occasionally requiring a canopy to be
removed to replace it with a new cover and seals. The dry-rot repair on the garden units rarely required any full opening of wall
~ areas, canopies, entrances, ceilings, roofs, or any other major intrusive repair efforts. The majority of Parkmerced’s (Stellar’s)

repair work was done quickly and shifted around the site rapidly transforming the site colors, but ignoring the impacts that multi-
colore facades have on the eye, and scale of the prior community. Light fixtures and trim work were added repeatedly in an effort
to transform the character of the site. The original lights are noted below right small and un-obtrusive. The new ones at left
- bottom show new board, fixtures; numbers, and finishes.

'

6/7/2011 : Parkmerced "souhdness". . 6



As shown below left the majority of Parkmerced’s (Stellar’s) renovations of the garden units focused on trim, and repainting,
along with re-roofing. The unsimilar approach between Stellar and SFSU-CSU seems to indicate a more rushed job on the efforts
by Stellar, and one that emphasizes speed, and lack of concern sustainability wise on materials being used, since they than
proposed demolishing all finishes and fixtures installed, including signage, door numbers, mailbox slots, door hardware and many
renovated interiors of units in 2007 when units were repeatedly flipped during the student move out after stellar’s initial
purchase.

6/7/2011 , o Parkmerced "soundness" 7



To date SFSU-CSU has completed renovating the blocks purchased from Parkmerced prior. The work was done to renovate the units, and has
been a very successful effort to date. It would be worthwhile to review the costs by the university, and chahge-orders for dry-rot repair or
cost increases on roofing, flashing and basic remodeling expenses. Although there was no access to internal areas during construction,
additional efforts were made to repair interiors as well. Without adequate proof of the soundness of the existing units how are we to decide
whether they should be spared, renovated, restored, preserved, or rehabilitiated to a basic level vs. demolition. In what ways has stellar
management proven or shown proof of deterioration to support there claims that these units are “beyond” there Iifespan‘ and requiring a
TOTAL tear-down. | have seen and worked on 5 large scale apartment complexes locally on the peninsula, and reviewed reports and drawn up
details-and worked on construction administration for another local architecture firm in the south bay. | have yet to see major repair on the
pParkmerced blocks indicative of a total tear-down. The only other item of concern was when | witnessed employees of stellar caulking large
cracks in the basement of 405 Serrano and than painting over them. This is my report, and although not a formal analysis it shows clearly that
there is concern on the statements of the current owner’s on the deterioration levels at Parkmerced. Without indpendent analysis and a full
soundness report of the site, including the garden units, and towers, there is no.indication of which units are sound and which may require
serious or lighter remediation. Per the SF General Plan, the onus on proof lies on the side of the developer when proposing to demolish
sound existing rental hous'ing stock. It does not appear like they have shown any semblance of truth to date.

6/7/2011 ' : Parkmerced "soundness" ’ : 8
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Parkmerced’s “soundness”

Since Stellar Management has yet to produce any significant proof of Parkme

the current dry-rot repair images | haye taken during the 5 YEars on site when SFSU-CSU and p
On portions of the sjta during fenovations. This is only a basic rudiment
gives g strong indication of the lack of proofto d

levels of the garden units vs, the tower units, and the viability of demolition vs. sustainable breservation. The bhoto above is of 55
Chumasary which sustained significant structural damage during the 1089 Quake, the tower Sits on g sloping hillside, which has had trees
removed, and is in an area of liquifaction per US Geological Seisimic Maps. The existing towers have notabie leaks on the Upper floors, as
the walls taper, and were the first to utilize lift-slab t ] ement formula in the 1940°s and 50, These
towers are the ONLY towers west of fyin Peaks un-retrofittay. The towers received “face-lift” and cosmetic work hy stellar, inciusive of
fire-alarm safety system ang elevator upgrades. The majority of the work on the garden units has been focused on cosmetic appearance
and “flipping” of the garden unit interiprs to a more “luxury” based model, often ignoring low-tech sustainable implementation of water
retention, solar, and energy efﬁciency efforts during renovations Stellay focuseq primarily on 3 guiick transformation of the sjte ;’ndudlng
Spending a large amount on trim work on the exteriors and other systems upgrades like trash/’recyding/tompostiﬂg that engendered
compiaints to the ¢ Civil Rights Committee and concerns on the accessibility, and purchasing of farge amounts of new equipment ang
vehicles tp setvice Parkmerced, while having unskilled labor handle trash issyes instead of the jocal trash city services,

rced’s deteriora'tion, fam submitténg evidence, and images of

arkmerced’s {Stellar Management) worked
ary ”non—profess.‘ona!" review of deterioration ang soundness yet it
ate by the owner on the issues ang cost/analysis on the actual costs and deterioration

june g, 2011
By
Aaron Goodman
6/7/2011 Parkmerced "soundness"”
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Parkmerced has a fully mature landscape, that is lush, green, and open.
The majority of interior courtyards per Charles Birnbaum of the Cultural
Landscape Foundation have great integrity to the original design and

- concepts of Thomas Dolliver Church the father of modern landscape
design. What is missing in the discussion on the proposal is any “proof of
deterioration”. As | have witnessed the construction ongoing for the
University Park South Blocks and some of the Parkmerced blocks, | have
assembled a few photos to exhibit the extent of damage and repairs
typical of the current site buildings. The image below right shows rooftops
many of which were rennovated by Stellar management during the last
two years, with new flashing and roofing systems.
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The main issue of the garden unit “water intrusion” and claims on flashing come from the eave edge, and gutter system and the
intrusion of water inside the stucco finishes due to rust and wear. The solution by SFSU-CSU was to remove the gutter from the
wall and redo the detailing at the exterior with new flashing and roofing. Parkmerced’s (Stellar’s) rennovation work consisted of
paint and trim work, with zero rennovation of the existing scuppers and downspouts (bottom left). The majority of SFSU-CSU’s
work included removing the internal downspouts and providing new gutters and scuppers along with flashing and re-roofing.
The two images at the right are of work done by SFSU-CSU on similar blocks. The two top left images show minor rust, and
deterioration at the scupper of existing units.

jd "soundness"



SFSU-CSU blocks were completed rennovated, including new roofing, recycling of tile roofs, white roofs installed for insulation,
and new fiashing, canopy awnings replacement and stucco repair and painting along all facades. There was only minimal plywood
decking repair during the roofing work. It should be noted that Stellar utilized water-pressure sprayers to hose off the algae on the

roofs, spraying UP under the shingles, possibly causing additional damage during repairs.

......
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The majority of the cracking stucco and plaster work on existing windows stems from window replacement that was done without bituthene
and proper flashing, seals and building paper in the 1940’s vs. today’s installation of building weatherpoofing membranes. The existing stucco
repair was notably basic chiseling out of cracks , sealing and painting over the openings on the SFSU-CSU blocks. Only minimal work was done
on the Parkmerced garden units. Additional flashing was placed on some entry areas due to a lack of flashing at the top connection points
along the shingles. Only minor dry-rot repair was noted on a minimal number of canopies and entrances.

6/7/2011



Dry-rot repair even on the more ornate entrance features was minimal, and was only occasionally requiring a canopy to be
removed to replace it with a new cover and seals. The dry-rot repair on the garden units rarely required any full opening of wall
areas, canopies, entrances, ceilings, roofs, or any other major intrusive repair efforts. The majority of Parkmerced’s (Stellar’s)
repair work was done quickly and shifted around the site rapidly transforming the site colors, but ignoring the impacts that multi-
colore facades have on the eye, and scale of the prior community. Light fixtures and trim work were added repeatedly in an effort
to transform the character of the site. The original lights are noted below right small and un-obtrusive. The new ones at left
bottom show new board, fixtures, numbers, and finishes.

6/7/2011 Parikmerced "soundness"
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As shown below left the majority of Parkmerced’s (Stellar’s) renovations of the garden units focused on trim, and repainting,
along with re-roofing. The unsimilar approach between Stellar and SFSU-CSU seems to indicate a more rushed job on the efforts
by Stellar, and one that emphasizes speed, and lack of concern sustainability wise on materials being used, since they than
proposed demolishing all finishes and fixtures installed, including signage, door numbers, mailbox slots, door hardware and many
renovated interiors of units in 2007 when units were repeatedly flipped during the student move out after stellar’s initial
purchase.

6/7/2011 ‘_ Parkmerced "soundness" 7



To date SFSU-CSU has completed renovating the blocks purchased from Parkmerced prior. The work was done to renovate the units, and has -
been a very successful effort to date. It would be worthwhile to review the costs by the university, and change-orders for dry-rot repair or
cost increases on roofing, flashing and basic remodeling expenses. Although there was no access to internal areas during construction,
additional efforts were made to repair interiors as well, Without adequate proof of the soundness of the existing units how are we to decide
whether they should be spared, renovated, restored, preserved, or rehabilitiated to a basic level vs. demolition. In what ways has stellar

management proven or shown proof of deterioration to support there claims that these units are “beyond”

TOTAL tear-down. | have seen and worked on 5 large scale apartment complexes locally on the peninsula, and
details and worked on construction administration for another local architecture firm in the south bay. | have yet to see major repair on the
Parkmerced blocks indicative of a total tear-down. The only other item of concern was when | witnessed employees of stellar caulking large

cracks in the basement of 405 Serrano and than painting over them. This is my report, and although not a formal analysis it shows clearly that
there is concern on the statements of the current owner’s on the deterioration levels at Parkmerced. Without indpendent analysis and a full
soundness report of the site, including the garden units, and towers, there is no indication of which units are sound and which may require

serious or lighter remediation. Per the SF General Plan, the onus on proof lies on the side of the developer when proposing to demolish
sound existing rental housing stock. It does not appear like they have shown any semblance of truth to date.

there lifespan and requiring a
reviewed reports and drawn up
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To: Joy Lamug/BOS/SFGOV,

Cc:

Bec: »

Subject: SF Gray Panthers say NO on Parkmerced Project

From: "Michael Lyon" <mlyon01@comcast.net>

To: <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Eric Mar" <Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org>,
<Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org>, "David Chiu" <David.Chiu@sfgov.org>, "Carmen Chu"
<Carmen.Chu@sfgov.org>, "Ross Mirkarimi" <Ross.Mirkarimi@sfgov.org>,
<Jane.Kim@sfgov.org>, "Sean Elsbernd" <Sean.Elsbernd@sfgov.org>,
<Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org>, <David.Campos@sfgov.org>, <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, "John
Avalos" <John.Avalos@sfgov.org>, <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org> ‘

Cc: <info@tenantstogether.org>, <parkmercedac@gmail.com>
Date: 06/06/2011 09:13 PM
Subject: SF Gray Panthers say NO on Parkmerced Project.

‘San Francisco Gray Panthers

1182 Market Street, Room 203

San Francisco CA 94102

415-552-8800, graypanther-sf@sbcglobal.net

To: San Francisco Mayor and Board of Supervisors
Cc: Tenants Together, Parkmerced Action Coalition
Re: Parkmerced Project

June 6, 2011

San Francisco Gray Panthers has deep concerns over the Parkmerced redevelopment plan that
~endangers 1,500 units of rent-controlled housing.

These units are largely occupied by fixed-income seniors, many of whom have lived there for
decades. They must not be displaced to accommodate huge numbers of high-rise luxury units.

We are not assured by the developer’s promise to keep low rents for displaced tenants. The
Costa-Hawkins Act prohibits a city from imposing rent control on newly constructed housing.
The City’s contention that the Parkmerced deal uses an exception relies on friendly court
interpretations and state law being constant. In the current anti-renter environment, these are
slender threads.

In fact, the deck is stacked to give an incentive of greater profits if the developer strips away
promises of rent control replacement and other community benefits. Parkmerced’s current
manager has broken promises of continuing low rents in a similar development on the East
Coast.

Similarly, the promise of economic benefit for the City is not certain. Parkmerced's current owner
~left Vancouver, B.C. with a debt of millions of dollars that resulted when promises regarding a
Winter Olympics project were never fulfilled. :

The San Francisco Civil Grand Jury strongly disapproves of the Parkmerced plan. There are too
many unanswered questions on this 30-year project that was rushed through the Board of
Supervisors, who did not even have time to read the many amendments that purported to make
the project acceptable.

We thank the Supervisors who voted against the. project in the first reading, and hope the



Supervisors who voted for it will reconsider their support in the second reading.

The Parkmerced project would open the floodgates to more gentrification of San Francisco. At
this point, we do not know whether future actions will be needed to oppose the Parkmerced -
project and protect affordable rentals, but if they are needed, we will be part of them.
Superv1sors please do not make them necessary.

San Francisco Gray Panthers

]

2011-06-06-michael- letter to mayor, supes, re Parkmerced.doc



Message | Page 1 of 1

Tl e300 < 110303

Letter to Board of Supervisors regarding agend items 18-21 oni the agenda for the Board meeting of June
7, 2011 (Parkmerced Project approvals) ' '
Law Offices of Stuart Flashman
- to: :
Board.of.Supervisors
06/06/2011 10:38 PM
Cc: _ S ~ _ S - B
Ross.Mirkarimi, Mark Farrell, Malia.Cohen, Eric.L.Mar, David.Campos, John.Avalos, bruce, rshaw,
' David.Chiu, Carmen.Chu, Jane.Kim, Sean.Elsbernd, Scott. Wiener S C
Please respond to stu
Show Details

Attached is a letter being submitted to the Board of Supervisors on behalf of San Francisco Tomorrow in regards to
the Board's consideration of approvals related to the Parkmerced Project on tomorrow's Board of Supervisors
meeting agenda (agenda items 18 through 21). Please provide confirmation that the letter has been received. |-
would also request to address the Board on these agenda items, and specifically the issues raised in the letter.

Stuart Flashman . o , . Law Offices of Stuart Flashman
Attorney . » . o 5626 Ocean View Drive
: : : Oakland, CA 94618-1533

| . ‘ tel: (510) 652-5373
| stu@stuflash.com - ‘ : . : . fax: (510) 652-5373

Serving public.intere;st and private clients since 1990

The information in this message is confidential information which may also be legally privileged and is |
intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. Any dissemination, - '
distribution or copying of this communication to anyone other than the party for whom it is intended is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify me immediately by telephone or return
e-mail.’ L : ‘ : '

_ ﬁlé:// C:\Documents and Setting.s\pncvir-l\Lo'cal Settings\Témp\thesFFF69_2\~Wéb4473 ‘htm 6/7/2011 C\



Law Offices of _
Stuart M. Flashman
5626 Ocean View Drive
‘Oakland, CA 94618-1533
(510) 652-5373 (voice & FAX) -
e-mail: stu@stuflash.com -

- June 6, 2011

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

- City Hall, Room 244 - - -

- San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

- RE:__Approval of developmeht agreement, rezoning, and general plan amendment for
Parkmerced Project; items 18 through 21 on Board agenda for June 7, 2011.

Dear President Chiu and Sup‘erviéors, _

| am writing on behalf of my client, San Francisco Tomorrow, to comment on your
pending decisions tomorrow to give final approval to the above-referenced documents
. in relation to the proposed Parkmerced Project (hereinafter, “Project’). As | have
. previously indicated in a legal memorandum to the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) and
oral comments to the Board’s Land Use and Economic Development Committee, these
approvals would be inconsistent with Priority Policies placed in the San Francisco
General Plan (aka Master Plan) and Planning Code by a vote of the people of San
Francisco. They are therefore.improper; illegal, and invalid. (Lesher Communications,
Inc. v. City of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.3d 531, 544.) ' ‘

In addition to this infirmity, the proposed approvals also suffer from other defects,
some of which have even broader implications. As noted in my previous legal )
memorandum, the Board's certification of the Final EIR for the Project was made in
violation of the California Environmental Quality Act. (“*CEQA”) because the Final EIR is
inadequate and was certified in violation the procedural mandates of CEQA. . For that
reaso(;m as well, the Board’s proposed approvals are abuses of discretion and also
invalid. : ' ' o :

Concerned about the potential problems with the Development Agreement’s

~ violation of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act [‘Costa-Hawkins”, Civ. Code, §
1954.50 et seq.], President Chiu has added four pages of provisions o that agreement.
The added ‘provisions attempt to. shore up its rent control provisions by providing
remedies in the event a court finds the Development Agreement’s rent control
provisions invalid as violating Costa-Hawkins. However, if a court finds that the rent
control provisions violate Costa-Hawkins, it will almost certainly also find that the
referenced added provisions were included in an attempt to circumvent the
requirements of Costa-Hawkins and improperly interfere with the rights of the parties,
“and will therefore find those provisions void as contrary to public policy. (Hollywood
State Bk. v. Wilde (1945) 70 Cal.App.2d 103, 111-114 [contract provision attempting to
prevent party from challenging legality of other contract provisions void as against public
policy and statute]; See also, e.g., Schaefer v. Berinstein (1956) 140 Cal. App.2d 278,
290 [contract void where provisions violated express statutory provisions].) In short,

. while President Chiu’s intentions were undoubtedly good, his efforts to try to.preserve.

rent control in the replacement units are likely to be futile in the face ofalegal
challenge. Consequently, the Board cannot rely on these provisions as avoiding the
significant displacement impacts that the Project will cause.: : :



S.E. Board of Supervisors — Parkmerced ApproVals‘
6/6/2011 :
Page 2

Further, to the extent that the approvals rely on the Housing Element! of the
General Plan as justification and to counteract the inconsistency of the approvals with
the General Plan’s priority policies, not only are the approvals still invalid, but the
Housing Element, and indeed the entire General Plan, is rendered inadequate due to
internal inconsistencies. (Government Code §65300.5; Concemned Citizens of
Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90; see also, DeVita
v. County of Napa (1995) 9 Cal.4th 763, 796 fn.12.) Further, the Housing Element fails
to meet the required standards set by state law for a Housing Element. Thus, the :
. General Plan lacks a legally adequate Housing Element and is therefore inadequate on
that basis as well. Not only do these inconsistencies render the current approvals
invalid, but they would require a court to determine that the entire General Plan was
inadequate due to its internal inconsistencies and missing required elements, and that
no further approvals should be granted in reliance on consistency with the implicated
General Plan elements until those inconsistencies and inadequacies had been properly
addressed and the General Plan rendered internally consistent and adequate. (See,
Camp v. Board of Supervisors (1981) 123 Cal.App.3d 334, 359-361.) The City
therefore risks not only the approval for this one project, but also approvals for other
future projects that would rely on consistency with the inconsistent or inadequate
elements. ' ‘ : ' '

In addition to all of the above objections, my client obviously also objects to the
findings that the Board proposes to make in support of these approvals. Obviously, if
the EIR was not adequate and was not properly adopted, in cannot support these
approvals. Obviously also, if these approvals are inconsistent with the General Plan,

and the General Plan is itself inadequate, findings cannot paper over those facts.

- My client would again ask the Board to reconsider its actions. ltis not too late to
revise the Project so that the lowrise buildings that can continue to provide valuable
affordable rental housing are not demolished. ltis not too late to add-provisions to
“require the retrofitting of the existing high-rise buildings so that they will remain usable
after a major earthquake. It is not too late to take into account the PG&E gasline
running near the Project so that its future residents are protected against.an
unnecessary tragedy. Perhaps most importantly, it is not too late to revise the project
so that complies with the will of San Francisco’s voters as expressed in the priority .
policies put in place by Proposition M. In short, itis not too late to take the flaws in the .
Project to heart and revise it to reduce or avoid its many significant and avoidable
impacts. - ’ :

Most sincerely,

‘Stuart M. Flashman - ...

! The City apparently considers the 2004 Housing Element to be its governing Housing Element.
However, portions of the 2004 Housing Element identified inthe attached Peremptory Writ of Mandate
and Amendment to Peremptory Writ of Mandate were found invalid for having failed to undergo review
under the California Environmental Quality Act, and the City was enjoined from relying upon them in any
way until it analyzed their effects in an EIR and fully complied with the requirements of CEQA. (See, San
Franciscans for Liveable Neighborhoods v. City and County of San Francisco, S.F. Superior Court Case
.No. CPF 04 504780 — writ of mandate issued April 8, 2009, modified June 1, 2009.) The City abandoned
- these enjoined 2004 policies in preparing an EIR for the 2009 Housing Element, which EIR was certified -
.by the Planning Commission on March 24, 2011. The Ptanning Commission preliminarily approved only
the 2009 Housing Element and not any portion of the 2004 Housing Element. The 2009 Housing Element
has not yet received final approval from the Board of Supervisors, and can therefore not be relied upon
for any purpose. The proposed Parkmerced Project is not consistent with the portions of the 2004
Housing Element that were carried forward from the 1990 Housing Element, including provisions requiring
that neighborhood character be maintained, and those are the only portions of the 2004 Housing Element

that were not enjoined. In short the City has no legally valid Housing. Element.
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE No. CPFO04 504 780
NEIGHBORHOODS, | o

- PEREMPTORY
‘Petitioner and Plaintiff, - o
v ' ' WRIT OF MANDATE‘ _
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FR.ANCISCO and DORS ) Action Filed: November 30, 2004 -
I-X, , :
Hearing Date: January 27, 2009

Dept. 302,9:30 am. _
Honorable . Charlotte W.

: Respondents and Defendants

N’ St e’ N’ N N N N N N’ S

TO TI-IE CITY & COUNTY. OF SAN FRANCISCO (“City”):

YOU ARE HEREBY COM:MANDED nmncdlately upon receipt of this writ to set aszde
and void the‘approval of the Fma.l Negative Declaration Wthh you adopted and issued on May
13 2004 in San Francisco Plannmg Comrmssmn Resolutlon No 16786, in connectlon with your
.approval of the 2004 amendments to the housmg element of the City’s general plan and San
Franmsco Plannmg Commlssmn Resolution No. 16787

- YOU ARE FURTI—IER COMMANDED to prepare, consider and certify an
.enyiro,nmental impact repot’t (“,EIR”) pursuant to the provisions of the California Enwronmental
Quality Act; Public.Resources Code §§ 21,000 et seq. (“CEQA”), concerning any potentially
- significant effects to the existing environment that may result, based on'a fair argument

Peremptory Writ of Mandate ~ Pagel -
Case # 504-780
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supported'by suhstantial evidence, from any and all :hanges in the City’s 1990 Residence
Element that are embodied in the amended housing ¢lement, and to fully c.omply with the
re‘quirement_s of CEQA by June 30, 2009, concerning said proposed amendments to the housing

element of the City’s general plan. Among the proposed amendments to the housing element of

the City’s general plan that wiIl be analyzed as part of the project considered in said EIR are the - '

proposed omission of 1990 Resrdence Element Polic y 2-4 to-adoldt specific zoning'_di'stricts that .
would set dens1ty categories (Slip Op 17, 22; IN 81 -84) and the proposed ornission of ll9_90
Resldence Element ijCCthG 2 “To increase the supply of housing vsdthoﬂt'overcro—twding or |
adversely‘affecting the _prevailing character- of existing .neighborhoods.;’ (Slip Op. p. 22; N p.
80) | oy |

Until you prepare, consider and certify said EIR and fully comply with the retluirements

" of CEQA in relatlon to the changes from the City’s 1990 Residence Element embodied in the -

amended housing element, YOU ARE COMMAND ED to refrain frorn enforcing, relying upon,

approvmg or implementing the followmg changes filom the 1990 Residence Element, together
Wlth the accompanymg interpretative text and nnplernentation actions which are stated along ‘
‘with such matters in the 2004 Housing Element

1. New Policy 11.8 to “Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take full
: advantage of allowable building dengities in their housing developments while -

- remaining consistent with neighborhood character” as interpreted by explanatory
text providing that the “Department should strongly support projects that '
creatively address residential parking and open space requirements, resulting in
higher densities with a full range of Unit sizes” and that the Department will

~ “study the impacts of reduced parking and private open space provisions and will
consider revising the Planmng Code accordingly.” (Slip Op. p. 17-18; 1 AR 284-
285) : ' ' - :

2.  New Policy 11.1 to “Use new housing development as a means to enhance
neighborhood vitality and diversity” jas interpreted by explanatory text that
“Im]inimum density requirements and maximum parking standards should be
used to encourage a mix of unit sizes in areas well served by transit and :
neighborhood retail.” (Slip Op, p. 18;1 AR 276)

- ; .
Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page 2
© Casc#504-780
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- 10.

Médiﬁed Policy 11.9 to “Set allowable densities and parking sfandards in
residential areas at levels that promote the City’s overall housing objectives while
respecting neighborhood scale and character.” (Slip Op. p. 17,1 AR 285)

Modified Policy 11.6 to “Employ flexible land use conrols in residential areas
that can regulate inappropriately sized development in new neighborhoods, in
downtown areas and in other areas through a Better Neighborhoods type planning
process while maximizing the opportunity for housing near transit” together with
Implementation 11.6 which states that: “The City will continue to promote
increased residential densities in areas well served by transit and neighborhood
compatible development with the support and input from local neighborhoods.”
(Slip Op. p. 18; 1 AR 283) o :

~ Modified Policy 11.5 to “Promote the construction of well-designed housing that '

enhances existing neighborhood character.” (Slip-Op. p. 18; 1 AR 280)

New Policy 1.7 to “Encourage and sdp‘port the construction of quality, new family
housing.” (Slip Op. p.18) . '

New Implementation 1.6 that the “Planning Department Will,re'view' the following
incentives for commercial project developments in the Downtown C-3 District:
“no residential parking requirement; and no density requirements for residential

projects.” (Slip Op. 18-19; 1 AR 220)

~ New Policy 11.7 stating that “Where there is neighborhood éupport, reduce or

remove minimum parking requirements for housing, increasing the amount of lot
area available for housing units.” (1 AR 284; 15 AR 4196) :

New Policy 1.2 to “Encourage housing development, particularly affordable ‘
housing, in neighborhood commercial areas without displacing existing jobs,
particularly blue-collar jobs or discouraging new employment opportunities”.
including its implementation by a specialized type of zoning called “Transit
Oriented Neighborhood Commercial District (N C-T) Zoning” controls that .
“provide increased housing densities above the ground floor and reduced

. residential parking requirements on linear shopping streets and along transit
~ corridors.” (1 AR 216; 204) : :

New language added to Policy 1.1t0 “Set allowable densities in established
residential areas at levels which will promote compatibility with prevailing
neighborhood scale and character where there is neighborhoods [sic] support,”
and accompanying new interpretative teéxt stating that “along transit-preferential
streets” “residential parking requirements” “should be, if appropriate, modified,”
and that there “is a reduced need for automobile use™ in “neighborhood ~
commercial districts” where “[plarking and traffic problems can be further
addressed by community parking facilities and car-sharing programs, and other
creative transportation programs.” (1 AR 215) . o '

Petemptory. Writ of Mandate — Page 3
‘Case # 504-780 '
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11.  New Implementation 1.1 which states that a “citywide action plan (CAP) should
provide a comprehensive framework for the allocation of higher density, mixed-
use residential development in transit-rich areas with stable urban amenities in
place. In these areas, specific CAP strategies should include: higher densities and
reduced parking requirements in downtown areas or through a Better -

- Neighborhoods type planning process; pedestrian-oriented improvements to
enhance the attractweness and use of transit.” (1 AR 215- 216)

Notwithstanding the foregomg, with respect t0 2004 Implementauon 1 6 YOU ARE

' _COl\ﬂVIANDED to refrain from enforcing, re'lymg upon, approving or mplementmg nly‘ the

new addedlanguage- consisting of “rio residential parking requirement; ahd no density

requirements for res1dent1al pro_]ects” and with respect to 2004 Implementahon 1. l YOU ARE
COMMANDED to refram from enforcing, relymg upon, approvmg or 1mplement1ng only the
new implementation added to Implementaﬁon 1.1 set forth above.

_ Your'approval of the above-speciﬁed policies or implementation actions as amendments

to the C1ty s housmg element on May 13, 2004 as part of San Franc1sco Planmng Comrmsswn

Resolution No l6787 is hereby set aside and revoked until you comply fully with CEQA as set |

forth herein.

‘The City need not conduct envronmental review “on pohcxes that were evaluated =
before the adoptmn of the 1990 Re31dence Element ” (Sl1p Op. - 15) Pursuant to Public Resources
Code section 21 168.9, and for the reasons set forth in the arguments of counsel and as set forth
below, the Court finds that | ‘ | |

a) o The policies, objectives and implementatien measures of the 2004 Housing Element
listed ebove, are severable from the remalning policies, ebj ectives and implemehtation measures.
This finding is hased on 'theCourt of Appeal’s holding that environmental review of the entire 2004
Housing Element is not necessary under CEQA and Blctck Property Ownei's v, C’z’ty of Berkeley
(1994) 22 Cal. App 4™ 974 because the 2004 Housing Element makes no changes to many- pol1c1es
and objectwes in the 1990 Residence Element and,

‘Peremptory ‘Writ of Mandate — Page 4
- Case # 504-780
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(b) - The City’s reliance on the remainder of the 2004- Housing Element without the

' above policies will not prejudice complete and full comphance with CEQA. The Court relies on

the San Francisco Plannmg Department D1rector ] sworn testnnony that the City has begun an

envnonmental impact report of the 2004 Housing Element in accordance with CEQA, and the

{ Court’s contlnumg Junsdlctmn of this matter through a return to the writ will assure comphance

with CEQA mandates; and

(¢)  Consistent with the Court of Appeal holdmg that “[s]everal Housmg Element policies
mcorporated no text change whatsoever from the 1990 Residence Element, and no purpose would be
served in conducting ‘environmental review on pohcxes that were evaluated before the adoptmn of the
1990 Residence Element,” the Court finds that the remaining pohmes in the 2004 Housing Element
do not violate CEQA. | | N '

~ In addition, the Court further finds that consistent with Pubhc Resources Code section

21168. 9(0) and Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc v. Regents of the Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal. 3d

: 376 the Court exerc1ses its equitable powers in fashlomng an appropnate remedy under CEQA, and

finds that there are compelling pubhc policy reasons to allow the Clty and County of San Francisco t

rely on the remammg portions of the 2004 Housing Element save for the policies hsted above, to wit

that the provision of housing, partlcularly aﬁ'ordable housmg, is a “priority of the highest order” as

acknowledged by case law and the state Legislature, and fhat San Franmsco must strive to prov1de its

fair share of reglonal housing needs.

YOU ARE FURTHER COMMANDED to cert1fy the enwronmental impact report and
ﬁllly comply with the prov1smns of the Cahforma Envnonmental Quahty Act, Public Resources
Code §§ 21000 et seq., concemlng the proposed housing element arnendments descrlbed herein
by June 30, 2009, and to make and file a return to th1s Court upon takmg act1on in comphance

with this writ, setting forth what you have done to comply, and this Court shall retain Junsdlctxon

Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page 5
Case # 504-780
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over this action to determine whether the City’s actions have fully compliéd with the mandates
of this peremptory wrlt

IT IS ORDERED THAT THE COURT SHALL ISSUE THE FOREGO]NG WRIT

pate: 040k -09 C%mf@li 0. (Dc‘é:@&x\ﬂ
S ' - THE HONORABLE CHARLOTTE W. WOOLARD
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

DATE: U= (2-OT GORDON PARK-LL Clerk of the Superior Court

By: Cl2 /\/}4) cputy Clerk

ERICKA LARNAUTI

; Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page6
' ~ Case # 504-780
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KATHRYNR. DEVINCENZI (SB #70630)
22 Iris Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94118

Telephone: (415) 221-4700

Facsimile: (415) 346-3225

Attomey for Petitioner/Plaintiff
San Franciscans for Livable Neighborhoods
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

O 0 N1 N o A W N

SAN FRANCISCANS FOR LIVABLE : ' ) No. CFF04 504 780
NEIGHBORHOODS, '

ot
== T

i

. Petitioner and Plaintiff,

-
N,

AMENDMENT TO

V.

o
(P8

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, and DOES ) © EREMPTORY

I-X,

Y-
-

WRIT OF MANDATE |

[
on

'Respondents and Defendants.

R L L N N e i

o -

Action Filed: November 30, 2004 |

—
~

Hearing Date: May 18, 2009
- Dept. 302, 9:30 am.
}Honorablc Charlotte W. Woolard

&) —  p—
< O -

TO THE CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (“City"):

nN
—

In addition to the changes embodied in the City's 2004 Housing Element which this Court .

N
~

restrained in the Peremptory Wri_t of Mandate issued by this Court on April 6, 2009:

[
L

Until you prepare, consider and certify an environmental impact report (“EIR") pursuant '

NN
[V T N

to the brovisions of the California Enviromnen'tal Qu‘ality Act,‘Publié Resources Code §§ 21,000

et seq. (“CEQA™ concéming any potentially significant effects to the existing environment that

N N
~

may result, based on a fair argument supported by substantial ew)idcnce, from any and all changes |

N
-

Amendment 0 Peremptory Writ of Mandate ~ Page 1
Casc # 504-780
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in the City’s 1990 Rgsidencc Element that are i:mbodiqd in the amended hoqsing element, and
ﬁﬂly comply wifh the requirements of CEQA conccmiﬁg said proposed ﬁmmdments to the |
houéing clement of the Ciﬁ’s general plan, YOU ARE FURTHER COMMANDED to rg:frain
from enfominé, relying uixm. z;pproving or implementing th_c folloWinQ chaﬁges fr'om.thc 1990

Residence Element, together with the accompanying interprefative text set forth below:

12

3.

14.

1.815 Modified 0b]ect|ve 1, which states “TQ PROVIDE NEW HOUSING,

- Language added to modified Implementation 1.3 which states with respect to.

ratio exemptions.” (See 15 AR 4187, 1 AR 217, 1990 RE p. 131)

~ NEIGHBORHOODS.” (See 15 AR 4195, 1 AR 276, 1990 RE p. 106)

41522147BB> KATHRYN DEVINCENZI . ' PAGE 82

“Downtown areas and areas subject to a Better Neighborhoods type planning
process” that “[p]lanning and zoning code changes should include floor-to-area

Modified Objective 11 which states that “IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF
HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING
PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN FRANCISCO'S
DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL

Language added to Modified Policy 4.4 to: Consider granting “parking
_ requirement exemptions for the construction of affordable ot senior housing.”
(See 15 AR 4190, 1 AR 243, 1990 RE p. 97) '

ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING
NEEDS AND TAKES INTO ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE
HOUSING CREATED BY EMPLOYMENT DEMAND?” es interpreted by

. modified explanatory text stating “New residential development must be of a

character and stability that enhances the City’s neighborhoods and maintains the
quality of life for existing and future residents, How this new residential
development can be accommodated without jeopardizing the very assets that
make living in San Francisco desirable must be discussed. In order to enhance the
city’s livability, the supply of bousing must be increased and new housing
developments should respect the scale and character of the surrounding
neighborhood.” (l AR 213; 1990 RE p. 75, 15 AR 4187)

Amendment to Peremptory Writ of Mandate — Page 2
© Case # 504-750
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1 | Yo;.lr éj:proval of the above-specificd objéctivcs, policies or implementation actions as
21 amendments to the City’s housin-g,%clemem ;)n May 13, 2004 as part of San Francisco Planning
_ 3 Commission R;sélu{tion No. vl6787 is hereby set aside and revoked 1;mtil ybu comply fully w1th _ |
: }\‘CEQA as set forth herein, _.
6 | Thc ﬂndings and other orders set forth in the 'Court’s April 6, 2009 Peremptory Writ of
7 § Mandate, including those bcginning at page 4, line 18 and continuing through page 6, linc 2,
8 'apply with equal force to the proposed changes in the 2004 Housing Element desctibed herein,
9} which the-Cou;t-inco_rporates by reference, 1
10 IT IS ORDERED THAT THE COURT SHALL IS-SUE« THE FOREGOING WRIT:
2 pate_05-89-09 OB, R euinel
13 ' | THE HONORABLE CHARLOTTE W. WOOLARD
14 S ' ’GEJF[}DGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
15
16
17 .
18
1o | paTE: JUNO 172009
20
21
22
23
24 |
25
26
27
28
Amendment to Pcrcmptory Writ of Mandate ~ Page 3
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To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution,
l %ﬁl Cc:
iy \' Bec: _
i Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY 20110426-002

From: . AnMarie Rodgers/CTYPLN/SFGOV

To: .Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
- Cc: david.chiu@grassroots.com, Judson True JONAS IONIN, Rick Caldeura David
' Chiu/BOS/SFGOV@SFGOV
Date: 06/10/2011 03:56 PM
Subject: BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INQUIRY 20110426-002

Dear Honorable Board President David Chiu and Clerk Calvillo,

The attached memorandum is in response to Board of Supervisors Inqurry #20110426-002 issued on

" April, 26, 2011 specifically asking for the Department of Technology and the Planning Department to
provide analysis of possible revenue from leasing radio towers, siren poles and other City and County
sites to private telecommunications carriers. Please contact PIannlng Department Staff Jonas lonin, if

you should have any questions.

Chiu Inguiry- Mo, 2011 0426-002. pdf

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

SF Planning Department

- 1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco CA, 94103
anmarie@sfgov.org
415.558.6395



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT‘

DATE:  June 10, 2011
TO: . Clerk of the Board
FROM: John Rahai

RE: Board Inquiry No. 20110426-002

In response to the Board of Supervisor Chiu’s request for Requestihg’ the Department of
Technology and the Planning Department to provide analysis of possible revenue from
leasing radio towers, siren poles and other City and County sites to private
telecommumcanons carriers.

Background
Currently, there are approx1mately 767 WTS facilities with approximately 320 new
facilities projected over the next five years.

2010 Existing Proposed
AT&T 168 54
Clearwire (10/1/2010) 32 28
Metro PCS (4/1/2009) 58 86
Nextel 89 0
‘Sprint 111 1
T-Mobile 241 92
Verizon 68 59
Total 767 320

The Planning Department is aware of several areas of San Francisco' where mobile
device coverage is significantly worse than other, better served areas. Specifically, the
western side of the City and areas where the topography presents a challenge can stand

to improve existing coverage and capacity conditions. Coincidentally, there are City |

owned and operated properties distributed in many parts of the same geographic areas
that several wireless service providers would like to improve their coverage and
capacity.

Existing structures, such as light standards and signs, in parks and recreational facilities
and the public right-of-way are opportunities where service providers may improve
their coverage and capacity. New WTS facilities may be installed on the existing
structure or the existing structure may be replaced to completely conceal or “stealth” the

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception.
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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antenna and equipment to mitigate any aesthetic impact. New structures would aiso
provide revenue opportunities; however, they should be evaluated carefully to mitigate
its impact to its surroundings. —

Each installation could generate revenue for the City in the form of individual lease
agreements. Monthly leases vary greatly in the industry. Generally, individual leases
may generate anywhere from as little as $500 per month to as much as $5,000 per month.
Given the wide range of lease agreements and the uncertainty in knowing whether city
properties are located well for this use, it is difficult to estimate the total potential
revenue for the city. However, it is clear that parks, streets, and other city properties
. could provide some of the locations needed for these facilities, assuming the impacts can
be addressed. '

SAN FRANGCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MZ-ChitWaeless RenuestZod WTS Reauest.doo



NOTIFICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S JllIle 3 2011

T AND OTHER PROJECT GOSTS APPLICATION TO: STATE; COUNTY:
AND CITY OFFICIALS

On June 1%, 2011, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) filed an application with the California

Public Utiliies Commission (CPUC) to request an increase in electricity rates of $205 million, or an S 0&-—!
average of approximately 1.6 percent, .effective January 1, 2012. This increase is due primarily to ’
rising energy prices as compared with the current costs reflected in PG&E rates. ) f)ﬁ g/(‘_/
Each year, PG&E is required to file an application that forecasts how much it will spend the following c:a
year fo ensure an adequate supply of electricity for its customers, The CPUC carefully reviews - m
PG&E's forecast to ensure that customers are not charged more for electricity than it costs PG&E to ™ x
provide. The forecasted costs are updated in late 2011 and when approved by the CPUC are CC:— zox
included in PG&E's electric rates the following year. During that year, PG&E's actual costs and = Om
revenues are tracked, and any difference is allocated to PG&E's customers at a later date. ' ":3"1 e}
' v > —~ »2m
This application requests that the CPUC adopt PG&E's 2012 electric procurement forecast of = Z'DZ
approximately $4.5 billion for the Energy Resource Recovery Account (ERRA) and Generation Non -0 o m
Bypassable Forecast costs. PG&E recovers Its electric procurement costs dollar for dollar, with no = mmg .
profit margin, ‘ & g =
e —
o °4
Will rates increase as a result of this application? w %
Yes, because of rising energy costs, rates will increase for most customers, although impacts for v
individual customers will vary. Bundied customers, or those who receive eleciric generation as well

as transmission and distribution service from PG&E, will see rate increases. Most direct access
customers, or those customers who purchase their energy from a non-utility supplier, will see rate
decreases.

If the CPUC approves this application, a typical bundled residential customer using 550 kilowatt-
hours (kWh) per month will see his or her average monthly bill change from $79.70 to $80.61, an
increase of $0.91 per month. A residential customer using 850 kWh per month, which is about twice
the baseline allowance, will see his or her average monthly bill change from $178.64 to $183.87, an
increase of $5.33 per month. individual customers’ bills may differ.

y

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION '
To request a copy of the application and exhibits or for more details, call PG&E at 1-800-PGE-5000.

For TDD/TTY (speech-hearing impaired), call 1-800-652-4712.
Para mas detalles llame at 1-800-660-6789
FHIBENE 1-300-803-9555

You may request a copy of the application and exhibits by writing to:

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
2012 ERRA and 2012 Generation Non Bypassable Forecast Proceeding
P.O. Box 7442, San Francisco, CA 94120.

The CPUC Process

The CPUC's Division of Ratepayer Advocates (DRA) and the Energy Division will review this
application, The DRA'is an independent arm of the CPUC, created by the Legislature to represent
e the interests of all utility customers throughout the state and obtain the lowest possible rate for
Y service consistent with reliable and safe service levels. The DRA has a multi-disciplinary staff with
expertise in economics, finance, accounting and engineering. The DRA's views do not necessarily
reflect those of the CPUC. Other parties of record may also participate.

The CPUC may hold evidentiary hearings where parties of record present their proposals in
testimony and are subject to cross-examination before an Administrative Law Judge (ALJ), These
hearings are open to the public, but only those who are parties of record may present evidence or
cross-examine witnesses during evidentiary hearings. Members of the public may attend, but not
participate in, these hearings.

After considering all proposals and evidence presented during the hearing process, the ALJ will
issue a draft decision. When the CPUC acts on this application, it may adopt all or part of PG&E's
request, amend or madify it, or deny the application. The CPUC's final decision may be different
from PG&E's application.

If you wouid like to learn how you can participate in this proceeding or if you have comments or
questions, you may contact the CPUC's Public Advisor as follows!

R Public Advisor's Office
: 505 Van Ness Avenue
Room 2103
San Francisco, CA 94102
1-415-703-2074 or 1-866-849-8390 (toll free)
TTY 1-415-703-5282, TTY 1-866-836-7825 (toll free)
E-mail to public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov

If you are writing a letter to the Public Advisot's Office, please include the name of the application to

which you are referring. All comments will be circulated to the Commlssmners, the assigned
Administrative Law Judge and the Energy Division staff.

A copy of PG&E's 2012 ERRA and 2012 Generation Non Bypassable Forecast Procseding and
exhibits are also available for review at the California Public Utilittes Commission, 505 Van Ness
Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102, Monday-Friday, 8 a.m.-noon, and on the CPUC's website at
hitp:/lwww.cpuc.ca.govipuc/.
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~ Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Supervisor David Campos
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco -
City Hall, Room 244 '

" 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102 -

Re: - - Transmittal of Plahhing Case Number CASE NO. 2011.0295T to
the Board of Supervisors File No. 11-0277: Historic Sign
Ordinance ‘ ‘

Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

'Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisbr Campos,

On June 2, 2011, the San Franc1sco Planning Commission (heremafter Comrmssmn”)

- conducted a duly noticed pubhc hearings at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider

the proposed Ordinance. At the hearing, the Commission voted 6-0 to recommend
* approval with modifications. : -

. Supervisor Campos, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you
wish to incorporate any changes recommended by the Commission.:

Attached is the resolution which provides more detail about the Commission’s action.. If

you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact .

me.

‘Sincerely,

Aaron Starr
Legislative Affairs

Ce:  City Attorneys: Judy Boyajian and Cheryl Adams

Attachments (one copy of the foliowing):
Planning Commission Resolution No. 18376

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St. -
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San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
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SAN FRANCISCO - | V
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning CorrtmiSsioh
| Resolution No. 18376

HEARING DATE JUNE 2, 2011’

Project Name: ~ Amendments relating to the authorization of historic signs

Case Number: 2011.0295T [Board File No. 11-0277]

Initiated by: ‘Supervisor Campos/ Introduced February 8, 2011

Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362

Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affalrs
anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558- 6395

'Recommendation: ‘

Recommend Approval with Modifications

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE
THAT - WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE SECTION 608.14 REGARDING THE
AUTHORIZATION = OF HISTORIC SIGNS; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING

" ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, PLANNING CODE SECTION 302 FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF
CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479 .

"Reception:

415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information: -
415.558.6377

WHEREAS, on February 8, 2011, Supervisors Campos introduced-a proposed Ordinance' under Board of .
Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 11-0277, which would amend Sectrons 608.14 of the

Planmng Code regardlng the authorlzatlon of historic 51gns

' WHEREAS, The-Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) cond_ucted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on June 2, 2011; and,

WHEREAS the proposed Ordinance has been determined to be c:ategonc:ally exempt from env1ronmental
_ ‘review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15060(c); and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
" Department staff and other interested partles and

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department as the custodian of -

records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Franc1sco and

WHEREAS,’ the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

www.sfplanniﬂg.org



' Resolution 18376 _' o | ~ CASE NO. 2011.0295T
June 2, 2011 : ‘ _ ) Historic Signs

6. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission’s recommended
modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

L URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 2
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE A SENSE OF NATURE, CONTINUITY WITH
THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING

POLICY 2.4 :
Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, a:rch1tectural or aesthetlc value, and promote the
preservation of other bu11d1ngs and features that provide continuity with past development

By allowing signs that contribute to the visual character of a City nezghborhood to be preserved, the
' proposed amendments will help to promote the preservation of features wzthzn Ctty netghborhoods that -
provide continuity with past developments

8. Planning Code Section 101 Findings.. The proposed amendiments to the Planning Code are '
consistent with the eight Prlorlty Policies set forth in Sectlon 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in
that: ‘

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed amendments will not have a negative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and

will not impact opportumtzes for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving
retail.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

~ The proposed amendments will help preserve existfﬁg neighborhood character byv allowing signs that

contribute to the visual character of a City neighborhood to be mumtamed and preserved The
amendments will not impact existing housmg

3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed amendments will have no adverse eﬂ’eci on the City’s supply of affordable h'ousi‘ﬁg.

4. That commuter traffic not in{pede‘MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
‘ neighborhood parking;

The proposed amendments will not result in commuter trajj‘zc 1mpedmg MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood purkmg

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
- from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

SAN FRANGISGO ’ Lo . ) 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ’ .



, City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

Date: - June 7, 2011

To: ~ Honorable Meﬁbers, Board of Supetrvisors
From: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Subject: ~ Form 700

This is to inform you that the following individual has submitted a Form 700
Statement: Lo ' S

Deborah BardneéAssurrﬂng
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE - Where smart business starts.

June 8, 2011

- Mayor Edwin Lee- - . L S ‘ i : - .
‘City Hall, Room 200

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Members, San Francisco Small Business Commission
City Hall, Room 110

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 9410

Dear City Official,

In early May, Supervisor David Campos introduced an amendment to San Francisco’s Health Care
Security Ordinance that would effectively eliminate the use of Health Reimbursement Arrangements
(HRA) and Flexible Spending Accounts (FSA), both of which were outlined as compliance options in the
Health Care Security Ordinance when it was originally adopted. We believe that the elimination of these
account options is unnecessary and will negatively impact those currently receiving important
healthcare benefits. If Supervisor Campos’s legislation is enacted unchanged, it would increase business
overhead, forcing employers to reduce the number of people they employ, the hours their employees
work and likely the quality of care and the current amount of benefit, to which thelr employees have
access.

Supervisor Campos’s legislation would change the definition of “health care expenditure” to exclude the
money put into HRAs, if the unspent portion of the HRA ever reverts back to the employer. The proposal
would effectively require businesses to manage health accounts for their past employees indefinitely,
resulting in a substantial increase in the administrative costs to businesses. Employers that use HRAs as
the primary means of compliance for Healthy San Francisco would see a significant increase in costs if
the legislation is enacted, adding an additional 10% - 15% to their labor costs, and having their health
care compliance costs more than triple. These additional costs will further put local businesses at an
economic and competitive dlsadvantage to competltors in neighboring counties.

235 Montgomery St., 12th Fir., San Francisco, CA 94104 e tel 415 392 4520/ fax 415 392 0485
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

June 6, 2011

Honorable Supervisor Carmen Chu
Chair, Budget and Finance Committee
Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA. 94102

Dear Supervisor Chu:

On February 2, 2011, a hearing was held to consider an Ordinance appropriating $477,732 of
Certificates of Participation (COPs) Series 2011A proceeds to fund disability access and

" audio/visual improvements in the Board of Supervisors (Board’s) Legislative Chamber in
FY2010-2011. The Budget and Finance Committee placed on Committee reserve funds in the
amount of $51,054 pending additional details on relocatlon and a review of associated costs.

On May 13, 2011, a hearing was held to provide additional detail regarding the costs assoc1ated
with the relocation. Based on a new quote for media services and a cost estimate for the Sheriff
Deputies and Clerk’s IT staff, these costs have been revised slightly from between $34,515 to
$51,774. As an alternative, the Committee decided the Board would use Room 416 should the
need for a veto occur on August 9, 2011, and the regularly scheduled megting of September 6,
2011. If Room 416 proves to not be sufficient or inadequate for the Boards needs then the North
or South Light Court would be utilized and the cost of $34,515 would be incuired. Therefore,
the current estimate for four meetings in the North or South Light Court would be $34,515.

The Clerk of the Board is respectfully requesting the release of fu.nds on reserve for a total of
$34,515. :

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, ‘
— e % ome B
e x
Angela Calvillo & ;D.':U
Clerk of the Board £ .9m
1 ke
o LLm
Attachment o ET<
- oym m
| HhoO
c. Cindy Czerwin, Controller’s Office a3 8;
Debra Newman, Budget and Legislative Analyst A e
Victor Young, Budget and Finance Committee Clerk o



: ~ City Hall »
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

Board of Supervisors

MEMORANDUM

Date: May 13, 2011

To: °~ - Honorable Carmen Chu, Chair Budget & Finance Committee
Members of the Budget & Finance Committee

From:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject: ~ Response to Questions asked at Budget & Finance Committee February 2, 2011,
: Disability Access Improvements in the Board Chamber

SUMMARY

On February 2, 2011, a hearing was held to consider an Ordinance appropriating $477,732 of Certificates
of Participation (COPs) Series 2011A proceeds to fund disability access and audio/visual improvements
in the Board of Supervisors (Board’s) Legislative Chamber (Chamber) in FY2010-11. The Budget and
Finance Committee placed on Committee reserve funds in the amount of $51,054 pending additional
details on relocation and a review of associated costs. |

This report identifies the advantages and disadvantages to various meeting rooms in City Hall and outside
facilities and how they meet the relocation objectives needed for the weekly Board meetings during the
renovation and related costs. Additionally, the memo provides an update on the Board’s connectivity
issues in the Chamber that should also occur during the scheduled relocation. :

RELOCATION KEY OBJECTIVES
In defermining which location may be appropriate, the following objectives were considered:

1. Minimize negative impacts to the public for access to the meetings;

2. Pursuant to the Charter, maintain the Board meetings within City Hall; _

3. Provide Board Members desk space to fit the computer equipment to perform their duties;

4. Provide adequate space for Deputy City Attorney, Budget & Legislative Analyst, Controller, Mayor’s
staff, Departments and the press; and ‘

5. Minimize associated costs.

TIME FRAME FOR ADA MODIFICATION

August 2, 2011, marks the Board’s final regularly scheduled meeting, with the summer legislative break
commencing on August 3, 2011. Inthe eventof a Mayoral veto of the FY2011-2012 budget, the Board
will have to conduct a meeting on August 9, 2011, which would need to occur in the Board’s agreed upon -
relocated site. According to Susan Mizner, Director of the Mayor’s Office on Disability, work performed
by the Department of Public Works and its sub contractors would need to begin no later than August 3,
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2011 to accommodate the schedule for the ADA modifications in the Chamber in order to have the Board
reconvene their meetings in the Chamber by October 18, 2011. '

CONCLUSION

Of the rooms reviewed located in City Hall, (Hearing Rooms 400 & 416, and the Light Courts); and the
outside facilities located in Civic Center (San Francisco Unified School District’s (SFUSD) Board '
Meeting Room at 555 Franklin Street, Koret Auditorium at the San Francisco Main Library, the Herbst
Theater at the War Memorial Building and the Bill Graham Auditorium Rooms 414-416), the North or
South Light Court comes closest to meeting a majority of the relocation objectives listed above. The
meeting rooms within City Hall, specifically Rooms 400 & 416, do not provide adequate space for the
Board Members, Deputy City Attorney, Budget & Legislative Analyst, Controller, Mayor’s staff,
Departments staff, the press or the public. The disadvantages of the outside facilities either make them
unworkable, such as in the case of the Koret Auditorium with its onstage limitations, or the Herbst
Theatre’s unavailability during the relocation period. In the case of SFUSD, the Board would have to
guarantee vacating the meeting room no later than 4:30 p.m. The review of the Bill Graham Auditorium,
Rooms 414-416, proved to be more expensive than relocating to the North or South Light Court.

The North or South Light Court may be the most appropriate option for relocation of the Board Meetings
within City Hall, as it best meets four of the five objectives listed above. Notably, this option is the most
costly, with costs ranging between $35K for four meetings and $52K for six meeting, with a per meeting
cost of approximately $8,700. The Budget and Legislative Analyst report stated that the estimated costs
for temporarily relocating the Board Meetings to the North or South Light Court could range from
$34,028 for four meetings to $51,042 for six meetings. Based on a new quote for media services and a
cost estimate for the Sheriff Deputies and Clerk’s IT staff, these costs have been revised slightly from
between $34,515 to $51,774 as described in the table below:

Per Meeting 4 meetings 6 meetings
Set-up costs — Building management $ 800 $ 3,200 $ 4,800
Media services contract ' _ '
(based on revised bid) , 4,745 . 18,980 28,470
SFGOVTYV estimates 2,635 . 10,140 15,210
Sheriff » 480 1,920 2,880
Clerk's IT Staff (Incurred only if overtime) 69 276 414

Total $ 8,629 $ 34,515 $ 51,774

Regarding facilities external to City Hall no space provided a preferred alternative, however, if the Board
wished to further explore SFUSD’s meeting space, the Board would have to change the meeting start time
and make careful consideration of other significant issues mentioned below. The information regarding
details of other sites and estimates are included below to provide the Committee with information it needs
to best determine the location for the Board Meetings while the Chamber is modified for ADA
accessibility. :
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MEETING LOCATIONS WITHIN CITY HALL
Option #1 — The North or South Light Court

Charter Section 2.103 states that the meetings of the Board shall be held in City Hall. The advantage of
this option is that four of the five objectives are met as follows:

1. The Board would meet in City Hall, fulfilling Charter Section 2.103;
. The space allows for the required number of seats to accommodate a large audience;
3. The Board Members would have the 47” of desk space, as is currently provided in the Chamber;
to make space for the Crestron System, laptop, efc.; ’
4. The City Attorney, Budget & Legislative Analyst, Controller, Mayor’s and other City staff would
have space available for testimony. : '

The reason each meeting would cost approximately $8,700 is because Media Services would have to
contract out audio and video support at a cost of $4,745 per meeting as currently Media Services does not
have the capacity to perform this work, according to Rohan Lane, Media/Security Systems Manager.
According to Jack Chin, General Manager of SFGOVTV, the estimated cost for a standard three-camera
videotaping of the meeting is approximately $2,535. Building management set-up would cost $800.
Finally, two Sheriff Deputies at $480 per meeting and one Clerk of the Board IT staff to set-up and secure
the laptops at a cost of $69 per hour would be needed, which would not be calculated unless it is overtime
has occurred. This estimate of $8,700 per meeting is based on four hours, Besides cost, another -
disadvantage is that there are two events booked in the Light Courts and Rotunda; on September 6, 2011
 the set up for the Symphony Opening Night Gala on September 7, 2011, and on October 4™ a private
event. The Board would have to either find an alternative temporary site or consider canceling the
meetings. ‘

Option #2 — Hearing Rooms 400 & 416

If cost were the only factor, Hearing Rooms 400 or 416 would be the preferred option; however, the
rooms do not provide adequate desk space for the Board Members; consider the Chamber at 47” of desk
space and Room 400 at 26” and Room 416 at 34” of desk space. Additionally, there is no designated
seating for City staff, or the press. City staff would have to sit in the public gallery and will displace
members of the public. Public seating is also an issue, with Room 400 seating 80 members of the public
and Room 416 seating only 60 seats. Overflow space is available and located on the same floor to \
accommodate an additional 50 members of the public. ‘ l

The major advantage is that no costs will be incurred by the City for set-up as both hearing rooms are
already equipped with audio visual for SEGOVTV. Depending on how late the meeting extends, the
Clerk’s IT staff could incur overtime to secure laptops and equipment at $69 per hour. During a regular
meeting in the Chamber, laptops are left to be dismantled the next day, as Clerk staff can secure the
Chamber. This is hot the case with the Hearing Rooms, as the computers would need to be set up and
removed after each meeting.

Important to note, using these rooms will displace commissions and advisory bodies, including the
Municipal Transportation Agency, the Public Utilities Commission, the Entertainment Commission, the
Redevelopment Commission, the Health Service Committee, the Environment Commission, the Urban
Forestry Council Landmark Tree Committee, the Sweat Free Procurement Advisory Board, the
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Assessment Appeals Board and the Mayor’s Office on Disability. Consideration has been given to allow
those bodies to utilize other hearing rooms, such as our own committee room 263 which has been blocked
off as a possible back-up.

MEETING LOCATIONS OUTSIDE OF CITY HALL

- Charter Section 2.103 provides by Resolution that the ]\30ard may designate some other appropriate place
as its temporary meeting space in the event of an emergency; or by Motion to schedule Special Meetings
of the Board in locations in San Francisco other than in City Hall. Itis the Board’s decision whether to
declare the renovation of the Chamber an “emergency.” Additionally, although the Board is set to
consider routine items during the relocation, it is within the purview of the Board to ‘determine if the
meetings should be declared Special Meetings particularly if the meeting start time is earlier.

The following locations were assess as to whether they would meet the relocation objectives needed for
the weekly Board meetings. ' :

1. SFUSD at 555 Franklin Street — The room is equipped with audio visual equipment so the cost
per meeting is only approximately $549 (Sheriff’s Deputies: $480, IT Staff: $69 incurred if there
is overtime). According to Esther Casco, Board of Education Secretary, the room is only
available from 2 p.m. to 4 p.m. which may not be enough time given that the average Board
meetings last for approximately four hours calculated over the last five months. If the Board
wished to further explore this option, we should-consider starting the meeting before 2 p.m.,
taking into consideration the Transportation Authority meeting schedule (September 27°2011),
temporarily suspending several Board Rules, and consider timing on public hearings on appeals
and the noticing requirements. ' '

2. Koret Auditorium at the San Francisco Main Library — Adrienna Li, Meeting Coordinator at the
Library, states that on stage restrictions limit the number of individuals to only eight, so the
facility cannot accommodate the Board of Supervisors set up needs, therefore this facility is
deemed not an option.

3. Herbst Theater at the War Memorial — Jennifer Norris, Assistant Managing Director, stated the
- facility is not available from September through October and therefore this facility is not an
. option. ‘

4. Bill Graham Auditorium Rooms 414-416 — Rob Reiter, City Hall Building Manager, states that
while the space is available and the usage fee would be waived, costs would still exceed the North
or South Light Court costs, as the Board would be responsible for custodial costs as well as the
costs of heating the room in addition to set-up, Media Services, audio visual for SFGOVTYV,
security and depending on how late the meetings go Clerk’s IT staff could incur overtime to
secure laptops and equipment. '
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BOARD CONNECTIVITY IN THE CHAMBER

The Board’s Network Switch Replacements .

This project was not a part of the overall approved project on Febtuary 2, 2011, Ordinance appropriating
$477,732 to fund the overall ADA modification in the Chamber. However, this upgrade is needed for a
number of reasons according to Norman Goldwyn, IT Director of the General Services Agency, as the
network switches and fiber will need to be replaced and upgraded to improve the Board’s connectivity in
the Chamber. The recommendation is as follows: ' '

The existing Cisco 4000 switch is no longer supported by Cisco and is 11 years old. The replacement
switch is part of the overall replacement strategy for City Hall’s consolidated network. The combination
of the new fiber system previously approved and the network Board switch will improve performance and
reliability to the Board’s own servers. The costs associated with the network switch upgrades is
approximately $29,000. COIT has agreed to pay $15,000 of these costs, and we have a request in for the
remaining $14,000 as this upgrade was not included in the overall Chamber project and is not part of the
COP. ' :

Future Upgrades

In the future, Media Services and the Board will collaborate on an upgrade to the Crestron Touch Panel
System that is compatible with accessing the Board’s legislative files. This effort will be based on the
status of the City’s future budget, as an early estimate for a new touch panel compatible to SFGOVTV’s
planned HD transfer is approximately $99,000. o :

Depending on improvements with the tablet technology, the design could change significantly in the
future. The idea is to utilize generic touch panels and have them connected to small computers which will
serve the required programming to have an identical fashion to the current display. This will eliminate
the proprietary outdated touch panels we currently use greatly reducing initial and future replacement
costs. The City does not currently have funds allocated for this project. It will be submitted as a capital
request. '
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DATE: | 20 May 2011 ‘ |
TO: Mayor Ed Lee, Board of Superviéors
FROM:. ]ohn_Rah'a'im, Director of Pianning

RE: o " San Francisco Socio-Economic Profile:

' ' 2005-2009 Amenca.n Community Survey
STAFF CONTACT: Teresa O]eda 558-6251

In the last few months, Planning Department staff has been analyzing data from the American Com-
munity Survey (ACS). The annual ACS replaces the “long form” of the decennial census and the 2005-
2009 ACS represents the first five year aggregation which replicates-the 10-year Census sampling.

With the larger sample size, this five-year aggregation is considered the most reliable ACS data detail- |

ing socio-economic statistics such as income, poverty, educational attainment, language isolation, oc-
.“cupatlon, and commute to work.

Attached is a report prepared by the staff covering select socio-economic data available from the ACS.
Basic housing characteristics and employment information are also included. The report provides an
overview of San Francisco and is followed with stand-alone proflles of the City’s 11 supervisoifal @

tricts. It also notes changes between the 2000 Census and the 2005-2009 ACS. Two-page “ata glan
district summarles are included as an Appendix. %

~ ‘ ' i
The following are highlights of our findings: s

Demographics

9&: ftm L

Gender: San Francisco has slightly more men than women (49% female).

= Race: San Francis_co’é racial composition continues to be diverse: 49% White, 33% Asian,
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6% Black, 11% “Other Race” and “Two or More Races,” and 0.9% “Native Hawaiian and

" Other Pacific Islanders” and “American Ipdian and Native Alaskan.”
» Latinos: Fifteen percent (15%) of San Franciscans are Latinos ot of I—ﬁspaﬁic origin. |
B - Age: San Francisco 1s getting older, with a median age of 38.2 years old. -
. _‘N\iztivity: A third of San Franciscans are'foreign-born._

»  Language Isolation: An estimated 13% of all San Francisco household_s are linguistically iso-
“lated, meaning these are households in ‘which all members over 14 years old speak a non-
English language and have difficulty with English.

. Educatzonal Attamment Over half of Clty residents 25 years and older report having a |

Bachelor’s degree or higher.

Memo



Households and Income

* About 18% of all San Francisco households are family households with children.

The numbers of single persons living alone has also grown to 39% of all households in San

Francisco.

- Citywide median household income is estin}ated at $70,120 while median family house-

hold income is $86,670.

Per capita income for the City is $44,370.

" Housing Characteristics

Thirty-eight percent (38%) of San Francisco households own their homes.

An estimated 10% of housing units in the City are vacant. Half are for rent or for sale or
have alréady been rented or sold but not yet occupied. A third of the units are vacant for

“Other” reasons, which in some districts are due to foreclosed homes.

About 29% of all households do not own cars.

Employment and Commute to Work

Half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations.

A growing number commute by transit although most continue to commute by car. The
number of San Franciscans who walk or bike to work are increasing as are those who are
working at home. ‘

Upcoming Reports:

‘The Planning Department is the Local Data Affiliate of the Census Bureau and will analyze additional
data released by the Bureau. Future reports will include neighborhood drilldowns and further studies
on demographic change (for example, who’s moving in and who’s moving out of San Francisco), and
housing characteristics, etc. -

Please contact Teresa Ojeda at 415.558.6251, or e-mail teresa.ojeda@sfgov.org, if you have any ques-

tions.

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO SOCIO-ECONOMIC PROFILE
2005-2009 American Community Survey

San Francisco Planning Department
May 2011

INTRODUCTION

* San Francisco’s 2010 population — at 805,330 ~ has surpassed its all-time high in the 1950s. Despite some
shifts in proportional shares, San Francisco’s racial and ethnic composition remains diverse. The City's
Asian population is growing steadily but the number of Black residents continues to drop.. San Franciscans
of Latin.or Hlspamc origin are also increasing, although not at rates seen at state or natlonal levels.

San Franciscans are also getting older, W|th a median age of 38.2 years. There are more children under 5
years old but Francisco continues to be among the top three major cities with the fewest children. The
numbers of older San Franciscans are growing as well. Family households are increasing but there are also
more single-person households.

Our citizens are also better educated: “a third of San Franciscans over 25 years old have earned a B Al
diploma and about one in five hold a graduate or professional degree. Median i mcomes rose, although once’
adjusted for inflation, are almost unchanged from 2000.

More employed San Franciscans are taking transit to work. Commuting by car has dropped and other travel »
to work modes such as biking and walking are becoming more popular. Working at home is also i increasing.
A growmg number of San Francisco households are car-free

ABOUT THIS REPORT:

This report summarizes recently released 2005-2009 American Commumty Survey. lt describes select
-demographic and housing characteristics by supervisorial districts; it also discusses employment and
commute to work. The report compares the five-year ACS estlmates to 2000 Census figures.

Following the Citywide overwew statrstlcal information on the City's 11 supervisiorial districts is presented.
Supervisorial districts have defined boundaries unlike neighborhoods which tend to be more amorphous
with subjective and fluid boundaries. It should be noted that the district sections are meant to stand alone;
hence, comparison to Citywide figures are repeated. A two-page, “at a glance” summary precedes the

" narrative for each supervisorial district.

Sources

Statistics in this report come from three datasets produced by the U.S. Census Bureau: the 2005-2009 -
American Community Survey, the 2010 Census, and as baseline, the 2000 Census. [nformation about San
Francisco housing sales prices are from the Multiple Listing Services (MLS) database and medlan askmg
rents were culled from craigslist,

For this report, fi igures for total population, race and Latlno/Hrspamc origins come from the 2010 Census PL-
94-171 redistricting data. The bulk of the statistics presented, however are based on the 2005-2009
American Communlty Survey (ACS).



The annual ACS replaced the Census “long form” and includes detailed socio-economic stafistics suchas
income, poverty, educational attainment, occupation, and commute to work. Yearly ACS data is aggregated
into five-year estimates to replicate decennial Census sampling. The 2005-2009 ACS is the first five-year
estimate released and provides the most current demographic profile of the country. :

Because the ACS figures are estimates based on samples, there will be few references in absolute
numbers. The statistics are, instead, presented as percentage shares. When absolute numbers are
provided, these are rounded to the nearest 10. The ACS figures are estimates based on sampling
aggregated over a five-year period. The Census Bureau provides margins of error (MOE) which we-
considered in our analysis. At times, the MOESs can be too large for the data to be meaningful. We found
this generally true for age, nativity and language. Income and vacancy estimates are especially

problematic: However, as the ACS is the most “official” Census data available, the statistics in this report
should not be _interpreted'as the absolute true figure but as an indication of likely trends.

The Planning Department will analyze additional Census 2010 data as soon as these are released. The
Department will also provide yearly updates based on the American Community Survey’s five-year
estimates. We will also be analyzing the City’s neighborhoods as well as recently-approved planning areas
such as the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern Neighborhoods, in future studies. .

A Note on Methodology

Data from Census 2000 and the 2005-2009 American Community Survey sample use the same census
tract geographies and are consistent over the decade, allowing for comparison. The Planning Department
aggregated census tracts into supervisorial districts. Because the cerisus tracts don't perfectly match -
supervisorial districts’ — with some tracts overlapping districts — the Planning Department assigned such
tracts in its entirety to a specific supervisorial district. The attached map shows supervisorial districts and
the census tracts assigned to each district. ' ’

Census tract boundaries were updated for the 2010 Census. A number of tracts were split and some areas
counted in one supervisorial district in the 2000 Census are now part of another district in 2010. This will, if
the area is populated, affect comparisons between the 2000 and 2010 Censuses. Toensure precisionin -
‘comparing population counts between censuses, the Planning Department relied on the block level data for

~ Census 2010 to get the closest approximation to the actual boundaries possible. As with all other figures,
boundary issues for aggregated data should be kept in mind when comparing statistics.

! While Census Block Group geographies allow for better fit within supervisorial districts, the ACS data is not available at this level of
geography. : . )

| SF Planning Depariment / Information and Analysis Group



SAN FRANCISCO DEMOGRAPHICS

As of 1 April 2010, San Francisco has grown to 805,325, higher than the population peak of :
775,360 in the 1950s. There are an addltlonal 28,500 residents in the City or an increase of 3. 7% :
from the 2000 Census. _

Population Change by Supervisorial Districts

Supervisorial District 6 grew the most and now has the largest number of constituents — almost 94,800
people or 12.4% of the City’s population. This should not come as a surprise as District 6 includes South of
Market and Mission Bay, where the bulk of new housing units were built in the last decade. District 11
follows with about 79,540 residents (10.1%) and District 10 has 78,660 (10%). District 9 has the least with
59,980 (7.4%), followed by Districts 2 (61,670 or 7.7%) and 8 (65 670, 8.1%).

District 6. grew an
additional 24,590
people in the last 10
years — an increase
of 35%. Districts 10
.and 11 also saw
notable increases in
population (an
additional 7% or
about 5,470 and
5,420 more,
respectively).

District 9, on the

other hand, saw the

greatest loss in
population: a drop
of 5,370 people (8%
less). Losses of
about 2% were also
noted in Districts 1
and 3 (- 1,700 .and -
1,260, respectively)
and about 1% in
Districts 8 and 5

* (-800 and - 570,
respectively).

i
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Race

San Francisco’s racial composntlon continues to be diverse: 49% White, 33% AS|an 6% Black, 11% “Other .
Race” and “Two or More Races,” and 0.9% “Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders” and “American
Indian and Native Alaskan:” In 2000, the distribution was 50% White, 31% Asian, 8% Black, 11% “Other
Race” and “Two or More Races " and 0.9% “Native Hawaiian-and Other Pacific Islanders” and “Amencan .

Indian and Native Alaskan.”

Asians grew the most in the 10
year period covered by the
Census (about 28,350 more or
an 11.8% increase). San
Franciscans who claim “Two or
More Race,” or “Other Race,”
also grew substantially (4,400
or 13.2% and 2,650 or 5.3%,
respectively). The number of
White San Franciscans grew
modestly (4,660 or 1.2%).
African Americans declined
significantly — 11,650 less or a
19.2% drop. 'Native Hawaiians
and Other Pacific Islanders
also saw a loss of 480 (- 13%).

Despite shifts in proportional
shares, Districts 6 and 9
generally reflect the City's
racial make-up. Whites
represent the majority in
Districts 2 and 8 (79% and

75%, respectively). Districts 10

and 11 are largely minorities
(77% & 76% non-white,
respectively). District 4 is
predominantly Asian (58%) as
is District 11 (51%). African
Americans make up 21% of
‘District 1 9
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' Latin/Hispanic Origin

- The City’s Latino population increased by 11.2% or 12,270 more. By comparison, Latinos grew by 28%

statewide and 43% nationwide. Fifteen (15%) of San Franciscans are Latinos or of Hispanic origin (up from
14% in 2000). Latinos can be of any race. In San Francisco, 51% of Latinos are “Two or More Race” or

“Other Race,” 44% are White, with the remainder — Black, ASIan and Native American — at roughly S|m|lar

~ rates at just under 2% each.

While the City's Latino/
Hispanic population has
grown, two supervisorial
districts saw a decline in their
numbers. By far the greatest
loss occurred in District 9: a
- loss of 20.4% or about 6,500
Latinos leaving the area.
District 8 saw a smaller
decrease (- 3% or about 270
less).

Nevertheless, Latinos continue

to be concentrated in District 9
with 39% of the population
claiming Latino or Hispanic . -
heritage; District 11 follows

~ with 28% Latinos. District 10

had a significant increase in its

Latino population, growing

from 17% in 2000 to 21% in

2011. Some 16% of District -
. 6's new residents are Latino.
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Age

San Francisco is getting older. The 2005-2009 ACS estimated the Citywide median age at 38.2 years. By
comparison, the statewide median age is 34.6 years and nationwide, 36.5 years. The City is also one of the
three major U.S. cities with the least number of children per capita. :

The City, nevertheless, experienced a smail baby boom in the last few years. According to the 2005-2009
ACS, the number of very young children four years and under has grown and they now make up 5% of the
population. On the other hand, the nhumber of school-aged children aged 5 to17 years old dropped to 9%.
Together, young San Franciscans under 18 years old have remained at about 14% of the total population,
unchanged from ten years ago. ‘ :

‘Young‘adults 18 to 34 years old also fell

from 32% in 2000 to 29% estimated in ChangglnAge Breakdown, 2000 Censusand2005-2009ACS

the 2005-2009 ACS. On the other 35,00 .
- hand, San Franciscans aged 35-59 = 2000 Census
increased to 37% of the population, up 3080 ¢
from 36% in 2000. Approximately 19% ® 2005-2008 ACS
-of the population are 60 and over, up wIw
from 18% ten years ago. 200000
The bulk of San Francisco’s younger 180000 — - -
citizens are in Districts 10, 11 and 4; ' ,
Districts 3, 5 and 2 had the least 103,00 —
number of children under 18 years old. : ,
San Franciscans over 60 years are well ' | 0% : —

 represented in Districts 3, 11 and 4; on
the other hand, they are less likely to be
living in Districts 8, 8, and 5.

[ _
Agelb4vearm AgeSi17Yearm Agel8iod Years AgedSted Years Age Morsthan€d
C Yezs

Age by Supervisorial District and San Francisco
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Nativity and Language Isolation

According to the 2005-2009 ACS, about a third (34%) of San Franciscans are foreign born. Ten years
ago, this share was higher at 37%.
are in District 4 (47%). Residents of Districts 2 and 8 are less likely to be foreign- -born (16% and 17%

respectively).

Over half (56%) of
households in San
Francisco speak English at
home (up from 54% in

. 2000). Spanish is spoken
at home in 12% of
households, the same share
as in 2000. Households
speaking Asian languages
also remained about the
same at 26%.

Households in Districts 2
(83%) and 8 (77%) are
mostly English-speaking.
District 9 also has the most
Spanish-speaking
households (33%).
Meanwhile, there are more
households in Districts 4
(48%), and in 3 and 11 (both
40%) that speak an Asian
language.

Half of District 11 residents were born outside the U.S.; almost as many
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An estimated 13% of all San Francisco households are linguistically isolated, meaning these are households
in which all members over 14 years old speak a non-English’ language and have difficulty with Engllsh (oras
defined by the Census, “speak English less than ‘very well™). This proportion has not changed from 2000.
Of households speaking an Asian or Pacific Island language, 40% are linguistically isolated. Only 23% of
Spanish-speaking households are similarly burdened. - Meanwhile, 22% of households speaking other

" European languages are also Iin‘guistically isolated.  These shares have not changed from 2000.

Language isolation is most prevalent in District 3 where 24% of all households do not speak.English “very
well.” Most of these households are Asian speaking households as 66% are so disadvantaged. Only 3% of
sttrlct 8 and 4% of District 2 households are isolated by Ianguage spoken.

San Francisco Socio-Economic Profile / 2005-2009 American Community Shrvey
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~ Educational Attainmént

San Franciscans are better educated than ever, accordlng to the 2005-2009 ACS. Over half of City
- residents 25 years and older report having a Bachelor's degree or higher, up from 45% in 2000; this
includes 19% with graduate or other professional degrees (growing from 16% in 2000). Those with high

~ school degrees or Iess declined from 33% to 29%

District 2 is the most educated with 79% of its residents 25 years and older holding a bachelor's degree or
higher, including 33% who have a graduate or professional degree. Districts 8 and 5 follow with 70% and

64%, respectively; these shares also include 31% and 26% with graduate or professional degrees. On the
other hand, Districts 10 and 11 trail with about 28% of residents 25 years and older havmg eameda
bachelor's degree or higher; half have high school diplomas or less.
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HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES

The five-year ACS estimated 324,200 households in San Francisco.” Even as the estimated number of
family households decreased by approximately 9%, it is at 44% of all households citywide and is practically
unchanged from 2000. About 18% of all San Francisco households are family households with children.
The numbers of single persons living alone has also grown and this non-family household type is estimated
to make up about 39% of all households in San Francisco. Overall, Citywide average household size is 2.4
persons, an increase from 2.3 in 2000. Average family household size is 3.5 persons per family household
citywide, up from 3.4 ten years ago.® S ‘

District 11 has the most family
households (71%), including | Average Housshold Size by Supervisorial Districts and San
34% with children; Districts 4 Erancisco

and 10 follow with 66% and 65% | °
respectively, including 28% and
34% family households with
children. On the other end of
the spectrum, District 8 is mostly
non-family households (75%), of
which 60% are single-person
households. Similarly, Districts 2
and 3 also have a large number’
of single-person households

" (55% and 54%, respectively).

. Larger households can be found
in District 11 where the average
household size is 3.8 persons
per household. Two other

districts have relatively larger 04 D2 D3 D4 D5 DB D7 DS DI D0 DI SF

house_h OI.d s: District 1.0 (:.3'3) . = Average Household Size. W Average Famity Household Size
and District 9 (3.0). District 11 : ‘

also has the largest average ' , ‘
family household size at 4.7 per household, and again followed by District 10 with 4.3 and District 9 with 4.0.
District 2 has the smallest average household size at 1.8; it is followed by Districts 6 and 3, both averaging
1.9 persons per household. ‘ v

Citywide median household income is estimated at $70,120, an increase from $55,220 in 2000. .
However, if adjusted for inflation, median household income has remained relatively flat. Median family -
household income is $86,670, up from $63,545 in 2000; adjusted for inflation however, median family

* income s also virtually unchanged from 2000. , : '

With a median household income of $102,440, District 2 is the most affluent in the City; Districts 8 and 7
follow with $93,580 and $92,770 respectively. The lowest household median income estimated by the

2 This estimate is much lower than what we believe is the actual number of households in the City. In 2008, San Francisco successfully
challenged the Census Bureau’s population estimate for the City. While the City's population was adjusted for the American -
Community Survey — an addition of some 45,000 from its 2007 to 2008 count — the number of households did not show an
accompanying “rapid” population growth. Instead, the significant increase in population seemed to have been “accommodated” within
a modest increase in the number of households; with virtually unchanged vacancy rates, this led to larger household sizes.

3 While these increases seem minute — 0.1 — we believe that average household sizes may have remained the same or may even
have shrunk over the years. As noted earlier, the ACS estimates for households seem to have simply absorbed the increase in
population brought on by the 2008 challenge to the Census Bureau counts into existing households. Better courits are expected when
households data from the 2010 Census is released. ' ' ’

| SF Planning Department / information and Analysis Group



2005-2009 ACS s for District 6: $38,610; Districts 3 and 10 have relatively higher median household
incomes at $48,520 and $54,950 but these are still lower than the City overall. .

Incomes and Poverty Rate

by Supervisorial Districtand San Francisco
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: Fam|ly households in District 2 are also the most affluent with an estimated median family household
income of $159,970 — about 85% higher than the Citywide figure. Districts 7 and 8 are again the second
and third most affluent with estimated median family household incomes of $123,500 and $116,780,

- respectively. Similarly, Districts 6, 3 and 10 have the lowest family household median incomes reported:

$47,410, $47,480 and $56,810 — aIl substantially less than the Citywide figure.

Estlmated per capita income increased from about $34,560 to over $44,370. Once adjusted for
inflation, per capita income Citywide decreased slightly by about 1%. The 2005-2009 ACS estimates for
per capita incomes shows that Districts 11, 10 and 4 rank the lowest at $25,490, $28,880 and $33,180 -
respectively. Per capita income is highest in Districts 2 — $88,540 or double that of the City overall.

' The Citywide poverty rate — estimated at 11 % ~is also unchanged from ten years ago. Poverty rates are
highest in Districts 6 (21%), 3 (18%) and'10 (16%). District 2 has the Iowest poverty rate (5%); Districts 4
(7%) and 7 and 8 (8%) also have relatlvely low poverty rates.

San Francisco Socio—Econo[hic Profile / 2005-2009 American Community Survey



SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The 2005-2009 Amerlcan Community Survey estimated that about 358, 380 umts make up the City’s
housing stock, an increase of about 3.4% in nine years. 4

Tenure

Tenure by Supervisorfal Districtand San Francisco

The 2005-2009 ACS estimated

~ ownership rates at 38%, an
increase from 35% in 2000.
Home-ownership is highest in
Districts 11 (69%), 4 (80%) and 10
(52%). Renting households oo
predominate in Districts 6 (86%), 3
(85%), and 5 (76%). ‘

Vacancy

The Census Bureau tallies a unit
as vacant if no one was living _ ‘ :
there at the time of the census or D1 Dz -D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 DB D9 DI0 DIt SF
the survey. The Bureau then .

categorizes the vacancy type: a

=.Ownership Household - " &Renter Fousehold

unit could be vacant because it is
for rent or for sale, it has been -
rented or sold but is not yet . Vacancy Type by Supervisorial Districtand San Francisco
occupied, it is for occasional, e
seasonalfrecreational or
‘secondary home use, or it i |s ;
vacant for “other”. reasons.’ o
Conventional understandlng of T b
vacancy rates often pertains only
to vacant units that are for rent,
but sometimes can also include s
vacant units that are for sale. .

'According to the 2005-2009 ACS,
San Francisco’s overall vacancy w8
rate is 10%, or double that in .

. 2000. However, if only those units
that are for rent or for sale or have
been rented or sold but are not yet :
OCCUpiEd are counted, the ' W VacentforRent & Vacant for Sale aVacentRortedor Sold  m Vacantfor Seasorsl Use Other Vacant
vacancy rate drops to about 5%. — )
Unoccupied units that are for
seasonal, occasional or recreational use amount to 16% of all vacant units in the City; meanwhile, almost a

third (32%) are units vacant for “other” reasons. The Census Bureau does not catalogue what the “Other”

~reasons are but it could lnclude units that are held off the market or are not in the market (as in the case of

_ 4 The Plannlng Department's 2010 Housing Inventory, on the other hand "accounted for an additional 23, 650 units built between April
2000 and December 2010 — almost 7% growth.
5
One vacancy category — for migrant workers — does not apply to San Francisco.
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secondary but not seasonal homes), or are pending settlement of an estate. In more recent times, however,
these could include foreclosed homes. C '

Districts 6 and 3 have significantly highér vacéncy rates than the rest of the San Francisco (16% and 14%,
respectively). Both districts also have the most units that are vacant for seasonal, occasional or recreational
use (26% for District 3 and 19% for District 6). - :

Districts 10 (7%), 11 and 4 (both 6%) have vacancy rates that are lower than the Citywide figure. However,
a majority of unoccupied units in these districts are vacant for “other” reasons. Foreclosures in these
districts have been especially high and may account for those vacant units. As noted previously, these
three districts also have the highest homeownership rates in the City.

‘

Hpusing Costs

Despite downturns, housing prices in San Francisco continue to be among the highest in the state
and nationwide. As of January 2011, the estimated median sales price for single family homes in the City
was $615,000 and for condominiums, $652,500. Statewide, the corresponding figures are: $271,300 and
$236,400 while the national median sales prices are $170,600 and $164,200. San Francisco median asking -
rent for a two bedroom unit was $3,099. s o . ) ,

The most expensive single-family homes can be found in Districts 2 ($4.5 million median sales price), 5
($2.5 million), and 8 (1.2 million). More affordable single-family units for sale, on the other hand, are in
Districts 10, 11, and 4 ($325,000 or less). Median asking rents for a two bedroom unit were highest in
Districts 6 and 3 (around $4,000) and lowest in District 11(under $1,800), 4 and 7 (about $2,000).

Access to Vehicles -

Citywide about 29% 'of all households reported no access to a car, largely due to a high number of reriting
households that do not own cars. Forty-two percent (42%) of renter households report no car access, -
compared to 9% of home-owning households.. .

Districts 3 and 6 have the most households that do not own cars (59%); notable in these districts are the
numbers of renting households (65% and 68% respectively) that have no access to vehicles. On the other -
extreme, Districts 7, 11 and 4 households are largely car-owners. For these districts, only 9%, 11% and
13% of households respectively, do not own cars. '

San Francisco Socio-Economic Profile / 2005-2009 American Community Survey



EMP4LOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

Half of employed San Francisco residents (51%) work in Managenal and Professional occupatlons About
23% work in Sales and in Office occupations, and even fewer work in Service occupations (16%). Only

10%-work in Production, Construction and related fields. The 2005-2009 ACS estimated unemployment
rate at 7%. Approximately 76% of all residents reported working in the Clty of San Francisco, about the
same as 2000 when 77% reported llvmg and working in the City.

The 2005-2009 ACS estimated
that 47% of employed San
Franciscans commute by car
while 32% use transit — a shift
from 2000 when 52% drove and
31% took a public
transportation. The numbers
who work from home have
grown (7%, up from 5% in
2000). Those who biked to work
‘increased — from 1% to 2%.
The numbers who walked also
grew, from 9% to 10%.

Citywide, vehicles per capita
decreased from .49 to .46
vehicles per person. The
advent of car-sharing services
and the increase in alternative
commute modes may have
encouraged less dependence
on car ownership.
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District 1

District 1, in the northwestern corner of San Francisco, covers the Richmond' District as well as the Vista del
Mar and Lone Mountain neighborhoods. Golden Gate Park and the Farallon Islands are also W|th|n District -
1 boundaries.

ltis ‘generally a stable, middle-class area that saw few changes since the last Census in 2000. There was a
slight decline in population and the district remains largely White and Asian. District 1 closely matches
citywide averages for household composition, education, income, and employment. '

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey also shows the following changes in District 1:

. Ah(increase in the Latino population;

Growth in the number of very young children and in adults 35 to 59 years old;

e More family households with children;

Substantially more households with no vehicle available; and

A decli‘né’in car use to work as other commute modes increased slightly.

' DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of District 1 decreased slightly from about 76,280 down to 74,950 people. District 1
represents about 9% of the City’s total population. According to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 53% of
District 1 residents are female; by comparison, 49% of all San Franciscans are female.

" Race and LatinIHispanic Origin

District 1 remains predominately White and Asian. This racial composition is essentially unchanged
from 2000 with 48% of residents reporting White and 42% Asian; another 7% reported Other/Multiple Race,
.and only 2% are Black. Citywide, the distribution is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Black, and 11% Other or
Mulitiple Race.

Latinos in District 1 increased to 7% of the population in 2010; in 2000, they made up just 5% of the district
population. Persons of Latin/Hispanic origin can be of any race and continue to represent a relatively small
portion of the total district population. Fifteen percent (15%) of San Francisco’s population are :
Latin/Hispanic origin.

Age

Age distribution in District 1 does not differ greatly from the City’s. The number of young children four
years and under grew from 3% to 5% of District 1 population; meanwhile, the number of children 5 to
17 remained at about 10%. With this increase, however, children under 18 now represent approximately
15% of the district population, up from 13% in 2000. Young adults 18 to 34 years old decreased from 33%
to 30%, while those 35 to 59 years old increased from 35% to 38%. Those 60 and over remained
unchanged at 18% of the district population.

By comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under; children 5-17 represent

.9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while those 35-59 represent 37% of the population.
Approximately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older.

e



Nativity and Language

Thirty-five percent of District 1 residents are foreign born, down from 40% in 2000. TheACity saw a
similar decline; the 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 34% of San Francisco residents are foreign-born, _
compared to 37% in 2000. ' ' ‘

Over half of District 1 households speak English at home (53%), an increase from 50% in 2000.
Meanwhile, households speaking Asian languages decreased from 34% in 2000 to 32%. Ten percent of
households speak other European languages at home, a decrease from 12% in 2000. Spanish is spoken at '
home in 4% of district households — unchanged since 2000. Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco “
households speak English at home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San
Francisco households speak Spanish at home. - S
Approximately 16% of District 1 households are linguistically isolated, a slight increase from 15% in
2000. An estimated 39% of households that speak an Asian language are linguistically isolated, up from
34% in 2000, while only an estimated 6% of Spanish speaking residents are linguistically isolated, down
from 11%.5 About 34% of households that speak other European languages are linguistically isolated, the
same as 2000. By comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% .
of Asian households, 23% of Spanish speaking households, and 22% of other European speaking language
households. : :

Educational Attainment

District 1 residents are slightly more educated than the average San Franciscan. About 55% of residents .
25 years or older are estimated to have a Bachelor’s degree or higher, including 21% possessing a
graduate degree. Abouta quarter (24%) are estimated to have a high school diploma or less. Citywide,
just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19% having earned a graduate
degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less.

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES

Of the approximately 30,070 households in District 1, an estimated 52% are family households of
related individuals. This proportion is unchanged from 2000. However, households with children
increased from 36% to 42% of family households and now represent 22% of all households in District 1 (up
from 19% in 2000). Of the non-family households, about 71% are single persons living alone, or 35% of all
households in District 1. Citywide, family households represent 44% of all households, of which 41% are
estimated to have children (or about 18% of all households). Single-person households account for 41% of
- all San Francisco households. '

Household sizes in District 1 are about the same as citywide averages. Average household size increased
from 2.3 persons per household to 2.5, while average family household size increased from 3.2 to 3.4
~ persons per household. This compares to the citywide average of 2.4 persons per household and 3.5

. persons per family household. :

District 1 remains firmly middle class and incomes are stable. Median household income was reported
at over $71,200 and median family incomes at about $89,240. Adjusted for inflation, these estimates are
generally unchanged from 2000.” District 1 incomes are at about Citywide median incomes: household
median income was estimated at just over $70,120 and median family income at $86,670. Per capita ‘
income in District 1, estimated at $40,010, is also stable. At $44,370, Citywide per capita income is higher
than that estimated for District 1. ' ‘

6 Margins of error for language isolation in District 1 are large, except for Asian-speaking households.
7 Margins of error for income can be large, making comparisons problematic.
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Despite the stability in-estimates of median incomes, there is a slight increase in the poverty rate in District
1: from 8% in 2000 to 10% in the 2005-2009 ACS estimate. However, this is below the 11% citywide rate

~ of poverty.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

" The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated. that there are about 32 770 housmg unitsin
. District 1 or 9% of housing cltyW|de '

Tenure

Ownership rate in District 1 generally matches the Citywide figure. Ownership rate is estimated at
37%, an increase from 34% in 2000. An estimated 38% of San Francisco households are homeowners.

Vacancy

According to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 8% of housing units in District 1 were reported vacant,

- up from 4% in 2000. Half of the vacant units were in the process of being rented or sold and the other half
is estimated to be vacant for other reasons. In comparison, the ACS estimated that 10% of housing units

 citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are estimated to be for rent or for sale, have been rented or sold but are
not yet occupied; 16% are estimated to be for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; and 32% are

" vacant for other reasons. The 2005-2009 ACS attributed much of the increase in vacancies in District 1 to

other reasons.”

Housing Costs

Single famlly homes in District 1 are, on average, more expensive; condominiums and rentals, on
the other hand, are selling or renting for less than the Citywide average. As of January 2011,
estimated median sales price for single family homes in District 1 was $950,000 and $577,500 for
condominiums. Median rent for a two-bedroom unit in District 1 was estimated at $2,211. In comparison,
~ citywide median sales prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes and $652,500 for
condominiums; estimated median rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099. '

Access to Vehicles

An estimated 21% of households in District 1 reported not having a car available, a substantial
increase from 2000 when only 12% reported no car access. Twelve percent (12%) of home-owning
households and 27% of renter households are estimated to not have a vehicle available at home. Citywide,
about 29% of all households reported no access to a car. Forty-two percent (42%) of renter households and
- 9% of home-owning households do not own cars.

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

- About half (51%) of District 1 employed residents work in managerial and professional occupations,

with the rest working in sales and office (26%), services (15%), and production or construction

related occupations (9%). This generally matches the occupational breakdown citywide. About the same

amount work in managerial and professional-occupations (51%), and in services (16%). Slightly fewer

(23%) work in sales and office occupations, while 10% work in Production, Construction and related fields.

- Approximately 76% of employed San Franciscans are estimated to work in the City, about the same as
2000 when 77% reported living and working in the City. ‘



At almost 7%, District 1 has an unemployment rate on par with that of San Francisco.

‘Car use remains the dominant mode of travel to work for employed residents of District 1.
Commuting to work by car, however, decreased from 55% in 2000 to 51%. Use of public transit,
meanwhile, remained about the same, accounting for approximately one-third of work trips. The 2005-2009
ACS also estimated that the number of those walking to work aiso remained the same at 6%, while those -

“working from home increased from 5% to 6%. Both the use of motorcycles and biking to work also’ '
increased slightly from 1% to 2% respectively.

‘ Combared to the City as a whole, District 1 commuters generally travel by car more and by other modes
about the same or less. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to work,
3% biked, and 2% are estimate to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.

There appears to be a decline in vehicle per capita in District 1. Estimates of vehicles per capita show
a reduction from .54 to .48 vehicles per person. Citywide, vehicle per capita also decreased from .49 to .46
vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services, along with a slight increase in the numbers of those
working from home, may partly explain citywide trends. '
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- District 2

District 2 is comprised of several neighborhoods includmg the Marina, Cow Hollow, Pacific Heights, the
Presidio, Presidio Heights, Seacliff, Jordan Park, Laurel Heights, and portions of the Inner Richmond and
Russian Hill. Itis a stable area with little growth and few changes since 2000 The area remains
predominately White, highiy educated, and relatively affluent.

' The 2005-2009 American Community Survey (ACS) showed the following changes within District 2:

' o Growth in the number of children;

. Additional households with children;

o A substantial increase in households with no vehicle available;

* Decline in car and transit use, while working from home increased.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of District 2 increased slightly from just over 61,080 in 2000 to about 61,670 in - ,
2010. About 54% of District 2 residents are female; by comparison, 49% of all San Franciscans are female.

Race and La_tinIH'ispanic Origin

District 2 remains predominately White. Its racial composition remained essentially unchanged with an
estimated 80% of residents reporting White and 13% Asian; another 5% are Other/Multiple Race, and only
1% Black. Citywide, the distribution i is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Biack and 11% Other or Multiple Race.

Latinos in District 2 increased from 4% of the population in 2000 to 6% in 2010. Persons of Latin/Hispanic
origin can be of any race and continue to represent a small portion of District 2 populatlon Fifteen percent.
(15%) of San Francisco’s population are of Latin/Hispanic ongin .

Age

The number of young children four years old and under increased from 3% to 6% of the population
while the number of children 5 to 17 years old increased slightly to 6%. Due to this increase, children

~now represent almost 12% of the population, up from 9% in 2000. Young adults 18 to 34 years old
decreased from 39% to 35%. Those 35 to 59 years old represented 35%, unchanged from 2000; those 60
and over, meanwhile, increased from 17% to 19% of the population.

In comparison, 5% of the citywide population are young children four years and under; children 5-17
represent 9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while those 35-59 years old represent 37% of
the population. Approxmately 19% of San Francisco's population are 60 years and older.

Nativity and Language |

An estimated 16% of District 2 residents are foreign-born, a slight decrease from 17% in 2000. The
City overall also saw a similar decline: the 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 35% of San Francisco residents -
are foreign-born, down from 37% in 2000.

The majority of District 2 households speak English at home — 83% or up from ‘80% in 2000. Spanish is
spoken at home by 4% of District 2 households (a slight increase from 3% in 2000), while District 2
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households speaking Asian languages decreased from 7% to 6%. Seven percent of households speak

other European languages at home, a decrease from 8% in 2000. Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco
‘households speak English at home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San
Francisco households speak Spanish at home and 6% speak other European languages.

Only 4% of District 2 households are estimated to be linguistically isolated, the same as in 2000. An
estimated 27% of households that speak an Asian language are linguistically isolated (up from 26% in ‘
2000); in Spanish speaking households, 12% are linguistically isolated (up from 8% in 2000). About 15% of
households that speak other European languages are linguistically isolated (down from 16% in 2000). In
comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian ‘
households, 23% of Spanish speaking households, and 22% of other European speaking language
households. '

. Educational Attainment

District 2 residents are among the most highly educated in the City. Nearly 80% of District 2 residents
25 years and older are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, including 33% possessing a
graduate degree. Only 8% of District 2 residents 25 years and older have a high school diploma or less.
Citywide, just over 50% of residents 25 and older are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with
19% having earned a graduate degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school
diploma or less. ‘ ‘

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

Of the approximately 33,800 households in District 2, an estimated 68% are non-family households;
32% are family households of related individuals. Over 80% of non-family households are single
persons living alone, an estimated 55% of all households in District 2. Although total non-family households
decreased 6% since 2000, the number of single person households remained unchanged. The number of
family households in District 2 remained about the same. Households with children however, increased
from 30% to 36% of family households and now represent 11% of all households. Citywide, family
households represent 44% of all households; 41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18% of all
households). Single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households.

Average household size in District 2 remained low at 1.8 persons per household versus 2.4 persons
citywide. Average family household size in the district, on the other hand, increased from 2.6 to 2.8 persons
per household. Citywide, the average family household size is 3.5 persons. . '

District 2 remains an affluent area. Median household income was estimated at over $102,440 and
median family incomes at nearly $160,000. Household median income for the City was estimated at just
over $70,120 and median family income at $86,670. '

Per capita income for District 2 is estimated to be $88,540. Although if adjusted for inflation, this estimate is
13% lower than that reported in 2000, per capita income for District 2 is double that estimated for the City
overall ($44,370). .

The relative wealth of District 2 is also reflected in a poverty rate that remained low at 5%, compared to'11%
citywide. ' :



HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated that there are about 37,960 housing unlts in .
District 2, or about 10% of housing citywide. '

Tenure

Owhership rates in District 2 increased but remained below the citywide average — from 27% in 2000 -
to 30%. By contrast, the citywide homeownership rate is 38%.

Vacancy

According to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 11% of housing units in District 2 are reported vacant, up
from 7% in 2000. About half of all vacant units were in the process of being rented or sold, 18% were
vacant due to occasional use, and 33% were reported vacant for other reasons The 2005-2009 ACS
attributed much of the increase in vacancies in District 2 to “other reasons.”

In comparison, the ACS estimated that 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. of these, 52% are
estimated to be for rent or for sale, have been rented or sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estimated to
-be _for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; and 3'2% are vacant for other reasons:

Housing Costs

Housing costs in District 2 remain the highest in the City. As of January 2011, estimated median sales
price for single family homes was over $4.5 million and $875,000 for condominiums. Median rent for a two -
bedroom unit was estimated at $3,704. By comparison, citywide median sales prices were estimated at
'$615,000 for single family homes and $652 500 for condominiums; estimated median rent for a two-
bedroom unit was $3,099.

Access to Vehicles

An estimated 21% of District 2 households reported not having a car available, a substantial
increase from 2000 when only 12% reported no car access. This includes 9% of home-owning
households and 26% of renter households. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported no access to a
car. Forty-two percent (42%) of renter households and 9% of home—owmng households in San Franc1sco
do not own cars.

Estimates of vehicles per capita show-a reduction from .68 to .60 vehicles per person in District 2. Citywide,
vehicles per caplta also decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person.

EMPLOYMENT-AND COMMUTE TO WORK

- Approximately two-thirds (67%) of employed residents in District 2 work in higher paying managerial

. ‘and professmnal occupations, with the rest working mostly in sales and office occupations (25%)

and services (5%). By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and

professional occupations (51%), and in services (16%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office

occupations, while 10% work in Production, Construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of .

- employed San Francisco residents are estimated to work in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77%
reported living and working in San Francisco. :

At 4%,I‘District 2 has a lower unem'ployment rate than San Francisco (just under 7%). .

.Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a five-year period, which includes a period of higher vacancies during the recession.



Car use remains the predominant mode of travel to work for employed District 2 residents.
Commuting to work by car however, decreased from 55% in 2000 to 51%; commuting by transitalso
decreased from 29% to 26% of work trips. The number of employed residents working from home however,
increased substantially from 7% to 12%. An estimated 8% walked to work and 1% biked; in 2000 about 7%
-walked and 1% biked. Compared to the City as a whole, District 2 commuters generally travel by car more
and less by other modes. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to
work, 3% biked, and 2% are estimate to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.



District 3

District 3 is in the northeast corner of San Francisco. It is comprised of several diverse neighborhoods
including North Beach, Chinatown, Telegraph Hill, Nob Hill, Fisherman’s Wharf, Golden Gateway, the
Financial District, and portions of Russian Hill. District 3 is densely populated and is Iargely renters.

District 3 saw a 2% decline in population. The dlStl‘lCtS two main racial groups, Whites and Asian, dropped
in numbers there was also a slight shift in ethnlc composntlon ‘

Other changes recorded by the 2005-2009 American Community Survey within District 3 include:
e The number of families with children declined sharply; o
e A decrease in,single-person households;
e Increased edqéational attainment;
. | Highet heusing vacancy rates;

e Car use for journey to work declined.

DEMOGRAPHICS ’

' The total population of District 3 dropped about 2%, from approximately 71,030 to about 69, 890 people.
The 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 49% of District 3 residents are femaIe this is the same as the Citywide
share. \

" Race and Latin/Hispanic Origin

' The number of Asians and Whites, the two main racial groups in District 3, decreased between 2000
" and 2010. However, the decline was more pronounced among Asians (a drop of 6%) than among Whites
(1% less). Whites now represent 47% of the district population, up from 46% in 2000; Asians are 45%. of
the district population, down from 47% in 2000. Four percent of District 3 residents declared “Other/Multiple
Race” and 2% are Black. Citywide, the distribution is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Black, and 11% Other or

- Multiple Race.

Persons of Latin/Hispanic origin in District 3 grew from 4% in 2000 to 7% in 2010. Persons of
Latin/Hispanic origin can be of any race and continue to represent a relatively small portion of the total
District 3 population. Fifteen percent (15%) of San Francisco’s population are of Latin/Hispanic origin.

| Age

The 2005-2009 ACS showed sngmf icant decline in the number of chlldren in District 3. This drop seems’
espeCIally pronounced among children 5 to 17 years of age, where the estimates the number has shrunk by
19%.° Despite the overall drop in population, the proportional share of various age groups remained
unchanged from 2000: children now represent approximately 8% of the population (down from 9%); young
adults 18 to 34 years old are stable at 32%; 35 to 59 year old residents represented 34%; and those 60 and
over, 25%. In comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under; children 5-
17 represent 9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while 35-59 years represent 37% of the
population. Apprdximately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older.

The margins of error for age groups in District 3 are problematic but until full 2010 Census data are released the Amencan '
Commumty Survey statistics are the most “official” fi gures available.



Nat‘ivi.ty and Language

Forty-three percent (43%) of District 3 residenté are foreign born. This is 5% less than in 2000, when
45% were foreign born. The City overall saw a similar decline: the 2005-2007 ACS estimated that 35% of
San Francisco residents are foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. - - :

Half (50%) of District 3 households speak English at home, about the same as in 2000 (49%). An Asian or
Pacific Island language is spoken in another 40% of District 3 households; Spanish is spoken in 4%.
Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at home, while 26% speak an
Asian/Pacific Isiander language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak Spanish at home.

Approximately 34% of all District 3 households are linguistically isolated, about the same as in 2000. An
estimated 66% of households that speak an Asian or Pacific Island language are linguistically isolated, also
unchanged from 2000." In comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including
about 40% of Asian households and 23% of Spanish speaking households.

Educatibnal Attainment

District 3 residents are more educated than in 2000. About 47% of District 3 residents 25 years and
older are estimated to have a Bachelor’s degree or higher, up from 43% in 2000; this includes 15% with
graduate or professional degrees. Thirty-six percent have a high school diploma or less (down from 39% in
2000). Citywide, just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19% having
earned a graduate degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less.

" HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

Of the approximately 36,030 households in District 3, an éstimated 67% are non-family households
while 33% are family households of related individuals. .

" While the numbers of all types of households have fallen in District 3, households with children declined the
most, dropping 13% from 2000. About 82% of non-family households in District 3 are single persons living
alone, or 54% of all households in the district. Households with children continue to represent about half of
family households, or 27% of all households. Citywide, family households represent 44% of all households,
41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18% of all households). Single-person households

account for 41% of ali San Francisco househ.olds.

Overall, average household size in District 3 remained relatively low a't.1 .9 persons per household. Average
family household size increased slightly from 2.9 to 3.0 persons per household. This compares to the '
citywide average of 2.4 persons per household and 3.5 persons per family household.

District 3 incomes are stable and remain lower than Citywide median incomes. Median household
income was reported at $48,520 and median family income just over $47,450. Adjusted for inflation, this is
about the same amount as in 2000. Citywide household median income was estimated at just over $70,120
- and median family income is at $86,670. on the On the other hand, estimated per capita income for District -

3 is $45,000 and is higher than citywide per capita income of $44,400. ' -

There was a significant increase in the poverty rate in District 3: from 14% in 2000 to 18% in the 2005-2009
ACS estimate. However, this is below the 11% citywide rate of poverty. o '

. 10 Margins of error for language isolation in Spanish-speaking householdé, as well as other languages, are too large to be meaningful.
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HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

There are about 43,970 units in District 3, representlng 12% of Citywide total. " About 1,300 new units
were added or about 3% growth in 10 years.

Tenure

The proportion of renting households in Dlstrlct 3 decreased from 87% to 85%. This is still higher than
. the estimated 62% Citywide.

Vacancy

Accordlng to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 14% of housing units were reported vacant up from 9% in
2000."? Two of three units (67%) were in the process of being rented or sold, or have been rented or sold
" and awaiting occupation, 26% were vacant due to occaswnal use, and 8% were reported vacant for other
reasons.

In co‘mparison, the ACS estimated that 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are
estimated to be for rent or for sale, have been rented or _sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estimated to
_ be for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; and 32% are vacant for other. reasons.”

Housing Costs

Median housing prices are generally lower in District 3 than Citywide. As of January 2011, the

- estimated median sales price for single family homes was $640,000 and $650,000 for condominiums. -
Estimated median asking rent for a two bedroom unit was $3,985. By comparison; citywide median sales
prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes and $652 500 for condomlmums estimated
median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099.

" Access to Vehicles :

An estimated 59% of households in District 3 reported not having a car available, up substantially
from 2000 when only 47% reported no access to a car. This represents 24% of home-owning
households and 65% of renting households. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported no access to a
car. Forty-two percent (42%) of renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San FranC|sco
do not own cars.

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

An estimated 49% of District 3 employed residents work in managerial and professional occupations, up
slightly from 47% in 2000. About 25% work in sales and office occupations and. 19% work in service
occupations. By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional
occupations (51%), and in services (16%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, while
10% work in Production, Construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco
residents are estimated to be working in the C|ty about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and
working in San Francisco.

District 3 has the same unemployment rate as San Francisco overall, at about 7%.

" Housing units count from Census 2010 data; the ACS 2005-2009 estimate showed an unlikely drop.
Vacancy rates in the ACS data appear to consistently overstate the true vacancy.

Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a five-year period, which in this case includes a period of higher vacancies during
the recession.



. Car use as mode of travel to work for District 3 employed residents decreased from 29% in 2000 to -
25%. Commuting by transit also decreased from 31% to 29% of work trips. All other modes show slight

_ increases, except biking which decreased from 2% to 1%. The number of people working from home
increased from 5% to 8%. Compared to the City as a whole, District 3 commuters generally travel by car
less and more by other modes. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit, 10% walked
to work, 3% biked, and 2% are estimate to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.

District 3 vehicle per capita decreased from .31 to .27. Citywide, vehicle per capita also decreased from .49
to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services, along with a slight increase in the numbers
of those working from home may partly explain citywide trends '



District 4

District 4 is in the westernmost part of San Francisco, west of 19" Avenue and immediately south of Golden
Gate Park. It encompasses the Sunset, Inner Sunset, and Parkside neighborhoods.

District 4 is predominantly residenﬁal with mostly single—family homes. It is generally stable and saw modest
growth over the past decade. The area is also home to a large Asian American community, which also
makes up the largest ethnic group in the dlstnct It is a district of families, especially families with chrldren

The 2005-2009 Arnencan Communlty Survey also noted the followmg changes in Dlstnct 4.
» A substantial increase in the population in all age groups, except children 5-17 years of age;
o Anincrease in family heusehold size; | |
e Higher educational attainnrent ;'and

e Anincrease in the number of households reporting no ownership of a car increased for both
homeowners and renters.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of District 4 increased from to 71,600 people or just over 1% from 2000. This
represents about 9% of the City’s total population. According to the 2005-2009 ACS, a full half of District 4
_residents are female; by companson 49% of all San Franciscans are female

Race and LatmIHlspamc Orlgln

The number of Asians in District 4 increased substantially. Asians now represent 56% of the

population, up from 54%. Whites represent 38% of the population, and their numbers are not significantly

different from the 40% share in 2000. Those reporting race as Other or Multiple Race decreased slightly

from 5% to 4% of the population during the same period. Citywide, the distribution is 49% White, 33%
Asian, 6% Black and 11% Other or Multiple Race. .

The numbers of Latinos make up less than 5% of the population of District 10. Persons of
Latin/Hispanic origin can be of any race and continue to represent a relatively small portion of the total
district population. Fifteen percent (15%) of San Francisco’s population are of Latin/Hispanic origin.

Age

The number of young children four years and under in District 4 increased slightly from 4% to 5% of the
population, representing a growth of 25%. The number of children aged 5 to 17 years, however, remained
unchanged as did its proportion (12%). Young adults 18 to 34 years old also dropped slightly and now .
comprise 23% of the population, down from 26% in 2000. Older adults aged 35-59 saw their share increase
slightly, from 36% to 37%.  The number of those 60 and over also increased: from 22% to 23%.

In comparison, 5% of the City's pep'ulatlon are young children four years and under; children 5-17 represent
9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while 35-59 years represent 37% of the populatlon
Approxrmately 19% of San FranC|sco s population are 60 years and older.



Nativ'ity'and Language

The proportion of foreign born residents in,[.)istrict 4 at about 47% of the population is unchangéd from
2000. The City overall saw a similar decline: the 2005-2007 ACS estimated that 35% of San Francisco
residents are foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. ’ ’

Asian languages were most commonly spoken at home in District 4 (48% all households). About 40% of
district households speak English at home, the same proportion as in 2000. Spanish is spoken at home by
3% of District 4 households and is unchanged since 2000. Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco
households speak English at home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of
San Francisco households speak Spanish at home. : S

An estimated 17% of all District 4 households are linguistically isolated. Of households that speak an Asian
language, an estimated 34% are linguistically isolated. The corresponding figure for households that speak
a European language than English or Spanish is 24%, and that for Spanish speaking households is 10%.
By comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian
households and 23% of Spanish speaking households. ‘ :

Educational Attainment

_ Educational attainment increased for District 4 residents over 25 years old, as was the case for most
districts in the City. In 2000, 27% had a Bachelor’s degree or higher, but by the 2005-2009 ACS, this
" increased to 32%. This includes an estimated 14% who have a graduate or other professional degree, up
slightly from 12% in 2000. 32%.have a high school diploma or less. '

Citywide, just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19% having earned a
graduate degree. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school
‘diploma or less '

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

Of the approximately 23,700 households in District 4, an estimated 66% are family households of
related individuals and 34% are non-family households. Total non-family households nevertheless
decreased 9% since 2000. Family households in District 4 remained largely constant as did the number of
households with children. Forty-two percent (42%) of family households had children living at home. About
70% of non-family households are single persons living alone. The number of single person households
remained largely the same and make up 24% of all households in District 4. Citywide, family households
represent 44% of ali households, 41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18% of all
households). Single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households.

Household sizes in District 4 are generally larger than those of the City as a whole. Average household size
increased to 3.1 persons per household (up from 2.8), while average family household size increased from
3.5 to 3.8 persons per household. This compares to the citywide average of 2.4 persons per household and
3.5 persons per family household.

District 4 median household income was reported at $76,390 and median family income at $91,430.
Adjusted for inflation, these are not statistically significantly different from 2000 incomes. By comparison, -
Citywide household median income was estimated at about $70,120 and median family income at $86,670.

- Similarly, if the estimated $33,200 per capita income for District 4 is adjusted for inflation, there appears to

be a slight decrease but is not statistically different from 2000. At just over $44,000, however, the Citywide
per capita income was also substantially higher than District 4. ‘ ‘
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The poverty rate in Dlstnct 4 decreased from 8% to 7%, andis substantlally lower than the 11% rate
citywide.

" HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

About 27,000 housing units are in District 4, or 7% of housing c'itywide Some1,200 new units were
constructed during the past decade, or an increase of about 5%, in line with the citywide growth rate of 6%
over 2000 Ievels

Tenure

Ownership rates in District 4 remains high. The split between ownership and renter households
remained constant, at 60% home-owning households to 40% renting households. By contrast, the citywide
homeownership rate is 38%, up from 35% in 2000.

: Vac‘ancy

Accordlng to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 6% of housing units were reported vacant, up from 3% in
2000." About 24% of vacant units were in the process of being rented or sold 15% were vacant due to
occasmnal use, and 58% were reported vacant for other reasons.

Overall, vacancies in District 4 are slightly Iower than the reported citywide vacancy rates. By comparison,
the ACS estimated that 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are estimated to be for .
rent or for sale, have been rented or sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estlmated to be for seasonal,.
recreational, or occaswnal use; and 32% are vacant for other reasons

Housing Costs

District 4, con5|st|ng mostly of single family housmg, is in the middle range of affordablility. As of
January 2011, median sales prices for single family homes in District 4 were estimated at $619,000 and
$325,000 for condominiums. Median asking rent for-a two bedroom unit was $2,023. By comparison,
citywide median sales prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes and $652,500 for
condominiums; estimated median rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099.

Access to Vehicles

" An estimated 13% of District 4 households reported not having a car available, a substantial
increase from 2000 when only 6% reported no access to a car. Ten percent (10%) of home-owning
households and 19% of renter households in District 4 do not own a car. Citywide, about 29% of all
households reported no access to a car. Forty-two percent (42%) of renter households and 9% of home-
owning households in San Francisco do not own cars.

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

Managerial andxprofessional occupations continued to increase as employment in sales andvoffice
related fields declined. Approximately 47% of District 4 employed residents work in managerial and

Housmg units count from Census 2010 data; the ACS 2005-2009 estimate showed an unlikely drop.
Vacancy rates in the ACS data appear to con5|stently overstate the true vacancy.

Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a five-year period, which in this case includes a period of hlgher vacancies dunng
the recessmn
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professional occupations, an increase from 43% in 2000. About 16% worked in service occupations, and
23% in sales and office. For services occupation, this represents an increase from 14%, but for office this
represents a decline from 29%. Employment in all other sectors is not significantly different than in 2000.

By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations
(61%), and in services (16%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, while 10% work in
Production, Construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco residents are
estimated to be working in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and working in San
Francisco. : : : :

At just undef 7%, District 4 is at par with the unemployment raté for San Francisco. .

Car use remains the predominant mode of travel to work for employed residents of District 4. This
is unchanged from 2000. Most other modes showed no changes. The number of people working from
home, however, increased from 3% to 5%. :

Compared to the City as a whole, District 4 commuters travel by car more and transit (along with other
modes of transport) less. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to
work, 3% biked, and 2% are estimate to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.

" The number of vehicles per capita decreased slightly, from 54 to .50, a drop of 7 percent. This may at least
in part explained by larger average household sizes in the district. Citywide, vehicle per capita also
decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services, along with aslight
increase in the numbers of those working from home may partly explain citywide trends.



Dlstrlct 5

. District 5 is compnsed of diverse neighborhoods including the Halght Ashbury, Lower Haight, Western
Addition, Fillmore, Japantown, Lower Pacific Heights, and North of the Panhandle. District 5 also covers
parts of the following neighborhoods: Hayes Valley, Ashbury Heights, UCSF, and Inner Sunset. Itis a
district of renters in mostly multi-unit structures and smaller households.

District 5's total population has grown slightly. This change, moreover, is accompanied by a significant shift
in the district’s racial composition: the numbers of African-Americans are dropping, there is a sizeable
addition of new Latino residents and an increase in numbers of White residents.

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey also shows the following changes in District 5:

‘e Single person households increased as non-family household decreased. Family households and
households with children remained stable;

’  Increaséd educational attainment;

‘o Per cépita incomes remained féirly static.

¢ Housing oWnership levels increased, while fhe number of renters decreased,;

. ‘Householdé reporting no vehicles available increased significantly for- both rehters. and for owners;.

e Commuting by car declined in the district, while who walked and worked from home increased.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The population of District 5 increased from about 69,260 to 70,650, or about 2% growth. This represents
about 9% of the City’s total population. About 51% percent of District 5 are women; by comparison, 49% of
all San Franmscans are female.

Race and Latin/Hispanic Origin

The number of Whites in District 5 increased while the African American population declined; other
racial groups remained fairly stable. Whites increased from 62% in 2000 to 63% in 2010. African
Americans dropped from 15% of the population in 2000 to 11% in 2010. Asians are about 18% of the
population (up from 16% in 2000), and people reporting Other or Multiple Race increased from 7% to 8%.
Citywide, the distribution is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Black, and 11% Other or Multiple Race.

The numbers of persons of Latin/Hispanic origin in District 5 have grown substantlally —from 5% in
2000 to 8% in 2010. Persons of Latin/Hispanic origin can be of any race and continue to represent a
growing portion of the total district population in District 5. Fifteen percent (15%) of San Francisco’s
population are of Latin/Hispanic origin.

Age

According fo the 2005-2009 American Community Survey, the number or young children four years and
under increased significantly from 4% to 5% of total district population. The percentage of children 5-17,
.however, decreased from 6% to 5. The propomon of chlldren under 18 years old thus remain unchanged at
about 9% of Dlstrlct 5’s population. ‘



Young adults 18 to 34 years old decreased significantly from 43% to 37%. Residents 35 to 59 years old,
however, increased to 36% of the population (up from 32% in 2000), while those 60 years old and over
increased from 15% to 17% of district population. ‘

In comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under; children 5-17 represent
9%: young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while 35-59 years represent 37% of the population.
Approximately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older. .

Nativity and Language

Twenty-two perce'nt of District 5 residents are foreign born. This is about the same as in 2000. The
City overall saw a slight decline: the 2005-2007 ACS estimated that 35% of San Francisco residents are
 foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. ‘

The share of different languages spoken in District 5 homes remained unchanged since 2000.
Households reporting “English only” was at 74%; “Spanish only,” 6%, “Asian/Pacific Islander” languages, .
11%: and “Other” languages, 9%. Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at
home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak
Spanish at home. : g

According to the 2005-2009-ACS, 9% of all households in District 5 are considered linguistically isolated.
This includes 9% Spanish speaking households and 44% Asian language speaking households. By
comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian
households and 23% of Spanish speaking households.

Educational Attainment

District 5 residents are better educated than in the previous census. An estimated 64% of residents
over 25 years old report a Bachelor's degree or higher, up from 57% in 2000.- Those reporting graduate or
other professional degrees also increased from 21% to 26%. Educational attainment in District 5 exceeds
the citywide figures of just over 50% reporting Bachelor's degrees or higher, including 19% reporting a
graduate degree. Twenty-nine percent of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or
less. - : '

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES

" Of the approximately 38,000 households in District 5, an estimated 67% are non-family households.
Thirty-three percent are family households of related individuals, including 32% with children (about
'41% of all district households). About 49% of non-family households are single persons living alone, or
nearly half of all households in District 5. Total non-family households have decreased by 6% since 2000,
" while single person households have increased by 8%. The percentage of households with children
remained unchanged in District 5.. '

Citywide, family households represent 44% of all households, 41% of which are estimated to have children
(about 18% of all households). Singie-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households.

Overall, average household size in District 5 remained relatively low at 2.0 person per household versus 2.4
persons Citywide. Average family household size increased slightly to 2.9 persons per household; this is
less than the Citywide average of 3.5 persons per family household. ,

District 5 incomes remained flat over the years. Median household income for District 5 was estimated

at $66,885 and median family income was $92,420. These are essentially the same levels as incomes in
~ the 2000 Census adjusted for inflation. By comparison, median household income in District 5 is lower than
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the Citywide median of jUSt over $70 120 while the median family household is higher than the CltyW|de
median of $86,670.

Estimated per capita income for District 5 rose to $49 708. This represents a 4% increase from 2000 |f
adjusted for inflation. At just over $44,400, citywide per capita income is Iower than that estimated for
District 5. .

The poverty rate for District 5 stayed essentially flat, falllng from 13% to 12%, coming in close to the C|tyw1de
estimate of 11%.

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated that there are about 36,450 housing units in
District 5, or about 10% of housing citywide. This represents a 3% increase since 2000. .

Tenure

Over three-quarters of District 5 households are renters (76%). However, ownership rates increased
in District 5 from 20% in 2000 to an estimated 24%. By comparison, an estimated 38% of San Fraricisco
households are homeowners.

Vacancy

According to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 9% of housing units in District 5 were reported vacant, up
from 4%.in 2000. Well over half of all vacant units were in.the process of being rented or sold, 8% were
vacant due to occasional use, and 35% were reported vacant for other reasons. In comparison, the ACS
estimated that 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are estimated to be for rent or for
sale, have been rented or sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estimated to be for seasonal, recreatlonal
or occasional use; and 32% are vacant for other reasons.’

Housing Costs

Median sales price for single-family housing in District 5 is $2.5 million or three times the Citywide
‘median sales price. Median sale price for condominiums is $655,000 and is generally on par with the
citywide median ($652, 500) The median asking rent for a two bedroom unit in DlStrICt 5i5.$2,472 and is
lower than the citywide median rent ($3,099).

Access to Vehicles

An estimated 36% of households in District 5 are reported as. not having a car available, a
substantial increase from 2000 when 23% had no access to a car. According to the 2005-2009 ACS,
13% of home-owning households and 43% of renting households in District 5 do not own a car. Citywide, an
estimated 29% of all households have no access to a car. The 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 42% of
renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San Francisco do not own. cars. ‘

Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a fi ve-year penod which in this case includes a period of higher vacancies during
the recession.



'EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

District 5 residents are employed in occupations that essentially remained the same as in 2000. The
only significant change is a drop — from 24% to 21% — in “sales and office” occupations. The 2005-
2009 ACS estimated that 61% of employed residents in District 5 work in “managerial and professional’
occupations, up from 55% in 2000. About 11% work in “service occupations” and 21% in “sales and office.”
Employment in “production, transportation and material moving” decreased very slightly from 4% to 3%,

-while those working in “construction, extraction, maintenance” occupations remained at 3%; together, these
“light industrial” occupations employed 6% of District 5 workers. :

By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations
(51%), and in services (16%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, while 10% work in
Production, Construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco residents are
estimated to be working in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and working in San
Francisco. ' : ‘

At just below 6%, District-5 has a lower uhemployment rate than San Francisco (7%).

Car use in District 5 has declined as a mode of travel to work. The 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 37%
of commute was by car, down from 43% in 2000. Commuting by transit remained essentially the same as

© 2000 at 38%. All other modes, except for walking which remained fiat, increased slightly. An estimated

10% walked to work and 5% biked:; in 2000 10% walked and 4% biked. The number of people working from-
home increased from 5% to 8%. - : S

Compared to the City as a whole, District 5 commuters generally travel by car less and more by other
modes. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to work, 3% biked, and
2% are estimate to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.

Estimates of vehiclies' per capita in District 5 decreased from 0.50 to 0.43 cars per person. Citywide, vehicle

per capita also decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services, along
with a slight increase in the numbers of those working from-home may partly explain citywide trends.
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‘District_B

District 6 is comprised of a diverse array of neighborhoods including the Tenderloin, South of Market, South
Beach, Rincon Hill, Transbay, and Mission Bay. A small, northern portlon of the Mission District also falls
within the boundaries of District 6. :

“The area as a whole has seen substantlal residential growth over the past decade, mainly in the South of
Market , Rincon Hill and Mission Bay areas. A substantlal increase in the district's populatlon is due to new
housmg construction. : :

The 2005-2009 Arnerican Commrjnity Survey noted the following changes within District 6:
. Grewth in the youngest children under 5 years of age;
e An increase in family household size; 4
. Highe.r educational attainment ; and

. e Agrowing number of households —  both homeowners and renters — reporting not owning of a car.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of District 6 grew from 74,500 to 94,800 people a 27% increase. Th|s is the Iargest .
change of any district in the City.and District-6 is now the most populous with over 12% of all San
Franciscans. According to the 2005-2009 ACS, only 41% of Dlstnct 6 residents are female; by comparison,’
49% of all San Franciscans are female .

Race and LatinIHispanic.Origin

Overall the racial composition of District 6 is generally not that different from what it was in 2000, with
Whites making up 47% of the population, followed by Asians at 28%. The number of Asians in District 6
increased the most but their share is relatively unchanged. The number of Blacks increased slightly,
maintaining the 10% share, the same as in 2000. Those reporting race as Other or Multiple decreased from
. 16% to 14% of the population during the same period. Citywide, the distribution |s 49% White, 33% Asnan
6% Black and 11% Other or Multiple Race. :

The number of Latinos in DlstrICt 6 also grew Persons of Latin/Hispanic origin. can be of any race and
_ represent 19% of the populatlon unchanged from 2000. CItYWIde 15% of the population reported Latin
origin.

Age

The number of young chlldren in District 6 four years and under increased sllghtly from 4% to 5% of the
population, representing a growth of 41%. The number of children aged 5 to 17 years, however, remained
relatively unchanged and thus as a proportion shrunk to 6%. Both the older adult group of 35 to 59 year
olds and seniors 60 and over saw increases of 10% and 17% respectively and now account for 39% and
17% of the dlstrlct population.

By comparison, 5% of the City's populatlon are young children four years and under; children 5 to 7 years

old represent 9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while 35-59 years represent 37% of the
population. Approximately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older.
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Nativity and Language

- The proportion of foreign born residents in District 6 declined slightly, from 41% to 39%. The City overall
saw a similar decline: the 2005-2007 ACS estimated that 35% of San Francisco residents are foreign-born,
compared to 37% in 2000. '

About 55% of households in District 6 speak English at home, up from 51% in 2000. Asian languages were
spoken at home by the same number of households as in 2000, or 20% .The number of people who
indicated speaking Spanish at home, at 17% is also relatively unchanged since 2000.

Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English-at home, while 26% speak an
‘Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak Spanish at home.

An estimated 17% of all District 6 households are linguistically isolated, while an estimated 54% of
households that speak an Asian language are linguistically isolated. The corresponding figure for Spanish
speaking households is 37%. ‘

In cdmparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isblated, including about 40% of Asian
_ households and 23% of Spanish speaking households. ‘

Educati‘onal' Attainment -

Educational attainment in District 6 increased, as was the case for most districts in the City. In 2000 23% of
district residents 25 years and older had a Bachelor's degree or higher; by the 2005-2009 ACS, this ’
increased to 36%. An estimated 16% have a graduate or other professional degree, notably higher than
11% in 2000. Citywide, just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19%

having earned a graduate degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or
less. o ‘ ' :

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

A vast majority of District 6 is composed of non-family households, mostly single persons living
alone. Of the approximately 23,700 households in District 6, only an estimated 25% are family
households of related individuals. Family households in District 6 remained largely constant as did the
number of households with children (37%). About 80% of non-family households are single persons living
alone, or 60% of all households:in District 6. Total non-family households increased by 12% since 2000 and
represent 75% of all households in District 6. The number of single person households grew by 14%.

Citywide, fafnily households represent 44% of all households, 41% of which are estimated to have children
(about 18% of all households). Single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households.

Estimated average household size in District 6 is at 1.9 persons per household — substantially smaller than
that of the City as a whole (2.4), and virtually unchanged over the decade. Family households averaged 3.3
persons, also unchanged from 2000. By comparison, the estimated citywide average is 2.4 persons per
household and 3.5 persons per family household. ' ‘

District 6 median household income was reported at $38,610 and median family incomes at $47,410. If
adjusted for inflation, there is no overall change in median incomes since 2000. However, per capita
income increased to $39,050, a change of 21% after adjusting for inflation. Citywide household median
income was estimated at just over $70,000 and median family income is at $86,500. At just over $44,400,
citywide per capita income is higher than that estimated for District 6. : : '



Poverty rates in Dlstrlct 6 remained in an estimated 21% substantlally higher than the 11% rate estimated
Citywide. :

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
| About 55,500 housing Units are in District 6, or 15% of housing citywi{de.18

- About 15,000 new units were constructed during the past decade, or an increase of about 38%, the hlghest'
rate in the city. In comparison, the citywide growth rate was 6% over 2000 levels.

Tenure

Ownership rates nearly doubled in District 6, but remained a small minority. The split bétween
ownership and renter households shifted, to 83% renting households to 17% home-owning households By
"contrast, the cntyW|de homeownership rate is 38%, up from 35% i |n 2000.

-Vacancy

Accordlng to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 16% of housmg units were reported vacant, up from 10% in
2000." Almost two out of three vacant units (64%) were in the process of being rented or sold, or have
been rented or sold and awaiting occupatlon 19% were vacant due to occasional use, and 16% were
reported vacant for other reasons.

In comparison, the ACS estimated that' 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. .Of these, 52% are
estimated to be for rent or for sale, have been rented or sold but are not yet occupied, 16% are estlmated to
be for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; and 32% are vacant for other reasons.?

Housmg Costs

District 6, consisting mostly of multi-unit housing, ranks slightly above the citywide average in

~ terms of affordability. As of January 2011; estimated median sales price for single family homes was
$693,000 and $665,000 for condominiums.’ The estimated median asking rent for a two bedroom unit in
District 6 was $4,238, substantially higher than the citywide rate. By comparison, citywide median sales.
prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes and $652,500 for condominiums; estlmated
median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099

Access to Vehicles

An estimated 59% of District 6 households reported not having a car available, an increase from 55%
in 2000. This represents 14% of home-owning households and 68% of renting households who report no
auto access. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported ho access to a car. Forty-two percent (42%)
of renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San Francisco do not own cars.

Census 2010 data. ACS 2005-2008 showed an unlikely drop
Vacancy rates in the ACS data appear to consistently overstate the true vacancy.

Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a fi ve-year perlod which in thls case includes a period of hlgher vacancies dunng
the recession.



EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

Approximately 46% of District 6 employed residents work in managerial and professional occupations, an -
increase from 40% in 2000. Another 22% worked in service occupations and 20% in sales and office; for .
services this share is unchanged, but for office this represents a decline from 29% in 2000. Production-
related occupations saw their share drop from 9% to 6%. Employment in all other sectors were not
significantly different than in 2000. : '

By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations
(51%), Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations and in services (16%), while 10% work in
production, construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco residents are
estimated to be working in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and working in San
Francisco. ‘ ' ‘

At 9%, District 6 has a higher unemployment rate thanSah Francisco (7%).

Most employed residents in District 6 used transit to get to work (39%) and one in four used a car
(25%). The transit share was up slightly from 37% In 2000 while car use is unchanged from ten years ago.
District 6 residents are more likely to walk to work than the rest of the City. Their numbers have not
changed much but the mode share has dropped from 26% to 21%. District 6 residents who ride a bicycle to
work increased from 3% in 2000 to 4%. The number of people working from home increased from 5% to
7%. ‘ :

Compared to the City as a whole, District 6 commuters walked more, rode public transit more and used the
car less. Citywide, commuters travel by car 47% and by transit 32% of the time, 7% work from home;
another 10% walked to work and 3% biked to work. - ‘

The number of vehicles per capita decreased slightly, from .54 to .50, a drop of 7%. This may at least in part
explained by larger average household sizes in the district. o ‘ '
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District 7

District 7 covers Twin Peaks, 'Fofest Hill, West Portal, Saint Francis Woods, Mir_é|oma Park, Parkside,
Sunnyside, the Stonestown area, Park Merced, Ingleside and portions of the Inner Sunset. lt is a diverse
area of largely single family homes that includes some affluent areas.

District 7 is mainly middle-class with little growth and few changes sincé 2000. The area remains largely
White and Asian and closely matches citywide averages for household composition, although residents tend
to be more educated, have higher incomes, and are more likely to work in managerial occupations.

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey shows the following changes in District 7:

" An increase in households with young children;

Growth in the numbers of Asians and Latinos;

Increasing levels of education;

A growing number of households with no vehicle available; and.

An increase in commuters using transit.

DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of District 7 increased slightly to 69,330 people, compared to 69,000 in 2000.
This represents almost 9% of the City’s total population. According to the 2005-2009 ACS, 51 % of District 7
 residents are female; by comparison, 49% of all San Franciscans are female.

Race and LatmIHlspamc Origin

District 7 remains predominately White and Asian. Whites declined slightly from 57% to 55% of the
population, whereas Asians increased from 31% to 33%. Another 8% reported Other/Multiple and only 3%
Black. Citywide, the distribution is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Black, and 11% Other or Multiple Race.

Latinos in District 7 grew from 8% of the population in 2000 to 10% in 2010. Persons of Latin/Hispanic
origin can be of any race and represent a growing portion of total Dlstnct 7 populatlon Citywide 15% of the
population reported Latin origin.

Age

The number of young children four years and under increased from 4% to 5% of District 7’s

population while the number of children 5 to 17 years old declined from 12% to 11%. Children

continue to represent approximately 16% of the population. Young adults 18 to 34 decreased from 25% to

24%, while those 35 to 59 years old increased from 37% to 38%. Those 60 and over increased from 21% to
22% of the population.

By comparison, 5% of the City's population are young children four years and under; c’h'i_ldren 5-17 represent
9%, young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while those 35-59 represent 37% of the population.
Approximately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older.



Nativity and Language

The proportion of foreign born residents in District 7 decreased from 32% to 30% of the population.
The City overall saw a similar decline:" the 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 35% of San Francisco residents
are foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. - '

The majority of District 7 residents speak English at home — 61% or just about the same as in 2000.
Spanish spoken at home remained the same at 6% as did those speaking Asian languages at 24%. Nine
percent of households speak other European languages at home, also unchanged since 2000. Citywide,
about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander
language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak Spanish at home and 6% speak other European
languages. :

The proportion of District 7 residents linguistically isolated remained unchanged at 9%. Linguistic isolation
among residents speaking Asian languages decreased from 28% to 26%, while an estimated 6% of Spanish
speaking residents are linguistically isolated down from 11%. About 24% of households that speak other
European languages are linguistically isolated, up from 18% in 2000. In comparison, 13% of households
citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian households, 23% of Spanish speaking
households, and 22% of other European speaking language households. .

Educational Attainment |

Compared to the City, District 7 residents are, on average, more educated. About 61% of residents 25
years and older reported a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 26% possessing a graduate or peressionéI
degree. Citywide, just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19% having
earned a graduate degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less.

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES |

Of the approximately 26,300 households in District 7, an estimated 58% are family households of
related individuals while 42% are non-family households. The number of family households declined
slightly from 60% in 2000. Households with children, however, increased from 39% to 41% of family
households and now represent 24% of all households, up slightly from 23% in 2000. About 68% of non-
family households are single persons living alone, or 28% of all households in District 7. Overall, the
proportion of non-family and single person households increased slightly from 2000. Citywide, family
households represent 44% of all households, 41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18% of all
‘households). Single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households.

Household sizes in District 7 are slightly larger than citywide averages. Average household size increased
from 2.4 persons per household to 2.6, while average family household size increased from 3.1 to 3.3
persons per household. This compares to the citywide average of 2.4 persons per household and 3.5
persons per family household. o ‘ ‘ - :

District 7 remains a mix of affluent and middle class neighborhoods, with estimated incomes higher
than that of the City overall. Median household income was reported at $92,770 and median family
incomes at $116,780. ‘Adjusted for inflation and considering the margins of error, median incomes in District
7 are relatively stable. By comparison, Citywide household median income was estimated at about $70,120 -
and median family income is at $86,670. ' ' ' :

Estimated per capita income in District 7 is $48,600, higher than the $44,400 citywide per capita income.

There is a slight increase in the estiméted poverty rate for District 7, up from 7% in 2000 to 8% estimated in
the 2005-2009 ACS. This remains below the 11% rate citywide. :
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HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated that there are about 28,220 housmg units in -
District 7, or about 8% of housing citywide. More than 630 new units were constructed in the last 10
years, or about a 2% increase, compared to the 3% increase Citywide.

Tenure

' Ownership rates in District 7 are much higher than the City. Accdrding to the 2005-2009 ACS,
ownership rates may have increased from 61% in 2000 to 63%. This far exceeds the citywide
homeownership rate of 38%.

Vacancy

: Accdrding to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 7% of housing units were reported vacant, up from 3% in
2000. About 39% were in the process of being rented or sold, another 9% were rented or sold and not yet
occupied, 11% were vacant due to occasional use, and 40% were reported vacant for other reasons.

In comparison, the ACS estimated that 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are
estimated to be for rent or for sale, or have been rented or sold but are not yet occupied:; 16% are estimated
to be for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; and 32% are vacant for other reasons.?

Housing Costs

Sales prices for single family homes are, on average, more expensive in District 7, while
condominiums and rentals cost less. As of January 2011, estimated median sales price for single family
homes was $760,000 and $385,000 for condominiums, Estimated median asking rent for a two bedroom
unit was $2,126. By comparison, citywide median sales prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family
homes and $652,500 for condominiums; estimated median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099.

Access to Vehicles
. /
An estimated 9% of households in Dlstrlct 7 reported not havmg acar avallable an increase from’
2000 when 5% reported no car access. This represents 5% of home-owning households and 15% of
renting households. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported no access to a car. Forty-two percent
(42%) of renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San Francisco do not own cars. '

or

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

An estimated 58% of employed residents in District 7 work in managerial and professional

. occupations, with the rest working in sales and office (22%), services (11%), and production or
construction related occupations (8%). By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in -
managerial and professional occupations (51%); slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations,
and in services (16%); and 10% work in production, construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of
employed San Francisco residents are estimated to work in the Clty, about the same as 2000, when 77%

~ reported living and working in San Francisco.

At 5%, District 7 has a lower unemployment rate than San Francisco (just under 7%).

2 Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a five-year period, which includes a period of higher vacancies during the recession.



' Compared to the City as a whole, District 7 commuters generally travel by car more and by other
modes less. Car use remains the predominant mode of travel to work. Commuting to work by car however
decreased from 65% in 2000 to 61%, while commuting by transit increased from 24% to 27% of work trips. '
The number of those walking to work remained the same at 4%, while those working from home increased
from 5% to 6%. Biking to work is also unchanged at 4%. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and
32% by transit; 10% walked to work, 3% biked, and 2% are estimated to be commuting by motorcycle;
another 7% worked from home. - :

Estimates .of vehicles per capita show a reduction from .63 to .57 vehicles per person in District 7. C'itywide,
vehicles per capita also decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services,
along with a slight increase in the numbers of those working from home may partly explain citywide trends.



District 8

District 8 is in the éen’ter of San Francisco and is comprised of several 'neighborhoods including the Castro,
Eureka Valley, Upper Market, Noe Valley, Duboce Triangle, Diamond Heights, Glen Park, Corona Heights,
Buena Vista, Twin Peaks, Mission Dolores, and parts of the Inner Mission.

Total population in District 8 has stayed abeut the same since 2000 However, the number of ASIans has
increased while the number of blacks decreased. :

‘ The 2005-2009 American Community Survey shows the following changes in District 8
s More familiés and families with children;

e Aslight increase in female population;

o Higher educational attainment;

e A significant shift from rénlers to homeownership;

e Decline in car use for.work trips while all other modes including transit increased.

DEMOGRAPHICS

_ The total population of District 8 has remained stable, from 69,678 people in 2000 to 69,236 in 2010.
This represents about 8% of the City’s total population. - According to the 2005-2009 ACS, 45% of District 8 -
residents are female, an increase from 43% in 2000 This is still significantly lower than the citywide
average of 49% female.

Race and Latinll-lispahié Ofigin

District 8 Is predominantly White — 76% of the total population.and about the same as in 2000. The
number of Asians in District 8 increased by. 27% and they now make up 2.8% of the district population. The -
- number of Blacks, meanwhile, declined by 32% — from 4% in 2000 to 3% in 2010. Citywide, the distribution
is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Black and 11% Other or Multiple Race.

* Although the numbers of Latinos cntywnde increased, the Latino population in District 8 decreased from 13%
to 8%. Persons of Latm/Hlspanlc origin can be of any race and continue to represent a small portion of the
. total District 8 population Fifteen percent (15%) of San Francisco’s population are of Latin/Hispanic origin.

Age.

The number of young children four years and under increased by 89% and they now make up 5% of the
district population. In general, however, the population of District 8 is getting older. Young adults 18 to 34
years old decreased from 35% in 2000 to 25%. Those 35 to 59 years old, however, increased to 46% of the
population, up from 44% in 2000; those 60 years old and over also increased from 12% to 14% of the
population. In comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under; children 5-
17 represent 9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while 35-59 years represent 37% of the
population. Approxmately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older.
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Nativity and Language

Seventeen percent (17%) of District 8 residents are foreign born. This is about the same as in 2000,
when 18% were foreign born. The City overall saw a decline: the 2005-2007 ACS estimated that 35% of
San Francisco residents are foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. ~

The majority of District 8 residents speak English at home — 77% or just about the same as in 2000.
Spanish spoken at home remained the same at 10% as did those speaking Asian languages at 6%.
Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at home, while 26% speak an
Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak Spanish at home.

The proportion of District 8 residents linguistically isolated remained unchanged at 3%. Linguistic isolation
among residents speaking Asian languages decreased from 17% to 14%, while an estimated 18% of
Spanish speaking residents are linguistically isolated up from 13%. In comparison, 13% of households
citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian households and 23% of Spanish speaking
households. : 4

Educational Attainment

District 8 residents are better educated than ever. An estimated 70% report a Bachelor's degree or
higher, up from 63% in 2000. Those reporting graduate or other professional degrees also increased from
26% to 31%. Citywide, just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, including 19%
who have earned a graduate degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma
or less. . : :

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES

Of the approximately 37,120 households in District 8, an estimated 67% are non-family households
while 33% are family households of related individuals. Nevertheless, family households increased
from 29% in 2000 to 33%. Households with children continue to represent about 41% of family households,
or 13% of all households. About 65% of non-family households are single persons living alone, or 44% of
all households in District 8. Total non-family- households decreased 5% since 2000, although single person
households increased 3%. Citywide, family households represent 44% of all households, 41% of which are
‘estimated to have children (about 18% of all households). Single-person households account for 41% of all
San Francisco households. '

Household sizes in District 8 are much lower than citywide averages. Average household size
increased from 1.9 persons per household to 2.0, while average family household size increased from 2.8 to
2.9 persons per household. This compares to the citywide average of 2.4 persons per household and 3.5
_persons per family household.

Median incomes in District 8 increased and are higher than Citywide figures. Median household
income was reported at $93,580 and median family income just about $123,500. Household median
income Citywide was estimated at about $70,120 and median family income is at $86,670. The 2005-2009

" ACS estimated per capita income for District 8 at $65,177. By comparison, citywide per capita income at
just over $44,400 is substantially lower than that estimated for District 8.



HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

. The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated that there are about 39,740 h‘dusing units in
District 8, or about 11% of housing citywide. About 1,790 new units were added in the last 9 years, an
increase of about 5%. By comparison, the City’s housing stock grew by just over 3% in the last 9 years.

Tenure

' Ownershlp rates increased in District 8 from 35% in 2000 to 41% ‘An estlmated 38% of San Franmsco
households are homeowners

Vacancy

The 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 7%.of housing units in District 8 were reported vacant, up from 4% in
2000. About 36% of these were in the process of being rented or sold; 17% were vacant due to occasional
use and 37% were reported vacant for other reasons. In comparison, the ACS estimated that 10% of ‘
housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are estimated to be for rent or for sale, have been rented
or sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estimated to be for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use; and
32% are vacant for other reasons.? :

Housing Costs

Median housing prices are generally higher in District 8 than Citywide. As of January 2011, the
estimated median sales price for single family homes was $1,224,500 and $749,000 for condominiums.
Estimated median asking rent for a two bedroom unit was $2,699. By comparison, citywide median sales
" prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes and $652,500 for condominiums; estimated

~ median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099. :

Access to Vehicles

An estimated 39% of households in District 8 reported not having a car available, aimost double the
number from 2000 when only 20% reported no access to a car. This represents 8% of home-owning
households and 31% of renting households. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported no access to a
car. Forty-two percent (42%) of renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San Francisco
do not own cars.

' EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

An estimated 66% of District 8 employed residents work in managerial and professional occupations, up
from only 64% in 2000. About 21% work in service occupations and 19% work in sales and office
occupations. By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional
occupations (51%), and in services (16%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, while
10% work in Production, Construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco
residents are estimated to be working in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported I|V|ng and
working in San Francisco.

District 8 has a lower unemployment rate than San Francisco . Unemployment rate in District 8 is
estimated at 5%, compared to 7% for the City overall.

Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a five-year period, which in this case inciudes a penod of higher vacancies during
the recession.



Car use as mode of travel to work for District 8 employed residents decreased from 51% in 2000 to
44%. Commuting by transit increased from 33% to 37% of work trips. All'other modes stayed about the
same except other which increased from 1% to 2%. The number of people working from home increased
from 7% to 8%. Compared to the City as a whole, District 3 commuters generally travel by car less and
more by other modes. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to work,
3% biked, and 2% are estimate to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.

Vehicle per capita in District 8 decreased from .62 to .56. Citywide, vehicle per cépita also decreased, from
49 to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services, along with a slight increase in the
numbers of those working from home may partly explain citywide trends ’



District 9
District 9 is comprised of the Mission district, Bernal Heights and portions of the Excelsior.

District 9 has changed considerably since the 2000 Census: its population decreased by 5% and was
accompanied by a shift in the district's racial and ethnic composition. There was also a noticeable shift in
the district's household composition as families, especially families with children, declined and single-person
households increased.

The 2005-2009 Amerlcan Commtmity Survey shows the foIIowinglchanges in District 9: A
| e Adrop in the number of families with children and an increase in single person households;
e ' Higher»educéttonal attainment;
e Anincrease in per caplta income; and

s Decline in car use for work trips while all other modes including transit mcreased

DEMOGRAPHICSZ3

The total population of District 9 decreased from about 69 350 to 65 670 people. This is a 5% drop even
as the city as a whole grew by 3%. District 9 now represents just over 7% of the City’s total population.
According to the 2005-2009 ACS, 48% of District 9 re3|dents are female; by comparison, 49% of all San
Franciscans are female.

Race and Latlanlspamc Origin

The number of Whites in District 9 mcreased while those in other racial groups declined. Whltes now
represent 50% of the population, up from 44% in 2000. Those claiming “Other” or “Muitiple” race declined .
from 29% to 24% of the population during the same period. The number of Asians also declined from 22%
to 21%. The number of those reporting Black also declined slightly but remained at 4% of the district’s total
‘population. Citywide, the distribution is 49% White, 33% Asian, 6% Black, and 11% Other or Multiple Race.

The numbers of persons of Latin/Hispanic origin in District 9 substantially decreased by over 5,000
and now represent 39% of the district’s population {down from 44% in 2000). Nevertheless, District 9
continues to represent the greatest concentration of Latinos in San Francisco. Persons of Latin/Hispanic
origin can be of any race and continue to represent a major portion of total district populatlon Fifteen
percent (15%) of San Francisco’s population are of Latln/Hlspanlc origin.

Age

The 2005-2009 ACS estimated that the number of youhg children four years and under in District 9
remained about the same, making up 6% of the population. Children 5 to17 years old, however, decreased
by 23% Children under 17 years old now represent 17% of the population, down from 20% in 2000.

Young adults 18 to 34 years old in District 9 also dropped from 33% to 30%. Those 35 to 59 years old,
however, increased to 37% of the population, up from 34% in 2000. Meanwhile, those 60 years and over
increased to 15% of the population (up from 13% in 2000).

B Census 2010 tract splits in District 9 and 10 account for some, but not all, of the change in total poputation and race.
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By comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under; children 5-17 represent
9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while those 35-59 represent 37% of the population.
Approximately 19%0f San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older. ‘ ‘

Nativity and Language

The proportion of foféign born residents.in District 9 decreased substantially from 47% to 39% of the
population. The City overall saw a similar, albeit smaller, decline: the 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 35%
of San Francisco residents are foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. :

About 43% of District 9 households speak English at home, up from only 36% in 2000. Spanish spoken at
home decreased from 40% to 33% of district households, while Asian language speaking households
decreased to 19% (from 20% in 2000). Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at
home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language. Another 12% speak Spanish at home.

An estimated 15% of District 9 households are linguistically isolated, the same as in 2000. An estimated
27% of households that speak an Asian language are linguistically isolated down from 28% in 2000, while
an estimated 33% of Spanish speaking households are linguistically isolated up from 28%. In comparison,
13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian households and 23% of
- Spanish speaking households. ‘ o

Educational Attainment

District 9 residents are better educated than ever. About 42% reporta Bachelor's degree or higher, up
from 31% in 2000. Those reporting graduate or other professional degrees also increased from 10% to
16%. Citywide, just over 50% are estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19% having earned.
a graduate degree; 29% of San Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or iess.

'HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES

Despite a 9% drop in the number of family households in District 9, households of related
individuals still make up an estimated 53% of all households. Households with children continue to

- represent about half of family households, or 27% of all households. Citywide, family households represent
only 44% of all households, 41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18% of all households).

Total non-family households in District 9 increased by an estimated 17% since 2000, while single person
households increased 21%. About 58% of non-family households are single persons living alone, or 28% of
all households in District 9. By contrast, single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco
households. : -

Average household size in District 9 remained relétively high at 3.0 persons per household versus 2.4
persons citywide. Average family household size however, decreased from 4.2 to 4.0 persons per
household versus 3.5 persons per family household citywide. ’ ‘

District 9 incomes appear to be stable and are lower than Citywide medians. Median household
income was reported at $69,200 and median family income just over $69,400. Adjusted for inflation, this is
about the same amount as in 2000. By comparison, Citywide household median income was estimated at
about $70,120 and median family income is at $86,670. o

Estimated per capita incomé, however, increased from $28,060 to about $33,520, or a 19% increase
when adjusted for inflation. At just over $44,000, citywide per capita income was also higher than District



Growing prosperlty among Drstnct 9 residents, moreover, is evident in the decrease in poverty rates from
13% to 9%, lower than the 11% citywide estimate. »

/

 HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The 2005-2009 Americarl Commur'rity Survey estimated that there are about 23,310 housing units in
District 9, over 6% of the Citywide total. -About 940 net new units were added in the last 9 years, an
“increase of about 4%. By comparison, the City’s housing stock grew by just over 3% over the last 9 years.

Tenure

Ownershlp rates increased in District 9 from 42% to 47% An estimated 38% of San Francisco
households are homeowners.

Vacancy

The 2005-2009 ACS estimated that 5% of housing units in District 9 were reported vacant, up from 3% in
2000. About 42% of these were in the process of being rented or sold; 12% were vacant due to occasional
use and 46% were reported vacant for other reasons. In comparison, the ACS estimated that 10% of
housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are estimated to be for rent or for sale, or have been
rented or sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estlmated to be for seasonal, recreatlonal or occasional
use; and 32% are vacant for other reasons :

Housing Costs -

Median housing sales prices are slightly higher in District 9 than Citywide figures. Asking rents,
however, are lower. As of January 2011, the estimated median sales price for single family homes was
$693,500 and $665,000 for condominiums. Estimated median asking rent for a two bedroom unit was
$2,497. By comparison, citywide median sales prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes
and $652,500 for condominiums; estimated median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099.

Access to Vehicles

“Also, an estimated 25% of households in District 9 reported not having a car available, a substantial

‘increase from 2000 when only 13% reported no car access. This represents 10% of home-owning and
39% of renter households. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported no car access. Forty-two

percent (42%) of renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San Francisco do not own cars.

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

An estimated 41% of employed residents in District 9 work in managerial and professional occupations, up

from 33% in 2000. 'About 23% work in service occupations and 21% in sales and office, about the same as

in 2000. Employment in production transportation and material moving jobs decreased from 12% to 7%,

while those working in construction and related occupations decreased from 8% to 7%; together, these
occupatlons employed 14% of District 9 workers down from 20% in 2000.

24 Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009.ACS cover-a five-year period, which includes a period of higher vacancies during the recession.
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By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations
(51%), and in services (16%). Slightly. fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, while 10% work in
production, construction and related fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco residents are
estimated to be working in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and working in San
Francisco.

At 6%, District 9 has a lower unemployment rate than San Francisco (just under 7%).

Compared to the City, District 9 commuters travel by car less and transit (along with other modes of
transport) more. Car use no longer remains the predominant mode of travel to work for District 9 employed
residents and all other modes show a slight increase in share. Car use for work trips decreased from 53%
in 2000 to 44%, while commuting by transit increased from 34% to 37%. The number of people working
from home also grew from 3% to 5%. An estimated 7% walked to work and 6% biked; in 2000 only 5%
walked to work and 4% biked. ‘

Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit, 10% walked to work, 3% biked, and 2% are .
estimated to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home. o

Despite the advent of car-sharing services, and the increase in transit, working from home, and biking,
estimates of vehicles per capita in District 9 remained unchanged at .40 per person. Citywide, vehicles per
capita decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person. :

|



District 10

District 10 is in the southeastern section of the Crtyﬂand is comprised of several neighborhoods including
Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront, Dogpatch, Bayview/ Hunters Point, Indla Basin, Silver Terrace, Candlestick
Point, Visitacion Valley, Little Hollywood, and Sunnydale.

Dlstrlct 10 has grown by 10% and saw considerable change since the 2000 Census. The numbers of
Asians, Whites and Latinos have grown. While a sizeable proportion of District 10 residents are Black, their
numbers have declined. Family households continued to predominate desplte a decline in numbers as non-
family and single person households increased.

The 2005-2009 Amerlcan Communlty Survey shows the followmg changes in. Dlstnct 10:

Larger household sizes; - _ f ~

A substantial increase in households that speak Spanish;

High_er educational attainment;

Decline in car use for work trips while other modes such as transit increased; and

A sizeable number of vacant homes due to “other” reasons.

DEMOGRAPHIC825

The total population of District 10 increased from less than 71,250 to about 78,660, a growth of 10%.
This represents about 10% of the City’s populatlon According to the 2005-2009 ACS, 49% of District 10
residents are female.

Race and Latin/Hispanic Origin

The number of Asians and Whites in District 10 increased substantially. Asians now represent 37% of
the population, up from 32% in 2000 and an increase of almost 7,000 people. With 3,260 more White.
residents in' District 10, Whites now represent 23% of the population, up from 20% in 2000. Those reporting
race as “Other” increased from 14% to 17% of the population. The number of Blacks in District 11 dropped
from 30% to 20% of the population, or a loss of about.5,480 people. Citywide, the distribution is 49%
White, 33% Asian, 6% Black, end 11% Other or Multiple Race.

. Latinos in District 10 increased from 17% to 21% bf the population, or an additional 5,000. Persons of
Latin/Hispanic origin can be of any race and represent a growing portion of Dlstrlct 410 population.
Citywide onIy 15% of the population reported Latin origin.

Age »
According to the 2005-2009 ACS, the number of young children four years and under in District 10

increased slightly from 6% to 7% of the population. Children’5 to 17 years old, however, shrunk from 19%
to 17% of the population. Young adults 18 to 34 remain about 24% of the population; older adults aged 35

% Census 2010 tract splits in District 9 and 10 account for some, but not all, of the change in total population and race.
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to 59 years old also remained stable at 34%. The number of those 60 vand over however, increased from
15% to17%. ’

By comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under; children 5-17 represent
9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while those 35-59 represent 37% of the population.

‘Approximately 19% of San Francisco's population are 60 years and older.
Nativity and Languagé

Thirty-five percent of District 10 residenté are foreign born, the samé proport.ion asin 2000, which closely
matches the citywide statistic. San Francisco foreign born residents however, declined from 37% of the
~ population in 2000, to 34% according to the 2005-2009 ACS..

About 49% of District 10 households speak English at home, down from 51% in 2000. Spanish spoken at
home increased from 15% to 18% of households, while households speaking Asian languages remained at
30%. Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at home, while 26% speak an

- Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak Spanish at home.

An estimated 12% of District 10 households are linguistically isolated, according to the 2005-2009 ACS.
Approximately 33% of households that speak an Asian language are linguistically isolated as are 24% of
Spanish speaking households. In comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated,
including about 40% of Asian households and 23% of Spanish speaking households.

Educational Attainment

Educational attainment increased for District 10 residents. In 2000, 23% of district residents 25 years or
older had a Bachelor’s degree or higher; the 2005-2008 ACS shows an increase to 28%. This includes an
estimated 9% who have a graduate or other professional degree, up slightly from 8% in 2000. Almost half
of residents 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less (49%). Citywide, just over 50% are
estimated to have a Bachelor’s degree or higher, with 19% having earned a graduate degree; 29% of San
'Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less. '

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOMES

Of the approximately 22,370 households in District 10, an estimated 65% are family households of
related individuals while the remaining 35% are non-family households. Family households in District
10, however, decreased approximately 4% since 2000. Of family households, about 53% included children
(or. 34% of all District 10 households, about the same as in 2000). About 76% of non-family households are
single persons living alone, or 27% of all households in the district. Total non-family households increased

. 17% since 2000 while single person households increased 31% (4,599 to 6,066). Citywide, family
households represent 44% of all households, 41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18%.of all
households). Single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households.

Household sizes are larger in District 10 than elsewhere in the City. Average household size remained at
3.3 persons per household, while average family household size increased from 4.1 to 4.3 persons per
household. By comparison, the citywide average is 2.4 persons per household and 3.5 persons per family
household. : ' -

District 10 median incomes are much lower than the City overall. The 2005-2009 ACS estimated household
income for the district at $54,950 and median family incomes at $56,810. Adjusted for inflation, this is a

~ significant drop from 2000 when median household incomes were reported at $63,610 and median family
incomes at $62,810. However, substantial margins of errors make these estimates questionable.

|



Estimated per capita income for District 10 remained steady at about $26,880. Again, margins of errors for
income makes the 2005-2009 ACS estimates problematic. Nevertheless, this is significantly lower than
estimated Cltlede per capita income at $44,000. Poverty rates in Dlstnct 10 decreased from 17% to 16%
but it remains higher than the 11% rate citywide. ,

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

~ The 2005-2009 American Community Survey estimated that there are about 24,160 housing units in
District 10, over 6% of the Citywide total. About 1,610 new units were added in the last 9 years, an
increase of about 7%. By comparison, the City’s housing stock grew by just over 3% over the last 9 years.

* Tenure

- The ownership rate in District 10 is higher than. San Francisco overall. Ownership rates may have
decreased slightly from 53% in 2000 to 52% estimated by the 2005-2009 ACS. Nevertheless this is hlgher
than the citywide homeownershlp rate estimated at 38%.

Vacancy o

According to the 2005-2009 ACS, 8% of housing units in District 10 were reported vacant, up from 3% in
2000. About 24% of these vacant units were in the process of being rented or sold, while 4% were vacant
due to occasional use. Seventy-three percent were reported vacant for other reasons. This significant
amount, while just an estimate, may be due to the concentration of foreclosure activity reported for the area.
Overall, the vacancy rate in District 10 is comparable to the reported citywide vacancy rate of 10%.
Citywide, however, just 32% are estimated vacant for “other” reasons.

Housing Costs

District 10'housing ranks as among the most affordable in the City, with lower housing costs overall.
As of January 2011, estimated median sales price for single family homes is $412,500 and $315,000 for
condominiums. Estimated median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $2,177. By.comparison, citywide
‘median sales prices were estimated at $615,000 for single family homes and $652,500 for condominiums;
estimated median asking rent for a two-bedroom unit was $3,099.

Access to Vehicles

An estimated 19% of District 10 households reported not having a car available, a substantial
increase from 2000 when only 10% reported no access to a car. In terms of housing ownership, this
represents 6% of homeowner and 32% of renter households.

. Citywide about 29% of all households reported no'access to a car, largely due to the 42% of renter ,
households that report no car access. Among households that own their home citywide, 9% report no car
“access, more than homeowner households in District 10.

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

Approximately 33% of employed residents in District 10 work in managerial and professional occupations,
an increase from 32% in 2000. The 2005-2009 ACS also estimated that about 23% worked in service
occupations and in sales and office; for services occupations, this represents an increase from 19% but for
sales and office this represents a decline from 27%. Employment in production, transportation and material
moving decreased from 15% to 11%, while those working in construction and related occupations increased



from 7 to 9%; together these occupations employed over 20% of District 10 workers, down from 22% in
2000. - : : ’

* By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations
(51%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, and in services (16%). An estimated 10%
work in production, construction and related fields. ‘Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco

. residents are estimated to be working in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and
working in San Francisco. o ; .

At 12%, District 10 has a higher uhemployment rate than San Francisco (just under 7%).

Car use remains the predominant mode of travel to work for employed residents of District 10.
‘Commuting by car however decreased from 68% to 60%, while commuting by transit increased from 24% to
27%. The 2005-2009 ACS also estimated that other commute modes show slight increases. An estimated
4% walked to work and 2% biked:; in 2000 only 3% walked to work and 1% biked, however sampling error
makes this difficult to determine. The number of people working from home also increased from 4% to 5%.

Compared to the City as a whole, District 10 commuters travelled by car more and less by other modes.
Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to work, 3% biked, and 2% are
estimated to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home.

Estimates of vehicles per capita seem to confirm a shift in District 10, showing a slight reduction from .44 to
42 per person, but.sampling error makes this difficult to determine. Citywide, vehicles per capita also
decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services, along with a slight
increase in the numbers of those working from home may partly explain citywide trends. -



District 11

District 11 defines the central south border of San Francisco. It is comprised of several neighbbrhoods
including the Excelsior/Outer Mission, Ingleside Oceanview, Crocker-Amazon, Cayuga and Balboa Park.

Total population and family household size increased as the number of Asians and Latinos rose. Asians
now represent the majority of District 11 residents. As with the rest of the City, the Black populationin
District 11 dropped. Family households continued to predominate in the district despite the rise in non-
family and single person households.

~ The 2005-2009 American Community Survey shows the following changes in District 11:
e Asubstantial increase in the Asian population while the Black population declined;

¢ Asubstantial increase in the Latino populatron as well as in households that speak Spanish;
‘s Increased household size;
o Educational attainment increased; and ,
» Car use declined while other modes including transit increased for work trips.
- DEMOGRAPHICS

The total population of District 11 grew from 74,660 to nearly 82,000 people, or a 9% increase. ThIS
represents 10% of the CltyW|de total. According to the 2005-2009 ACS, 50% are female :

Race and Latin/Hispanic Origin

The number of Asians in District 11 increased by over 7 000 people. Asians now represent a majority
~ of District 11 residents, growing from 46% in 2000 to 51% in 2010. The overall numbers of Whites in District .
11 remained essentially unchanged but as a share of total population decreased from 26% to 24%. District
11 residents reporting race as “Other,” remained at 18% of the population. The number of Blacks however,
fell by about 2,080 people, and their share declined from 9% to 6%. Citywide, the dlstrlbutlon is 49% White,
33% Asian, 6% Black, and 11% Other or Multiple Race.

Latinos grew by over 2,800 people and increased from 26% to 27% of the district population. Persons of
Latin origin can be of any race and represent a growing portlon of District 11 population. CltyW|de onIy 15%
of the population reported Latin origin.

| Age',

- The number of young children four years and under decreased sllghtly from 6% to 5% of District 11
populatron The 2005-2009 ACS notes a similar decline in the number of children 5 to 17 years old, from
15% to 13% (or nearly a 10% decrease in population).

Young adults 18 to 34 years old have also decreased to 24% from 26% of the population in 2000. Older
adults aged 35 to 59 years old however, increased from 34% to 36% of the total populatlon while residents
60 and over increased from 19% to 22%.

In comparison, 5% of the City’s population are young children four years and under;. children 5-17 represent
9%; young adults 18-34 years old make up 29%, while 35-59 years represent 37% of the population.
Approximately 19% of San Francisco’s population are 60 years and older.



Nativity and Lénguage

The proportion of foreign born residents in District 11 decreased slightly from 52% to 51% of the
population. The City overall saw a similar decline: the 2005-2007 ACS estimated that 35% of San
Francisco residents are foreign-born, compared to 37% in 2000. ‘

Thirty-three percent of District 11 households speak English at home, down from 34% in 2000. Spanish
spoken at home increased from 22% to 24% of households, while households speaking Asian languages -
decreased slightly from 41% to 40%. Citywide, about 56% of San Francisco households speak English at
home, while 26% speak an Asian/Pacific Islander language. About 12% of San Francisco households speak
Spanish at home. ‘ o

About 16% of District 11 households are linguistically isolated, down from 18% in 2000. An estimated 26%
of households that speak an Asian language are linguistically isolated (down from 34% in 2000), while an
estimated 26% of Spanish speaking households are linguistically isolated (up from 23% in 2000). In
comparison, 13% of households citywide are linguistically isolated, including about 40% of Asian
households and 23% of Spanish speaking households. '

Educational Attainmeht

Educational attainment increased for District 11 residents. In 2000, 22% of district residents 25 years or
older had a Bachelor's degree or higher; the 2005-2009 ACS shows an increase to 27%. This includes an
estimated 6% who have a graduate or other professional degree, up slightly from 5% in 2000. Almost half
- of residents 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less (49%). Citywide, just over 50% are .
estimated to have a Bachelor's degree or higher, with 19% having earned a graduate degree; 29% of San
Franciscans 25 years or older have a high school diploma or less.

HOUSEHOLDS AND INCOME

Of the approximately 20,000 households in District 11, an estimated 71% are family households of -
related individuals; the remaining 29% are non-family househoids. Of the non-family households,
about 72% are single persons living alone, or 21% of all households in District 11. Total non-family
households increased 13% since 2000, while single person households increased 19%. Citywide, family

. households represent 44% of all households, 41% of which are estimated to have children (about 18% of all
households). Single-person households account for 41% of all San Francisco households. '

Household sizes in District 11 are larger than elsewhere in the City and are increasing. The 2005-2009
ACS estimated average household size in District 11 at 3.8 persons per household (up from 3.6 in 2000).
Meanwhile, average family household size is estimated at 4.7 persons per household (from 4.3 in 2000).
This compares to the citywide averages of 2.4 persons per household and 3.5 persons per family
household.

District 11 median incomes appear to be stable. Median household income was estimated at about
$69,990 and median family incomes at $76,430; adjusted for inflation this is a decline from 2000, but
margins of error make precise determination difficult. Citywide household median income was estimated at
just over $70,120 and median family income at $86,670.

Estimated per capita income for District 11 is about $25,490; when adjusted for inflation, estimated per
capita income increased slightly (2%) from 2000. At just over $44,400, citywide per capita income is higher
than District 11. -

District 11 poverty rates increased from 8% in 2000 to 10%,; this is just below the 11% poverty rate citywide.



HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

The 2005-2009 Amerlcan Community Survey estimated that there are about 21,210 housing unlts in
District 11, or about 6% of housing cltyW|de ’ ‘

Tenure

Ownership rates in District 11 decreased slightly but it remains among thel highest in the City. The
2005-2009 ACS estimated homeownership in District 11 at 69%, down from 70% in 2000. By contrast,
the citywide homeownership rate is 38%.

Vacancy

According to the 2005-2009 ACS, an estimated 6% of housing units in District 11 were vacant, up from 2% -
in 2000. About 37% of vacant units were in the process of being rented or sold, 3% were vacant due to
occasional or seasonal use, and 60% were reported vacant for other reasons. In comparison, the ACS
estimated that 10% of housing units citywide are vacant. Of these, 52% are estimated to be for rent or for

- sale, have been rented or sold but are not yet occupied; 16% are estimated to be for seasonal, recreational,

or-occasional use; and 32% are vacant for other reasons.’

_ Housmg Costs

District 11 housing ranks as among the most affordable in the City. As of January 2011, estimated
median sales price for $412,500 for single family homes and $315,000 for condominiums. Estimated
median rent for a two-bedroom unit in District 11 was $1,778. By comparison, citywide median sales prices
were estimated at $615,000 for smgle family homes and $652,500 for condominiums; estimated median rent
for a two- bedroom unit was $3,099.

Access to Vehlcles

An estimated 11% of District 11 households reported not having a car available, an increase from

* 2000 when 8% reported no access to a car. This represents 6% of home-owning households and 20% of
renter households. Citywide, about 29% of all households reported no car access. Forty-two percent
(42%) of renter households and 9% of home-owning households in San Francisco do not own cars.

EMPLOYMENT AND COMMUTE TO WORK

Employed District 11 residents increasingly work in managerial and professional occupations while
those working in production and construction related fields have declined. According to the 2005-
2009 ACS, approximately 30% of employed residents in District 11 work in managerial and professional
occupations, an increase from 26% in 2000. About 25% worked in both service occupations and in sales’
and office. For services, this represents an increase from 22% in 2000; for sales and office, however, this
represents a decline from 30%. Employment in production, transportation and material moving decreased
from 14% in 2000 to 11%, while those working in construction and related occupations increased slightly

"~ from 8% to 9%. Together these occupatlons employed over 20% of District 11 workers, down from 22% in
2000. \

By contrast, about half of employed San Franciscans work in managerial and professional occupations
~ (51%), and in _sérvices (16%). Slightly fewer (23%) work in sales and office occupations, while 10% work in

¢ Vacancy estimates from 2005-2009 ACS cover a five-year périod, which includes a period of higher vacancies during the recession.



production, construction and refated fields. Approximately 76% of employed San Francisco residents are
estimated to work in the City, about the same as 2000, when 77% reported living and working in San
Francisco. : : : '

At 8%, District 11 has a higher unemployment' rate than San Francisco (just und'er-7%).

Despite some shifts in commute modes, car use remains the dominant mode of travel to work for
employed residents in District 11. According to the 2005-2009 ACS, commuting by car, however, '
decreased from 64% in 2000 to 59%. Commuting by transit, meanwhile, increased from 31% to 34%. All
other modes show slight increases. The number of people working from home increased from 2% to 3%.
An estimated 3% walked to work and 1% biked (or 275); in 2000 only 2% walked to work and less than 1%
biked (or 50), however sampling error makes this. difficult to determine.

Compared to the City as a whole, District 11 commuters generally travel by car more and by other modes
less. Citywide, 47% of commuters travel by car and 32% by transit; 10% walked to work, 3% biked, and 2%
are estimated to be commuting by motorcycle; another 7% worked from home. '

Estimates of vehicles per capita in District 11 also show a slight re_duction from .45 to .44. Citywide,
- vehicles per capita also decreased from .49 to .46 vehicles per person. The advent of car-sharing services,
along with a slight increase in the numbers of those working from home may partly explain citywide trends.



- Board of Supervisors District 1 at a Glance

DEMOGRAPHICS

Total Population*
Group Quarter Population
Percent Female '

Households

Family Households

Households with Children, Pct of Total
Non-Family Households

Single Person Households, Pct of Total .
Avg Household Size

Avg Family Household Size

Race/Ethnicity*

Black/African American

Asian

White -

Native American Indian

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
- Other/Two or More Races

% Latino (of Any Race)

Age
0-4years

- 5-17 years
18 - 34 years -
35-59 years
60 and older

68,280
3,120
53%

30,070
52%

: 22%

. 48%
35%
2.5
3.4

2%
44%
46%

0%

- 0%

7%
6%

5%
10%
30%
38%
18%

District 1

Femaia, pct,

85 yrs+
- 8010 84 yrs
M- 7510 79 yrs
- 70to 74 yrs
i} 6510 69 yrs
B 6010 64 yrs
5510 59 yrs
50to 54 y1s
45t0 49 yrs
4010 44 yTs
- 35 to 39 yrs
30te 34 yrs
N 25t029yrs
- 20 to 24 yrs
R 15to 19 yrs
- 10to 14 yrs
- Sto9yrs
<5 yrs

Population by Age and Gender 2009

bleck dismonds =
SF distribution

8 10 12

Educational Attainment
(Residents 25 years and older)
High School or Less
Some College/Associate Degree

- College Degree

Graduate/Professibnal Degree - -

Nativity and Language
Foreign Born

Language Spoken at home
{(Residents 5 years and older)

,Engli‘sh Only

Spanish Only
Asian/Pacific Islander
Other European Language

Other Languages

’ Linguistic Isolation

% of All Households

% of Spanish-Speaking Households

% of Asian Language Speaking Households
% of Other European-Speaking Households
% of Households Speak-ing Other Languages

. San Francisco'Socio-Economic Profiles
© 2005 - 2009 American Gommunity Survey

SAN FRANCISCO

24%
22%
34%
21%

35%

53%
4%

132%

10%
1%

16%
6%

39%

34%
0%
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Board of Supervisors District 1 at a Glance

HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
Total Number of Units

Units Built 2000 to 2009+
* Median Year Structure Built#

Occupied Units
Owner occupied
" Renter occupied

Vacant Units-
For rent
For sale only
Rented or sold, not occupied
For seasonal, recreational, or occasional us
Other vacant

Median Year Moved In to Unit (Own)
Median Year Moved In to Unit (Rent)

Structure Type

Single Family Housing
2-4 Units

5-9 Units

10 - 19 Units

20 Units or more
Other

Housing Prices

Median Rent

Median Home Value

Median Rent as Percentage of HH Income

Vehicles Available
Homeowners
Renters

Vehicles Per Capita

‘Households with no vehicle
Percent of Homeowning households
Percent of Renting Households

32,770
670
1939

30,070
37%
63%

8%

22%

3%
10%

16% .

50%
1993
2003

29%
43%
15%
9%
4%
0%

$1,303
$883,592
26%

36,340
47%
. 53%

0.48:

6,360
12%
27%

INCOME, EMPLOYMENT AND
JOURNEY TO WORK

income

‘Median Household Income
Median Family Income
Per Capita Income
Percent in Poverty

Employment

Unemployment Rate

Employed Residents .
M‘anagerial and Prof. Occupations
Service Occupations
Sales and Office Occupations
Farming related Occupations
Construction and Maintenance Occup..
Production and Transportation Occup.

Journey to Work
Workers 16 years and over
Car. ’
Drove Alone
Carpooled
Transit
Bike
Walk

_ Other

Worked at Home

$71,204

$89,244

$40,011
10%

7%
43,690
51%

* 15%
26%
0.0%
4%

5% -

42,250
o 51%
40%

11%

33%

2%

6%

2%

6%

Notes:

* 2010 Census, Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171). Population is

tabulated by census blocks within district boundaries.
+ Planning Department Housing Inventory
+ "1939" represents 1939 or earlier

2000 Census Tracts for area: 156, 157, 401, 402, 426, 427, 451, 452,

476, 477.01, 477.02, 478, 479.01, 479.02, 602, 603

May 2011

Note: Numbers are estimates and represent sampling data from the American Community Survey and is subject to sampling and non-sampling errors. For more
information, see h‘rtp://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/handboqks/ACSGeneralHandbook.pdf

San Francisco Socio-Economic Profiles
2005 - 2009 American Community Survey
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Board of Supervisors District 2 at a Glance

DEMOGRAPHICS

Total Population*
Group Quarter Population
Percent Female

Housejholds

Family Households
Households with Children, Pct of Total
'Non—Family Households

. Single Person Households, Pct of Total ,
Avg Household Size

Avg Family Household Size

Race/Ethnicity*

BIack/African American

Asian

White

Native American Indian

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
Other/Two or More Races

% Latino (of Any Race)

- Age

0 -4 years
5-17 years

18 - 34 years
35-59years
60 and older

68,080
521
54%

33,800
© 32%
11%
68%

- 55%
18

2.8

1%
14%
79%

0%

- 0%

5%
5%

6%
6%

35% -

35%

19%

District 2

i 85 yrs+
80to 84 yrs
75t0 79 yrs
_ 70to 74 yrs
- 65 to 69 yrs
60to64 yrs

- 5S5to 59 yrs

50to 54 yrs

M 45to 49 yrs

i} 40to 44 yrs

X _ - 35 to 39 yrs

To147 5 - - 30 10 34 yrs
15.6 R Bl 25t0 20 yrs

201024 yrs
15t0 19 yrs
B 10to 14 yrs

Population by Age and Gender 2009

Male, pet Fomale, pet

blackdiamonds =
SF distribution

pet pat

Tt 1 1 [
16 14 12 10 8 6 4 2 0 0 2 4 6 8 10 12