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OVERVIEW
WHAT IS THIS DOCUMENT?
The University of California at Berkeley Extension (UCBE) has chosen a development / urban
design team to explore a re-use of its Laguna Street campus. Redefining two full blocks in the heart
of the developed City presents both a unique opportunity and a challenge.
A potential development of this size has many variables and will undoubtedly involve many hours of
public meetings, input, hearings and several City approvals over the coming years. Reuse of the site
will surely trigger other improvements, both public and private, in the area. The Planning
Department believes that a project of this size and complexity requires special attention (prior to any
development application being filed) and hopes with this report to clarify the critical public interests
in reusing the site.
The potential re-use of the UCBE site was not contemplated by the Draft Market & Octavia
Neighborhood Plan and rezoning effort currently underway. This document extends the principles
and policies of the Neighborhood Plan to the site. It identifies relevant policies, planning goals, and
urban design standards for consideration by the public, UC Berkeley and prospective developers.
They can be used to design and evaluate a project and related improvements at this site and to
provide other relevant historical, socioeconomic, and procedural information.
Understandably, a policy guide of this nature has limitations. It cannot cover all the potential issues
that might arise through development of a site as unique as UCBE. The document attempts to
identify larger planning priorities and concepts, and should not be read as proposing specific design
solutions. This document can assist in understanding the site’s possibilities and can act as a yardstick
for measuring more specific proposals.
Accordingly, this document does not comment on any specific proposals put forward by the
development team to date. The development team is currently a partnership of A. F. Evans
Development, Inc. and Mercy Housing California. The development team primary contact is Ruthy
Bennett of A. F. Evans. She can be contacted at: (510) 267-4769 (phone), (510) 891-9004 (fax), and
rebennett@afevans.com.

This document is intended to provide clarity and guidance to the public, UC
Berkeley, and the prospective developers on the relevant policies, planning goals,
and urban design standards that should be used to design and evaluate a project
and related improvements at this site.
The document attempts to identify larger planning priorities and concepts, and
should not be read as imposing specific design solutions. At best, this document
can be used to balance tradeoffs and be a yardstick for the success of future
proposals. It is an effort to comprehensively imagine the positive development of
the site in a manner that contributes to the city.

2
San Francisco Planning Department, December 2004

WHAT CITY APPROVALS WOULD BE REQUIRED?
Questions have been raised as to what city processes a development at the UCBE site would require.
They include the following:
Environmental Review: The potential environmental impacts of any project (from impacts to
historical resources to traffic impacts, etc…) are examined separately from the issue of whether or
not the project is desirable or a net benefit to the city (which is done during project review, above).
The environmental review would be undertaken by the Planning Department, and a
recommendation made to the Planning Commission on whether or not to “certify” the review (most
likely an Environmental Impact Report, or EIR) as complete and accurate and on whether to
impose any possible environmental mitigation measures. The Planning Commission’s certification
of the EIR is also appealable to the Board of Supervisors. (Note: on August 4, 2004, an
Environmental Evaluation application (Case No. 2004.0773E) was filed for a housing and mixed-use
development on the site)
General Plan amendment and Rezoning: The zoning for the site is currently “Public,” effectively
prohibiting residential or commercial development. A change from this public/institutional use
would require both an amendment to the General Plan (the controlling document upon which all
City zoning is based) and a change in the zoning map from “Public” to some other zoning
designation that would allow private, mixed-use development. This public process ultimately results
in a recommendation at a public hearing before the Board of Supervisors (from the Planning
Commission subsequent to its own public hearing) to amend the General Plan and Zoning Map
(part of the Planning Code) to the appropriate land uses and classifications.
Project review and approval: If an application is submitted for a specific proposal on the site, the
Planning Department will review the project and make a formal recommendation to the Planning
Commission for approval, modification, or disapproval at a public hearing. The Commission’s
decision may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors. The project may also require a finding of
“appropriateness” of alteration to historic resources, depending primarily on 1) whether some or all
of the buildings on the site are found to be eligible for listing on State or National historic registers
or as City Landmarks and 2) the extent of the proposed demolition/alteration/reuse of existing
buildings. A finding of appropriateness would require a hearing at the Landmarks Preservation
board in addition to the Planning Commission.
Other reviews and approvals outside of City control: Beyond city approvals, the UC Berkeley
Regents, as the property owner (and a public entity) may have other actions including the approval
of a long-term land lease, that may be subject to their own or the State of California’s process(es).
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE
Blocks 0857 and 0870
The UC Extension Laguna
Street campus (UCBE) is an area
of two contiguous city blocks
bounded by Buchanan, Haight,
Laguna and Herman Streets, and
comprises approximately 5.8
acres in an established, centrallylocated urban neighborhood.
The basic topography of the site
falls approximately 70 vertical
feet from the northwest corner
(the intersection of Haight and
Buchanan Streets) to the
southwest corner (Hermann and
Laguna, where they meet Market
Street).
The site contains several
institutional buildings formerly
in use by the University of
California Berkeley Extension
School, and the French-American School. None, some or all of these structures may be found after
further review to be eligible for listing on State or National historic registers or as City Landmarks.
The structures are more completely described in a Historical Resources Study (excerpted in
Appendix C) available from AF/Evans or viewable at the Planning Department as part of the public
record for Environmental Evaluation application No. 2004.0773E. Long Spanish-style facades
ranging from 15-40 feet above grade occupy the northeastern and southwestern corners (Richardson
Hall and Woods Hall, respectively). The center of the site is comprised of large parking lot terraces.
At the southwest corner of the site is a building containing the active UCSF Dental Clinic. This
modern-style building, built in 1968, is separated from the street by a drop in grade elevation
requiring a bridge from Buchanan Street for pedestrian access.
The perimeter of the site is characterized by long, tall, stepped retaining walls ringing the south, east,
north and portions of the west sides. Being two full city blocks, the site is also characterized by its
unbroken length along Laguna and Buchanan Streets. Waller Street, which used to pass through the
site, was vacated by the City in 1922 and transferred to the San Francisco State Teacher’s college for
institutional use at that time. Several pedestrian paths weave through the site.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE SURROUNDING CONTEXT
Surrounding citywide and
regional context
What is the relevant ‘context’ for
a project of this scale? While
any project will produce both
benefits and impacts to the
immediately
surrounding
neighborhood, projects of a
larger scale must be looked at in
a wider, citywide context in
order to judge their potential
impacts and benefits to the City
as a whole, even to the larger
Bay Area region. Some aspects
of a project that might be
viewed favorably by some in the
immediate
neighborhood
(production of large amounts of
off-street parking, or very low
density
development)
may
conflict with larger citywide
goals (such as the production of
transit-oriented development and appropriate densities of housing to respond to a local and regional
shortage), and vice versa.
The site is located to the north of Market Street just west of Octavia Boulevard, Van Ness Avenue
and the Civic Center area of the city. Market Street is the City’s preeminent transit and shopping
street, with a wide array of transit options and commercial variety. In the blocks immediately
surrounding the site to the east, north, and west, there is a mix of small-to-medium scale residential
development ranging from single-family dwellings to seven-story multiple-unit apartment buildings
and a large-lot, 110-unit housing development. One block to the west of the site is a small
neighborhood commercial district with a variety of neighborhood-serving businesses.
Lying mostly surrounded by the State-adopted Hayes Valley Historic District, the nearby residential
areas are characterized by a high degree of architectural significance and quality (approx. 50% of all
properties within one block have at least a minor historical rating) generally consisting of Victorian
and Edwardian-style buildings. Other older structures (such as the US Mint and UC Berkeley
Extension Buildings), while not contributing to the historic district, are considered meritorious in
their own right. Other significant nearby spaces are Koshland Park ½ block to the north, and Rose
‘mini-park’ to the northeast. The site is well served by neighborhood-serving businesses including
several delis, a supermarket, retail stores, restaurants, and various other shops, all within a two-block
radius.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS

Existing Conditions around the UC Extension Campus site
Planning staff surveyed existing conditions within ¼ mile of the UC Laguna Campus, relying both
on field observations and data from the city’s land use inventory and the 2000 Census. There are
two primary patterns of land use surrounding the site: The Hayes Valley residential area, and the mix
of commercial and residential uses along Market Street. Larger buildings in this area range from 4-7
stories and typically have a floorplate of around 3,000-5,000 square feet (approx 40 X 100 feet).
Smaller residential structures range from the truly tiny (1000 square foot two-and three-story singlefamily dwellings or duplexes on 1,000 square foot lots along Germania Street) to the city standard
2,500 and 3,000 square foot lots with a mix of single-family, two-family, and multiple-unit buildings
at two, three, and four stories. The architectural design of the nearby Haight Street Apartments
housing development is a less successful example of a larger residential development whose scale is
only broken down somewhat by surface treatment of the façade.
Notably, auto ownership in both of these areas is low (average .6 cars per household, approx. 40%
of households do not own a car), corresponding to a high rate of public transit usage and provides
evidence of the very walkable nature of the neighborhood.
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The intersection of Market and Laguna Streets is an important center of activity for the immediate
vicinity, with a large Art Deco apartment building (often called the “Orbit Room building”, for the
bar that occupies the ground floor at the corner) that marks the corner on Market Street. The site is
served by major transit services on Market Street (11 surface buses and streetcars, the Muni metro
and the Castro shuttle). The 7 and 71 lines on Haight Street provide an important connection to the
west side of the city. Several major public improvements are underway in the immediate vicinity,
most notably the new Octavia Boulevard, which will provide a significant new public space and
promenade.
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PLANS AND POLICIES
The Draft Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan

One of three neighborhoods in the Planning Department’s Better Neighborhoods Program, the
Market and Octavia area has been the subject of 3 years of intensive community planning. A draft
plan for the area was released in December 2003, outlining a comprehensive planning strategy for
the area that aims to provide housing in response to human needs, offer people choice in how they
get around, and build a “whole” neighborhood around a public realm of the highest quality and a
full range of services and amenities close to where people live and work.
The Draft Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan is the basis for revising zoning and
planning code controls, targeting capital investments, and developing strategies for general
neighborhood improvement in the area. The following is a summary of the Plan’s key proposals for
the area:
DRAFT MARKET AND OCTAVIA PLAN KEY ELEMENTS
1.

2.

3.

4.

Encourage building forms that maximize housing
opportunity, provide comfortable street enclosure and
sun access, and enhance the area’s established
physical fabric by contributing to the quality of the
place.
Replace minimum parking requirements with parking
maximums, allowing the flexibility to build more
housing more affordably, freeing up ground floor
space for retail and community services, and
supporting more frequent and reliable transit service.
Eliminate housing density limits, encouraging a variety
of creative housing types to be developed and added
to existing buildings within a coherent urban design
program.
Strengthen neighborhood-serving retail and services
on established commercial streets well served by

transit and within easy walking distance of all
residential areas, reducing the need to drive.
5.

Improve streets and open spaces as the setting for the
public life of the area and minimize the negative
impacts of auto traffic by rationalizing its movement
and reducing conflicts with other street users.

6.

Prioritize travel modes that move people most
efficiently, establish dedicated space for transit
vehicles on core transit streets, and improve the
comfort and function of local streets to better serve
pedestrians and bicyclists.

7.

Support demolition of the Central Freeway and
construction of the new Octavia Boulevard,
reintegrating the vacant freeway lands into the fabric
of the neighborhood.

Each element above is further developed through a series of Objectives and Policies in the Draft
Market & Octavia Plan; those most relevant to the UCBE site are listed in Appendix A.
Since its inception, the Draft Better Neighborhoods Plan has served as a catalyst for robust
discussion of planning issues in the neighborhoods now affected by the UCBE project. This plan,
and the thousands of hours of community discussion and input that it represents, should serve as
the primary policy framework for considering any new proposals for the UCBE site. The Draft
Market & Octavia Plan is currently undergoing environmental review and is expected to come up
for approval hearings in September 2005. Check in at www.BetterNeighborhoods.org for updates
and more information, including downloads of the Draft Plan itself.
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PLANS AND POLICIES (CONTINUED)
The General Plan

While the Draft Market and Octavia Plan touches on most of the critical objectives for the site, and
has the benefit of recent and ongoing robust public input from the neighborhood, the City’s General
Plan is the foundation of the Draft Market and Octavia Plan and all other specific area plans, and
lays out additional citywide objectives and policies.
The General Plan Priority Policies (Section 101.1 of the Planning Code) are a distillation of the
voluminous and comprehensive General Plan into 8 key Policies that reflect the heart of the Plan
and are the basis upon which inconsistencies (or conflicts) within the Plan are resolved: (Also see
Appendix B)
GENERAL PLAN PRIORITY POLICIES
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;

6.

That the City's supply of affordable housing be
preserved and enhanced;

That the City achieve the greatest possible
preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life
in an earthquake;

7.

That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service
or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking;

That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;
and,

8. That our parks and open space and their access to

1.

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

2.

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

3.
4.

sunlight and vistas be protected from development.

The Planning Code

The city’s Planning Code, which is also based on the General Plan, contains several very specific
criteria by which projects on a site of this size must be judged, to be specifically addressed at the
time of review and approval by the Planning Commission. Planning Code Sections 304 and 303
include criteria that all Planned Unit Developments (developments on parcels of land over ½ acre in
size) and Conditional Uses must, on balance, satisfy. Other sections of the Code may also apply
(such as inclusionary housing requirements) depending on the specific nature of the proposal.
SELECTED PLANNING CODE CRITERIA
Planned Unit Developments shall:
1.

Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and
policies of the General Plan;

2.

Provide off-street parking adequate for the occupancy
proposed;

3.

Provide open space usable by the occupants and,
where appropriate, by the general public, at least
equal to open spaces required by this Code;
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4.

Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the
density that would be allowed for a district permitting a
greater density, so that the PUD will not be
substantially equivalent to a reclassification (rezoning)
of property. – NOTE: this criterion may not be directly
applicable since any private housing development
would require an actual rezoning of the site.

5.

Under no circumstances be excepted from any height
limit established by this Code. – NOTE: a rezoning of
the site may also include changes to allowable
heights.

PLANS AND POLICIES (CONTINUED)
Conditional Uses shall be authorized where the facts are
present to establish:
1.

2.

That the proposed use or feature, at the size and
intensity contemplated and at the proposed location,
will provide a development that is necessary or
desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood
or the community.
That such use or feature as proposed will not be
detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the
vicinity, or injurious to the property, improvements or
potential development in the vicinity, with respect to
aspects including but not limited to the following:
a.

3.

The nature of the proposed site,
including its size and shape, and the proposed
size, shape and arrangement of the structures;

b.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for
persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic and the adequacy of proposed offstreet parking and loading;

c.

The safeguards afforded to prevent
noxious or offensive emissions such as noise,
glare, dust and odor;

d.

Treatment given, as appropriate, to
such aspects as landscaping, screening, open
spaces, parking and loading areas, service
areas, lighting and signs; and

That such a use or feature as proposed will comply
with the applicable provisions of this Code and will not
adversely affect the General Plan.

The City Charter’s “Transit First” Policy

Perhaps most importantly in a regulatory sense, Section 16.102 of the City Charter (called the
“Transit First Policy”), upon which even the General Plan depends, clearly spells out a
predisposition toward policies and projects that favor dependence upon and encourage the use and
enhancement of public transit and alternative (other than private automobile usage) transportation.
TRANSIT FIRST POLICY
The “Transit First” policy states that all officers, boards,
commissions, and departments shall implement the
following principles in conducting the City and County's
affairs (partial list):
1.

2.

3.

To ensure quality of life and economic health in San
Francisco, the primary objective of the transportation
system must be the safe and efficient movement of
people and goods.
Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an
economically and environmentally sound alternative to
transportation by individual automobiles. Within San
Francisco, travel by public transit, by bicycle and on
foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by
private automobile.
Decisions regarding the use of limited public street
and sidewalk space shall encourage the use of public
rights of way by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public
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transit, and shall strive to reduce traffic and improve
public health and safety.
4.

Pedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever
possible to improve the safety and comfort of
pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot.

5.

Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe
streets for riding, convenient access to transit, bicycle
lanes, and secure bicycle parking.

6.

Parking policies for areas well served by public transit
shall be designed to encourage travel by public transit
and alternative transportation.

7.

The City and County shall encourage innovative
solutions to meet public transportation needs
wherever possible and where the provision of such
service will not adversely affect the service provided
by the Municipal Railway.

PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS
The goal of these recommendations is to distill the aforementioned general goals and
polices and create a guide to development which is neither overly broad nor overly specific,
laying out how the Department believes general citywide planning priorities should be
understood at one particular location.
While this document does NOT propose to prescribe specific design solutions, it DOES set forth
policy positions on issues of public importance such as the overall height, density and character of
the design or the presence or absence of public open space. While the development team has
submitted an application for environmental review (Case No. 2004.0774E), the Planning
Department has not made any determination as to whether or not the project does or does comply
with the principles below, and will not do so until a project review application (at a higher level of
architectural/design detail) is filed.
If the special qualities of the existing site and surroundings are capitalized on, a project here can
become a model development locally and nationally. Qualities particular to this site and
neighborhood include: a small fine-grained scale, the presence of significant numbers of older,
presumed historically significant structures, low rates of auto ownership, dramatic topography,
proximity to transit, vibrant local services, and a mix of housing densities and income levels. These
qualities, when combined with the ownership of the entire site by a single public entity (University
of California), and a development potential for significant quantities of rental and affordable
housing, the opportunities for this site cannot be overstated.
To be clear: the Planning Department is producing this document to encourage the highest level of
creativity in development proposals for this site. What is possible here may not be possible
anywhere else in America. What might work everywhere else will very likely not be appropriate
here.
Based on the previously stated general policy framework, the unique characteristics of the site, and
larger city and regional context, the most appropriate form of development on the site, if it is to be
redeveloped, is predominantly residential with a mix of densities, affordability levels and unit types.
New development should be designed in such as way as to fully integrate it into the physical and
social fabric of the surrounding neighborhood, encourage new housing to meet the city’s housing
needs, and contribute substantial new public amenities to the life of the area.
The following principles, adapted to this specific site from the relevant portions of the city’s Charter,
General Plan, and the Better Neighborhoods Draft Market and Octavia Plan, should be applied to
any planning/development of the site or nearby related improvements:
Historic Resources: To the greatest extent possible, retain and reuse structures and
resources of historic merit unless their alteration or demolition is clearly and
demonstrably outweighed by other public goals and objectives.
Block and Lot Pattern: Reinstate Waller Street into the network of city streets by
making it publicly accessible (though not necessarily to automobile traffic),
reestablishing distinct northern and southern blocks. Development should be in
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keeping with the scale and character of surrounding neighborhoods, promoting the
scale or appearance of many small buildings rather than a few large buildings
Streets and Open Spaces: Retain a portion of the current “Public” zoning and
encourage the creation of a significant new publicly accessible open space that takes
advantages of the site’s unique topography and location that allows for an important
new public vantage point. Improvements in neighboring streets and intersections within
and around the site should be encouraged by and coordinated with development on the
site to create extensive tree plantings, corner plazas, street furniture, bike parking, and
pedestrian- and transit-related street improvements. Pedestrian connections to and
through the site and surrounding neighborhood should be enhanced by development of
the site.
Transportation and Land Use: Maximize opportunities for new housing and other
uses that bring new people and activity to the area. New uses should serve while
integrating into the existing neighborhood, and build on robust access to public transit
and convenient walking and biking access. New development should promote a less
auto-dependent lifestyle by encouraging the construction of a substantial amount of
new housing to support existing and new neighborhood-serving businesses.
Automobile parking should be minimized at this location, consistent with the
surrounding neighborhood. Neighborhood-serving commercial/retail uses should be
encouraged, and located close to existing uses within the Market Street corridor.
Height/Scale of buildings: Carefully relate the height and scale of new buildings to
the existing character and scale of buildings on the surrounding blocks. Generally, this
will mean grouping taller new structures or additions to the existing historic resources
toward Market Street along Hermann and Laguna Streets, with an overall reduction in
height and scale toward the smaller scale residential development to the north.

PLANNING RECOMMENDATION ILLUSTRATIONS
THE FOLLOWING DIAGRAMS ARE ILLUSTRATIVE OF THE CONCEPTS OF THE ABOVE
RECOMMENDATIONS AND SHOULD NOT BE READ AS SPECIFIC DESIGN SOLUTIONS.

Example 1, the “Streets, Open Spaces, and Public Views” diagram should be read to
encourage a significant publicly accessible open space that takes advantage of the
topography of the site. The drawing shows a rough example of physically what this might
look like. This diagram is NOT an illustration of a requirement to place an open space of a
specific size in a specific place, as there are obviously many ways to achieve the goal of
publicly accessible open space.
Example 2, several of the diagrams show Waller Street continuing through the site. This, as
the text points out, should be read to encourage the characteristics that will make this part
of the site reconnect to Waller Street, NOT necessarily asphalt and full automobile access,
though this is one possible option. San Francisco has many different kinds of streets, but all
of these streets share the fundamental characteristic of being essentially open, publicly
accessible spaces that are used for some or all kinds (pedestrian, bike, wheelchair,
automobile, etc…) of transportation and are therefore the primary space of public life.
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HISTORIC RESOURCES

Historic Resources:
The State-adopted Hayes Valley Historic District surrounds the site. Approximately 50% of all
properties within one block have at least a minor historical rating, consisting primarily of Victorian
and Edwardian buildings. Clearly, the character of this neighborhood is determined by the presence
of a significant number of historic structures. To the greatest extent possible, retain and reuse
structures and resources of historic merit unless their alteration or demolition is clearly and
demonstrably outweighed by other public goals and objectives.
In some cases, the preservation of buildings of historic merit may conflict with other public
goals for this site. For example, the large, featureless retaining wall that characterizes large
portions of the street face of the site does little to promote an active, pedestrian environment. Some
of the structures on the site may require such extensive structural or Building Code upgrades as to
make their reuse prohibitively expensive or so expensive as to eliminate the possibility of achieving a
vibrant mix of unit types, family sizes and incomes (ie; limited to luxury housing). In these cases,
creative solutions should be found to adapt the historic resources or the proposal to demolish a
resource should be held to the high bar of distinctly improving on that which it replaces, as defined
by the planning objectives outlined in this document. Also see Appendix C.
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BLOCK AND LOT PATTERN; TOPOGRAPHY

Block and Lot pattern:
Reinstate Waller Street into the network of city streets by making it publicly accessible (though not
necessarily to automobile traffic), reestablishing distinct northern and southern blocks.
Development should be in keeping with the scale and character of surrounding neighborhoods,
promoting the scale and appearance of many small buildings rather than a few large buildings.
Revealing the topography of the site:
The site currently hides its characteristic
San Francisco topography by devoting
vast amounts of space to leveled and filled
flat surface parking areas navigated by
impromptu
paths
and
stairways.
Redevelopment of these blocks should
encourage the ‘revealing’ of the natural
topography that gives so many San
Francisco neighborhoods their local
charm.
East/West section from Buchanan to Laguna Streets existing (above) and one illustration of topography ‘revealed’ (below)
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STREETS, OPEN SPACES, AND PUBLIC VIEWS

Streets and Open Spaces:
Retain a portion of the current “Public” zoning and encourage the creation of a significant new
publicly accessible open space that takes advantages of the site’s unique topography and location
that allows for an important new public vantage point. Improvements in neighboring streets and
intersections within and around the site should be encouraged by and coordinated with development
on the site to create extensive tree plantings, corner plazas, street furniture, bike parking, and
pedestrian- and transit-related street improvements. Pedestrian connections to and through the site
and surrounding neighborhood should be enhanced by development of the site.
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TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE

Transportation and Land Use:
Maximize opportunities for new housing and other uses that bring new people and activity to the
area. New uses should serve while integrating into the existing neighborhood, and build on robust
access to public transit and convenient walking and biking access. New development should
promote a less auto-dependent lifestyle by encouraging the construction of a substantial amount of
new housing to support existing and new neighborhood-serving businesses. Automobile parking
should be minimized at this location, consistent with the surrounding neighborhood.
Neighborhood-serving commercial/retail uses should be encouraged, and located close to existing
uses within the Market Street corridor.
Note: Please see discussion of proposed Zoning District Classifications in the Draft Market &
Octavia Plan, available at www.BetterNeighborhoods.org.
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HEIGHT AND SCALE OF BUILDINGS

Height/Scale of buildings:
Carefully relate the height and scale of new buildings to the existing character and scale of buildings
on the surrounding blocks. Generally, this will mean grouping taller new structures or additions to
the existing structures toward Market Street along Hermann and Laguna Streets, with an overall
reduction in height and scale toward the smaller scale residential development to the west and north.
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ILLUSTRATIVE REZONING CONCEPT

Illustrative Rezoning Concept:
New zoning should tier off districts developed for the Draft Market & Octavia Plan.
However, because of the large lot size and single ownership of the UCBE parcels (easily the largest
development area within the entire Draft Market & Octavia plan area), the zoning controls
developed primarily for small-lot development (such as maximum parking amounts) may be
inappropriate and may be refined for this site. The generalized zoning concept above
represents one possible zoning scenario for the site, consisting of primarily transit-oriented
residential development, with areas toward Market Street along Buchanan and Laguna targeted for
neighborhood-serving commercial uses. Boundaries of this zoning and the zone classifications
themselves may shift depending on the extent of ongoing institutional uses (such as the UC Dental
Clinic) and community facilities at the site.
Note: Please see discussion of proposed Zoning District Classifications in the Draft Market &
Octavia Plan, available at www.BetterNeighborhoods.org.
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ILLUSTRATIVE URBAN FORM CONCEPT

Illustrative Urban Form Concept:
Allowable heights should tier off height districts developed for the Draft Market & Octavia
Plan. Again, because of the peculiarities of this site such as large lot size, prevalence of significant
historic structures and significant topography more flexibility in allowable heights may be
appropriate for this site. The generalized urban form concept above represents one possible
mix and orientation of heights in the context of the larger neighborhood. Taller buildings are
grouped toward the perimeter of the site, toward Market Street, along Buchanan and Laguna Streets.
For example, the adaptive reuse of Richardson Hall or a new structure at the southeast corner of the
site could have ground floor retail with residential uses above, requiring greater height than the more
strictly residential areas on other parts of the site. Boundaries of these height districts and the
allowable heights themselves may shift depending on the extent of ongoing institutional uses (such
as the UC Dental Clinic), community facilities, and publicly accessible open spaces at the site.
Please note: some height districts proposed in the Draft Market & Octavia plan (specifically 30/40
foot districts on some mid-block alleys) are not shown in the diagram above for clarity.
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APPENDIX A
Relevant Objectives and Policies from the Draft Market and Octavia Better Neighborhoods Plan
OBJECTIVE 1.1
A LAND USE PLAN THAT EMBRACES THE MARKET AND OCTAVIA NEIGHBORHOOD’S
POTENTIAL AS A MIXED-USE URBAN NEIGHBORHOOD.
Policy 1.1.2
Concentrate more intense uses and activities in those areas best served by transit and most accessible on foot.
In keeping with the plan’s goal of prioritizing the safe and effective movement of people, the most intense uses and
activities are focused where transit and walking are most convenient and attractive—along the Market Street / Mission
Street corridor and at the intersection of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue. Concentrating transit-oriented uses in
these locations will reduce automobile traffic on city streets and support the expansion of transit service in the area’s
core urban center.
Policy 1.1.3
Encourage housing and retail infill to support the vitality of the Hayes-Gough, Upper Market, and Valencia
Neighborhood Commercial Districts.
There are significant opportunities for new mixed-use infill along neighborhood commercial streets in the plan area. In
conjunction with proposals to encourage flexible housing types and to reduce parking requirements, new development
along commercial streets will create new retail uses and services oriented to the street, with as much housing as possible
on upper floors. New uses will be in keeping with the overall pedestrian orientation of these streets.
Policy 1.1.9
Preserve landmark and other buildings of historic value as an invaluable asset to the neighborhood.
The Market and Octavia neighborhood has a rich built history, as is evidenced by the variety of historic buildings and
landmarks throughout the plan area. In keeping with existing General Plan policy and planning code requirements,
historic buildings are preserved and celebrated as an integral part of the plan area’s living history. The urban design
guidelines outlined in Element 3 are included to ensure that new development enhances the area’s physical fabric,
especially where it is anchored by buildings of particular historic significance. The plan proposes, in many, ways, a return
to building forms that respond to the established character and scale of the area’s historic fabric.
OBJECTIVE 1.2
AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE PLAN AREA’S UNIQUE PLACE IN THE CITY’S
LARGER URBAN FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER.
Policy 1.2.1
Relate the prevailing height of buildings to street widths throughout the plan area.
It is the height and mass of individual buildings that define the public space of streets. Building heights have historically
been strongly related to the width of streets in the Market and Octavia neighborhood and elsewhere in the city. Where
building heights are matched to the width of the facing streets, they enclose the street and define it as a comfortable,
human-scaled space with ample light and air.
The height districts revise existing heights to strengthen the relationship between the height of buildings and the width
of streets, in keeping with the diagram at left.
Policy 1.2.2
Maximize housing opportunities and encourage high-quality commercial spaces on the ground floor.
Height limits are optimized based on the economics of housing construction and building code requirements, in keeping
with existing residential development patterns in the plan area, and good urban design principles. Height limits also are
tailored to encourage a more generous ceiling height for ground-floor commercial uses, allowing more light and air into
these spaces and a superior encouragement of the active public street.
Policy 1.2.9
Where the area’s traditional pattern of individual buildings on small lot still exists, discourage land assembly.
A close-knit pattern of individual buildings on small lots is what has made the Market and Octavia neighborhood
successful as an urban place over time and is one of its chief assets. The neighborhood is built on a traditional fabric of
lots that are narrow and deep, which provides for an enriching block face, diversity of buildings, and stimulating
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pedestrian experience. Where this pattern has been disrupted, the area has often lost vibrancy, streets have become less
inviting, and development has lost its human scale. Where the pattern of individual buildings on small lots is intact, this
pattern is preserved by limiting the assembly of parcels and respecting the prevailing pattern of blocks and lots in the
area. Discourage lot assembly by limiting the total area that a single building may occupy to the following maximums:
In the NCT District: 10,000 sf. In the RTO District: 5,000 sf.
OBJECTIVE 2.2
NEW OPPORTUNITIES FOR RESIDENTIAL INFILL THROUGHOUT THE PLAN AREA.
Policy 2.2.3
Encourage new housing above ground-floor commercial uses in new development and in expansions of
existing commercial buildings.
Several stories of housing above ground-floor commercial uses is typical on neighborhood commercial streets
throughout San Francisco. This pattern links housing directly to the services on the street, provides a variety of housing
types (typically more studio and one-bedroom units) and encourages a 24-hour presence of people living, shopping, and
working on the street. This pattern is well established in the Market and Octavia neighborhood; it is built upon and
expanded upon by the plan where possible.
OBJECTIVE 2.4
INCREASED HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES AFFORDABLE TO A MIX OF HOUSEHOLDS AT
VARYING INCOME LEVELS.
Policy 2.4.1
Disaggregate the cost of parking from the cost of housing and space for other uses.
In much of the housing built under current parking requirements, the cost of parking is "bundled" into the cost of
owning or renting a home, requiring households to pay for parking whether or not they need it. As part of an overall
effort to increase housing affordability in the plan area, costs for parking should be separated from the cost of housing
and, if provided, offered optionally.
Policy 2.4.2
Encourage lending institutions to expand the existing location efficient mortgage program (LEM) and allow
residents to leverage the plan area’s advantages as walkable, transit-accessible neighborhood.
Because it is possible to live in the Market and Octavia neighborhood without a car, residents can choose not to pay the
relatively high fixed costs of owning and maintaining a private automobile. As part of the burgeoning LEM program,
these savings can enable residents to qualify for a larger mortgage for a home.
Policy 2.4.3
Encourage innovative programs to increase housing opportunity and affordability.
In addition to encouraging housing production, there is a demonstrated need to reduce the overall cost of housing
development and ownership in the Market and Octavia neighborhood. Several innovative approaches were discussed as
part of the community planning effort, including the establishment of a community land trust that would hold land in
trust and make it available for the development of affordable ownership housing. The city should encourage the further
development of a community land trust in the area, and support the exploration of other innovative approaches to
reducing housing costs for residents.
OBJECTIVE 3.1
NEW BUILDINGS WHICH CONTRIBUTE TO THE BEAUTY OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT AND
THE QUALITY OF STREETS AS PUBLIC SPACE.
Policy 3.1.1
Ensure that new development adheres to principles of good urban design.
New development is likely to happen at different scales – modest structures will fill in small gaps in the urban fabric,
some owners will upgrade their facades, and large underutilized parcels—such as the former Central Freeway parcels—
will see dramatic revitalization. While this plan encourages mixed-use development in many parts of the plan area, the
following guidelines respond to the variety of places found in the Market and Octavia neighborhood – portions of the
downtown with large buildings, various neighborhood commercial districts, as well as purely residential areas – all with a
wide-ranging physical character, scale, and intensity. The intent of these guidelines is to apply principles of good design
that are general in nature and ensure good new development.
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The design guidelines described on pp. 49 – 59 of the Plan should serve as a basis for evaluating the master plan for the
site, as well as for reviewing specific buildings as they are proposed.
OBJECTIVE 4.1
SAFE AND COMFORTABLE PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY FOR PEDESTRIAN USE AND FOR THE
PUBLIC LIFE OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD.
Policy 4.1.1
Widen sidewalks and shorten pedestrian crossings with corner plazas and boldly marked crosswalks.
On streets throughout the plan area, there is a limited amount of space on the street to serve a variety of competing
users. Many streets have more vehicular capacity than is needed to carry peak vehicle loads. In accordance with the city’s
Transit-First Policy*, street right-of-way should be allocated to make safe and attractive places for people and to
prioritize reliable and effective transit service—even if it means reducing the street’s car-carrying capacity. Where there is
excessive vehicular capacity, traffic lanes should be reclaimed as civic space for widened sidewalks, plazas, and the like.
Policy 4.1.2
Enhance the pedestrian environment by planting trees along sidewalks, closely planted between pedestrians
and vehicles.
Closely spaced and sizeable trees parallel and close to curbs, progressing along the streets to intersections, create a visual
and psychological barrier between sidewalks and vehicular traffic, like a tall but transparent picket fence. More than any
other single element, healthy street trees can do more to humanize a street, even a major traffic street. On many streets
within the Market and Octavia neighborhood, successful environments can be created through aggressive tree infill, for
example on Otis, Mission, Franklin, and Gough Streets north of Market Street. On other streets, such as Gough Street
south of Market, Fell, and Oak Streets, and Duboce Avenue, it will mean major new tree planting.
Consistent tree plantings make an important contribution to neighborhood identity. Different tree species can be used
on different streets, or even different blocks of the same street, thereby achieving diversity on a broader basis. Rather
than removing existing trees from any given street, the dominant tree species—or preferred tree species—on each block
should be identified and future tree planting should be of that tree type.
Policy 4.1.4
Encourage the inclusion of public art projects and programs in the design of streets and public spaces.
Public art plays an essential role in the civic life of our city. In urban places like the Market and Octavia neighborhood,
where streets, parks, and plazas are where civic life unfolds, public art takes on a broad range of meanings that enriches
the overall quality of public space. Funding and space for public art should be integrated into all proposals for the
physical improvement of streets and open spaces. Major projects such as the new Octavia Boulevard should support
more dramatic public art investments throughout the area.
Policy 4.1.5
Do not allow the vacation of public rights-of-way, especially alleys. Where new development creates the
opportunity, extend the area’s alley network.
There are many existing alleys within the plan area, many of which are concentrated in Hayes Valley and in the larger
blocks in the South of Market areas. In addition to being the location of considerable neighborhood housing, most of
the alleys, by reason of their intimate scale, the diversity of buildings along them, in some cases their trees, and certainly
their contrast with surrounding streets, are delightful, valuable urbane places. These alleys are an invaluable part of the
neighborhood’s system of public ways and, like any public resource, should be protected against proposals to privatize
them.
OBJECTIVE 5.2
PARKING POLICIES FOR AREAS WELL SERVED BY PUBLIC TRANSIT THAT ENCOURAGE
TRAVEL BY PUBLIC TRANSIT AND ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION AND REDUCE TRAFFIC
CONGESTION.
Policy 5.2.1
Eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements and establish parking caps for residential and commercial
parking.
Eliminating parking requirements will support the creation of housing and increase the affordability of housing, as well
as encourage new space for small-scale commercial uses and services, in keeping with the scale of existing commercial
streets. Limiting the total amount of residential parking is a necessary compliment to improving the accessibility of
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transit and services in the plan area. Parking maximums should allow varying amounts of parking depending on a site's
proximity to transit and services and the overall intensity of use expected in the future.
Policy 5.2.3
Make the cost of parking visible to users.
No one should be required to rent parking they do not want nor need. The cost of parking is often aggregated in other
costs, however, especially in rents for residential and commercial property. This forces people to lease parking, with no
consideration of need or the availability of alternatives to driving. This could be avoided if, for all types of development,
city policy was to require parking costs to be made visible and disaggregated from residential or commercial rents.
Similarly, employer subsidies for employee parking should by limited as much as possible, and equal subsidies offered to
employees who do not drive to work.
OBJECTIVE 5.3
THE LEAST POSSIBLE NEGATIVE IMPACT FROM PARKING ON THE PHYSICAL CHARACTER
AND QUALITY OF THE NEIGBORHOOD.
Policy 5.3.1
Encourage the fronts of buildings to be lined with active uses and, where parking is provided, require that it be
setback and screened from the street.
Throughout the plan area every effort should be made to maintain an active street front. Off-street parking and the dead
spaces created by garage doors discourage use of the adjacent street and are uncomfortable to pedestrians.
OBJECTIVE 5.4
EXISTING PARKING RESOURCES THAT ARE MANAGED TO MAXIMIZE SERVICE AND
ACCESSIBILITY TO ALL.
Policy 5.4.4
Recover the full costs of new parking to the neighborhood and use the proceeds to improve transit.
Located at the center of several regional traffic corridors, as well as the city's transit network, the Market and Octavia
neighborhood's street system is fast reaching capacity. Because parking generates traffic on streets that have limited
capacity, it isn't possible to add parking for some users of the system without encouraging others to choose more spaceefficient travel modes. In keeping with the goal of moving more people through the overall transportation system, the
costs of encouraging other users to shift to alternatives to driving should be borne by new parking facilities built in the
plan area.
Policy 5.4.7
Support innovative mechanisms for local residents and businesses to share automobiles.
Carsharing programs enable local residents to use a car for everyday needs without the need to own or maintain their
own car. In recent years, carsharing programs have been introduced with tremendous success in San Francisco as well as
several other cities, providing people with the freedom and mobility of a car when they need one, without the everyday
burdens of owning a car in the city. As carsharing reduces the need for individual car ownership, it can be an effective
tool in reducing the total number of cars in the area and freeing up on-street parking spaces.
Facilities for carshare programs should be encouraged in convenient, visible locations in the plan area for the use of local
residents and businesses.
OBJECTIVE 5.5
A BICYCLE NETWORK THAT PROVIDES A SAFE AND ATTRACTIVE ALTERNATIVE TO DRIVING
FOR BOTH LOCAL AND CITYWIDE TRAVEL NEEDS.
Policy 5.5.2
Provide secure and convenient bicycle parking throughout the plan area.
Providing bicycle parking is important to "closing the loop" in making cycling an attractive alternative to driving. In
urban areas like San Francisco, secure and convenient bicycle parking, placed in appropriate locations, is an essential
amenity for everyday cyclists. Such bicycle parking reduces theft and provides a needed sense of security.
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APPENDIX B
Relevant Objectives and Policies from the various Elements of the General Plan
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1
“EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION.”
Policy 1.2:
“Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to topography.”
Policy 1.3:
“Recognize that buildings, especially when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the City and its
districts.”
OBEJCTIVE 3:
“MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN, THE
RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT.”
Policy 3.1:
“Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings.”
Policy 3.3:
“Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be constructed at prominent locations.”
Policy 3.5:
“Relate the height of buildings to important attributes of the city pattern and to the height and character of existing
development.”

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 4
”PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR RECREATION AND THE ENJOYMENT OF OPEN SPACE IN
EVERY SAN FRANCISCO NEIGHBORHOOD”
Policy 4.5:
”Require private usable outdoor open space in new residential development.”
Policy 4.6 [with extended excerpts]:
”Assure the provision of adequate public open space to serve new residential development. The acreage of new
neighborhood serving parkland and open space should be related to the size of the potential population and the
availability of other nearby open space. Major new residential development should be required to provide open space
accessible to the general public. This will compensate for the pressure the increased population will put on existing
public facilities.
The requirement of providing publicly accessible open space could be satisfied in a number of ways. Land on a site that
is suitable for recreation purposes could be improved and maintained by the developer and made available to the general
public. Such land could also be dedicated to the City, with a fee to cover development costs or with the land improved
by the developer prior to dedication. Alternatively, the developer could pay a fee in-lieu of land dedication based on the
fair market value of the land that would be required for land acquisition, plus development costs. The City would use the
funds to provide the open space at some other location.”
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OPEN SPACE DISTRIBUTION MAP (FROM THE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT)
Existing public open spaces and their neighborhood service area boundaries, which have been adjusted to take into
account the surrounding topography, are shown on the map below. Neighborhood areas that fall outside these service
area boundaries are not adequately served by public open space.

SITE
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HOUSING ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1
“TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, 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.”
POLICY 1.1:
“Encourage higher residential density in areas adjacent to downtown, in underutilized commercial and industrial areas
proposed for conversion to housing, and in neighborhood commercial districts where higher density will not have
harmful effects, especially if the higher density provides a significant number of units that are affordable to lower income
households. Set allowable densities in established residential areas at levels which will promote compatibility with
prevailing neighborhood scale and character where there is neighborhoods support.”
POLICY 1.4:
“Locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established residential neighborhoods.”
POLICY 1.5:
“Support development of affordable housing on surplus public lands.”
POLICY 1.7:
“Encourage and support the construction of quality, new family housing.”
OBJECTIVE 4:
“SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION BY INCREASING SITE AVAILABILITY AND
CAPACITY”
POLICY 4.2:
“Include affordable units in larger housing projects.”
POLICY 4.5:
“Allow greater flexibility in the number and size of units within established building envelopes, potentially increasing the
number of affordable units in multi-family structures.”
OBJECTIVE 6:
“PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF EXISTING HOUSING.”
POLICY 6.2:
“Ensure that housing developed to be affordable is kept affordable.”
OBJECTIVE 11:
“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 NEIGHBORHOODS.”
POLICY 11.1:
“Use new housing development as a means to enhance neighborhood vitality and diversity.”
POLICY 11.2:
“Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, and amenities.”
POLICY 11.3
“Encourage appropriate neighborhood-serving commercial activities in residential areas, without causing affordable
housing displacement.”
POLICY 11.5
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“Promote the construction of well-designed housing that enhances existing neighborhood character.”
POLICY 11.6:
“Employ flexible land use controls 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.”
POLICY 11.7:
“Where there is neighborhood support, reduce or remove minimum parking requirements for housing, increasing the
amount of lot area available for housing units.”
POLICY 11.8:
“Strongly encourage housing project sponsors to take full advantage of allowable building densities in their housing
developments while remaining consistent with neighborhood character.”
POLICY 11.9:
“Set allowable densities and parking standards in residential areas at levels that promote the City’s overall housing
objectives while respecting neighborhood scale and character.”
POLICY 11.10:
“Include energy efficient features in new residential development and encourage weatherization in existing housing to
reduce overall housing costs and the long-range cost of maintenance.”

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 34:
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AND NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY’S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND USE PATTERNS.
Policy 34.1:
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring excesses and to encourage
low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.
Policy 34.3:
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking for new buildings in residential and commercial areas adjacent to transit
centers and along transit preferential streets.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE TOTAL
CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.
Policy 1.1:
Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable consequences. Discourage
development which has substantial undesirable consequences that cannot be mitigated.
OBJECTIVE 6:
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.
Policy 6.1:
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in the city’s
neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity among the districts.
Policy 6.7:
Promote high quality urban design on commercial streets.
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APPENDIX C
Excerpts (pages 2 and 52) from the Historical Resources Study submitted with
Environmental Evaluation application #2004.0773E, prepared by Page & Turnbull, Inc.,
May 2004, for A.F Evans Development, Inc. and Mercy Housing California. The entire
document is available as part of public record for above application.
Please note that the submitted Historical Resources Study is currently under review as of
this writing (December 2004) and no official determination has yet been made as to whether
or not any of the existing buildings on the site are eligible for listing on any National, State
or Local Register of Historic Resources.
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Appendix C, continued
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