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Parking in the City 
Deciding its Outcome

Downtown’s sneaky parking plan
A measure would prohibit programs to make 

the city’s mean streets safer for all of us
Two years ago this week, the mayors of many of the 
world’s largest cities gathered in San Francisco for World 
Environment Day and pledged to make their cities more 
livable and sustainable places.

San Francisco justly prides itself on being an environment-
minded city made of diverse and livable neighborhoods. 
Thanks in large part to the city’s historic neighborhoods, 
designed around walking and public transit, San 
Franciscans generate fewer greenhouse gas emissions per 
capita than residents of any city in the country except New 
York.

Unfortunately, one of the most environmentally unfriendly 
measures to come along in a decade may be headed to 
the ballot. A shadowy coalition of downtown interests 
is gathering signatures for a measure, the brainchild of 
Republican financier Don Fisher, that would impose a one-
size-fits-all parking “solution” on San Francisco’s distinct 
neighborhoods while removing protections for pedestrians, 
cyclists, and public transit from the city’s Planning Code.

This measure, blandly titled the Parking for Neighborhoods 
Initiative, threatens to reverse decades of progress toward a 
sustainable and livable San Francisco.

If this measure becomes law, it will negate the ability 
of neighborhoods to plan their own future, to provide 
affordable housing options, and to make their streets safe 
and livable. It will, in a stroke, overturn many years’ worth 
of neighborhood-based planning efforts, from downtown 
and South of Market through Hayes Valley and the Mission 
to Balboa Park.

Reduced-parking requirements, limitations on creating new 
parking spaces, have become a useful tool for decreasing 
traffic congestion, encouraging walking, cycling, and 
public transit use, and making housing more affordable in 
the city’s most dense and transit-rich neighborhoods. The 

Faced with the loss of tens of thousands of parking spaces, 
a public transit system that is chronically unreliable 
and growing frustration with the current system that 
discourages the construction of any parking, residents and 
merchants have banded together to place the Parking for 
Neighborhoods Initiative on this November’s ballot. 

Because of city planning policies that discourage residential 
garage construction, it has become nearly impossible 
for homeowners to install garages in their own homes. 
Neighborhood merchants are clamoring for more parking 
in our neighborhood commercial corridors. But the last 
neighborhood commercial district garage built was the 
North Beach Garage  — which was completed in 2001 and 
took 13 years to permit — and currently there are no plans 
for any additional neihjborhood parking projects.

More cars are coming to San Francisco. According to the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for the 
Bay Area, the average number of vehicles for San Francisco 
in 2000 was 1.75 per household.  By 2010, this number is 
projected to be 1.82 per household. At the same time, San 
Francisco is losing thousands of parking spaces every year.

Despite the efforts of a small group of individuals who 
would like to eliminate or drastically reduce the amount 
of parking in San Francisco, neighborhoods want 
more parking. Just this past month, Mission residents 
unanimously voted to scrap the Planning Department’s 
Policies in the Draft Mission Area Plan, which would have 
reduced and eliminated parking.  Residents have instead 
identified places for more parking.

Setting parking requirements are considered a “best 
practice” of well-planned cities. For instance in Portland, 
Oregon, whose planning policies have received recognition 
from the American Planning Association, requires the 
construction of 1.35 parking spaces per housing unit. 

Parking for Neighborhoods
There’s just not enough parking in  

San Francisco
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The housing blueprint that San Francisco adopted three years ago 
could lead to increased neighborhood density, more traffic and 
extra pollution, and is invalid because the city failed to study the 
environmental consequences, a State Appeals Court has ruled.

The decision Friday by the First District Court of Appeal in San 
Francisco was a victory for neighborhood organizations, mostly 
in the western part of the city, that formed San Franciscans for 
Livable Neighborhoods to challenge the Housing Element of 
the City’s General Plan. They argued that the proposal would 
concentrate development in their areas and cause overcrowding.

The City Planning Commission approved the document in 
May 2004, which was 14 years after it was previously updated. 
It outlines plans for accommodating growth projected by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments: a population increase in 
San Francisco of 32,500 by 2010, to 809,200, and a need for about 
2,700 new housing units each year.

City officials said the plan contained only minor differences from 
the 1990 revision and did not require an Environmental Impact 
Report, a conclusion that a Superior Court judge accepted in 
December 2005. The Appeals Court disagreed.

Some provisions of the 2004 document “reflect a shift away from 
preserving existing housing density and a movement toward 
allowing denser housing development and decreased off-street 
parking,” the three-judge panel said.

That, in turn, could lead to increased traffic congestion, air 
pollution and noise and a change in the “aesthetic quality” of 
neighborhoods, the court said.

The judges ordered the city to prepare an environmental report that 
would analyze the changes, discuss alternatives and solicit public 
comment.

The city could go through that process for the 2004 plan or set 
that document aside and conduct an environmental report for an 
updated plan that is due in 2009, Deputy City Attorney Audrey 
Pearson said Monday. She said the city could also appeal the ruling 
to the state Supreme Court.

Kathy Devincenzi, the lawyer for the plaintiffs, said the process of 
pulling together an Environmental Impact Report would bring “all 
the adverse consequences (of the housing plan) to light.” Those 
consequences include denser neighborhoods, scarcer parking and a 
more difficult climate for local businesses, she said.

…Bob Egelko, Chronicle Staff Writer
SF Chronicle Tuesday June 26, 2007    Reprinted with permission

Neighborhoods Win Against  
Housing Plan in an Appeals Ruling

State Senator Leland Yee with CSFN Officers: President Judith Berkowitz, 1st VP Gary Noguera, 2nd VP Penelope Clark, Secretary Dick Millet, Treasurer Jim Lew 
and members-at-large Sue Cauthen and Joan Girardot. Not pictured is Angelique Mahan.

We thank Senator Leland Yee for installing officers last 
month at the June General Assembly meeting.  Since then 
we’ve hardly stopped working on issues. One big issue in the 
past month has been the tiered water rate increase. Several 
hearings which Joan Girardot and Denise LaPointe have been 
working on have — or as the case may be — have not taken 
place. We thought we had a shot at reversing the tiered sys-
tem at the Full Board, but it was not to be... see page 3. 

The Land Use & Housing Committee showed up in force 
to the Board of Appeals hearing to request them to allow 
late filing of our appeal to take jurisdiction of the Letter of 
Determination from Zoning Administrator Larry Badiner to 
the Planning Commission concerning the new NC-T Zoning 
Classification. Unfortunately, they voted 4-1 not to allow the 
late filing. One of the commissioners did, however, suggest 
that we take the case to the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force.

The big ticket item, the one that has everyone exercised is 
the Parking Initiative, Parking for Neighborhoods. A lot of 
speculation about what the measure really says will be put to 
rest at our General meeting Tuesday when we hear from both 
sides of the issue. At that time we can gather the facts of the 
matter, and make a decision as to whether or not to support 
this measure and write a ballot argument.

Before the CSFN Government & Elections Committee met, 
we found that the police DROP measure, which would keep 
police officers on the force a couple of more years before 
retirement, failed to get enough signatures to qualify for the 
ballot. They will be able to keep on gathering signatures, and 
try again for the February 2008 election.

In other news, the Draft Mission Area Plan’s written com-
ments deadline was extended to July 31. Neighborhood folks 
who have never been active prior to this are joining with 
those of us who have been working on land use issues for 
several years now. The issue is also attracting residents who 
used to be involved with issues, but dropped out years ago. 
Now they are becoming active again. It’s good to have these 
folks on board in the Mission. It’s been too long that MAC 
and its allies have been saying that they are “speaking for the 
Mission” when they are only speaking for themselves.

Lastly, in May CSFN voted its unanimous support of the 
middle-income housing project proposed for the corner of 
César Chavez & Mission which was subsequently approved 
by the Planning Commission.


