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‘ Planning Department

FILE NO. 110627 o ~ ORDINANCE nO.

' [General Plan Amendment - CommUnity Safety Element]-

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by am,ending.the Cornmt}m'ity
Safety Element to reference the.most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan; 'and m-akling.
findings, including findings ot’ consistenoy with the General Plan and the eigvht priority
polrcnes of Plannmg Code Sectlon 101.1, and envnronmental findings. |

‘NOTE: Additions are szn,qle underlme zz‘alzcs Times New Roman

deletions are
- Board amendment addltlons are double-underlined underllned

Board amendment deletlons are stnkethreugh—nermat

. Be itordained by the People of the City and County.of San Francisco:
Section 1. Section 1. Findings. ‘_ | - - |
‘A.  Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San-Fran‘:cisco provides _
that the Plannlng CommISSIon shall penodlcally recommend to the Board of Supewlsors for

approval or rejectron proposed amendments to the General Plan

B. On May 11, 2011 , the Board of Supervnsors received from the

Planning Department proposed General Plan amendments to the- Communlty Safety Element

of the beneral Pian, whrcn was adopted by the Planning bommrssron on _ Harch 24, 2011

C. . Section 4.105 of the City Ch_arter further provides that if the Board of

[[Supervisors fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed Ge‘nerall'Pl,azn"Amendment,

then the proposed amendment shall be deemed. approved o
» D. San Franctsco Plannmg Code Section 340 prov1des that an amendment to the
General Plan may be lnltlated by a resolution of |ntentlon by the Plannlng CommISSIon which -

refers to, and incorporates by reference, the proposed Gen.eral Plan amendment. Planning

*|lICode Section 340 further provides that the Planning Commission shall adopt the'propoéed

| General Plan amendment after a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the

“Page 1
2/16/2011

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS »
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public necessrty convenlence and general Welfare requrre the proposed amendment or any

: part thereof. If adopted by the Plannrng Commrssron in whole or in part the proposed

- || amendment shall be presented to the Board of Superv;sors Wthh may approve or reject the

amendment by a majorlty vote.

E. 'On February 24th; 2011, the Planning Commission adopted Motion No.

18298 initiating an amendment to the GeneraI»Plan, at a duly noticed public hearing. A
|l copy of Planning Commission Motion No. 18295 ___is on file with the Clerk of the
Board in File No. ____ 110627 |

F.  OnJanuary 31,2011, the Major Environmental Analysis ofthe'Department

determrned that the Pro;ect is Exempt from Envrronmental Review under CEQA Gurdellnes

|| Section 1 5378

\

G. The. Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planmng Code Sectron 340, that the

| General Plan Amendment set forth in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

No. 110627 will' sefve the publrc necessity, convenrence and general welfare for the

|| reasons set forth in Plannlng Commrssron Motron No 18298 ~_and rncorpo_rates

those reasons hereln by reference.
H. The uoard of Supervisors finds that the General 'Dlan Amendment, as set forth ,

in the documents on file wrth the Clerk of the Board in File No. . 110627 " ,arein

conformrty with the: General Plan, as it is amended by this Ordmance and the etght prrorrty
policies of Plannlng Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning Commrssron

Motion No. | 18298 The Board hereby adopts the fi ndrngs set forth in Plannrng

| Com_missioanotion No. 18298 -~ and rncorporates those findings hereln by reference.

'Section 2. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the followrng amendments to

|| the General Plan, as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the Plannlng Commission

in MotionNo. -~ 18298'> and as shown in the Element on file with the Clerk of the
Plannin'g Department - | o . . 7 PageZ

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ , . ' 2/16/2011
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Board in File No. _ '110627 . Described generally, these amendments to the text of

the Community Safety Element revise the reference to the San Francnsco Hazard Mrt]gatlon

| Plan in the Communrty Safety Element of the General Plan to better descnbe the role of the

Plan as an lmplementatron program of the Communrty Safety Element The text of the

.lntroductlon to the Community Safety Element "Relatronshlp to Other_Plans and Programs,

Hazard Mltrgatron Plan" is amended as follows

Hazard Mltrgatlon Plan: Another related planis the Hazard Mltlgatron Plan, requlred by

federal law as_a condltlon of recelvmg hazard mltlgatlon grants after a declared dlsaster. Fhe

Plan must describe the type, location, and extent of all naz‘ural hazards z‘hat can aﬁ’ect the Jurisdiction;

‘descrzue the mnsdzctzon 's Vulue ab,lztv to these hazards; mclude a ,mtzgaz‘zort SZ‘/'(ZZ‘Q,Q"V that provides the

jurisdiction's blueprint for r'ea’ucggr the potential losseS' and, contain a plan maintenance process.

]716 Hazard Mzn,gaz‘zon Plan serves as one of the Implemenz‘atzon Prozmms of the Commumty

Safety Element, and contains programs that zmplemem‘ its polzczes The Board of Supervzsors regularly

adop__ts updaz‘es to the San Francisco Huazard Mitigation Plan.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA., Gity Attorney

By: ' . -
Susan Cleveland-Knowles "
Deputy City Attorney
PLANNING DEPARTMENT _ : o Page 3

2/16/2011 -
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- FILENO. 110627

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
' [Genefa_l Plan Amendment - Commu_nity Safety Element]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by amending the Community

~ Safety Element to reference the most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan; and ‘making .
findings, including findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority
-policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and environmental findings. '

Existing Law

- The Community Safety Element is a required element of the General Plan; addressing.the

City’s risk of natural or technological disasters, particularly seismic hazards. The existing -

- Community Safety Element was approved by the Planning Commission in April 1997 and _
- was adopted by Board of Supervisors on August 15, 1997. The Community Safety element .

consists of two parts, an /ntroduction section, and an Objectives and Policies section. There

are also two documents related to the Community Safety Element: a Summary Background

Report describing the natural hazards facing San Francisco and the programs currently in

~ place to address them; and an Implementation Program describing current and proposed
projects to carry out the Objectives and Policies contained here.

Amendments to Current Law .

The proposed amendments revise the refererice in the. Community Safety Element of the -
General Plan to refer to the current San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan and: better describe
the role of the Hazard Mitigation Plan as an Implementation Program of the Community Safety-
Element. The Hazard Mitigation Plan describes the type, location, and extent of ali natural
hazards that can affect the jurisdiction; describes the jurisdiction's vulnerability to these.
hazards; includes a mitigation strategy that provides the jurisdiction's blueprint for reducing

the potential losses; and, contains a plan maintenance process. :

Background Information

Amehding thé_ Community Safety Element to referehce_ the most r'ec‘ent'Haz,ard Mitigation
Plan will allow the City and County of San Francisco to qualify for additional funding for certain
_disaster recovery projects. _ ~ o '

¢

. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - . - . ' _— ' Page1
: ‘ ‘ : 2/16/2011 |
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City Hall .
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 -
San Francisco 94102-4689 '
Tel. No. 554-5184
* Fax No. 554-5163
~ TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the general public and interested pérties that the Board
of Supervisors’ Land Use & Economic Development Committee will hold a public
hearing to consider the following proposed legislation that amends the General Plan:

Date: -  Monday, July 11, 2011
Time: 1:00 p.m.

Location: Committee Room 263 Iot‘:éted at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
: 7 Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA ' -

Subject: File No. 110627. Ordinance amending the San Francisco General
~ Plan by amending the Community Safety Element to reference the
most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan; and making findings, including
findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority
_policies of Planning Code Section 101.1, and environmental
findings. : ' U

A copy of this measure and supporting data-are available in the above-mentioned file of
the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. For more information regarding the above
matter, call (415) 554-5184 or write to: Clerk’s Office, Board of Supervisors, Room 244,
City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102. o

Persons who are unablé to attend.the heari'ng m'ay submit writte‘h comments regarding
this matter prior to the beginning of the hearing. These comments will become part of
the official public record. o B . o

Angela Calvillo; Clerk of the Board

Al

POSTED and PUBLISHED: July 1,201
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public "hearing to consider the following proposed legislation that amends the
General Plan: File No. 110627, Ordinance amending the San Francisco General
Plan' by amending the Community Safety Element to reference the most recent
Hazard Mitigation Plan; and -making findings, including findings of consistency
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EXM 2129737

NOTICE ~ OF PUBLIC .

HEARING SAN FRAN-
CISCO BOARD OF

" SUPERVISORS LAND USE

& ECONOMIC DEVELOP-
MENT COMMITTEE JULY
11, 2011 ~ 1:00 PM CITY
HALL, ROOM 263, 1 DR
CARLTON B. GOODLETT

PL, SF, CA NOTICE IS

HEREBY GIVEN io the
general public and interested
parties that the Board of
Supervisors' ‘Land Use &
Economic Development
Committee wilt hold a public
hearing to .consider the
following proposed legisla-
tion that amends the General
Plan: File No. 110827, .
Ordinance  amending _the
San Francisco General Plan .
by amending the Community
Safety Element to reference
the most recent Hazard
Mitigation Plan; and making
findings, including findings of .
consistency with the General
Plan and the eight priorty
policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1, and environ-
mental findings.’ Ac opy of '
this measure and supporting
data are available in the
above-mentionad file of the
Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors. - For  more
information regarding the.
above matter, call (415) 554-
5184 or write ta: Clerks
Office, Board of Supervisors,
Room 244, City Hall, San
Francisco, CA - 84102,
Persons whoa reu nable to
attend the hearng may
submit written comments
regarding this matter prior to
the beginning of the hearing.
These comments will
become part of the official
public record. Angela
Calvills,C lerk oft he Board
EXM-2129737#

SAN FRANCISCO EXAM-
INER



SAN FRANGISCO .
PLANNING DEPARFIVIENT

1650 Mission St.

April 1, 2011 B o _‘ Sute 400
. . o . . : , San Frantisco,
‘ N : : . . CA 94103-2479
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk I o ' o o T
Board of Supervisors , . e L _ o Reception:
- City and County of San Francisco SR A o 415.558.6378
City Hall, Room 244" . - S o ' Fax: o
. 1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place o : N o _ 415.558.6409 °
San Francisco, CA 94102-- T T - _ Planning
’ Information:

"~ Re: Transmittal of PIMg Department Case Nu_mber 2011.0087M't0 the Board of Superﬁsors:
Minor Text Amendment to the Community Safety Element of the General Plan
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval : —

- Dear Ms. Calvilo,

On March 24, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly
~noticed public heari_ﬁgs at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance which the.
Commission initiated on February 24, 2011. The proposed Ordinance would -add language to the
Community Safety Element of the General Plan to reference the most recent Hazard. Mitigation Plan. This
amendment would allow the City and County of San Francisco to qualify for additional funding for certain

disaster recovery projects.

- The- proposed zoning changes would result in' no physical impact on the environment. The proposed
. legislation Has been found to be exempt from environmental review under CEQA Guidelines Section

15378. :

At the March 24 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend,approvél of the\pfbposed Resolution.

Please find attached documents relating to ﬂle-Comn;issibn'sfaction. If you have any questions or require -
further information please do not hesitate to contact me. : . '

. Singerely,

= o
TR ==
John.Rahaim ' L = Z‘O. X
Director of Planning : —
O N = Zef
. : ‘ o <
| | 2 oom
Attachments (one copy of the following): ~— T
 Planning Commission Motion No. 18298 = 8a
Draft Ordinance (signed to form) * = %

Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 20'11}00871\4 -

vmw..sfpianning‘org
. 155

415558.6377



SAN FRANCISCO -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

S . . . 1650 Mission St
T n ‘ o= . . . . Suite 400
Planning Commission Motion No. 18298 = suraneo
: _ . o . CAB4IIR24T
' HEARING DATE MARCH 24, 2011 : oo
S . S . Reception: :
- , ) 415.558.6378
Date: n March 17,2011 .-
Case No.: - 2011.0087M - 415.558.6409
S y Planning -
Project: * General Plan Amendment- Amending the Community Safety g’:‘:j”;g“s"’ésn
: ‘ Element of the San Francisco General Plan to reference the most T

recent Hazard Mitigation Plan.

" Staff Contact: Lily Langlois — (415) 575-9083
) ‘  Jily.langlois@sfgon.org
Reviewed By: Sarah Dennis-Phillips- (415) 558-6314 ’
' sarah.dennis@sfgov.org :

"RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE
THAT WOULD AMEND THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN BY: AMENDING THE
* COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT TO ADD A REFERENCE TO THE MOST RECENT HAZARD

MITIGATION PLAN; AND MAKING FINDINGS, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY

WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF. PLANNING CODE

SECTION 1011, AND ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS : :

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and Cdunty of San Fr,ands_co mandates that the
Planning Department shall periodically recomumend to the Board of Supervisors for approval or rejection
. proposed amendments to the General Plan. '

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to amend the Community Safety Element of the -
General Plan to reference the most recent San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan. San Francisco has not
updated the Community Safety Element since 1997, as such; the adopted element includes an outdated
reference to the Hazard Mitigation Plan. The proposed amendment would add language to reference the
most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan. This amendment would allow the City and County of San Francisco
to qualify for additional funding for certain disaster recovery projects. '

In October 2006, the California State Legislature passed AB 2140 (Federal Disaster Act of 2000) which
became effective January 1, 2007. The Federal Disaster Act of 2000 requires local governments to adopt a
comprehensive Hazard Mitig‘atiph Plan (FIMP) to receive additional federal funding after a disaster. By
law, a Hazard Mitigation Plan must describe the type, location, and extent of all natural hazards that can
affect the jurisdiction; describe the jurisdiction's vulnerability to these hazards; include a mitigation
strategy that provides the jurisdictions blueprint for reducing the potential losses; and, contain a plan
maintenance process. - '

E 'www.sfplanning.org' '
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Resolution No. . : ' CASE NO. 2011.0087M
Hearing Date: March 24, 2011 : . General Plan Amendment updating the =
S ' Community Safety Element to add a reference

to the most recent Hazard Mltlgatlon Pian

Assembly Bilt (AB) 2140 limits the amount of addrt]onal state funding for certain drsaster recovery
. projects funded by the California Disaster Assistance Act (CDAA) unless the local agency has complied
with the provisions set forth in AB 2140. Among other requirements, the local agency must provide a
certified copy of the Resolution of Adoption to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
demonstrating that the approved Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) has been adopted and.
incorporated into the Safety Element of the General Plan.

Though compliance with AB 2140 is optional, noncomplrance limits the Crty and County of San

Francisco’s ablhty to obtain-additional funding for certain disaster recovery projects. Specifically,

Cahforma Government Code Section 8685.9 states, "...the state share shall not exceed 75 percent of total
" state eligible costs unless the local agency is located within a city, county, or city and county that has .

adopted a local hazard mitigation plan in accordance wrth the Federal Dlsaster Act of 2000 as part of the
" safety element of its general plan;"

The proposed amendments to the Plannmg Code are consrstent w1th the e1ght Pnorlty Pohc1es set forth in
Section 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 inor ownership of such businesses enhanCed

The proposed change would not impact nelghborhood ser'mng retuzl uses ot future opportunities for
employment

2. 'I‘hat existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve
the cultural and economic diversity of our ne1ghborhoods .

The proposed change would not have a negative impact hansing and neighborhood character.
3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
The proposed change would not impact aﬁ’ordable housing. -

' 4. That commuter fraffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden ous streets or ne1ghborhood
parking.

The proposed change would not Impede MUNI transit services, overburden streets or nezghborhoad
- parking. . :

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

The praposed change would not 'adve‘rsely affect the industrial or service sectors.
6. That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedness to protect against i injury and loss of life in
an earthquake ‘

SAN FRANCISCO ' . : ' 2-
PLANNING DEPARTMENT R
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Resolution No. - B " CASE NO. 2014.0067M
Heanng Date: March 24 2011 . General Plan Amendment updating the
Community Safety Element to add a reference
to the most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan

The proposzd change would not adversely. ajj‘ect preparedness against injury and loss of life in an

: etzrthqwzk
7. That landmarks and histori'c buildings be preserved.
The proposed change would not have an impact on landmarks or hzstorzc bulldmgs

8. That our parks and open space and theu' access to sunhght and vistas be protected from
development.

The proposed change would not have an effect on parks aﬁd open spaces.

Analy51s of applicable General Plan Ob]echves and Policies has determined that the proposed action is,
on balance, consistent with the General Plan as it is proposed to be amended. '

WHEREAS per Planning Code Sectlon 340, that on February 24th, 2011, the Planning Comumission
adopted Resolution No. 18283, initiating amendments to the Community Safety Element of the General
Plan, and '

WHEREAS, on January 31, 2011 the Major Envu'onmental ‘Analysis Section of the Department
" determined that the General Plan Amendment set forth in the Draft Board of Supervisor’s Ordinance;, as
shown in Exhibit D, is Categorically Exempt from Environmental Review under CEQA Guxde]mes
" Section 15060 (c) (2) - Nonphysu:al Project.

*NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Sectlon 340, the Plannmg
Commission does hereby find that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the
proposed amendments and therefore adopts amendments to the General Plan contained in the attached

* ordinance, approved as to form by the City Attorney in Exhibit D, and recomimends approval of these

amendments to the Board of Superv1sors

I hereby certify that the foregomg Mo'aon was ADOPTED by the Clty Planning Comrmssmn on March 24,

2011 } \
Ve “Linda D. Avery
- Comumission Secretary
. AYES:- . Antonini, lBorden, Fong, 'Mjguel, Moore, Olague, Sugaya

NOES:
ADOPTED: March 24, 2011 -

SAN FRANGISCO o : . C 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .
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SAN FRANCISCO =~ o
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

, Executive Summary - |
Amendments to the Community Safety Element of th
General Plan R o

HEARING DATE: MARCH 24, 2010

- Date:  March 17,2011
" Case No.: 2011.0087M

Project: General Plan Amendment- Amending the Community Safety

: - Element of the San Francisco General Plan t6 reference the most

. recent Hazard Mitigation Plan. ' '

Staff Contact:  Lily Langlois — (415) 575-9083

' '  lilylanglois@sfgov.org

‘Reviewed By: Sarah Dennis—Phi]h'ps— (415) 558-6314

 sarah.dennis@sfgov.org '

Recommendation: Adopt Text Amendment to the Community Safety Element of the
) ‘ " "General Plan- . . o

'PROJECT DESCRIPTION

San Francisco has not updated the Community Safety Element since 1997. The adopted element includes.
an outdated reference to the Hazard Mitigation Plan. On February 24, 2011, the Planning Commission’
+adopted Motion No. 18283, a Motion of Intention to initiate the Amendment to the General Plan of the
City and County of San Francisco, in order to add language to reference the most recent Hazard
+ Mitigation Plan. This amendment would allow the City and County of San Francisco to-qualify for.
additional funding for certain disaster recovery projects. ' '

In October 2006, the California State Legislature passed AB 2140 (Federal Disaster Act of 2000) which-
became effective January 1, 2007. The Federal Disaster Act of 2000 requires local governments to adopt a
comprehensive Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) to receive additional federal fu_nding after a disaster. By
law, a Hazard Mitigation Plan must describe the type, location, and extent of all natural hazards that can
affect the jurisdiction; describe the jurisdiction’s vulnerability to these hazards; include a mitigation

- strategy that provides the jurisdictions blueprint for reducing the potential losses; and, contain a plan

' maintenance process. ' :

Assembly Bill (AB) 2140 limits the amount of additional state funding for certain disaster recbvery
projects funded by the California Disaster Assistance Act (CDAA) unless the local agency has complied.

with the provisions set forth in AB 2140. Among other requirements, the local agency must provide a
certified copy of the Resolution of Adoption to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
demonstrating that the approved Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) has been adopted and

- incorporated into the Safety Element of the General Plan.

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary ‘ : - CASE NO. 2011.0087M
Hearing Date: March 24, 2011 . . General Plan Amendment updating the
' ’ ‘ : Community Safety Element to add a reference

to the most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan

- Though compliance with AB 2140 is optional, noncompliance limits the City and County of San . ..
Francisco’s ability to obtain additional funding for certain disaster recovery projects. Specifically,
California Government Code Section 8685.9 states, "...the state share shall not exceed 75 percent of total
state eligible costs unless the local agency is located within a city, county, or city and county that has
adopted a local hazard nﬁt'lgation plan in accordance with the Federal Disaster Act of 2000 as part of the

safety element of its general plan.”

The Board of Supervisors adopted the Hazard Mitigation Plan on December 16, 2008 (Resolution number
' 517-08). This proposed General Plan Amendment would reference the most recent Hazard Mitigation

" Plan. .

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE ‘ _
The Community Safety Element is a fequired element of the General Plan, addressing the City’s risk.of .
. natural or technological disasters, particularly seismic hazards. The existing Commuriity Safety Element '
was approved by the Planning Commission in April 1997 (Case # 1995.679M) and was adopted by Board
of Supervisors on August 15, 1997 (Resolution 758-97). The Community Safety element consists of two
_ parts, an Introduction section, and an Objectives and Policies section. There are also two documents related

to the Community Safety Element: a Summary Background Report describing the natural hazards facing

San Francisco and the programs currently in place to address them; and an Implementation Program
. describing current and proposed projects to carry out the Objectives and Policies contained here.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW _ , »
On January 31, 2011, the Major Environmental Analysis of the Department determined that the Project is
Exempt from Environmental Review under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. '

PUBLIC COMMENT

There was no-public comment received at the initiation hearing held on February 24, 2011. Public
comment will be taken at the Planning Commission hearing on March 24, 2011.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

On Februairy 24,2011, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution no. 18283, a Resolution of Intention
initiating an amendment to the, Community Safety Element of the General Plan. Planning Department
“staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a resolution approving amendments to the
Community Safety Element of the General Plan, and request the Board of Supervisors adopt the

amendments.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

Amendjng the Community Safety Element to reference the most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan will |
allow the City and County of San Francisco to qualify for additional funding for certain disaster recovery
projects. ' ‘ . ’ , : N

SHERANCISCD . 5
PLANNING DEPARTRENT . . -
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Executive Summary - : : CASE NO. 2011,0087M
Hearing Date: March 24, 2011 : General Plan Amendment updating the
Community Safety Element to add a reference .

to the most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan

California Assembly Bill (AB) 2140 passed in 2006, prohibits the state share for any eligible project from
exceeding 75% of total state eligible costs unless the local agency is located within a city, county, or city
aid county that has adopted a local hazard mitigation plan in accordance with the federal Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000 as part of the safety element of its general plan, in which case the Legislature may
provide for a state share of local costs that exceeds 75% of total state eligible costs. The full language of
AB 2140 is provided in Exhibit C. - N
Because the adopted Community Safety Element does not reference the current Hazard Mitigation Plan,
the City and County of San Francisco would be ineligible to receive the maximum amount of funds for
disaster recovery projects. ) »

Having a consistent safety element and FEMA-approved hazard mitigation plan would help énsure that
the City and County of San Francisco (and all eligible agencies with eligible réirnbur_sements for '
damaged facilities locate_d in the city/county of SF) would be eligible for additional funding from the
state of California to cover some or all of the local share of any and all reimbursements for pefmanent
: ‘repair, replacement, restoration costs for disaster-damaged facilities. '

RECOMMENDATION: Approve Text Amendments to the Community Safety Element of the
S ~General Plan e - o
. Attadiments: . _ : ‘
" Exhibit A: ‘Draft Resolution for the General Plan Amendment
ExhibitB: . California Assembly Bill AB2140
ExhibitC:  San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan - Introduction
Exhibit D: ‘Draft Ordinance :
SN ERERCISC ’ ‘ _ : . . ‘ T3
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 Community Safety Element.

) View table of contents: COMMYNITY SAFETY

lNTROD-UCTlON
The purpose of the Community Safety Element is to reduce future loss of life, lnjunes property

loss, environmental damage, and social and economic disruption from natural or technological
disasters. There are several assumptions behind this Element:

. _Creatmg a greater public awareness of the hazards that face San Francisco will resut in
an informed commitment by public agencies, private organizations and individuals to
prepare for future dlsasters

. Development and lmplementatlon of programs to increase safety and to respond to
emergencies are the responsibility of many different agencies. Cooperation among City
“and County agencies, federal and state agencies, community-based organlzatlons and
" the private sector is essential for these programs to be effective. ’

. New development must be undertaken in ways that minimize risks from natural hazards.

e Existing hazardous structures have the greatest potential for loss of life and other
_ serious impacts as a result of an earthquake The Crty should continue fo explore ways -

o reduce thls risk.

The Communrty Safety Element focuses on seismic hazards, because the greatest risks to life

.and property in San Francisco result directly from the ground shaking and ground failure

- associated with large earthquakes. Other hazards common in other California communities are -
less likely to occur in San Francisco, and when they do occur are most likely to be associated
with an earthquake. If San Francisco. undertakes programs to reduce the ground failure,.
mundatlon landslides, hazardous materials releases and fire that are quite likely to accompany
a major earthquake, and if it has developed effective emergency response plans, it will be well
prepared to cope with these hazards, or other catastrophes that threaten publlc safety, a

property, or the environment when they occur alone.

There are two documents related o thls Community Safety Element A Summary Background
Report descnbes the natural hazards facing San Francisco and the programs currently in place
to address them The Communlty Safety Element is based on this background information.
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lmplementatron Programs describes current and proposed projects to carry out the Objectives -
-and Policies contained here.

Relationship to Other Plans and Programs.
‘Ermergency Operations Plan .

In addition to the Safety Element, the City maintains an EmergencyOperatlons Plan. The
Emergency Operations Plan was updated in 1996 by a task force with representatives of City
departments and other agencxes with responsibilities during emergencies, coordinated by the .
Mayor's Office of Emergency Services. This process and its results are described in- more detail
in the Summary Background Report to.the Communlty Safety Element. ‘

The Emergency Operatlons Plan descnbes specific response actlons that will be taken by the -

emergency response agencies, and other City departments in' their support, in the aftermath of

a disaster, and provides for a coordinated response The Community Safety Element contains

broader policies to reduce lmpacts occurring over a longer time frame, that will need to be -

carried out by the Plannlng Commission and other City agencies. The Emergency Operatlons

* Plan implements many of the emergency response polrcres of this Communlty Safety Element.
~ Both documents address issues related to the recovery from a disaster: the Emergency -

Operations Plan establishes programs and procedures to assure the resumption of daily

activities, while the Community Safety Element establishes policies to guide the- Ionger—tenn

' reconstruction of the City. Both of these documents recognize that a more detailed Pplanis '

. needed to coordlnate efforts to. guide the long-term recovery of the Clty its reS|dents and its

- economy after a major disaster. Because the Community Safety Element and the Emergency
Operations Plan were prepared at the same time, attempts were made to.coordinate their- -
content fo av0|d duplication or contradlctlons

' Hazard Mitigation P.Ian

_Another related plan is the Hazard Mitigation Plan, requrred by federal law as a condition of
receiving hazard mitigation grants after a declared disaster. The City prepared a Hazard
Mitigation Plan after the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake. It was developed by an inter-
departmental team coordinated by the Chief Admrnlstratrve Officer, and adopted by the Board
of Supervisors in 1990. It contained background information similar to the Community Safety
Element, and a list of earthquake mitigation projects proposed by City departments. The
Hazard Mrtlgatron Plan was updated, fo include the projects proposed to reduce hazards from
high wind and storms, such as occurred during the winter of 1995- 1996, which was a declared
disaster in San Francisco. That update is expected to cover the declared disasters of the
January 1997 storms. S

Se_ismic Hazards Mapping Act

In-1990 the Cahfornla Legrslature enacted the Seismic Hazards Mapplng Act As a result, the
California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) is currently mapprng Seismic Hazards
Studies Zones (SHSZs) A preliminary map showing areas with a potentral for liquefaction
during an earthquake was released for local review in October 1996 (Map 4). The State
Geologist expects to issue official maps and guidelines on April 1, 1997. These maps are
posted with the Recorder, the Assessor and the Planning Commission. The Selsmrc Hazards

763



Mapplng Act is described in more detail in t-he S_ummary Backround Report.

When development projects are proposed within the SHSZs, the proponent is required to -
_conduct a site investigation and prepare a geotechnical report assessing the nature and

severity of the hazard and suggesting appropriate mrt|gatron measures. When approvrng any

project in a SHSZ the City will use the information and recommendations included in the report -

to achleve a reasonable protection of public safety.

The City must take the information contamed in the maps into account when preparing the
Safety Element, or when adopting or revrsmg land use ordinances. Because SHSZ maps are
-currently being prepared by the CDMG; no new geological research has been conducted for
this Safety Element update. CDMG staff have consulted with City staff as the maps are being
developed, and have already shared their prellmrnary information. When the final maps are
issued, the Safety Element will be reviewed in light of any new information contained in the
official maps. Revisions will be made if appropriate.

Natural 'Hazardsv in San Franci'sco :

The greatest risks to life and property in San Francrsco result directly from the ground shaking .
and ground failure assocrated with large earthquakes Other hazards common in other

' California communities are less likely to occur in San Francrsco and when they do occur are
usually, but not always, assoc|ated wrth an earthquake : :

San Francisco is not subject to flooding of natural watenzvays (The National Flood Insurance
Program, which designates flood-prone areas, has identified no areas ih San Francisco.)

' Flooding as a result of dam or reservoir failure is unlikely, and is most lrkely to occur as a result
of an earthquake. San Francisco does not have the conditions for large, devastatrng wild land
fires. Urbarni fires are a constant threat, and the worst case urban fire is conﬂagratton associated
wrth an earthquake. Slope instability resulting in landslides is a hazard in San Francisco. It can
oceur in times of high wind and heavy rain. Widespread damaging landslides are most likely if
triggered by earthquake. Other potential hazards are substantially increased if they occur
during a large earthquake. Ahazardous materials release can be-dangerous under any
‘conditions. During an earthquake the rrsk and the difficulty in responding to the risk, is much

greater

If San Francisco undertakes programs to reduce the ground failure, inundation, Iandslrdes

~ hazardous materials releases and fire that are quite likely to accompany a major earthquake
and if it has developed effective emergency response plans, it will be ‘well prepared to cope with
these hazards, or other unforeseen.catastrophes that threaten publlc safety or property when

they occur alone._ :

Earthquakes have always occurred i in the San F rancrsco area and will contlnue to occur in the
future. There is a historical record of damaging earthquakes dating as far back as 1808,
Although few magnrtude 6 or greater earthquakes occurred between 1906 and the late 19705 :
many scientists believe that higher frequency of earthquakes since 1979 may represent a
return to the hrgher rates of actrvrty recorded before 1906.

The great .1 9206 earthquake a_n.d the fire that it caused resulted in about 3,000 deaths. The worst
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building damage occurred on "made land“;' artificially filled areas created on former marshes,
streams and bay. Wood-frame buildings in the South of Market area, and brick buildings
downtown were especially heavily damaged. Large ground dlsplacements in the fi lled ground
along the Bay damaged utilities. Damage to the gas generating and distribution system resulted
in explosrons and exacerbated the spread of fire. Breaks in the underground water pipes ‘
resulted in a loss of fire fi ghtmg capabrlrty More than 28,000 buildings within a four square mile
area were destroyed over a period of three days. About 100,000 people were left homeless.
Refugee camps in parks and other open spaces centinued for many months. A 1908 estimate
of private property damage in the fire zone was $1 billion. Some of the municipal bonds that

fi nanced the reburldrng of public facilities were not pard off until the 1980s. :

The October 17, 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake occurred on the San Andreas fault about 60
miles (100 km) southeast of San Francisco. Sixty-two people were killed, including eleven in -

" San Francisco. Forty-two of these fatalities occurred- because of fallures of bridges and
freeways. Most of the remaining deaths resulted from the collapse of buildings in Santa Cruz _
and San Francisco. The fotal damage to private and public facilities throughout the region is

~ estimated at more than $6 billion. Agaln the damage wasnot evenly distributed through the

* city. Much of the severe damage occurred in the same areas that suffered in 1 806, those built

on unengmeered artificial fifl in the Marina and South of Market districts. Many buﬂdrngs

~ severely damaged by the earthquake had structural weaknesses known to make them

vulnerable to earthquake damage. They included burldlngs with "soft stories” (large openings

and inadequate strength at the ground story).and unreinforced masonry burldlngs About 130

burldrngs in San Francisco, containing more than 1,000 housing units, were destroyed or

|rreparably damaged. Many more could not be occupred for an extended length of time while
repairs were carried out. Additional residents were displaced temporarily by a lack of utilities.

The Red Cross provided ovemrght shelter for about 2 000 people on the mght of the

earthquake

* After the October 1989 Loma Prreta Earthquake, the National Earthquake Predlctron Evaluatron

* Council formed- a Working Group of earthquake scientists to assess the probabrlrtres of large
earthquakes in the Bay Area. The Working Group assessed the likelihood of one or more major
earthquakes (magnitude 7 or greater and capableof resultrng in substantial damage) in'the Bay -

- . Area between 1990 and 2020. They toncluded that there is a 67% chance that one or more

large earthquakes wijll occur somewhere in the, Bay Area by the year 2020. This means that a
major quake is twice as likely, to occur as it is not to occur. Most of our ex:strng structures and

" infrastructure, and most of the new buildings and public works now contemplated, wrll probably
' bein place when the expected earthquake happens : :

San Francrsco_Geology and Seismiclty

The San Andreas fault system is a complex nefwork of faults that extends throughout the Bay

. area. (See Map 1.) While rio known active faults exist in San Francisco, major earthquakes
occurring on the faults surrounding the City have resulted in substantial damage within the City.
Similar damag]ng earthquakes in the future are inevitable.

mapi1- Bay Area Earthquake Faults
Some of these taults are found beneath or close to the most heavily populated parts of the Bay _

765



‘Area. As a result-earthquakes on these-faults could be much more damaging than the Loma
Prieta earthquake, even if the magnitude is smaller. The Northridge earthquake of 1994 and the
Kobe earthquake of 1995 illustrate how destructive earthquakés very-close to urban areas can
be. The Northridge earthquake, with a magnitude of 6.8 resulted in about 60 deaths and the

severe or total damage to about 3000 buildings. The Kobe earthquake had a magnitudé of 6.8
and resulted in more than 5,000 deaths and the loss of about 60,000 buildings, including those

destroyed by'ﬁre.

" The location and movement of earthquake faults do not explain all of the earthquake risk. Even
in locations that are relatively far from faults, soils can intensify ground shaking, or the ground

. may settle or slide. The parts of San Francisco that experienced the greatest damage in 1989
were not those closest to Loma Prieta, but those with soils that magnified ground éhaking or
liquefied. These were the same areas that experienced damage in 1906, though the epicenter
of the 1906 earthquake was in a different direction. '

The hills along the céntral spine of the San Francisco peninsula are composed of rock and soils
that are less likely to magnify ground shaking, although they are sometimes vulnerable to
landsliding during an earthquake. The soils most vulnerable during an earthquake are in low- .
lying and filled land along the Bay, in low—l)')ing valleys and old creek beds, and to.some extent, -

along the ocean.
Ground Shaking

Most eartthake damage comes from g‘roun'd shaking. Ground shaking occurs in-all
eaﬁhquakes. Alt of the Bay area and much of California are subject to some level of ground

~ shaking hazard. The impacts of ground shaking will be.quite widespread. The severity of
ground shaking varies considerably over the impacted region depending on the size of the
earthquake, the distance from the epicenter of the earthquake, the nature of the soil at the site,
and the nature of the geologic material between the site and the fault. '

Intensity mabs for two of the most probable earthquakes, magnitude 7 on the San Andreas
fault, and magnitude 7 on the northern segment of the Hayward fault, are shown on Map 2 and
Map 3..A comparison of these ma‘ps shows that the intensities of ground shaking will vary
considerably throﬂghout the City'durihg any-given »earthquake,.ahd_ that the pattern of
groundshaking'is fairly consistent, reflecting the underlying soils. In ge'nera'l,_s'ites with stronger
soils will experience shaking of less intensity than those in low-lying areas and along the Bay,

~ with Bay mud or other weaker soils. Some sites, particularly those with poor soils, will
experience strong ground shaking in most earthquakes. '

! : . Fl

map 2 - Ground Shakiné Intensity, Magnitude 7.1 earthquaicé on the...San
Anreas fault. : » o .

map 3 - Ground Shaking Iﬁtensity, Magn_iiudé 7.1 eartﬁqu_dké on the...Hayward
Seult, . . : : N s
“Ground Failure -

_ "G*round.failure" means that the'-s'oil is weakened so that it no longer supports its own
weight or the weight of structures. Ground failure can happen without earthquakes. For
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example landsliding is a natural geolog1cal process It is also likely to occur suddenly
and catastrophically during earthquakes. The major types of ground failure’ assoc1ated
with earthquakes are 11quefact10n landshdes -and settlement :

. 'quuefactlon

quuefactlon Is the transformatlon ofa cont' ned layer of sandy water—saturated material info a
liquid- like state because of earthquake shaklng When soll liquefies during an earthquake,
structures no Ionger supported by the soil can tilt, srnk or break apart. Underground utllrtles can
be substantlally damaged - :

Liquefiable soils in San Francrsco are generally found in filled areas along the. Bay front and
former Bay lnlets and in sandy low-lying areas along the ocean front and around Lake Merced:

The California Department of Conservatlon Division of Mlnes and Geology (CDMG) is
preparing maps of areas of llquefactlon potential, as requrred by the Seismic Hazard Mapping
Act of 1990. These maps, once they are offi icially adopted must be used by the City when
preparing the Safety Element and when adoptlng land use plans. Development proposals within
the Seismic Hazards Zones shown on the official maps must include a geotechnical
investigation and must contain design and constructlon features that wrll mitigate the

' llquefactlon hazard

Map 4 shows the areas with liquefaction potential in the USGS San Francisco North
Quadrangle which includes the north end of the San Francisco peninsula, éxtending south to
about 25th Street and Pacheco Street. This map was issued in October 1996 for publlc revrew
CDMG expects tofi nally adopt thls mapon Apnl 1. '

niap 4 - Seismic Hazards Study Zones - Areas of LiguefactHon Patentiql

Landslides

Alandslide is a movement of a mass of soil down a steep slope when the'soil Ioses strength

" and can no longer support the weight of overlying soil or rocks. Landslides vary in size and rate
of movement. They can occur slowly over time or suddenly. Areas susceptlble to landslides are
those where masses of soils are weakly. supported because of natural erosion, changes in
ground water or surface water patterns, or human activities such as undercutting. Landslides

- canbe tnggered by heavy rains, as occurred during the high wind and rarnstorms of the winter

' of 1995-1996 and in early 1997. Earthquakes will trigger landslides in susceptible areas, as
--occurred in the Santa Cruz Mountalns dunng the 1 989 Loma Pneta earthquake

A large earthquake in San Francrsco may cause’ movement of active'slides and could tngger
new slides similar to those that have already occurred under normal conditions. Areas
susceptible to Iandshdes are shown on Map 5.

map 5 - Areas Susceptible to Landslides

J

Inundation Hazards
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" Tsunami

. Tsunaml are-large waves in the ocean generated by earthquakes coastal or submarme
landslides, or volcanoes. Damaging tsunami-are not common on the California coast. Most

- California tsunaml are ‘associated with distant earthquakes {most likely those in Alaska or South
Amenca) not with local earthquakes Devastating tsunamis have not occurred in historic times
in the Bay area. Because of the lack of reliable mformatlon about the kind of tsunami runups
that have occurred in the prehlstorlc past, there is considerable uncertainty over the extent of
‘tsunami runup that could occur. There.is ongoing research into the potential tsunami run-up in
California. Map 6 shows areas where tstinamis are thought to be possible. - '

map 6 - 20-Foot Tsunami Run-up Map

Flooding

' The National Flood Insurance Program desrgnates flood prone areas There are no areas prone’
to surface ﬂoodrng in San Franc1sco : :

Reservoir Fai!ure

Dams and reservoirs which hold large volumes of water represent a potentral hazard due to

- failure caused by ground shaking. The San Francisco Water Departrmient owns above ground
reservoirs and’ tanks within San Francisco. Their inundation areas are shown in.Map 7. The
San Francisco Water Department monitors its facilities and submits penodlc reports to the
California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams (DOSD) which -

regulates large dams

Impacts of Future Earthquakes |

Earthquakes' most profound |mpacts are deaths and serious injuries. Deaths and injuries

largely depend on the number of people in the area at the time, and the types of structures that

- they occupy. Aithough risk is related to much more than distance from the earthquake, itis -

. interesting to note that about 1.26 million people live within 10 km of the likely magnitude 7
earthquake on the Northern segment of the Hayward fault. This is about 10 times the number of

people at a similar dista_nce from the epicenter of the _Loma Prieta’ earthquake.

~ Most deaths and injuries will result from the failure of buridlngs and other structures The

" number of casualties will be influenced by the time of day of the’ earthquake.-At night more
people are in relatrvely safe small wood-frame structures. San Francisco's residential

‘ population of about 750,000 is a reasonable estimate of nighttime population. During the day
more people could be in more hazardous and higher occupancy buildings, on vulnerable

_bridges and freeways, or on streets with falling debris. San Francisco's daytlme population is
about 1.3 million people. Studies have estimated the number of deaths from a magnitude 7.5
earthquake on the Hayward fault at 1,500 to 4 500, and from an 83 earthquake on the: San

Andreas fault at 3 OOD to 8, 000.

~In recent large earthquakes, buildings built with current engineering techniques generally
: pen‘ormed well. This means that they did not collapse or pose an unreasonabie threat to the -
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 lives of occupants, although they may have suffered structural damage that is difficult,
expensive or even impossible to repair. San Francisco contains many building built before
building codes and construction practices reﬂected a knowledge of earthquake resistance

' Unreinforced masonry buxldings have performed poorly in earthquakes San Francisco'has
adopted a program to require their retrofit. Other hazardous building types remain. Non-ductile
concrete structures often fail in large earthquakes. A large but unknown number of them existin.
. San Francisco. Reducing this possibly large risk may be difficult and costly. "Soft-story"
buildings, those in which at least one story-often the ground floor- has much less strength that
the rest of the structure, are significant hazards. Retrofitting wood-framé buildings with soft
stories by strengthening their ground ﬂoor can be a relatively simple, and very effective, way to
reduce earthquake risks. -

‘San Franctsco is improving the seismic strength of many City—owned burldlngs includlng f ire
stations and Civic Center burldings Some lmportant buildings remain to be strengthened

"A major earthquake will result in substantial damage to utiiity systems itis Iikely that fires will
break out, larger and in greater nimber than can be controlled by available professional fire-
fighters. There may be releases of h_aza_rdous materials. . :

In addition to these physmai impacts, there will be social and economic impacts. Housmg erI be
lost; the Association of Bay Area’ Governments estimated that up o 41 ,000 units (or 12% of all
units) in San Francisco could. be uninhabitable immediately after the largest expected
earthquake. About 50,000 people would seek shelter. Some people, because of limited Enghsh .
language ability, or limited mobility, may be at increased risk: Many businesses will be seriously
disrupted. Valuable historic buildings wrll be lost. ‘ :

OVE RALL GOAL
- It is the goal of the City and County of San Francisco to the extent feasible, to avoid the ioss of
life and property as a result of natural and technologicai disasters, to.reduce the social, cultural

and economic dislocations of disasters, and to assist and encourage the rapid recovery from
-disasters. : |

Objectives and Policies to advance this goal are classiﬁed into six general categories. They are:

. Coordination Improvements in coordination among City programs, and among others
- working to reduce the risks of disasters will result in more effective mitigation
. preparedness, response and recovery efforts. ' K -
° .Hazard Mitigation Hazard mitigation policres and programs are intended to reduce or .
eliminate long term risks. Hazard mitigation activifies, effectiveiy carried out, reduce the
need for response and recovery from disasters because they will reduce the amount of
physical damage suffered. ' :

. Preparedness Preparedness programs are those that educate and organize people to |
respond appropriately to disasters. They include education and awareness programs for ’
‘individuals, families, institutions, businesses, government agencies and other
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organizations'

e Response. Response programs include the plans of those wrth responsibility for
providing emergency and other services to the public when a disaster occurs. The focus
of Response activities'is saving Irves and preventing rnjury, and reducing lmmedrate

property damage

« Recovery and Reconstruction. After a major dlsaster publrc and pnvate decisions must
be made about short-term and long-term rebuilding, the provision of housing for those
displaced, resumption of services to homes and businesses, resumptron of business and:

-government functions. City policies.and actions wil have a large influence onthese -

- processes.

o Information Systems and Research Knowledge about natural drsasters is contrnually.—
~ growing. In order the deal with disasters effectively, it is critical that the public, City
~ agencies, and decision- makers be wellinformed about new information. It is also
" important that lnformatlon about events and actlvrtles in the City be available to other
government agencies and researchers. ’

1. COORDINATION

OBJECTIVE 1
. [MPROVE THE COORD]NATION OF CITY PROGRAMS THAT MITIGATE

 PHYSICAL HAZARDS, HELP INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS PREPARE
. FOR AND RESPOND TO DISASTERS, AND RECOVER FROM THE IMPACTS OF
- DISASTERS - . . :

" Meeting the overall goal of reducing the rmpacts of natural and technological hazards requires
* extraordinary cooperatron and coordination among City departments, and among City -
departments and other government and non—government agencies, San Francisco currently
has staff assigned to respond to disasters, and to prepare and coordinate emergency response .
plans both citywide in the Office of Emergency Services and at the departmental level. Other
_ departments and offices carry out projects to reduce future losses to City facilities and some
private facilities, programs to increase earthquake preparedness, and to repair damage from
the Loma Prieta earthquake. A more comprehensive, coordinated approach increases overall
effectiveness of these programs, improves the City's working relationships with other
government and non-government agencies, and heightens public awareness of disaster

: p.rograms.

_ POLICY 1.1 _
Improve the coordlnahon of drsaster—related progranls within City

departments

Since the Loma Prieta earthquake, a focus of City safety efforts has been on improving the
response to a major disaster. With the ‘completion of the new Emergency Operations Plan,..
there is considerable progress toward improved response. The City now needs to act tfo
improve the coordination.of mitigation and preparedness activities, and more fully support the
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10 .

. nonstructural building elements.

City's ability to recover after future disasters.

2. HAZARD MITIGATION

' REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY, ' -
- MINIMIZE PROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING SOCIAL, CULTURAL AND
 ECONOMIC DISLOCATIONS RESULTING FROM FUTURE, DISASTERS.

Most earthquake-related deaths and injuries will result from the failure of buildings a.nd other

+ strictures as a result of shaking or ground failure. Damage to structures results in substantial
economic losses and severe social, cultural and economic dislocations. In addition to the

characteristics of the earthquake and of the site, a structure's performance will dependon
structural type; materials, design, age and quality of construction and maintenarnce. The
hazards-posed by buildings and other structures can be reduced by assuring that new

structures incorporate the latest engineering knowledge, by leaming more about the risks

posed by older structures and devéloping plans to reduce those risks, and_by including a .

" consideration of natural hazards in all land use, infrastructure, and public capital improvement

planning. -

‘New Struct_uresi '

The State of California réquires the use of the State Building Codé, based on the model

_Uniform Building Code (UBC) prepared by the l‘ntem:_ational Conference df Building Officials

(ICBO). Buildings built to clirrent code proyisiohs’ are expected to resist damage from rninor
earthquakes, experience some non-structural damage from moderate earthquakes, and incur
non-structural and some structural damage_ (but not collapse) in major earthquakes. The Codes

- are updated as know‘led_ge grows about how stfuctures respond to earthquakes. The 1971 San

Fernando earthquake unexpectedly destroyed some recently built freeways' and buildings. As
engineers examined the b_uild_ings that failed, there were far-reaching building code -

- amendments increasing buildingé' structural resistance to earthquakes. Recent earthquakes in

Northridge and Kobé have dernonstrated that buildings that incorporate current engineering

" knowledge about earthquakes generally perform well in earthquakes. During these two

earthquakes, some welds in steel frame buildings cracked unexpectedly, although no buildings

"collaps.ed as a result. Changes are being made in the BUilding Code to protect against this

damage. _ ) _ .
Local governments are permitted to impose more restrictive standards than those in the State -

- codes when this can be justified by local conditions such as seismip_ity,. topography (for example

hilly terrain), or climate. San Francisco adopts thé State Building Code with' modifications which
concern the r‘esis_tance to ground-shaking and hillside construction, as'well as some long-
standing local provisions. The San Franeisco Building Code is-adopted by the Board of
Supervisors and implemented by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI), which reviews
building plans, and inspects buildings under construction to'insure that the approved plans and-
codes are followed. The City will continue to periodically review and update the building code fo -
incorporate the latest knowledge and standards of seismic desigri in both structural and

Becatise of the irﬁpor’tance and the variability of local soil conditions, DBI requires geotechnicél
reports, prepared by a licensed civil engineer, for projects on sites in areas with greater
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' susceptibility to ground shaking a'nd ground failure, and requiires the design of foundations and
" structural systems which respond to these increased structural loads and hazards. Integrating
. soil factors into design will be further formalized under the California Seismic Hézard_s Mapping

Act of 1990. The regulations implementing t_he Act require that the local agency review of the
developers' studies be "conducted by a certified engineéring geologist, or registered civil.

“engineer, having competence in'the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation.” This.

increased level of review by appropriate professionals will help assure that hazards resulting - '
from soil'conditions will be adequately mitigated. S : :
POLICY 2.1 B _ _
. Assure that new construction meets current structural and life safety
. standards. ' :

The Departrhent of Building Inspection and the Fire Department have ongoing responsibility for
reviewing plans for proposed buildings and inspecting buildings under construction {o insure
that they are built as shown-on the approved plans and in accordance with codes. This includes

- ongoing training for plan checkers and the involvement of professional structural and civil

engineers with expertise in seismic engineering.

The engineering of complex or unusual structures reduires more than the routine application of
set rules. It often involves creativity and judgement in solving new design problems. Because
there can be considerable independent judgment required, the involvement of more than one

" design professional can often shed new light on structural issues, or uncover overlooked

problems, The Structural Engineers Association of California recommends that, in situations
where performancé during an earthquake is critical, or when advanced or unusual technologies
are used, structural designs should be reviewed by a'qualiﬁed indepéndent reviewer at several
points during project design. San Francisco Building Code Section 150.6 aliows the Department

* of Building Inspection to-involve Structura_l‘Advisory Committees, groups of pro‘féséional .

engineers working on a volunteer basis, to provide review on a case-by-case basis. -

POLICY 2.2 B S
 Review and amend at regular intervals all relevant public codes to -
- incorporate the most current knowledge of structural engineering.

. The State of California mahdates the local adoptién of thev Californié BiJiIding Code. Buildings
‘built to these provisions are expected to resist damage from f_ninoc earthquakes, experie,nc":e '

some non-structural damage from moderate earthquakes, and suffer some structural damage,

- .but not collapse, from major earthquakes. The Code is updated as knowledge grows about how

structures ‘r_espond to earthquakes. Updates occur annually. Local governments can impose
more restrictive standards than those in the State code. San Francisco adopts the State code
with modifications that concern the resistance to ground-shaking and hillside construction.

. POLICY 2.3 _ . . _
- Consider site soils conditions when reviewing projects in areas subject to
. liquefaction or slope instability. - '

Building codes consider soil conditions only at a very general scale. But soils conditions vary
enormously throughout the City. Different soils conditions can result in very different earthquake

172



12

impaCts and can result in damage at other fimes - for example landslides. Because of the
importance of soil conditions, the Department of Building Inspection requires geotechnical

' reports for pro;ects in areas with suscepttblhty to ground failure, including liquefaction and
_landslides. These areas are shown on Maps 4 and 5. DBI requires that foundations and

structural systems be desngned that are more likely to survive these hazards. DBI has ongoing
contracts with private geotechnlcal firms with whom it consults about proposed projects the

 Department believes present difficult or unusual issues in areas with the potentlal for ground
* failure. : : :

Pursuant to the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the State of California Department of
Conservation DlVlSlon of Mines and Geology has designated Seismic Hazards Studies Zones
and mandates procedures for the revxew of required geotechnlcal reports for proposed projects
in these zones. The regulations- requ1re that local agency review of these projects be )
"conducted by a certified engineering geologist, or registered civil engineer, having competence
in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mltlgatlon " DBI lntends to use the Section 150.6
provnslon fo comply with this regulatlon '

Existing Structures

Many of San Franclsco s buildings, other structures and lifelines were built before bundmg
codes and construction practices reflected a knowledge of earthquake resistance design. Some
types of older buildings have performed well in earthquakes, notably wood frame residential
butldlngs Other building types have not. Reducmg casualties and other impacts of earthquakes

i reqwres examining existing facilities and conSIdenng the best way to reduce their hazards. San

Francisco, the State of California and utility providers have programs currently underway to
reduce these hazards. There remain some large classes of buildings which are likely to suffer

' severe damage, and to threaten life safety. The Crty needs to consider ways to reduce these

risks.

POLICY 2.4 =
! Continue the unrelnforced masonry building program and the parapet

program

The City has undertaken two programs to reduce earthquake hazards presented by some’

" existing buﬂdmgs Enacted in 1969, the Parapet program requires private property owners, -

even with no other remodehng plans, to reinforce older parapets and roofline appendages
These features, if not securely anichored to the building, pose a high life safety threat dunng

_earthquakes. “This problem is most common on unreinforced masonry and concrete buildings

built prior to 1948. This program is largely complete Structural engineers have credited the

* strengthening performed pursuant to.the parapet ordinance with preventlng injuries and building

damage which might othenmse have occurred dunng the Loma Prieta Earthquake

The 1974 Communlty Safety Element specn" ically examined unrelnforced masonry burldmgs
(UMBs), because of their record of poor performance in earthquakes Eight deaths during the
Loma Prieta earthquake resulted from damaged UMBSs. In the Loma Prieta ealthquake about

13% of alf San Francisco UMBs were damaged to the extent that occupancy was limited, white
about 2% of other San Francisco buildings were damaged - :

. The City is requin'ng the retrofit of UMBs. As of late 1994, there were about 1750 UMBs in'the

773



13

City, concentrated in the North of Market/Civic Centér area, Chinatown, Downtown, and the
Bush Street Corridor. The City's program requires the retrofit of privately ,owned( UMBs by 20086,
depending on the use of the building; its location in areas of poor soil, or in parts of the City with
high population densities. The retrofit program is administered by the Departnient of Building
Inspection. A City loan program assists owners to undertake this work. The programs were

designed to minimize the displacement of residents and commercial tenants.

. POLICYz.5 - : . -
_ Assess the risks presented by other types of potentially hazardous structures '

. and reduce the risks to the extent possible.

There are Q’tﬁer building types which pérform poorly in earthquakes. Buildings of these types
exist in San Francisco, although they have not been inventoried.- The most serious hazard, and
also the most difficult policy issues, may be posed by non-ductile concrete frame structures. In
many-of these buildings, the frame was not designed or constructed to allow it to move without.. -
fracturing. As a re.su"lt, they are suécéptible to collapse in strong earthquakes. There were many
failures of these buildings in the 1971 San Fernando earthquake. Many deaths in the 1985

Mexico City, 1888 Armenia, 1994 Northridge, and 1995 Kobe earthquakes resulted from
failures of‘non-duc»tile concrete frame buildings. Most of the San Francisco freeway viaducts

seriously damaged in the Loma Prieta earthquake, -and the Cypress viaduct which collapsed in
Oakland, were non-ductile concrete structures. Non-ductile concrete frame buildings were
constructed as factories, warehouses, or office buildings in the densest paris of the City until

" the San Francisco building code was changed in 1968 to require ductility. ABAG estimated that -

more than 30% of the commercial building stock and more than 50% of the industrial building

stock is concrete. An unknown but large number of these are of non-ductile concrete. Many of
these buildings probably have historical or architectural value. Because of their larger size and
central location, non-ductile concrete frame buildings are often converted to new uses such as

© offices or residential units. Such conversions provide opportunities to increase their resistance

to collapse during earthquakes.

Precast concrete tilt-up buildings built before 1973 have been one of the most hazardous newer

buildings types in strong earthquake. (They are called "tilt-up” because the exterior concrete
walls are formed and poured in a horizontal position and lifted into place with a crane.) There
are believed to be relatively few of these buildings in San Francisco. '

' POLICYZ.6 o - |
" Reduce the garthqudke and fire risks posed by older small wood-frame .
. residential buildings through easily accomplished hazard mitigation '

' measures.

"Soft-story” buildings, those in which at least one story-often the ground floor-has much less
rigidity and/or strength than the rest of the siructure, are significant hazards. Those built before

'1940 often do not have adequate anchors between the frame and the foundation. They often

have ground-story garages which leave the ground story without sufficient lateral stréngfh to
resist strong.shaking. The 1974 URS/Blume report identified smaller wood-frame buildings with

“soft stories as having the potential to collapse during an earthquake. During both the Loma
Prieta and the 1994 Northridge earthquakes, soft-story residential buildings failed, resulting in
deaths. Co ' _ . S .
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These deficiencies can be fixed relatlvely easily and mexpensrvely, substantlally reducmg life -
safety hazards and the likelihood that the building will sustain damage in an earthquake. There
are currently no requirements to undertake this work, although many owners do so voluntarily.
Insurance companies_sometimes encourage or require upgrade as a condition of providing

.insurance: The State of California requires sellers of homes built before 1960 to disclose the
-existence of a series of common weaknesses including lack of foundation bolts and water

heater bracing, and to provide a copy of the state publication, The Homeowners Guide to

'Earthquake Safety. Thrs law does not require sellers to fix these defi c1enc1es The City of -

Berkeley has a program which rebates a portion- of the City's real estate transfer tax, if the
money is applled to the mltlgatlon of seismic hazards This program has funded over 1700
retrofits since it began in 1993. The City of San Leandro has published guidelines, and provides

“technical assrstance to encourage owners of small wood—frame homes fo reduce therr seismic

risks.’

The City should consider lncentlves and. regulatlons to encourage relatlvely srmple retrofi t

.approaches that i increase the structural stability and safety of smaller wood frame reS|dent1al

bunldlngs

: POLICY2 7

Abate structural and non—structural hazards in Czty owned structures

" Both technlcal and fi nancral resources are needed to reparr and retrofit City-owned structures. -

The City shall utilize its capabilities to assess hazards and to create and implement bond and

+ other funding opportunity and to carry out retrofit projects. A number of City buildings have

already been’ structurally upgraded utlllzmg bond financing.

There are othér important City-owned buildings wh|ch present seismic risks, but for whrch
funding for retrofit or replacement has not yet been secured Among the most critical are nine
subsidiary burldlngs at the Laguna Honda Hospital complex and 18 at the San Francisco
General Hosp|tal complex that are vulnerable to severe earthquake damage The Hall of

' Justlce is also vulnerable These projects should be consndered for future bond measures.

N POLICY'z.s'

Preserve, consistent wlth llfe safety cons1deratwns, the arclutectural

. character of buildings and structures important to the uriique visual i image of
- San Francisco, and increase the hkehhood that archltecturally and

: Iustorlcally valuable structures wlll survive future earthquakes

Older burldrngs are among those most vulnerable to destructlon or heavy damage from alarge

earthquake. They may not have the more recent engineering features that make buildings more -~
resistant to ground shaklng, and many of them are located in areas near the Bay and the
historic Bay inlets that were among the earliest parts of the City to be settled, and have the
softest soil. The part of the City most vulnerable to fi ire, the dense downtown area, also contains
many historic structures A major earthquake could result in an lrreplaceable loss of the historic
fabric of San Francisco. The City needs to achieve the related goals of i increasing life safety

. and preserving these’ buildings for future generatlons by increasing their ability to withstand

earthquake forces.

When new programs are being considered to abate hazards.pOSed hy existing bulldlngls and
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_ structures, the likely impacts of those programs on historic burldlngs must be thoroughly

investigated. The resulting programs should encourage the retrofit of historic burldrngs in ways
that preserve their architectural design character while rncreasmg life safety. When -

' development concessions, transfers of development rights or Crty funds are granted to promote

preservation of historic buildings, there should be reasonable measures taken to increase the
building's chances of survrvrng future earthquakes. ’ ' :

Planning For New Development :

: POLICY29 L

. Consider lnformatwn about gecologic hazards whenever City deczslons that
will influence land use, bulldlng density, building configurations or

: mﬁ-astructure are made.

The Planmng Commrssron and other City decrsron makers shall consider geologlc hazards
when making decisions that will affect the types and structures that will exist in-the future,
including potential and existing structures, land uses and their associated densities,
transportatlon and other infrastructure. Area plans and other changes to the General Plan and

. the Clty Plannlng Code shall investigate and consider the hazards resulting from geologic

conditions, buildings (both existing and potential), and infrastructure. These plans will strive to -
minimize the casualﬂes and property loss from natural disasters.

Lifelines

San Francisco's lifelines are part of regional systems that extend well beyond the City's
boundaries. State and private agencies operate some of the regional lifelines. Caltrans -
operates most of the regional transportation network, which is vulnerable fo earthquake )
damage resultmg in srgnnr icant lmpacts on San Francnsco v

Many areas may be wrthout power, at Ieast temporarlly, during some portlon of the first 72
hours or longer. Natural gas systems will probably experience breaks in major transm|s'5|on
lines and innumerable breaks in ‘the local and individual systems particularly in areas of poor

“soils. Telephone communications will be hampered by overloading resultlng from many calls

berng placed and from phones knocked oft hooks.

A Hayward fault earthquake will result in heavy damage to the City operated water system
because major tunnels, aqueducts and water distribution facilities cross the fault, resulting in
possible long term water shortage. Many areas will probably be dependent on tanker trucks to
provide water. Sewage collection systems and sewage treatment facilities on poorer soils near

' the Bay are likely fo suffer damage resultrng in the discharge of raw sewage into the Bay.

’ _ POLICY210 :

dentzfy and replace vulnerable and cntlcal ly"ellnes in hlgh-rrsk areas. v

The Water Department and the Department of Publio Works have ongoing programs to replace :
vulnerable water mains and sewers and to improve performance of the systems during
earthquakes by including system segmentation, safety shut-off systems and redundant back-up

) systems or other methods of reducing damage and providing alternative sources of service.

Pacific Gas and Electricity has an ongoing program wrth the goal of reducrng the vulnerabrlrty
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of the regional gas and electric networks to earthquakes by the year 2000. Caltrans has bridge
and highway retrofit programs underway. Lifeline work may present opportunities to coordinate
construction actlvmes If coordination is possible, it should be v1gorously pursued.

POLICY 2.11
Reduce hazard$ from gas fired apphances and gas llnes

A large earthquake is likely. to result in fires at a time when the water systems may be disrupted
and personnel needed to fi ight fires may be overtaxed One of the sources of ignition will be gas
leaks from appliances. The Clty should consider ways of reducmg ignitions from gas-fired

' appllances by potential code amendments to encourage reductlon of gas related hazards.

.Hazardou_s Materials

: POLICY 2.12 ‘

Enforce state and local codes that regulate the use, storage and o
transportation of hazardous materlals in order to prevent, contain and -
e_ﬂ"ectidely respond to accidental releases.

Homes businesses and other facilities contarn many matefials that, If not properly handled, can
result in risks to life, health, or the environment. During a disaster, especially an earthquake,
such materials could be acc1dentally released. The materials that generally pose the greatest
hazard during a disaster are those that can, in thé form of gas, spread and affect large numbers

“of people; those that are highly flammable or explosive; and those that are hlghly toxicorare

strong irritants. Large earthquakes lead to release of hazardous materials while reducing the
ability of emergency personnel to respond The continued requirement of business and facility
emergency plans and local inspections as part of the City's permitting process for hazardous”

“material storage is critical to reducing an overload on pubhc emergency response resources
’ dunng a major earthquake.

3. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

- OBJECTIVE3 - : ;

i ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM DISASTERS
THROUGH EFFECTIVE EMERGENCY RESPONSE. PROVIDE PUBLIC :
. EDUCATION AND TRAINING ABOUT EARTHQUAKES AND OTHER NATURAL

, DISASTERS AND HOW INDIVIDUALS, BUSINESSES AND COMMUNITIES
'CAN REDUCE THE IMPACTS OF DISASTERS

The City agencies with lead roles during the response phase of a natural disaster, a
catastrophic hazardous waste incident, a large-scale crime or terrorist attack; are the same
agencies that have a day—to-day responsibility for respondlng to fires, accidents, crimes or other
emergencies: the Fire Department, the Department of Public Health, the Police Department, the
Department of Public Works, and others to a lesser extent and as needed. However, in a major
disaster, the needs for assistance are greater than the resources of the usual responders; in
fact this could be said to be the definition of a disaster. During and after a major disaster
addltlonal orgamzatrons including City agencies, other public safety agencies, and prtvate
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. organrzatrons wntl be called |nto service. Therefore a srgnrt' icantly helghtened level of
-coordination, and different type of organization, is necessary. The Mayor's Office of Emergency

Services (OES) is responsible for this coordination. The Emergency Operatlons Plan (EOP),
recently updated, is the blueprint for this coordination among crty responders, other
governmental agencies, non-govemmental agencies involved in response (such as the
American Red Cross) and the public durrng a major ¢ disaster of any kind.

Before a dlsaster occurs, actions should be taken by members of the public, famrlles

nelghborhood groups, businesses, and community-based organizations to reduce risks and
plan for the actions that will be needed immediately after a disaster. State and local emergency
response offices advise people to be prepared to be self sufficient for 72 hours after a large
earthquake. Achieving preparedness is even more critical for vulnerable populations, including
the elderly and the disabled, and those in geographical areas and building types that are more

-vulnerable to.earthquake damage.

_ POLICY 3.1
‘Promote greater pubhc awareness of chsaster rtsks personal and busmess

. nsk reduchon, and personal and nelghborhood emergency response

‘People and organlzatlons that are well—lnformed about possible dlsasters can take private and

effective measures to reduce their vu[nerablllty and prepare. They can also lncrease their
effectlveness in respondmg after a dlsaster and helplng others when public agenues are

ovewvhelmed

. POLICY 3.2

Provide on-going dtsaster preparedness and hazard awareness tramlng to all

Czty employees

In addrtlon to respondlng to the emergency, one of the post-disaster tasks of City agencies will

be the resumption-of normal public services as quickly as possible. City workers will be more’
" effective emergency responders will be able to provide necessary public seNlce and will be

better equipped fo aid in'the recovery if they are not, themselves, victims of the dlsaster

POLICY 3.3 . :
Maintain a local organization to provlde of emergency services to meet the

needs of San Francrsco.

The Mayor‘s Oﬁ' ice of Emergency Services has responsibility for developlng the City's
Emergency Operations Plan, facilitating the coordination of the response agencies, conducting
periodic exercises and maintaining the Emergency Command Center This agency must be -

‘maintained at an appropriate level, with sufficient personnel and resources to carry out these

. tasks. .

' POLICY3 4

‘Maintain a comprehenswe, current Emergency Operahons Plan, in
compliance with applicable state and federal regulations, to guide the
" response to disasters. Conduct periodic exercises of the EOP. '
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.. and evacuation."

' Tﬁé Emérgency Operations Plan is needed to insure that thel roles of City Agencies and others

are well defined and periodic exercises sharpen the skills and interest of all those involved in
response. Such exercises, and the experiences of others during disasters facilitate required-
updating of the EOP. .~ T ; o : . :

. .POLICY3.5

i Maintain an adequate Emergency Commiand Center.

A secure well-equipped location for centralized bommunications and direction is needed after a ’

* large disaster. Although the 1974 Community Safety Element recommended an Emergehcy

Op'eratiqns Center be established to serve as a centrat coordination point for the emergency
response, when the Loma Prieta earthquake struck in 1989 there was no center. Shortly:
thereafter, an Emergency Command Center (ECC) was built and communications systems
installed. It is managed by the Mayor's Office of Ehergency Services.

POLICY 3.6 : o .
. Maintain and expand the city's fire prevention and fire fighting capability
- with adequate personnel and training. Assure the provision of adequate

- - water for fighting fires.

) The' sup'plemental water supply systems including the Auxiliary Water Supply System, fhe .

Portable Water Supply System, cisterns, Bay water _sucﬁon devices, and fire boats have been

- extended and strengthened since the Loma Prieta earthquake. Staffing and equipment needs of
“the Fire Department must also be met. - : -

. POLICY 3.7 . « o .
.Establish a system of emergency access routes for both emergency operations . -

After a large ea'r'*th'quake.'or other disaster, it is likely that many streets will be impassible. This

" will make fire fighting and other emergency response actions more difficult, hinder the

movement of residents, and interfére with debris rem'oval, and other short-term recovery
activities. The City and Region should have post disaster transportation plans.

4. RECOVERY AND RECONSTRUCTION |
0 p 4 e
| ASSURE THE SOUND, EQUITABLE AND RAPID RECONSTRUCTION OF SAN
| FRANCISCO FOLLOWING A MAJOR DISASTER. o

A major disaster resulting in extensive .destruction in the City will result in a public and private .

~commitment to rebuild San Francisco, and to do so as quickly as possible, while providing

needed interim facilities where people can live, conduct businesses, and provide services.

The rebuilding of areas with extensive damage will present Choi_ces between fetaining existing
land uses, regulations, land ownership patterns, circulation and infrastructure configurations,
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and other physical characteristics as they existed before the disaster, or, alternatively,
reconsidering\the area's physical pattems, or a combination of the two approaches. While these
issues are being considered, the City's established development objectives and proéedures
(embodied in the General Plan) should 'be respected. A balance should be struck to enable new
‘development to take advantage of opportun/itie's to improve the area and the city, enhance

" future safety, upgrade infrastructure, encourage economic recovery, and result in attractive and

functional physical development, while respecting the values of the past. Some areas might

~ best be repaired and rebuilt in-ways similar to their pre-disaster conditions, while in others with

pervasive damage, new area plans applying citywide objectives may be needed.

Preparation and planning prior to a disaster can improve the effectiveness of post—disaster
efforts. Many of the immediate actions needed to begin the recovery process, such as debris
removal, emergency building assessment and repairs, and meeting the immediate needs of ‘
federal and state agencies for information, are described in the Emergency Operations Plan.
‘Longer-term reconstruction decisions"will need to be made by decision-makers induding the
Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission and others, with con§iderable '

. public involvement. Advance planning for the recovery process will imp’roVe the City's ability to

make these decisions, which will prqfoundly influence the future of the City, quickly, equitably,

and effectively.

| POLICY 41 o . __
Rebuild after a major disasterin accordance with established General Plan
" objectives and policies and other relevant policies and regulations.

The General Plan and other City policies have been-'adopted, after much public consideration,
to assure the preservation and enhancement and safety of this very desirable urban-
environment. In the efforts to restore damaged areas of the city, existing development policies
and regu'laﬁons should be respected. Opportunities may be created for realizing General Plan
policies, such.as improvements to circulation systems, the provision of needed pu_blié or private
open space, or hazard reduction. In areas with extensive building and infrastructure damage,
‘coord-i'nated rebuildin'g to take ad\/antage of opportunities for neighborhood improvement, may

"be best achieved with an area plan approach. Future Area Plans of the General Plan should be -

formulated with an aWa’reness of their potential applicability in relation to earthquake recovery. .

. Repair and reconstruct damaged neighbrorhooids so that displaced residents
* are _qble to refurn to the communities where they lived. '

Involve pre-disaster residehts, busines’sés, and owners in planning for the reconstruction of .-
destroyed and damaged areas. ' -

San Francisco neighbo'rhoo’ds have distinct characters, and often have long-term residents,
businesses and institutions. Some of the'neighborhoods most vulnerable to serious damage in
an earthquake provide affordable housing and have distinct c_t]ltufal identities. The City, in
cooperation with State and federal agencies, and community—based organizations, must
manage rebuilding so as to maintain affordability to assure that the disaster does not result in
permanent displacement due to higher housing costs. . :

Residents, business people,.and those involved in neighborhood ih_stitu’cions need to be
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involved in creating repair and rébuilding plans. Those plans must providé opportunities for s
those who lived in the area to return to new or repaired homes and other facilities there.

- POLICY 4.3 _ _ ) -

- Provide adequate intérim accommodation for residents and businesses

. displaced by a major disaster inways that maintain neighborhood ties and
+ cultural continuity to the extent possible. ’ ‘

After a major earthquake, the Association of Bay Area Governments has estimated that up to
23,000 housing units will be destroyed or substan_tiélly damaged. (This is the estimate of red-
tagged units in San Francisco after an earthquake along the entire Hayward Fault.) Many
businesses that provide necessary services to residents will also be displaced. Repair and
feconstruction will take several years. In the meantime, State and 'féderal agencies have a

.- re'splonsibility_ to provide interim housing. The City will work with these agencies, involving
community-based organi2ations,_ to assure that the temporary and interim housing is adequate,
convenient and includes necessa’ry busin,essles and sqéial services. In order to maintain

‘relationships and connéctions within the community, terﬁporéry Housing and other facilities
should be provided near their pre—disaste_r location as-much as possible.

. POLICY 4.4 . _ .

. Before an emergency occurs, establish an interdepartimental grbilp to develop
' a Recovery Plan to guide ldng—term'recovery, rrianage reconstruction _
. activities, and provide coordination among recovery activities.

lnter-dep'artmental coordination and pUblic involvement will be critical to the recovery process. -
So will coordination with state and federal agencies and familiaﬁty with their rules and )
processes. A Recovery Plan should be prepared involving City departments with responsibility
for the physical and economic health of the City, including the Planning Department, .tHe '

) Redevelopment '/-\'gencyv,‘the Department of Public» Works, the Department of Building”

Inspection, the Mayor's Office of Community Development, the Mayor's Office of Housing, and
others. The Mayor's Office of Emergency Services should also contribute.

The Recovery'PIa.n will need to prepare the City to meet immediate changing needs.after a
. disaster. Special services and facilities will be needed on a short-term basis, including

: iemporary‘ housing, commercial facilities, and community services. It may be neces_séry that .
they be located in areas not normally available for development, or at higher density than is

normally aliowed.

The Recovéfy Plan shéuld include, at_leasf, polices and poteﬁtial pro'gr_ams a‘ddressing_the '
following issues, including a consideration of what type and-size of disaster would trigger their
- implementation: ' ‘ : o

» Emergency demolitions, including a consideration of historic buildings.

e Reoccupancy guidelines

° Exbediting repairs and reconstruction where appro_pﬁate ‘

. Constructib_n of a potentially Iafge amount of temporary housing and related services,
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including consideration of siting

« Plans for expediting the planning,_ financing and constrﬁction of potentielly large nurnbers
of replacement housing units. -

. Chahges to Planning Code provisions regarding nonconforming uses and buildings. -

» Business resumhtion’_assiétaﬁce, including mediation with federal and state programs
and the provision of alternative space. - ' ’ :

« Guidance forlong-term economie recovery.
e« Policies for guiding planning e'nd reconstruction of areas in which a large proportion of '
the buildings and infrastructure are destroyed, including the most effective use of the
City's redevelopment powers. ’ . '

« Plans for the rapid resumption of normal government.services

« Coordination witﬁ federal and state agencies. .

The Recovery Plan should be updeted as necessary to reflect ehanging conditiens, and
changes.in the state and federal regulations that will influence the pqst—disaster recovery

financing.

5. INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND RESEARCH

! OBJECTIVE5 -

SUPPORT SEISMIC RESEARCH THROUGH APPROPRIATE ACTIONS BY ALL

PUBLIC AGENCIES, AND APPLY NEW KNOWLEDGE ASTIT BECOMES

. AVAILABLE.

' POLICY5.1 o N
! Participate acﬁpely in the State of California, Department of Conservation,:

Division of Mines and Geology's Seismic Hazard Mapping project. \

" The California Division of Mines and Geology"(CDMG) has mapped Seismic Hazards Studies
Zones (SHSZs) in the north part of the City. When development projects are proposed within

the SHSZs, the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act-requires project proponents to prepare a
geotechnicél report assessing.the nature and severity of the hazard, and éuggesting
appropriate mitigation measures. When approving any project in a SHSZ, the City uses the
information and recommendations included in the report to achieve a reasonable protection of
public safety. The City must take the information contained in the maps into account‘Wherr

preparing the Safety Element, or when adopting or revising land use ordinances. The CDMG is

now rmapping the southern "part of the City. City agencies, including the Department of P-Lrblic
Works, the Department of Building Inspeetion and the Planning Department, yvill continue fo

- cooperate with and advise the CDMG in this project.

i -
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© POLICY 5.2 _ , .

: Support and monitor research being conducted about the nature of seismic

: hazards in the Bay Area, including research on earthquake prediction and
 warning systehzs, on the risk of tsunamis, and on the performance of

structures. : ‘ ‘ : '

Knbwledge about geologic risks. in the Bay Area is substantial, but alwéys evolving. The City
needs to keep informed, through the professional contacts of its staff, and through State and

. federal agencies like the California OES and the United States Geological Survey, about -
) advances in ﬂ]e field. New information will be shared with the public and decision-makers.

Befor_e an emergenéy oceurs, éstabl’fsh an interdepértmental group to develop a Recove_ry Plan

to guide long-term recovery, manage reconstruction activities, and provide coordination among
e tes . - . L
recovery activities.

The revised Commum'ty Safety E_Iemeht was adopted by Planning Commission Resolution No.14354
on April 24,1997 and by Board of Supervisors Resolution 758-97 on August 15, 1997

1 Search' | [ only General Plan
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: : The complete document can be found at
http Ihwww. sfdem orglftpluploadedflleleEB!PIansReportslHazardMltlgatlonPlan pdf




