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of tne beneral Pian, Wthh was adopted by the r’lanmng Commission on

FILENO. 110627 - ORDINANCE nO.

Il [General Plan Amendment - Community Safety Element]

Ordmance amending the San Franctsco General Plan by amendlng the Communlty
Safety Element to reference the most recent Hazard Mltlgatlon Plan; and makmg
t“ndlngs, n:lc.ludmg fmdmgs of consxstency w:th the General Plan and the elght prrorlty
polrcxes of Plannlng Code Sectlon 101.1,.and envnronmental f[ndlngs |

jNOTE: Additions are szngle underlzne zz‘alzas Times New Roman

deletions are
. Board amendment addltlons are double—underllned

Board amendment deletlons are .

‘ Be lt ordamed by the People of the Clty and County of San Francnsco

Seotlon 1. Section 1. Flndlngs : , - -
A Sectlon 4.105 of the Charter of the Clty and County of San- Francxsco provides

that- the Planmng Commxsston shall penodlcally recommend to the Board of Supervrsors for

'approval or rejectlon proposed amendments fo the General Plan

B. '.“On- - May 11, 2011 __ the Board ofSuper\nsors received from the |

o | Plannlng Department proposed General Plan amendments to the Commun[ty Safety E]ement )

March 24, 2011 L

| C. Sectlon 4. 1(35 of the City Charter further prowdes that if the Board of

_ Supervxsors falls to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed General Plan Amendment

then the proposed amendment shall be deemed approved |

D..  San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that an amendment to the o

iGeneral Plan may be initlated by a resolution of I_ntentlon'by the Planning Commlssmn, which |

refers t_o,'and incorporates by reference, the prop.osed General:Plan amendment. Plannin_g

-l Code Section 340 further provides that the Btanning—Commis_S-ion shall adopt the proposed

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

Planning Department \ R - . - o " Page 1
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' o ' ' ‘ 2/16/2011
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publlc necessrty convenlence and general welfare requrre the proposed amendment or any

: part thereof Iif adopted by the Planning Commlssmn in whole orin part the proposed

T amendment shall be presented to the Board of Supervrsors Wthh may approve or reject the

amendment by a majonty vote

E. "On February 24th, 2011, the Plannlng Commlssmn adopted Motion No.

18298 rnrtlatlng an amendment to the General. Plan, at a duly notlced public hearrng A
copy of Plannlng Commrssron Motron No. | 18298 . _“ison fle with the Clerk of the

|l Board in Flle No. 110627

F On January 31 2011 the Major Envrronmental Analysts of the Department
detemnned that the Pro;ect is Exempt from Enwronmental Revrew under CEQA Guxdelrnes o
Section 15378. | | |

G. The. Board of Supervrsors ﬁnds pursuant to Plannlng Code Sectlon 340, that the

General Plan Amendment set forth in the documents on file wrth the Clerk of the Board in Flle

: No'.- _ 110627 - will'seive the publrc necessity, convenrence and general welfare for the

reasons set forth in Planning Commlssron Motlon No 18298 and lnco_rpo_rates
those reasons herern by reference

H.' ‘The Board of Supew.sors finds that the General Dlan An*endment as set forth . |

| in the documents on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. - 110627 i , are in

| conformrty with the General Plan, as itis amended by this Ordlnance and the eight pnonty
K pollcres of Plannlng Code Sectlon 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Plannlng Commission

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

'Commlssion'Motlon No.: 18298 : and mcorporates those findings hereln by reference.‘

'Section 2. .The Board of Supervrsors hereby approves the followxng amendments fo _

L the-Ge_neral Plan, as recommended to the Boar__d of Supervisors by the Planning Commls_sron v

ilinMotionNo. -~ . 18298 and as shown in the Element on file with the Clerk of the
.Plannlng Department | - ' » R : ) : - Page2
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Board .ln File No. ' 110627 _ Descrlbed generally, these amendments to the text of

the Communrty Safety Element reVISe the reference to the San Francrsco Hazard Mltlgatlon

Plan in the Communlty Safety Elefent of the General Plan fo better descrlbe the role of the.

Plan as an lmplementatlon program of the Communrty Safety Element.. The text of the

: lntroductron to the Communrty Safety Element, "Relatlonshlp to Other Plans and Programs

Hazard Mltlgatlon Plan" is amended as follows

Hazard Mltlgatlon Plan: Another related plan is the Hazard Mltlgatlon Plan requrred by

federal law as a Condltlon of recelvmg hazard mltlgatlon grants after a declared dlsaster The
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: B)} Zaw, a Hazard Mitigation

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

describe the mnsdzctzon 's ‘mlnembL ity to he.s*e hazar a’s mclude a ,mtzganon Sz"razfez*y that z}rovzdes the

i

mrzsdzcnon 's blueprint for reduczg the poz‘entzal losSes and, contam a plan mazntenance process

I?ze Hazard Mztzzatzon Plan serves as one of the ﬁnplemenz‘az‘zon Programs of the C’ommunzfy .

| Safety Element, and contains programs that zmplemenf its polzczes ﬂle Board of. Supervzsors regularly

adopz‘s updares to z‘he San Franczsco Hazard Mzz‘zgatzon Plan.

APPROVED ASTO FORM
DENNIS J. HERRERA. Gity Attorney

By: ¢ ~ =
Susan Cleveland-Knowles
- Deputy: City Attorney
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . Page3
‘ o 2/16/2011
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- FILENO. 110627 -

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
' [General Plan Amendment - Cofnmunity Safety Elementl

Ordinance amending the San Francisco General Plan by @mending the Community
~Safety Element fo referencé 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.

Existingv 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 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. - :

. Amendments fo Curr_ent 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 al| natural

hazards that can affect the jurisdiction; describes the jurisdiction's vulnerability to these. -

; hazafds; includes a mitigation strategy that provides the jurisdiction's blueprint for reducing -
the potential losses; and, contains a plan maintenance process. ' . ' -

, .Backq'round [nformation -
Amehding t’hé_ Community Safety Element to referehce the most recent Haz_ard Mitigation .
.Plan will allow the City.and County of San Francisco to qualify for additional funding for certain
disaster recovery projects. | : - , . e o
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‘ N CityHall . :
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 ‘énd interested pérties fha_t 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: 1:00p.m.. |

Location: Comr_nitfée_l Room 263 loééted at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
C ' Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA - o ‘

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. : ‘ T S

‘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 fo: Clerk's Office, Board of Supervisors, Room 244, -
City Hall, San Francisco, CA 94102. ' ' B o T

Persons who are unable to attend.the hearihg may submit wriﬁe‘n( comments regarding -

this matter prior to the beginning of the hearing} These comments will become part of o

the official public record.
‘Angéla Calvillo; Clerk of the Board

POSTED and PUBLISHED: July 1,201 |
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101.1, and envirenmental findings. K
A copy of this measure and supporting’ data are available in

. become part of the official public record.
. Angela Calvillp, Clerk of the Board

.LAND USE & ECD_NOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

CITY HALL, ROOM 263; 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PL,
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN to the general public and interested parties that the
Board of Supervisors' Land Use & Economic Development Cbmmittee‘will hold a

- public ‘hearing to consider the following proposed legislation that amends the
Gerieral Plan: File No. 110627, Ordinance amending the San Francisco Generai
Plan by amending theé Community Safety Element to refererice the most recent
Hazard Mitigation Plan; and -making findings, including findihgs of consistency

. with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code Section

mentioned file of the Clerk of thé Board of Supervisors. For more information
regarding the .above matter, call (415) 554-5184 or write to: Clerk’s Qffice,
Board of Supervisors, Room 244, City Hall, San Frandisco, CA 94102. )
"Persons who are unable fo attend the hearing may submit written comments
regarding this matter prior to the beginning of the hearing. These comments will”

SF, CA

the above-
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general public and interested
garﬁes that the Board of
upervisors' Land Use &
Economic Development
Committee will hold a public
hearing to .consider the
following proposed legisia-
tion that amends the General
Plar File No, 110827,
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San Francisco General Plan .
by amending the Community
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the most recent Hazard
Mitigation Plary; and making
findings, incuding findings of .
consistency with the General
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Section. 101.1, and environ-
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this measure and supporting
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AN FRANUISCO oL
PLANNING DEPARH?MJP

.

" 1650 Mission St.

-Aprﬁl 2011 o o ' Suite 400
‘ . ‘ . ) . San Francisco;
- Co : L | ' . CAS4103-2473
Ms. AngelaCalvx]lo,Clerk i S S . ’ o S o
Board of Supervlsors . e S o _ ... Recepfion:
’City and County of San Fraricisco - . TR L
o City Hall, Room 244 - S y R , _ Fax
* . 1Dr.Carlton B. GoodlettPlace ' B S \ o - 415.558.6409
San Francisco, CA94102 S . _ B \ ) ) - . Planning
‘ ' ' o Informatian:

Re: Transm.lttal of Plannmg Department Case Number 2011 0087M to the Board of Supemsors 415.558.6377

Minor Text Amendment to the Community Safety Element of the General Plan
Planning Comm1551on Recommendatlon_ Agg:ovul : .

R Dea.f Ms. C‘alvﬂo' a

On Mazch 24 2011, the San Franﬂsco Plannmg Conumssmn (heremafte.r' ”Commlssmn”) conducted a duly
. noticed public heanngs at a regula.rly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance Whlch the. .
, Commlssmn initiated on February 24, 2011. The proposed Ordinance would add language to the
Commu.mty 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 quahfy for additional funding for certain

dlsaster recovery projects.

. The proposed zoning changes would result in' no phys1cal Jmpact on the enwronment. The proposed
. legislation has been found to be exempt from envrfonmental review under CEQA Gmde]mes Section

15378.

At the March 24 heanng, the Comm1551on voted to. recommend approval of the proposed Resoluhon. -

Please. fmd attached documents relathg to the Commlssmns actlon If you have any questions or require -
- further mformat[on please'do not he'51tate to contact me. : P

Smserely,

[ma 28
= S
. John.Rahaim i =g
. Director of Planning - — Tl
o | : = Sed
- Lo
o oL = o
" Attachments {one copy of the following): = T
+ Planning Commission Motion No‘lszgs : o SH
Draft Ordinangce (signed to form) - g

Planning Commission Executwe Summary for Case No. 2011 0087M

. www.'sfpianning..o'rg
- - 1563



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. 1650 Mission St
Suite 400 .
Pianmng Commlssmn Motlon No. 18298 | S,
' HEAR!NG DATE MARCH 24, 2011 ' a AR
_ ecaplion: ]
. _ g . ..  41555B6378
Date: =~ © March 17,2011 oo
CaseNo: = - 2011.0087M - 4155586408
) ) Planning .
SR o . ) Iriformation:
.Pro]elct. . ” General Plan Amendment Amendmg the Commumty Safety 415 5586377

Element of the San Francisco General Plan to reference the most .
recent Hazard Mitigation Plan

' . Staff Contact: Lily Langlois — (415) 575-9083 -
L " Iilylanglois@sfgov.org
* Reviewed By: ~ Sarah Dennis-Phillips- (415) 558-6314

 sarah.dennis@sfgov.org

.RECOMIVIENDING THAT TH'E 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 101.1 ANDENVIRONMENTAL FINDLNGS S o

WHEREAS, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San anc:lsc:o mandates that the
Planmng Department shall periodically recommend to the Boa.rd of Supemsors for approval or re]echon

. proposed amendments to the General Plan

The San Francisco Planmng Department is seeking to amend the Community Safety Element of the -
General Plan to reference the most recent San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Flan. San Franmsco has not
updated the Commurity Safety Element since 1997, as such; the adopted element includes an outdated
reference to the Hazard Mmgahon 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

1o quahfy for addmonal ﬁmdmg for certain disaster recovery PI.'O]eCtS

In October 2006, the Cahforrua State Legislature passed AB 2140 (Federal Disaster Act of 2000) Whlch
became effective January 1, 2007. The Federal Disaster Act of 2000 requires local governments to ‘adopta
comprehensive Hazard Mitigation-Plan (HMP) 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 ]unsdlctxons vulnerability to these hazards; include a mitigation
strategy that provides the jurisdictions blueprint for reducing the potential losses; and, contain a plan -

maintenance process.

"www.sfplanning.org-' o o
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Resolution No. L - ' " i CASE NO: 2011.0087M.
Hearing Dater March 24, 2011 : . General Plan Amendment updating the
TR : o Community Safety Element to add a refererice
 to the most recent Hazard Mitigation Pian

. Assembly Bill ‘(A'B) 2140 limits the amount of additional state funding for certain disaster recbvery
projects funded by the Califorria Disaster Assistance Act (CDAA) unless the local agency has complied
with the provisions set forth in AB 2140. Among other requiretnexits, the local agency must providea
certified copy of the Resolution of Adoption to the Federal Emergeﬁcy Management Agency (FEMA)
demonstating that .the approved Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHIMP) has been adopted and.
incorporated ifito the Safety Element of the General Plan. o S - _

Though complance with AB 2140 is optional, noncoinpliance 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 initigation‘ plan in accordance with thée Federal Disaster Act of 2000 as part of the, ‘

 safety element of its general plan.” o T ‘ cL

The ptoposed aine'pdments to the Planning Code are consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in

Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in that: ' o i

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

The proposed Mge would not impact neighl;orhood serving retail uses or future opportunities for
- employment. ' R '

2 That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order tlo preserve
_Ff;e cultural arild éconofniq diversity of our neighborhoods. . | . '
| 'Ihe proposed change would not have a negative impact housmg and neighborhood character.
: | 3. 'I'I;lat the City‘s suppI}.' of ;ffordabié ﬁousihg be préservea and enha.nc_éd.
» | 'IIhe propased chzu;ge w_oz.tld.not im%ufct tyfardable hous‘zng o . 7 . . L

" 4.That éqim'nuter traffic ot impede MUNI transit service or overburden out streets or neighborhood

parking. _ , L ..

The proposed change would not impede MUNT transit services, overburden streets, or neighborhood

parking. T : - T Y '

5 That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our iﬁ&l._lstrial and service sectors from
displacement due to commercial office development, and that future ‘bpporhiniﬁe.s for resident

- employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. . ’ :

The proposed change would not adversely affect the industrial or serzﬁqz sectors.

6. That the City achieves the gfeatest possible préparedness to protect against injury and loss of life tr1
an earthquake. . ' _ T o ¥ :

\

SAN FRANGISCO : i o Co ) : 2
PLANNING DEPART'HENT IR .
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Resolution No. - _ L o ' CASE NO. 2011.0087M
Hearing Date: March 24,2011 . o General Plan Amen_dmeﬁt updating the -

S : Community Safety Element to add a reference

- : fo the most recent Hazard Mitigation Plan
The proposed change would not adoersely. affect prepuredness against injury and loss of Iife in an -

: etzrthqwz,kz,' . oo . . _ ‘ o - .

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

.

The proposed bhang'e would not hévz an impact on lzmdm-ar_ks or hz'étoric Buf_ldfngs.

‘8. That our parks and open space and their aécess to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development. ' ' o ' o

The pro?qs_ed change would not have an effect on pﬁﬂé and open spaces.’

Analysis of aPplicable General Plan Objectives and Policies has determined that the proposed action is,
on balance, consistent with the General Plan as it is proposed to be amended. ' o

WHEREAS, 'per Planning Code Sécﬁon 340, that on Fébmary 24th, 2011, the Planning Commission
adopted Resolution No. 18283, initiating amendments to the Community Safety Element of the General .
Plan, and : : ’ o : :

. WHEREAS, on January '31, ;7_011, the ‘Major Environmental Analysis Sv_ecﬁon of the Deparﬁrnent
" determined that the General Plan Amendmerit set forth in the Draft Board of Supervisor's Ordinance, as

shown in Exhibit D, is Cétegorically E'xe'm-pt from Environmental Review under CEQA Guidelines
" Section 15060 {c) (2) — Nonphysical Project. ' . ‘ ; B O
"NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That pursuant to Planning Code Secton 340, the Plahnﬁ\g '
‘Comumissiont does hereby find that the public necessity, convenienice 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.A’ctoi'ney in Exhibit D, and recommends approx)ai of these
amendments to the Board of Supervisors. C : o : ,

, I hereby cerﬁfy that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the City Planning Comumission on March 24,
2011. B : § | ' o

L £.1 N

,”Linda D. Avery
Cqmmission Secretary
. AYES: ) An’tonini, ?ordm,.‘l:ong,'l;/[igtlel, Mo‘ore, Ol'aé'ue; Suéaya
Noi?:s: | o o
ADOPTED: March 24,2011
SaN FHANCXS;CD . ‘ B S SR T ) 3

BLARMING DEPARTMENT
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'Recomnlendaﬁon: Adopt Text Amen'd.ment to the Community Sé.fety Elémenf .of the
o " -General Plan’ Lo - S

" PROJECT DESCRIPTION

San Francisco has not updated the Community Safety Element since 1997. The adopted element includes
an outdated reference to the Hazard Mitigafion Plan. On February 24, 2011, the Pla’m;ﬁ}g' Commission’ -
+adopted Motion No. 18283, a Motion of Intention to initiafe 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
additiorial funding for certain disaster recovery projects. ' L '

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 adopta
comprehensive Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMF) fo 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.

Assembly Bill (AB) 2140 limits the amount of additional state funding for certain disaster 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 providea
certified copy of the Resolution of Adoption to.the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
demonstrating that the approved Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHHMP) has been adopted and

incorporated into the Safety Element of the General Plan. ;

www.sfplanning.org _
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Executive Summary o . 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 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 {ocated within a city, county, or city and county that has .
adopted a local hazard mitigation 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 Decemb_ei' 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 Commumity Safety Element is a fequired element of the General Plan, addressing the City’s risk.of .
. natural or tec}ﬁiological disasters, particularly seismic hazards. The existing Commuriity Safety Element '
. was approved by the Planning Cornumission in April 1997 (Case # 1995.679M) and was adopted by Board

of Supervisors on August 15, 1997 (Resolution 758-97). The Coinmu_nity Safety element consists of two
. parts, an Introduction section, and am Objecﬁves and Policies section. There are also two docurnents 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 ]a_nuarjr 31, 2011, the Major Env:irohinental Anal'ysié of the Department detem_nihed that the _Projeét is
Exempt from Environmenta.l' Review under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. T :

- 'PUBLIC COMMENT | ..
d on February _24, 2011. Public

There was no.public’ comment received at ﬂﬂ.e initiation hearing hel
. comment will be taken at the Planning Commission hearing on March 24, 2011.. -
" REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION | ,

On Februé.ry 24,2011, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution no. 18283, a Resolution of -Iqténﬁoﬁ
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. ‘ ' ) : : B '

BASlS‘" FOR RECOMMENDATION _ _ o

Amending the Community Safety Element to reference the most recent Hazard i\ﬁtigaﬁon Plan will
allow the City and County of San Francisco to qualify for additional funding for certain disaster recovery
projects. o o o ' o

I

SANEHDISED -'
E!L;Hmﬁﬁﬁ DEPARFHENT
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‘Executive Summary ~ , N : -' R CASE NO. 2011.0087M
Hearing Date: March 24, 2011 . ‘ - General Plan Amendment u pdating the
, . ' Community Safety Elementto 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
and 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 Legislatuire 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. ' o , .

Because the adopted Community Safety Element does not refererice the éunent Hé;ard Mitigation Plan,
the City and County of San Francisco would be ineligible to receive the maximum amount of funds for
disaster recovery projects. - ' ; i : x
Having a consistent safety element and FEMA;épiJroved hazard miﬁgaﬁoﬁ plan would help énsure that
the City and County of San Francisco (and all eligible agendes with eligible reimbursements for '

- damaged facilities 10cate;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 Iocal share of any and all reimbursements for permanent _ '
© repair, replacement, restoration costs for disaster-damaged facilities. : '

. RECO‘MN[ENDATION:T . . Approve Text Amendments fo the Community Safety Element of the
: .. General Plan - S
Attachments: . ' C
‘Exhibit A: . Draft Resolution for the General Plan Amendment
ExhibitB: . California Assembly Bill AB 2140 o _
Exhibit C: San Francisco Hazard Mitigation Plan - Introduction

" ExhibitD: Draft Ordinance -

Mmﬂgn@m. : ' ’ L b L 3
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- The Communlty Safety Element focuses on selsml
_and property in San Francisco result directly from the ground shaking and ground failure

Planning Home > Codes & Maps > General Plan > Community Safety Element’

Communlly Safety Elem'ent

& View table of contents: COMMUNIIYSAFEIY

| lNTRODUCTlON

reduce future loss of life, injuries, property

The purpose of the Communrty Safety Element isto
ic disruption from natural or technological

loss, environmental damage, and social and econom
‘disasters. There are several assumptlons behind this Element

c awareness of the hazards that face San Franc:lsco wrll result in '

. Creatlng a greater pUbll
’ ions and lnderduals to

’an informed commrtment by public agencres private organizati
prepare for future dlsas’cers

. Development and 1mplementatlon of programs to increase safety and to respond fo
emergencies are the responsibility of many dn’ferent agencies, Cooperation among City
~and County agencies, federal and state agencres community-based organlzatlons and
the private sector is essential for these programs to be effective. ’
o New d_evel‘o'pment must be undertaken in ways that minimiz'e fisks from natural hazards.
o Existing hazardous structures have the greatest potentral for loss of life and other
_ serious impacts as a result of an earthquake The Cl’ry should continue fo explore ways -

to reduce this risk.

¢ hazards, because the gl"eateet risks to fife

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,. _
inundation, landslides, hazardous materials releases and fire that are quite likely to accompany
a major earthquake, and if it has developed effectrve emefgency response plans, it will'be well

‘prepared to cope with these hazards, or other catastrophes that threaten publlc safety

property orthe envrronment when they occur alone

: There are two documents related to thrs Communrty Safety Element A Summary Background

Report descnbes the natural hazards facing San Francisco and the. programs currently in place_
to address them The Communrty Safety Element is based on this background information. '

S

160



Implementation Programs describes current and proposed projects to can'y out the Objectrves )
-and Policies contalned here -

ReIatmnshlp to Other Plans and Programs

: .Emergency Operatlons Plan

In addition to the Safely Element, the Clty maintains an Emergency Operatlons Plan. The
Emergency Operations. Plan was updated in 1996 by a task force with representatives of City -
departments and other agencles with responsnbxlrtles during emergencies, coordmated by the -
‘Mayor's Office of Emergency Services. This process and its results are described in more detall
in the Summary Background Report to.the Commumty Safety Element :

The Emergency Operatlons Plan descnbes specn" o response actlons that Wlll be taken by the' E
emergency response agencies, and other City departments in thelr support, in the aftermath of -
a disastet, 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 agendies. The Emergency Operatlons

* Plan implements many of the emergency response policies of this Community 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 Commiunity Safety Flement establrshes pollc1es to guide the- longer-tenn

" reconstruction of the City. Both of these documents. recogmze that a more detailed planis ’

. needed fo coordmate efforts fo-guide the long-ferm recovery of the City, its reSIdents and ifs

" economy after a major 'disaster. Because the Commumty Safety Element and the Emergency
Operations Plan were prepared at the same time, attempts were made to. coordmate their- -
content to avond duphcatron or contradlctlons

. Hazard Mitigation Plan .

_. Another related plan is the Hazard Mitigation Plan, requrred by federal law as a condltlon of

receiving hazard mrtlgatlon 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 Admlnlstratrve Officer, and adopted by the Board

of Super\nsors in 1990. It contained background information similar to the Community Safety

Element, and a [ist of earthquake mitigation projects proposed by City departments. The

. Hazard Mitigation Plan was updated, fo include the projects proposed fo reduce hazards from )
- high wind and storms, such as occurred during the winter of 1995-1996, which was a declared

disaster in San’ Francnsco That update is expected to cover the declared disasters of the

January 1997 storms. : o

" Seismic Hazards Mapplng Act

ln 1980 the Callfomla Leglslature enacted the Seismic Hazards Mapplng Act As a result, the ,
California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) is currenily mappmg Seismic Hazards ‘
Studies Zones (SHSZS) A preliminary map showing areas w1th a potenfial for liguefaction
during an earthquake was released for local review in October 1995 (Map 4). The State
Geologist expects fo issue off cial maps and gurdelmes on April 1, 1997. These maps are
posted with the Recorder, the Assessor and the Plannmg Commission. The Se:smlc Hazards
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Mapping Act isldéscribed_ in more detail in fhe Summary Backround Report.

When development projects are proposed within the SHSZs, the proponent is required fo ’
_conduct a site investigation and prepare a geotechnical 'repor't assessing the nature _and

severity of the hazard, and suggesting appropriate mitigation measures. When approving any ’

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

to achieve a reasonable pr_dtection of publie safety. |

The City must fake the information contained in the maps into account when préparing the
Safety Element, or when adopting or revising land use ordinances. Because SHSZ maps are
-currently being prepared by the CDMG, no new geological research has been condticted for
this Safefy Element update. CDMG staff have consulted with City staff as the maps are being
developed, and-h‘ave' already shared their preliminary information. When the final maps are o
issued, the Safety Element will be reviewed in light of any new information contai_hed inthe -

official maps. Revisions will be made if appropriate. - -

Natural Hazards in San Francisco
( San Francisco result directly from the ground .shaki'ng | -
and ground failure associated with large earthquakes‘..Other hazards common in other

' California communifies are less likely to occur in San Francisco, and wheri they do occur are
usually, but not always, associated with an earthquake. - ' o

The greatest risks fo life and property in

San Francisco-is not subject to flooding of nétural waterways. {The NaﬁQnal Elood Insurance h
Program, which designates'ﬂood—pfone areas, has identified no areas inSanF ranciscb.-)‘
" Flooding as a result of dam or reservoir failure is unlikely, and is most likely to occur as aresult -
~ of an earthquake. San Francisco does not have the conditions for large, devastating wild land
fires. Urbari fires are a constant threat, and the worst case urban fire is conflagration associated
: v_vith'an e__aﬁhqtiake. Siope instability resulting in landslides is a hazard in San Fran'cisc‘o. It can
. .occur in times of high wind and heavy rain. Widespread damaging landslides are most likely if
triggered by earthquake. Other poténtial hazards are subsfanﬁally increased if they occur
during a large earthquake. A hazardous materials release can'be-dahgerous under any
conditions. During an earthquake the risk, and the difficulty in responding to the risk, is much

. greéter. :
und failure, inundation, landslides,

y to accompany a major earthquake, '
‘well prepared fo cope with , -

If San Francisco undertakes programs to reduce the gro
‘hazardous mateﬁals_ releases and fire _that"are quite fikel
and i it has developed effective emergency response plans, it will be
these hazards, or other unforeseen catastrophes that threaten public safety or property, when
they occur alone.. R - o .
Ear’thua}{es have alwayé otcurred in the San Fra'f’nci's‘c_o area and will continue to occur in the
“future. There is a historical record of damaging earthquakes dating as far back as 1808,
Although few magnitude 6 or greater earthquakes occurred between 1906 and the late 1970s,
many sqientisfs believe that higher fréquency of earthquakes since 1979 may represent a -
return to the highier rates of activity recorded before 1908 | »

" The g;.reat:1 906 earthquake and the fire that it caused resulted in about 3,000 deaths. The worst
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) building-damége océt;rred on "made land":’aitiﬁcialty'ﬁll_ed are_és created on former marshes,
streams and bay. Wood-frame buildings in the South of Market area; and brick buildings )
downtown, were espécially heavily damaged. Large ground displacements in the filled ground

valong the Bay damaged utifities. Damage to the gas generating and distribution system resuited

In explosions and exacerbated the.spread of fire. Breaks in the underground water pipes
resulted in a loss of fire fighting cépabilfty. More than 28,000 buildings within a four. square mile
drea were destroyed over a period of three days. About 100,000 people were left homeless,
Refugee camps in parks and other oben spaces continued for many months. A 1908 estimate .
of private property damage in the fire zone was $1 billion. Some of the municipal bonds that
financed the rebuilding-of public facilities were not paid off until the 1980s.

The October 17, 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake occurred on the San Andreas fault about 60
miles (100 km) southesist of San Francisco. Sixty-two people were killed, including eleven in-
*8an Francisco. Forty-two of these fatalities occurred because of failures of bridges and _
freeways. Most of the remaining deaths resujtéd from th_é coliapse' of buildings in Santa Cruz.'- _
and San Francisco. The total damage to private and publi¢ facilities throughout the region’is
" estimated at more than $6 billion. Again, the dariage was ot evéenly distributed through the
 city. Much of the sévere dam'age occurred in the same areas that suffered in 1906, those built
" -on unengineered-artificial fill in the Marina and South of Market districts. Many buildings
. ' severely damaged by thé earthquake had structural weaknesses khown fo make thém :
vulnerable to earthquake damage. They inciuded buildings with "soft stoties™ (large openings :
" and inadequaté strength at the ground story). and unreinforced masonry buildings. About 130
buildings in San Francisco, containing more than 1,000 housing units, were destroyed or
irrepaiably damaged. Many more could not be occupfed 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 overnight shelter for about 2,000 people on the night of the
earthquake. : o ' : . c '

After the October 1989 Loma Prieta Earthquake, the National Earthquake Prediction Evaluation
Council formed-a Working Group of earthquake scientists to assess the probabilities of large
earthquakes in the Bay Area. The Working Group assessed the likelihood of one or more major .

earthquakes (magnitude 7 or greater and capable of resulting in substantial damage) in'the Bay

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

large earthquakes will occur somewheré in thie Bay Area by the year 2020. This means that a_
major quake is twice as likely, fo occur as it is not to occur. Most of our existing stiuctures and ,
' infrastructure,'and most of the new buildings and public works-now'coptemplat-éd, will prdbably .

" be in place when the expected earthquake happens.
San Francisco Geology and Seismicity

The San Andreas fault system-is a complex network of faulis'that extends throughout the Bay
. areé_. (See Map 1.) While no known active fay_‘lté exist in San Francisco, major earthquakes
occurring on the faults surrounding the City have resutted in substantial damage within the City.
‘Similar damaging earthquakes in the futul'é‘are_ine_vitable_. ' s

map"I - Bay Area Earthquake chlts
. Some of these faults are found beneath or close to thé most h‘eavﬂy popu}a{ed parté of the Bay .
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. 'fArea. Asa résult,—earthqdakes 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 earthiquakes 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 fofal damage to about 3000 buildings. The Kobe earthquake had a magnitude of 6.8~
and resulted in more than 5,000 deaths and the loss of abo_ljt BC_),OOO buiidings, including those

destroyed by'ﬁre.

* The location and movement of earthquake faults do not expléin all of the edrihquake risk. Even
~ in locations that are relatively far from faults, 'soils can intensify ground shaking, or.t'he ground
may seitle or slide. The parts of San Francisco that _éxperienced' the greatest damage in 1989
" - were not those closest to Loma Prieta, but those with soils that magnified ground s'haking or
liquefied. These were the Same areas that experienced damage in 1906, though the epicenter '
of the 1906 ea_rtht;uéke w_as\in_ a different direction. - -

The hills along the central spine of the-San Francisco peﬁinSula are composed of rock and soils
that are less Iikeiy' to magnify ground shaking, although they are sometimes vulnerable to
landsliding during an earthquake. The soils most vulnerable during an earthquake are in low- -
iyin'g and filled land along the Bay, in Iow—l)}ing valleys and old creek beds, and to some extent,
along the ocean. : ' o :

: Ground Shaking

Most earthqi;ake démage comes from g:roun'd shaking. Ground shaking occursin all - '
eafthquakes. All of the Bay area and much of California are subject to some level of ground
~ shaking héza}d. The impécts of ground shaking will be quite widespread. The severity of
ground shaking varies considerably over the impacted region dep.ending 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.

fntensity maps for two of the most probable earthquakes, magnitude 7 on the San Andreas
fautt, and magnitude 7 on the northern segment of the Hayward féult, are shown on Map 2 and
Map 3. A comparison of these r_na'ps shows that the intensities of grouhd shaking will vary
considerably ihroﬁghou‘t the City'dun'rig any given earthquake,.ahd that the pattern of
groun‘dshakihg'vis fairly consistent, reflecting the underlying épils. In gehera,il, sites with stronger
soils will experience'sl’iaking 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 gro_udd shaking in most earthquakes.

+

3 map 2 - Ground Sha.?ci.ng Iptensity, Magnritude 7.1 em'thquaicé on the...Saﬁ .
- Anreas foult. - L _ . ' ~

i g

map 3 - Ground Shakifng Iiitensity, Magnifude 7.1 earthquake on thé..,Haywc;_rd '
Sfault. - . . R : \ T
~ Ground Failure

"Ground.faﬂure" means that the soil 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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examiple, landsiiding_is a natural geological process. It is also Hiccly to occur suddenly
and catastrophically during earthquakes. The major types of ground failure associated
with earthquakes are liquefaction; landslides; and settlement. T _

- Liquefaction - - J

Liquefactibr,i is the,transforrﬁation of a confined layer of sandy water-saturated material into a
fiquid-like state because of garthquake shaking. When soil liquefies.during an earthquake,
structures no longer supported by the soil can tilt, sink or break apart. Underground utilities can
be substantially damaged. ' : o T :

Liquefiable soils in San Francisco are generally found in filled areas along the Bay front and
former Bay inlé_ts, and in sandy low-lying areas along t—hga ocean front and around Lake Merced:
The palifdm"i'a Department of_Conservatibn, Division of Mirjes and Geology (CDMG)is - -
preparing maps of areas of liquefaction potential, as required by the Seismic Hazard Mapping
Act of 1990. These maps, once they are officially adopted, must be used by the City when ’
preparing the Safety Element and when adopting 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 construction féatures-that will mitigate the

' liquefaction hazard. ' - '

Map 4 shows the areas with liquefaction potgnﬁal in the USGS Saﬁ Franéisc‘o North
Quadrangle, which includes the north end of the San Francisco peninsula, éxtending southto
about 25th Street and Pacheco Street. This map was issued iri October 1995 for public review.

CDMG expects fo finally adopt thi:s__map" on April 1.

¥

mczp 4 - Seismic Hazards Study Zones - Areas ofLiquefacﬁon Potential
Landslides - A

A 'landslide is a movement of a mass of soil down a steep slope when the'soil loses 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 susceptible'fo landslides are
‘those where masses of soils are weakly suppbrted because of natural erosion, ‘changes in
~ ground water or surface water pattems, or human activities such as undercuttinig. Landsfides
can be triggered by heavy_rains, -as occurred during the high wind and rain,stqnns" of the winter -
of 1995-1996 and in early 1997. Earthquakes will trigger landslides in susceptible areas, as
-occurred in the Santa Cruz Mountains during the 1989 Lomia Prieta earthquake. A

A lérge é'arthquéke in San Francisco may eépse‘mbvérﬁent of active'slides and could frigger ;

new slides similar to those that_ have already occurred under normal conditions. Areas .
susceptible to landslides are shown on Map.5.

map 5- Areas S&Lécepﬁbie to Landskides
Inundation Hazards
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" Tsunami
) i

Tstnami are-'la(ge waves in the ocean generated by earthquakes, coastal or submarine
landslides, or volcanoes. Damaging tsunam

mi-are not common on the California coast. Most
California tsunami are associated with distant earthquakes (most likely those in Alaska or'S_outh
Americia), not with local earthquakes. Devastating-tsﬁnamis have not occurred in historic times
. inthe Bay area. Because of the lack of reliable _inform'aﬁon abbut the kind of tsunami runupé
that have occurred in the prehistoric 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
Calffornia. Map 6 shows areas where tstinamis are thought to be possible.’ ‘ '

map 6- 20-Foot Tswzcmﬁ_Ruﬁ—up Map

Flooding

" The National Flood Insurance Program designates flood préne areas. There are no areas :prohe

to surface flooding in San Francisco.

Reservoir Failure

‘Dams and reservoirs which hold large volumes of water represent a potential hazard due to
failure caused by gr_oémd»shaking. The San Francisco Water Departnﬂ'e_'nt'owns above ground
rEservoirs and_'tahks within San Francisco. Their inundation areas are 'shown in.Map 7. The '
San Francisco Water Department monitors its facilities and submits_periodic reports to the

. California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safety of Dams {DOSD), which

regulates large dams.

impacts of F uture Eérth,quakes”

nd serious injuries. Deaths and injuries _.
e, and the types of structures that
nce from the earthquake, it is

Earthquakes' most profound impacts are deaths a
largely depend 0(1 the number of people in the area at the tim
: they occupy. A_l’th'ough risk is related to much more than dista
. interesting to ncte that about 1 .26 million people live within 10 km of the likely magnitude 7 -
earthqﬁ'ake on the Northern segment of the Hayward fault. This is about 10 times the number of
people at a similar distance from the epicenter of the Loma Prieta earthquake. '
‘Most deaths and injuries will result from the failure of buildings and other structures. The

" number of casualties will ‘be influenced by the time of day of thé'earthquake.vAt night more
'peop}e are in relatively safe smail wood-frame structures. San Francisco's residential

f about 750,000 is a reasonable estimate of nighttime population. During the day

population o
dings, on viuinerable

more people couid be in more hazardous and higher occupancy buil

_ bridges and freeways, or on streets with falling debris. San Francisco's daytime population is
about 1.3 million people. Studies have estimated the number of deaths from-a magnitude 75

earthquake on the Hayward fault at 1,500 to 4,500, and from an 8.3 earthq_uzfake on the-'Sa'.n

' - Andreas fault at 3,000 to 8,000. . ' , C

In recent large ea_&hquakes,, buildings built with current enginééring téchniques generally
performed well. This means that they did not collapse or pose an unreasonable threat to the -
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" lives of occupants, although fhey may héve suffered structural damage that is difﬁcult, '
expernisive or even imppssible to repair. San Francisco contains many building built before
building codes and construction practices reflected % knowledge of earthquake resistance.

' Unreinforced masonry buildings have performed poorly in earthquakes. San Francisco 'has
adopted a program to require fheir refrofit. Other hazardous building types remain. Non-ductile
concrete stmctdre's often fail in large earthquakes. A large but unknown number of them exist in. -
. San Francisco. Reducing this possibly large risk may be difficult and co:étly.v"Soﬁ-stO'ry" _
buildings, those'in which af 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 refatively simple, and very effective, way to
reduce earthquake risks. ' i o : :

San Franc_is(:o Is improving the seismic strengfh of many Cit'y—own:ad buildings, including fire
stations and Civic Center buildings. Some important buildings remain to be strengthened. .

A major earthquake will result in substantial d;magé to ufility syétems. Itis likely that fires will .
break out, larger and in greater nimber than can be controlled by availabk_e professional fire-

fighters. There may be' releases of hazardousmaterials. .

In additfon fo these'_p'hyisi'cal impacts, there will be social and economic impacts. Housing will be
lost; the Association of Bay Area Governments estimated that up to 41,000 units (or 12% of afl

units) in Sén'FranciSC(): ;oLild,be uninhabitable immediately after the largest expected :
earthquake. About 50,000 people would seek shelter. Some people, because of limited English -
language ability, or limited mobility, may be at increased risk. Many businesses will be seriously

 disrupted. Valuable historic buildings wii! be lost. C e

OVERALL GOAL *

. ltisthe goal of the City and County of San Francisco to the extent feasible, to avoid the loss of

life and property as a résult of natural and technological disasters, to reduce the social, cuftural

~ and economic dislocations of disasters, and fo assist and encourage the rapid recovery from
-disasters.- ' : R ' ' '

Objectives and Policies to advance this gbia'l are classified info _six_g_eﬁ_eral categories. They are:

. Codrdir’iaﬁon. l.mprovements.in coordination among City programs, and’among others

: ,WOrking to reduce the risks_ of disasters will result in niore effective mitigation,

L. preparedness, response and ‘recovery efforts. -~ ' o T
' .Hazard Mitigation. Hazard mitigation policies and programs ars intended to reduce or .
eliminé{e long term risks. Hazard mitigation activities, effectively carried out, reduce the
need for response and recovery from disasters because théy will reduce the amount of
physical damage suffered. R ' :

. Préparedness.Preparednessl brograr'ns are those that educate and organize péople to,
respénd appropriatély to disasters. They include education and awareness programs for -

‘individuals, families, institutions, businesses, government agencies and other
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s Response. Response programs inc_lud-e the pians of those with responsibility for _
providing emergency and other services o the public when a disaster occurs. The focus
of Response activities Is.saving lives and preventing injury, and reducing l‘immediate

property damage.

« Recovery and Reconstruction. After a m_ajor_disaster_, public and private decisions must
be made about short-term and long-term rebuilding, the provision b_f housing for those -
displaced, resumption of services to homes and businesses, resumption of b'uéjne_ss and
government functions. City policies.and actions wilt have a large influence on these -

" processes.

¢ Information Systems and,lRes‘éarch. Knowledge about natural disasters is continually: -
growing. In order the deal with disasters eﬁec‘t.iilely,’ it is critical that the public, City
" agencies, and decision-makers be well-informed abpi.xt' new information. It is also
important that informatioh about events and activities in the City be available to other

government agencies and researchers.

1. COORDINATION

| OBJECTIVEL .

| IMPROVE THE COORDINATION OF CITY PROGRAMS THAT MITIGATE - :
i PHYSICAL HAZARDS, HELP INDIVIDUALS AND ORGANIZATIONS PREPARE
. FOR AND RESPOND TO DISASTERS, AND RECOVER FROM THE IMPACTS OF
: DISASTERS " e : R _ '

’ Meet'ing-the overall goal of reducing the impacts of natufal.and technological hazards requires

" extraordinary cooperation and cpordination among City departments, and among City -
depaﬁments and other Qovernmentj_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 Em_erg'ency Services and at the departmental fevel. Other
) .gepartme‘nts and offices.carry out projects to reduce future losses to City facilities and some
private facilities, prograrhs_ to increase earthquake pr_epa_r_ednéss, and fo repair damage from
the Loma Prieta earthguake. A more comprehensive, coordinated approach inc'rea_ses overall
effectivensss of these programs, improves the City's working relationshipé with other
' gove‘rnment and non-governmént agencies, and heightens public awareness of disaster

- programs.

. POLICY 1.1 ; C . , .

" Improve the coofdination of disaster-related prog_razns-uﬁithin City
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 fo act fo '
improve the coordination.of miﬁgaﬁon‘ and preparedness activities, and more fully support the
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" nonstructural building elements,

Cify’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, CULTURALAND

: ECONOMIC DISLOCATIONS RESULTING FROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

Most earthquéke—related deaths énd injun'és will result from the fai’lurelof'buﬂdi‘ngs and other

- strictures as a result of shaking or ground failure. Damage_ to structires results in substantial

economic losses and severe 'socia_ll, cultural and economic dislocations. In addition to the
characteristics of the earthq’uake and of the site, a structure's performance wiil depend-on
structural type; materials, design, age and quality of construction and maintenarice. The

- hazards posed by buildings and other structures can be reduced by.assuring that new

structures incorporate the latest/e_ngineeﬁng knowledge, by learning more about the risks "

-posed by olde.r 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 Structures

The State of California réquires- the use of ,ﬂ_i_é Sfate Building Codé, baséd on the model.

. Uniform Building Code (UBC) prepared by the Intemational Conference of Building Officials * -

(l‘CBO); Buildings built to current code _provisiohs are expected to resist damage from rhinor
earthguakes, experience some non-structural damage from moderate eaithquakes, and incur
non-structural and some structural damag_e_ (but not collapse) in major earthquakes. The Codes .

- are updated as knowledge grows about how stfuctures reépqnd to earthquakes. The 1871 San

Femando earthquake uhexpectediy desﬁoyed sofne_ recently built f(eeways' and buildings. As

" engineers exgamined the buildings that failed, there were far-reaching building code - _
- amendments increasing buildings' structural resistance to earthquakes. Recent earthquakes in

Northridge and Kobé have demonstrated that bhildings that incorporate’ current enginez_aring
knowledge about earthquakes generally perform well in earthquakes. During these two

: " earthquakes, somé welds in steel frame builg{ihgs cracked unéxpectedly, although no 'bu'ildings
‘collapsed as a result. Changes are being made in the Bui!ding Code to protect against this _

damage. : ) . )
Local governments are permitted to impose more restrictive s’ianda'rds than those in the State -
codes when this can be jusfified by local conditions such as selsmicity, to,pography (for example .
hilly _térrain),' or climate. San F rancisco adopts.th‘_e State Building Code with modifications which
conceﬁn the r'esis_tance to'ground-shaking and hillside construction, as 'V\(ell as some long-
standing local provisions. The San Francisco Bui‘lding Code is-adopted by the Board of
Supervisors and implemented by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI), which reviews
building plans, and inspécts buildings under construction to'insure that the approved plans and
codes are followed. The City will contiriue to periodically review and update the building code to
incorporate the latest knowledge and standards of seismiic design in both structural and

Becatise of the importance and the variability of local soil conditions, DB requires g'eotechnical
reports, prepared by a ficensed civil engineer, for projects on sites in areas with greater
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. susceptlbllrty to ground shaking and ground failure,
‘ structural systems which respond to these increase
, soil factors into design will be further fonnallzed under the California Selsmic Hazards Mapping'

Act of 1990. The regulations implementing t the Act require t '

- engineer, having competence in the field
_ increased level of review by appropriate pro

"+ ohgoing tralnmg for plan checkers and the mvolvement ot

"design p

“and requires the design of foundations and .
d structural loads and hazards. Integrating

hat the local agency review of the
developers' studies be "conducted by a certrﬁed engine&ring geologrst or registered civil.

of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation.” ' This. "
fesstonals will help assure that hazards resultlng .

from sorl condrtrons will be adequately mitigated.

POLI CY 2.1 _ . .
. Assure that new constructlon meets current structural and life safety

. standards .

-

The Deparl:rnent of Bulldlng {nspection and the Fire Department have ongoing responsrbllrty for
ing buildings under construction to insure

d in accordance with codes. This includes.
professional structural and civil

reviewing plans for proposed buildings and inspecti
that they are built as shown'on the approved plansan

engmeers with expertlse in selsmrc engmeenng

The engineering of complex or unusual structures. reguires more than the routine appllcatron 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

rofessional can often shed new light on structural issues, or uncover overlooked

problems The Structural Engineers ‘Association of California recommends that, in situations

where performance during an earthquake is critical, or when advanced or unusual technologres

are used, structtral designs should be reviewed by a qualrﬁed independent reviewer at several
points during project design. San Francisco Burldmg Code Section 150.6 aflows the Departiment

" of Building Inspection to- involve Structural Advisory Commrttees groups of professmnal
engrneers workrng ona volunteer basis, to provrde reviewona cas_e—by—case basis.

" poricvs.z

 Review and amend at regular intervals all relevant pubhc codes to
: mcorporate the most current k'nowledge of structnrral engzneerlng

. ‘The State of Calrfomla mandates the local adoptlon of the Calrfornla Bu1lding Code Buildingsv
‘built to these provisions are expected to resist damage from mrnor earthquakes, experience

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 respond 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 modrt‘ cations that concern the resrstance to ground-shaking and hillside construction.

. POLICY23

- Consider site soils COTLCﬁthTlS when reviewing projects in areas squ ect to

: hqz_Lefactwnvor slop‘e mstablhty

‘Building codes cons1der soil conditions only at a very general scale But sonls conditions vary

enonnously throughout the City. Different soils conditions can result in very different earthquake i
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. damage which might otheiwise have occurred d_un'ﬁg the Loma Prieta Earthquake.

" The City is requiring the retrofit of UMBs. As of late 1994, there were about 1750 UMBs in‘the

irhpabts and can result in damage at other times - for example landslides. Because of the

- importance of soil conditions, the‘bepa’rtnient of Building Inspection requires geotechnical

reports for projects in areas with suscep'tibility to ground failure, inL;luding fiquefaction and

landslides. These areas are showri on Maps 4 and 5. DBI requires that foundations and

structural systems be designed that are more likely to survive these hiazards. DBl has ongoing

- contracts with private geotechnical firms with whori it consults about proposed projects the
- Department believes present difficult or-unusual issues in areas with the potential for ground
- failure. B R : -

Pursqanf to the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, the State of California Department of. L
Conservation Division of Mines and Geology has designated Seis_mic Hazards Studies Zones,
and mandatés procedures for the review of required geotechnical reports for proposed projects

in these zones: The regulations- require that local agency review of these projects be o o
"conducted bya cerfified ehgineerfmg geologist, or registered civil engineer, having competence

- in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation.” DBI infends to use the Section 150.6
~ provision to comply with this regulation. ' : ' .

Existing Structures.

Many of San Francisco's buildings, other strl:lctures,, and lifelines were built before buildihgl

. codes and construction practices reflected a knowledge of eér_thquake fesistance des,igh.' Some
' _types of older buildings have performed well in eérthquakes,-‘nofabfy wood frame residential

* buildings. Other building types have not. Reducing casualties and other impacts of earthquakes

) requires examining existing facilities and consfdéring the best way to reduce their hazards, San

Frian'cisco, 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_damag_é, and to threaten life safety. The City needs to consider ways to reduce these -

risks.

.. POLICY 2.4

. Contine the unreinforced masonry bﬁildiﬁg program and tﬁe’pa:r@et i
: program. - . T : ' o

. The City has undertaken tw_b programs to reduce earthquake hazards presented by some

existing buildings. Enacted in 1969, the Parapet program requires private property owners, .
even with no other remodeling plans, to reinforce older parapets_ and roofline appendages:
These features, if not securely arichored to the building, pose a high life safety threat during

‘earthquakes. This problem is most common on unreinforced masonry and concrete buildings
. built prior to 1948, This program is largely .gomblete. Struptural engineers have creq}ted. the
 strengthening performed pursuant to.the parapet ordinance with preventing injuries and building

The 1 974.Commum"ty-,8éfety Element specifically examined unfeinfdrced masonry.bui.ldings

- (UMBs), because of their record of poor performance in earthquakes. Eight deaths during the

Loma Prieta earthquake resulted from damaged UMBs. In the Loma Prieta earthquake about

" 13% of all San Francisco UMBs were damaged to the extent that occupancy was limited, while

about 2% of other San Francisco buildings were damaged.
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- Bush Street Corridor. The City's program requires {
depending on the use of the building, its Iocatlon in areas of

" failures of non-ductile concrete frame buildings.

City, concentrated in the North of Market/Civic Centér area, Chinatown, Downtown, and the S
he retrofit of privately owned UMBSs by 2008,

poor soil, or in parts of the City with

high population densities. The retrofit program i is administered by the Department of Building
lnspectron A City loan program assrsts owners to undertake this work. The programs were
designed o mxmmlze the dlsplacement of residents and commercral tenants. '

POLICY 2.5 ,
. Assess the risks presented by other types
ancl recluce the rrslcs to the extentposszb le

of potenttally hazardous structures -

There are other burldlng types whlch perfom’l poorly in earthquakes Burldlngs 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

f these burldlngs the frame was not designed or constructed to allow it to move without:

many -0
fracturing. As a result, they aré susceptible to collapse in strong earthquakes There were many

failures of these buildings in the 1971 San Fernando earthquake Many deaths in the 1985
Mexico Crty 1988 Armenia, 1994 Northridge, and 1995 Kobe earthquakes resulted from
Most of the San Francisco freeway viaducts

seriously damaged in the Loma Prieta earthquake, -and the Cypress viaduct: which collapsed in

' QOakland, were,| non—ductlle concrete structures. Non-ductile concrete frame buildings were

constructed as factories, warehouses, or office buildings in the densest parts of the City until

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

0% of the industrial building

more than 30% of the commercial building stock and more than 5
-ductile concrete. Many of

stock is concrete. An ‘unkriown buf large humber of these are of non
these buildings probably have historical or architectural value. Because of their larger size and
ceritral location, non-ductile concrete frame buildings are often converted to new uses such as

* offices or residential units. Such conversions provide opportunltles to lncrease therr resrstance

fo co(lapse during earthquakes

' 'Precast concrete tllt-up burldmgs burlt 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 posrtlon and lifted into place wrth acrane.) There

are belteved to be relatively few of these burldlngs in San Francrsco

' POLICYz 6
- Reduce the earthquake cmd ﬁre risks posed by olcler small wood frmne .

. residential buildings through easzly accomp ltshed hazard mlttgatlon

; measures.

"Soft-story” burldrngs those in WhICh at least one story oﬁen the ground ﬂoor—has much less

rigidity and/or strength than the rest of the structure, 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 strength to
resist strong. shaking. The 1874 URS/Blume report identified smaller wood frame buildings with

soft stories as having the potential fo collapse dunng an earthquake Dunng both the Loma
Prieta and the 1994 Northndge earthquakes soﬁ-story residential burldmgs far!ed resultmg in

_ deaths
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‘These deficiencies can be fixed relatively easily and ihexpénsh/ély, substantially reducing life

safety hazards and the likelihood that the building will sustain damage in an earthquake. There
are éurrently no requirements to undertake this work, although many:owne_r_s do so voluntarily.
Insurance companies sometimes encourage or require upgrade as a cohdititfn of providing
insurance: The State of California_requires sellers of homes built before 1960 fo disclose the -

-existence of a series of common Weakneéses, including lack of foundation bolts and water

heater bracing, and to provide a copy of the state publication, THe Homieowners Guide to

'Earthquake' Safety. This_ law does not require sellers to fix these deﬁ_ciencié_'s. The City of -
-Berkeley has a program which rebates a portion-of the City's real estate transfer tax, if the

money is applied to the mitigation of seismic hézaﬁds. This program has funded over 1700

retrofits since it began in 1993. The City of San Leandro has published guidelines, and provides" o
“technical assistance to encourage owners of small wood-frame homes to reduce théig seismic

risks.”

The City should consider incentives and regulations to encourage relatively_ simple retrofit

' =.ap_p-roacheé that increase thé structural stability and safety of smaller wood Tranﬂe_residentiél :
_buildings. : - S

. "POLICY 2.7

Abate structural and non-struchural hazards in C’ity—owned structures ) .

" Both technical and financial resources are needéd to repair and retrofit City-dwned structures.
" The City shall utiﬁz'e_ 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 ';ti"uctura_llly upgraded utilizing bond financing. -

There are othér important City-owned buildings which present seismic risks, but for which
funding for refrofit or replacement has not yet been éecufed. Amorig the most critical are nine
subsidiary buildings at the Laguna Honda Hospital complex and 18 at the San Francisco
General Hbspita'l complex that are vuln’erablé to severe ea_ithquake dan{ag_e. The Hall of

" Justice is also’,vulnérabl_e. These projects should be considered for future bon'd.'me'asures.

. POLICY 2.8 o . |
' Preserlje, consistent with life safety considerations, the architectural »
. character of buildings and structures important to the wiiique visual image of

' -Sam Francisco, and increase the likelihood that a:-éhifecha-ally and

. historically valuable structures will survive future earthquakes.

Older buildings are among those most vulnerable to destruction or hgeavy _damége froma large,

earthquake. They may not have the more recent engineering features that rake buildings more
resistant to ground shaking, and many of them are lbcate_d in areas near the Bay and the
historic B:‘ay'inlets that were among the earliest parts of the City to be settled, and have the
softest soil. The part of the City most vulnerablé to fire, the dense downtown area, also contains
many historic-sfructure;. A major earthquake could result in an iréplaceable loss of the historic

~ fabric of San Francisco. The City needs to achieve the related goals 'of'increasing life safety
. and preserving these buildings for future generations by increasing their abi_iity to withstand

earthquake forces. -

When new programs are being considered to abate hazal;ds'posed By existing b_uildihgs and
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_ structures, the likely impacts of those programs on hisioric buildings fhust

. POLICY 2.9 ST R ' .

) systems or other methods of reducing damage and providing é_lternative sources of senvice.

be thoroughly
ms should encourage the retrofit of historic buildings in ways

investigated. The resulting progra

~ that preserve their architectural design character while increasing Tife safety. When -
development concessions, transfers of developmen

t rights or City funds are granted fo promote
preservation of historic buildings, there should be reasonable measures tak_en-td increase the

- building's chances of surviving future earthquakes. =

Planning F or_Ne'w' Development '.

" Consider information about geologic hazards whenever City decisions that

_ will influence land use, building density, building configurations or’

- infrastructure are made.

" The Planning Co_m'missior-] and o.tﬁer City decision—mzik_ers shall;c'onsidér geologic hazards

wheh making decisions that will affect the types and str_ucturés that will exist in'v_the future,
including potential and existing structures, tand uses and their associated densities,
transportation and other infrastructure. Area plans and other changes to the General _Plah; and

. t_-h'e'City 'Plann'ing Code shall investigate and consider the hazards resulting f_rdm geologic

conditions, buildings (both existing and potential); and infrastructurga. These plans will strive fo -
minimize the casualties and property loss from natural disasters.
Lifelines

San Fran‘cisco.'é lifelines are pai't 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 transportatior network, which is vulnerable to earthquake
'damage resulting in significant impacts on San Franeisco. ' ‘ ‘

during some portion of the first 72

Many areas may be withéut power, at least temporarily,
reaks in major transmission

hours orilonger. Natural gas systems will probably ekperienc;e b
lines and innumerable breaks in the'local and individual systems, particularly in areas of poor

"soils: Telephone communications will be hampered by overloading resulting from many calls

being placed and from phones knocked off hooks.

A Hayward fault earthquake will result in heavy damage.to the City opefated water system . -
because majqr tunné!s, aqueducts,,and water distribution facilities cross the fault, fesuﬁimg in
possible long term water shortage. Many areas will probably be dependent on tanker trucks fo
provide water. Sewage collection systéms__ and sewage treatment facilities on_poérer s_oils' near

" the Bay are likely to suffer damage, resulfing in the disch‘arge'of raw sewage into the Bay.

]

. POLICY 2.10 -~

Identify and replace ﬁublérable and critical lifeliﬁes in high-risk m‘e‘as-._'

The W,ater: Departme_nt and the Departmen't of Publié: Works ha\;e ongoing pfc;grams_ to repléce :

vulneﬁa_ble 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

Pat:iﬁc Gas and Electricity has an ongoing prograrm, with the goalof reducing the vulnel
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! OBJECTIVE 3 -

of the regional gas and electric networks to earthquakes by the year 2000. Caltrans has bridge

* and highway retrofif programs underway. Lifefine work may present opportu,nitiES' to coordinate

‘construction activifies. If coordination is possible, it should be vigorously pursued.

- A

POLICY 2.11

" Reduce hazairds from gas fired appiiances- and ga:é lines. -

A largé earthqﬁake Is likely to result in fires at a fime when the water systems may be dismptéd

and persqnnei-needéd to fight fires may be overtaxed. One of the sources.of ignition will bé gas

- leaks from appliances. The City should consider ways of ieducing ignitions from gas-fired
. appliances by potential code amendments to encourage reduction of gas related hazards.- o

Hazardous Materials

. POLICY 5.12 : o S
. Enforce state and local cod_és that regulate the i{ée, storage and

- fransportation of hazardous materials in order to prevent, contain and -

- effectively respond to accidental releases.
Homes; businesses and other facilities contain many matefials that, if not property handled, can
resulf in risks to life, health, or the environment. During a diséster, especially an earthquake,
such .materials could be accidentally released. The materials that'generally pose the greatest -
hazard during a disaster are those that can, in thé form of gas, spread and affect i_arg)'e nufnbegs
'of_people; those that are highly flammable or explosive; and those that are highly toxic or are °

strong irritants. Large earthquakes lead to release of hazardous materials while reducing the

ability of emergency personnel to respond. The continued requirément of business and facility
emergenéy plans and local inspections as part of the City's permitting process for hazardous”

“material storage is critical to reducing an overoad on public emergency response resources
"" duririg a major earthquake. Co : - . ‘

3. EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE

! 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, @ - = - _

LN

The City agencies With' lead roles during the response phasé of a natural disaster, a :
catastrophic hazardous wasté incident, a large-séale crime or terrorist attack; are the same

. agencies that have a day-fo-day responsibility for respdnding,to fire's, 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 fﬁe resources of the usual responders: in

fact this cot_.lid be said to be the definition of a'disaster. During and after a major disaster

. additional organizations, including City agencies, other public éa_fety agencies, and private
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' POHCYg.z'

. In addition to respozndi'hg to the emér.ge

" effective emergency responders, will be able to provi

. organiz-ations;'wifl bé\_called into service. Théreforé, a signiﬁc':anﬂy heightened level of -
- coordination, and different type of organization, is

necessary. The _Mayof_s__Ofﬁce of Emergency -
Services (OES) is responsible for this coordination. The Emergency Operations Plan (EOP),
recently updated, is the blueprint for this coordination among city responders, other
gqvemmenfal agencies, non-govermmental agencies involved in res_ponse\(Such as the

Americ;an Red Cross), and the public during @ major diéaster of any kind.

Before a disaster occurs, v'actions' should be taken by members of the public, families,

neighborhood groups, businesses, and community-based organizations fo reduce risks and
plan for the actions that will be needed immediately after a disaster. State and local emergency
response offices advise people o be prepiéred.‘to'be self sufficient for 72 hours after alarge
earthquake. Achieving pre‘parédness is even more critical fdr vulnerable populations, including
the elderly and'thé disabled, and those in geographical areas and building types that are more

le_nérabIe to.earthquake damage. g
 POLICY 3.1 | .

| promote greater public awareness of
. risk reduction, and personal and neighborhood emergency. résponse.

disaster-ﬁsks, personal and business

People and.organizations that are well—informéd about possible
effective measures to reduce their vulnerability and prepare. They can
effectiveness in responding after-a disaster and helping others when p

disasters can take private and |
also increase their
ublic agencies are

‘overwhelmed.

Provide on-going disaster preparedness and hazard a_wareﬁéss training to all

Cify employees. o , o . L .
ncy, one of the post-disaster tasks of City agencies wilt

ces as quickly as possible. City workers will be more’

be the resumption-of normal public servi [
dé necessary public service, and will be

better equipped to aid in' the recovery if they are not, themselves, yiétims of the disaster. -

. porrcys.z - . - .

Maintain a local organization to provide of emergency services to meet the

" needs of San Francisco.

The Mayor's Office of Emergency Services has responsibility for d'eveloping the City's

'Emergency Operations Plan, facilitating the coordination of the response agehcies, conducting

periodic exercises and maintaining the Emergency Command Center. This agency must be .

“maintained at an appropriate level, with sui"ﬁcfent personnel and resources to carry out these

. tésks. L

" POLICY 3.4

‘Maintain a comprehensive,. current Em_ergeﬁcy Operatibns Plan, in
compliance with app Lcable state and federal regulations; to gﬁidg the

" response to disasters. Conduct periodic exercises of the EOP.
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.. POLICY'3.5 , L : .
-1 Maintain an adequate Emergency Command Center.

' the Fire Departrmient must also be met. -

¥ i

' The Emergency Operations Plan is needed to insure that the roles of City Agencies and others -

are well 'deﬁned and periodic; exercises sh_arpén the skills and inferest of ali these 'invplved in
response. Such exercises, and the experiences of others during disasters facilitate required-
updating‘of the EOP.- N oot T s

A secure well-equipped location for centralized communications and direction is needed aftera

- large disaster. Although the 1974 Community Safety Element reccmmended an Emergency

Operations Center be established to serve as a central coordination point for the emergency
response, when the Loma Prieta earthquake struck in 1989 there was no center: Shortly.
thereafter, an Emergency ‘Command Cehter_-(EQC) was built and communications systems

‘installed. It is managed ‘by the Mayor's Office of Emergéncy Services.

POLICY 3.6 - o ' .
. Maintain and expand the city's Jire prevention and fire fighting capability
" with adequate personnel and training. Assure the provision of adeguate
. water Jor fighting fires. B S - o

Th_e' supplemenfal water supply éystems including_ the Aﬁxiliéfy Water Supply System, fhe .
Portable Water Supply System, cistemns; Bay wa’ter.suc'tion devices, and fire boats have been
extended and strengthened since the Loma Prieta earthquake. Staffing and equipment needs of

. POLICY'3.7 . - . _ L : .

Establish a systemn of emergency access routes for both emergency operations
. and evacuation.- ' L ’ . : o
After a large eéﬁﬁquake. 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 removal and other short-term recovery
activities. The City and Region should have post disaster transportation plans.

4. RECOVERY AND RECONSTRUCTION |

: OBJECTIVE4 . . ' |

! ASSURE THE SOUND, EQUITABLE AND RAPID RECONSTRUCTION OF SAN
FRANCISCO FOLLOWING A MAJOR DISASTER. ' S

A major disaster resulting in extensive destruction in the City will result in a public and piivate .
commitment to rebuild San Francisco, and to do so as quickly as possible, while providing
needed interimn facilities where people can live, conduct businesses, and provide services.

. The rebuilding of areas with extenéive damage will present ‘éhoi_ces between fetaining existing

fand uses, regulaﬁons, land ownership patterns, circulation and infrastructure configurations,
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and other physical charact'erisﬁcs as they
" reconsidering the area's physical pattemns, o

* future safety, Upgrade infrastructure, encourage economic rec

) Mayor, the Board of Supgrvi‘sors, the Planning Co
. public involvement. Advance planning for thé recov

”coor_d-i'nated rebuilding to take adva

existed before the disaster, or, alternatively,
r a combination of the two approacheé. While these
issues are being considered, the City's established development objectives and procedures

(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
overy, and result in attractive and

hile respecting the values of the past. Some areas might

functional physical development, w
best be repaired and _rebﬂilt in ways similar to their pre-disaster conditions, while in others with

pervasive damage, new area plans applying citywide objectives may be needed.
he effectiveness of bost—disaéter'

efforts. Mvany' of the immediate actions needed to begin the recovery proce_és, such as debris
removal, emergency building ass'es_s'ment and repairs, and meeting the immediate néeds of
federal and state agencies for information, are déscribed in the Emergency Operations Plan.
‘Longer-term reconstruction decisions will need fo be made by decision-makers including the
Ssmmission and others, with considerable '
ery process will improve the City's ability to

make these,décisions, wl'_li,ch will profoundly irfluence the.future of the C_ity, quickly, equitably,

Preparation and planning prior to a disaster can improve il

and effectively.

. POLICY 4.1 _ . _ 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 bee.n-'a'dopted, 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 ofthe c_i.'ty, existing deveiobment policies

and regtilations should be re'spect_ed.'Qpporturi_ities may be created for realizing Generél Plan-

policies, such as improvemerits fo circulation systems; the provision of needed public or private

opén space, or hazard reduction. In areas with extensive building and infrastructure damage,

] vz ntage of opportunities for neigh_borho'od improvement, may

h. Future Area Plans of the General Plan should be -

be best achieved with an area plan approac _
in relation to earthquake recovery. .

formulated with an,aWareness of their p_otential_ applicability

. Repair and reconstruct damaged neighborhoods so that displacéd residents
* are able to return to the communities where they lived. :
Involve pre-disaster reside_hts_, businessés, and owners in planning for the reconstrucﬁon of .-

destroyed and damaged areas.

‘San Francisco ngighbo'rh_odds have di,sﬁnc-t characters, and often have long-term residents,

businesses and institutions. Some of the neighborhoods most vulnerable to serious damage in’

an earthquake proVidé :aﬁor_dable housing and havé_ distinct c_ixltural identities. The City, in
cooperation with State and federal agencies, and c_:ommuniffy—based organizations, must

manage rebuilding so as to maintain affordabi!ity to assure that the disaster does not r_esul{ in

permanent displacemént due to higher housing costs. -
l;usinesé people, and those 'i.'nv'olvec_l in n.ei'g'hbo‘rhood iﬁstitutions need to be
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involved in creating repair and rébuilding plans. Those plans must provide opportunities for -

~ those who lived in the area to return to new or repaired homes ’alh_d other facilifies there.

- POLICY43 3 o
- Provide adequate interim accommodation Jor residents and businesses

. displaced by a major disaster in. ways that maintain neighborhoed Hes and
. cultural continuity to the extent possible. : :

C

After a méjor earthquake, fhe Association of Bay 'Area'Gove_rnments has estimated that up to

23,000 housing units will be destroyed or substantially damaged. (This is the estimate of red- -

tagged units in San Francisco after an earthquake along the entire Hayward Fauit) Many

buéixjesses that provide necessary services to residents will also be displaced. Repair and
reconstruction will take several years. In the meantime, State and federal agencies have a

- responsibility to.pro'vide interim housing. The City will work with these agencies, involving
" community-based organizations, fo assure that the temporary and interim housing.is adequate,

convenient and includes necessary businesses and social services. In order fo maintain

‘relationships and connéctions within the commimity, ternporary ﬁousing and other facilities

shbuld be provided near their pre-disa:_;te_r location as - much as possible.

| . POLICY4q ~ - . : o
. Beforean emergericy occurs, establish an interdepartmental gf-oilp to d’evélop
. aRecovery Plan to guide longftem'recover-y, n-iamgge reconstruction

. activities, and provide coordination amorig recovery activities,

lnter—depértmental coordination and pdblic involvement will be criticalvtt_)'the recoVery process. ’

. So will coordination with state and federal agencies and familiarity with their rules and

processes. A Recovery Plan should be prepared involving City departm_ents with réspénsibiﬁty

~ forthe physical-and economic heaith of the City, including the Planning Department, the
. Redevelopment Agericy, the Department of Public Works, the Department of Building’ _
lnspe;tion, the Mayor's Office of C‘omm‘ud'ity,'Developmeht, the Mayor's Office of Housing, and

others. The Mayor's Office of Emergency Services.should also._cq;jtﬁbhte.

The R(_acbveryjPla_n will need to prepare the 'City to-meet 'fmmediate changing needs after a.
disaster. Speqial se_rvi_ce's and facilities will be needed on a short-term basis, including-
" temporary housing, commercial faciltties, and community services. 1t may be necessary that

they be located in areas not normally available for development, or at higher density than is

normally allowed.

“Thé Recovéiy Plan should include, at. leasf, polices and potehtial probrams édd-réséx‘ng the -
 following issues, including a considergﬁon of what tybe, and size of disaster would trigger their

implementation: .

Eniergency c‘jemolitions, including a c;onsiderafion of historic building’sj;‘ .

éwmﬁpaﬁcy guidelines | |

I;predftiﬁg repairé'_and recon‘struvctiori whé’ré appro_p._riate '

Construcﬁo_n of.a\ poteﬁtially la'xl'ge amoum_t ;;f temporary housing an.d related senr.i_c‘es,
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" changes.in the state and federékl regulations that will influence the po

5. INFORMATION SYSTEMS AND RESEARCH

‘preparing the Safety Element, or when ado

including consideration of siting

e . Plans for expediting the planning,
of replacement housing units.

financing and constrﬁcﬁon _Of potentiél[y large numbers
. Chahgevs to Planning Code provisions. regarding nonconforming uses and buildings. -

« Business resum;ﬁ_tion‘_ass’iétaﬁce, including mediation with federal and state programs

and the provision of alternative space. -
« Guidance for.long-term economic recovery.

- e Policies for guiding planning é’nd reconstructioﬁ of area's' in which a large proportion of . B
the buildings and infrastructure are destroyed, including the most effective use of the

City's rede,Velop'mént powers.
e Plans for the rapid résumption of normal government services
« Coordination wiftﬁ federal and state agencies.

The Recovery Plan should be updéted as necessary to reflect. changing conditions, and -
st-disaster recovery

~ financing.

! OBJECTIVE5

| SUPPORT SEISMIC RESEARCH THROUGH APPROPRIATE ACTIONS BY ALL

. PUBLIC AGENCIES, AND APPLY NEW KNOWLEDGE AS IT BECOMES'

! AVAILABLE. o | | |

' POLICY51 - - o ! I
' 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 .
gg—:—otechnicail report assessing the nature and severity of the hazard, and suggesting
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 méps into account 'When' :

| pting or revising land use ordinances. The CDMGis.
now rhapping the southern 'part of the City. City agencies, including the Department of Public
Works, the Department of Building Inspection and the Planning Départment, will continue to

: cooperaté with and advise the QDM_G in this project. :
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: POLICY 5.2 : .
i Support and momtor resea:rch being conducted about the natire ofse'zsmtc
: hazardsin the Bay Area, including research on emrthquake prediction and

" warning systems, on the risk of fsuncmus, and on the pez:form.ance of

_struchu-es

Knowledge about geologlc nsks in the Bay Area is substantial, but always evolving. The Crty
needs to keep lnformed through the professional contacts of its staff, and through State and
federal agencies like the Calrforma OES and the United States Geologrcal Survey, about -

. . . advances in the field. New lnforrnatron will be shared with the publrc and decrslon—makers

Before an emergency occurs, estabhsh an rnterdepartmental group to develop.a Recovery Plan

fo gurde long—term recovery, manage reconstructron actrvrtres and provrde coordmatron among
recovery activities. :

e

The revised Commumi} Safety Element was adopted by Planmng Cormission Resolution No. 14354
on April 24,1997 and by Board, of Supemsors Resoluhon 758~ -97 on August 15, 1997.

" Search | [ only General Plan

, ©2008 C_ity & County of San Frandisco. All rights reserved.-
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