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FILE NO. 180490 ORDINANCr 10. 

[General Plan Amendments - Central South Of Market Area Plan] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa) 

Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern 

portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan 

Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming 

amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban 

Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; 

and making environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding 

considerations, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight 

priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. · 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Findings. 

(a) Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides that 

the Planning Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for 

approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan. 

(b) On May 14, 2018, the Board of Supervisors received from the Planning 

Department the proposed General Plan amendments, inclwding the addition of the Central 

Planning Commission 
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South of Market (So Ma) Area Plan. These amendments are on file with the Clerk of the Board 

of Supervisors in File No. 180490 and are incorporated herein by reference. 

(c) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors 

fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed General Plan amendments, then the 

proposed amendments shall be deemed approved. 

(d) San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission 

may initiate an amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to, 

and incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further 

provides that Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after 

a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and 

general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the 

Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of 

Supervisors, which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote. 

(e) After a duly noticed public hearing on March 1, 2018, by Resolution No. 20119, the 

Planning Commission initiated amendments to the proposed General Plan. Said motion is on 

file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in Board File No. 180490 and incorporated 

herein by reference. 

(f) On May 10, 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission 

certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central SoMa Area 

Plan (the Project) by Motion No. 20182, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent 

judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and 

objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report and 

the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply 

with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources 

Planning Commission 
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Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et 

seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning 

Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180490 

and are incorporated herein by reference. 

(g) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the 

General Plan as well as Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments related to the Central 

SoMa Area Plan. The proposed General Plan amendments are within the scope of the Project 

evaluated in the Final EIR. 

(h) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's 

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as 

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation 

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. 20183. 

(i) The Planning Commission then adopted the proposed General Plan amendments 

by Resolution No. 20184, finding in accordance with Planning Code Section 340 that the 

public necessity, convenience, and general welfare required the proposed amendments. 

(j) The letter from the Planning Department transmitting the proposed General Plan 

amendments to the Board of Supervisors, the Final EIR, the CEQA Findings, the MMRP, the 

Central SoMa Area Plan and all other related General Plan amendments, and the Planning 

Commission's Resolution approving the proposed General Plan Amendments are on file with 

the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180490. These and any and all other 

documents referenced in this Ordinance have been made available to the Board of 

Supervisors and may be found in either the files of the Planning Department, as the custodian 

of records, at 1650 Mission Street in San Francisco, or in File No. 180490 with the Clerk of the 

Planning Commission 
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Board of Supervis_ors at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, and are incorporated 

herein by reference. 

(k) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 

(I) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 

other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 

(m) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the 

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major 

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial 

increase iii the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of 

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1) 

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant 

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives 

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or 

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final 

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 

(n) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 

proposed General Plan amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience and general 

Planning Commission 
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welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184 and 

incorporates those reasons herein by reference. 

(o) The Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed General Plan amendments are, 

on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as amended by this Ordinance, and the 

priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning 

Commission Resolution No. 20184, and the Board hereby adopts those findings as its own. 

Section 2. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Central SoMa Area Plan, an 

amendment to the General Plan, as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the 

Planning Commission in Resolution No. 20184 and as on file with the Clerk of the Board in 

File No. 180490. 

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the East SoMa Area Plan, 

as follows: 

(a) Map 1, "Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas" is hereby amended by revising it 

in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180490. 

(b) The East SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows: 

* * * * 

1. LAND USE 

* * * * 

Recently, this area has seen a vast amount of change, especially in housing 

development. Between 2002 end 2006, epproximetely 1,550 new reside1'1iic.·l imits were eonstnwted, 

primerily €IS merkct rete ow19crship end livc./work lafts. Additionally, "dot com" businesses moved 

into the area, many of which displaced existing jobs and residences. On occasion conflicts 

have arisen between some of these new office or residential uses and previously existing 

Planning Commission 
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into the area, many of which displaced existing jobs and residences. On occasion conflicts 

have arisen between some of these new office or residential uses and previously existing 

industrial uses, due to noise or other by-products of industrial businesses. This section 

addresses the need to retain space for existing businesses and residential uses, while 

allowing space for new development, especially affordable housing, to be built. 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 

ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTHER MIXED-USE 

DEVELOPMENT IN EAST SOMA WHILE MAINTAINING ITS EXISTING SPECIAL MIXED­

USE CHARACTER 

* * * * 

Service Light Industrial (SLI) 

The existing SLI district generally centered around 3rd and 4th Streets between Townsend and 

Harrison, ·was designed to protect and facilitate the expansion of commercial, manufacturing and otlier 

light industrial activities, as ·well as arts activities. Hov,;ever, the area has seen a significant amount of 

market rate liveAvork development, v,;hich formerly ·was not subject to the prohibition on market rate 

housing in this district. This mix ofhigh end o,vnership housing and industrial uses has created a 

\ number of land use conflicts. · · 

An important nev,; factor in thinking about the future of this area is the planned new Central 

Sub·way. The Central Subway, expected to be in operation by 2016, will extend the new surface light 

rail sen•ing Visitacion Valley, Bayview, Central Wv1,terfront and 1Wission Bay north underneath, Fourth 

Street through S0}11a, Union Square and Chinatmvn. Stations will be developed at Brannan/Bryant 

Strt!ets, HmvaniPolsom Streets and }Jark1Jt Strcet/lJnion Square. 

For several reasons, it is difficult atpresent to arrive at appropriate new land use controls for 

this part o_fEast So},1a: 1) The coming of the Central Subway gives new importance to the Fourth Street 

corridor as a potential location for higher density uses. },1ore information is needed particularly 

Planning Commission 
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about the city's (;}fficc space needs into the fu:turc before mo.;ing fonva,-d on new land use controls 

for this area. 2) ... Ve-w development en,;isioned along Fourth Street around the planned new rail stations 

should be planned ,;cry specifimlly to integrate ',Yith the smtions. }Jore information is needed on the 

,exact locations and attributes o.fthese smtions. 3) The Wt!stern So:U& pkmningprocess ,·.dll not be 

completed for between one and two ye6;1's GZjtcr apccted adoption (}}this East So}&& Plan. Fourth Street 

sencs as the beundary between the twe planning aYCfJ;8 and SL! zening currently exists on beth sides of· 

-the bmmdarics. This part o,fthe East So}h:1, Plan should be better integrated ·with the emerging Western 

-Sol,1a Plan. 

Rather than replacing the existing SU zening in East So}Ja, this P Zan lea,;es the existing zoning 

in place to allew the .Planning Department te develop a strategic set of land use controls better suited 

to Fourth Street'sfa:turc role as a mGZjer nerth seuth transit corridor. Theprocess to develop new land 

use controls for this area should conunenee efter adoption of the Eastern Neighborhood Plans, but be 

coordinated ,vith the Western SoA1a Plan as ,1,;ell as a comprehensive study o.fthefature g,•owth needs . 

o.fdowntovm. 

* * * * 

Afixetl Use Residential (MU R) 

The existing "RSD" district, primarily· between 5th and 6th and Folsom and Howard Streets, 

extending along Folsom to 3rd Street, currently senes as a significant housing opportunity area 

between the higher density Yerba Bue,ia G1.rea and tlw lov,; scale, light industrial area of'W-OStern So1Wa. 

The n~w lcliftd use centrals proposed in this plan, designated as "}Jixed Use Residential, " will replace 

· the existing RSD district and continue te e=niphasizc residential as a refjbtired component o.f all new 

development. Additionally, condiiionG1.l U8e requirements thatprCNiously allowed a 40 foot height benus 

for additional hoU8ing will be remm,·ed. Instead, heights ·will be increased, where appropriate, and the 

amount of additional effordable housing required ·will be defined. (See the Housing Chapter for 

additional inform9,:fien.) 

Planning Commission 
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* * * * 

South Parle District (SPD) 

The South Park District is a small scale mixed use district surrounding South, Park. The SPD is 

characterized by small scale, continuo'/;f,Sfrontage commercial, retail and residential structures that 

ring the park. The SPD ,tdll rf!tain the majority of the existing controls, but in addition will &llo·w small 

scale offices uses. 

* * * * 

POLICY 1.1.1 

Retain the existing zoning in the SL! zoned area ofEast Sc},{a. Revisit land '/;/,SC controls in this 

-are& once mere is knm+·n about future needs for downtown San Francisco, the specific configuration &j 

the Central Subway and the outcome of the Wf3stern SoAfaplanningprocess. Make land use decisions 

considering the context o(East SoMa at multiple geographic scales, including the immediate 

neighborhood, all of So Ma. the city, and the region. 

* * * * 

POLICY 1.1.3 

Encourage housing development, especially affordable housing, by requiring ho'/;f,Sing 

and an increased incl'/;f,Sionmy requirement in the area between 5th and 6th and F'olsom and Howard 

Streets, extending along Folsom to 3rd Street by allowing residential uses everywhere in the Plan Area 

and requiring substantial amounts of affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.1.4 

Retain the existing flexible zoning in the area currently zoned SbRMUG, but also allow 

small offices. 

* * * * 

POLICY 1.1.9 

Planning Commission 
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Require active commercial uses and encourage a more neighborhood commercial 

character along 4th and 6th Street&. 

2. HOUSING 

East SoMa has historically been a valuable source of sound, low-cost housing, due to 

its older housing stock and large number of rental properties. The area is, however, becoming 

less affordable - rents are rising, and the new housing being added to the area has been 

almost exclusively market-rate and owner-occupied. The 2000 census counted nearly 40% of 

households as financially burdened, meaning they pay housing costs equal to or exceeding 

30% of their household income, more than any other portion of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

and much more than across the City as a whole. Renters ,Yho made up almost 90% e.fEast 

So-}Ja 's households at the last census and households composed of people new to the city such 

as immigrants, young people, artists and students, are especially financially burdened. 

* * * * 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN 

THE EAST SOMA IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

* * * * 

Best S&}Ja has tlve ~£;ming diswiets 'l#tieh cu:rrently require greE1;ter BjfordE1;bility than other· 

d{strj,cts in the City, Qnd these greQter fljferdability requirements should be not only continued, but 

strengthened. 

1) In the existing R.SD district, !1eight iner<e£1:See. €l:re en ab Zed in &ch€l:nge for a.dditional 

{1,jferdable units. Ho·wever, · the cmrRnt controls do not specify he,v much additienE1;[ housing is 

appropriete, and as a reswz.t, developments in the 1DJ;D often de net nulXimke affordability within their 

project. Tightened requirements in the 1WlD wowld enable sonic certE1;inty areund the n'bf;mber e.f 

61,ffordable ho'bf;8ing units that ·would be produced. 

Planning Commission 
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2) In the existing SU district, residential development is only permitted if it is 100 percent 

affordable. An exception is provided for SRO units, v.;,71.ich are may be developed for sale or rent at 

market rate. Eliminating this exception ·would help to increase opportunities for affordable housing 

development in the SU district ofEast SoA1a. 

Single Resident Occupancy (SRO) units - defined by the Planning Code as units 

consisting of no more than one room at a maximum of 350 square feet - represent an 

important source of affordable housing in East SoMa, representing 25% of its housing stock. 

(As 0(2008 there wereThere arc an estimated 457 SRO Hotels in San Francisco with over 

20,000 residential units, with most located in the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, and South 

of Market). SRO units have generally been considered part of the city's stock of affordable 

housing, and as such, City law prohibits conversion of SROs to tourist hotels. SROs serve as 

an affordable housing option for elderly, disabled, and single-person households, and in 

recognition of this, the Plan adopts several new policies to make sure they remain a source of 

continued affordability. In recognition of the fact that SROs serve small households, the Plan 

exempts SRO developments from meeting unit-mix requirements. In recognition of the fact 

I that SROs truly are living spaces, and to prevent the kind of sub-standard living environments 

that can result from reduced rear yards and open spaces, this Plan requires that SROs 

I adhere to the same rear yard and exposure requirements as other types of residential uses. 

Finally, the Plan calls for sale and rental prices of SROs to be monitored regularly to ensure 

that SROs truly remain a source of affordable housing, and that policies promoting them 

should continue. 

* * * * 

POUCY2.1.3 

Eliminate the provision in the existing SL! zoning whichperniits market rate SRO units. 

POUCY2.1.4 

Planning Commission 
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Ensure areas that ,vere zoned to ensure greater ajfordabilif)·, such as the SLI and RSD, are held 

to higher standards of affordability than traditional housing areas. 

* * * * 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF 

HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX and COMMUNITY SERVICES. 

The need for housing in East SoMa covers the full range of tenure type (ownership 

versus rental) and unit mix (small versus large units). While there is a market for housing at a 

range of unit types, recent housing construction has focused on the production of smaller, 

ownership units. Yet-9{).%a high percentage of residents in East SoMa are renters. The Housing 

Element of the City's General Plan recognizes that rental housing is more immediately 

accessible, and often more affordable than for-sale housing, and existing city policies regulate 

the demolition and conversion of rental housing to other forms of occupancy. New 

development in the East Soma area should provide rental opportunities for new residents. 

* * * * 

3. BUil T FORM 

* * * * 

Along with these challenges, East SoMa also has many unique places, including Se-u:th 

PMlf; the South End historic district, and intimate neighborhood alleys that deserye 

celebration. The entire plan area is quintessentially mixed use, with housing and retail side by 

side with PDR and offices. The vision for development in East SoMa builds on this established 

pattern, emphasizing rather than diminishing its mixed use character, its definable 

development patterns, and its many historical structures. At the same time, the vision 

foresees a more pedestrian friendly environment, with new buildings framing the street that 

enhance the neighborhood's character and are constructed of quality and ecologically 

Planning Commission 
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sustainable materials. Fostering pedestrian interest is paramount -- dictating how buildings 

should meet the street, as well as their perceived size, scale and mass. An enjoyable, 

walkable, friendly, green, and definable urban fabric for residents and visitors alike should be 

the standard against which all proposals are weighed. 

POLICY 3.1.4 

Heights should reflect the importance of key streets in the city's overall urban 

pattern, while respecting the lower scale development that surrounds South P~rk and the 

residential enclaves throughout the plan area. 

* * * * 

South Park is an oasis in an otherwise very urban environment that is transitioningfrom its 

industrial past to its increasingly residential and mixed usefature. It is a prime exam,pk (}fhovv an 

intimate relationship behveen buildings, the street, and open spaces, can meld into a truly enjoyabk 

pedestrian environment. Because of this, bvtilding heigh,ts around South, Park are kept lmver, 

maximizing sun access to tlie park, and preserving the existing relationship benveen building height 

and street ·width. Similar logic dictates that dDevelopment along the many alleys, both in the 

, \ Residential Enclaves and throughout the rest of East So Ma, should reflect the more intimate 

scale of these rights-of-way, ensuring a pedestrian-friendly, neighborhood-friendly 

environment. 

* * * * 

POLICY 3.1.12 

Establish and require height limits and upper story setbacks to maintain 

. adequate light and air to sidewalks and frontages along alleys. 

* * * * 

Planning Commission 
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Alley controls will apply to all the follo,ving streets and alleys within the plan area-:'­

Clcmentina, Tehama, },!inna, }latoma, }doSB, RuSB, Harriet, Shipley, Columbia Square, Clara, 

Falmouth, },!ary, W1;lsh, Freelon, Zoe, Ritch, Clyde, South Park, Stanford, Federal, and De Boom 

Streets; Varney, Talber, and Bryant Places; JackLondon and ClydeAUeys. 

* * * * 

8. HISTORIC RESOURCES 

* * * * 

The South of Market Area has developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and 

increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within this diverse mix of land uses, 

East SoMa is distinguished by the existence of individually significant properties. Within the 

East Soma Area Plan there are a number of City Landmarks, including the South End Historic 

District, the James Lick Baths1Peoplc 's Laundry, Saint .Patrick's Church, the Audijfred Building, 

Oriental Warehouse, Rincon Annex, St. Joseph's Church, Edwin Klockars Blacksmith, Rincon Hill, and 

a number ofprivate residences. Various other significant properties and districts relating to the 

1 Filipino and gay "leather" community have been identified through informational surveys and 

context statements. It is expected that additional historic surveys in the East Soma Area Plan 

will document a substantial number of previously unknown resources. 

* * * * 

Significant and Contributory Buildings in the South End Historic District 

L LIST OF S1G1VIFICANTBUILDI1VGS LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE DESIG1\~4TED 

SOYHl-ElVD HlST-OR:IG DlSFRJGF. 

ASBessor 's Block/l:;ot 

3787/5± 

377-~L4l: 

J'l-'l-7i48 

Planning Commission · 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

E or W:SO:lJli4i 

E 

E 

w 

Address 

47-:§. Brannan St. 

§.39 Bryant St. 

G73 Bry•ant St. 
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I 

I 

I 

3520/30C 

351;q3 

3520/30B 

3520/54 59 

3 7-5 '7-if.(j 7 

3520/-51 

37-55/27 

373li94 

3n1n4 

3 7311q28 149 

372;q 4 

372&q4 

3517/35 

351 '7-i{] 4 

3728/89 

378eiQe-J 307-

37g§iq5 

37-8.§iQ;4 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

-W 1477 1479 Emberly Alley (City 

b€tmim€tr-k 1¥e. 199) 

-W 1400 .,_%lsem & 

-W 1477Polsom St. (City 

b€tntifiim'-i"if 1¥e. 199) 

-W 1489 ... %lsom St. (City 

b€tntifii€tr-k }le. 199) 

-W 127-5 Har-r-isen St. 

-W 1440 Hfiffisen St. 

-W 7-Her-en St. 

E 1035 Hew€tr-d St . 

E 10 49 Ho,V€t:Y.e: St. 

E 109 7 He·w€tr-d St. 

-W 112e-Hew-€tr-d St. 

-W 123 4 Hew€tr-d St. 

-W 1401 Hovv€trd St. (City 

b€tntifit€tr-,"if ... Ve.120:) 

-W 1415 He',V€t:Y.e: St. 

-W l:;/;3~ 1~Jieeion St. 

-W 310 Fe·wnsend St. 

-W 35() Fewnsend- St. 

-W 41 () Fe, 1msend- St. 
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I 

37-7-f-lq E 5()() .LT2eur'th Sf. 

37-8f-JL52 l:39 E e-()l: .LT2eU1'ti"'t Sf. 

37-;J;§.iql: E l:82 Sh&t-,71 & 

37-;?;e-ii'.2 E 1 ()6- Si:xth & 

37-3~q24 E 2()!: Sh&t-,71 & 
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Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by deleting the map of the South End 

Historic District found in Chapter 8 of the East So Ma Area Plan. 

Section 5. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Western SoMa Area 

Plan as follows: 

(a) Map 1, "Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas" is hereby amended by revising it 

in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180490. 

(b) The Western SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows: 

* * * * 

LAND USE 

OB.IECTIVE 1.5 

Planning Commission 
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OBJECTIVE 1.5 

SUPPORT COZVTINUED EVALUATI01V OF LA1VD USES }VEAR A1AJOR TRA}VSIT 

L'VFRASTRUCTURE INRECOG1VITION OF CITYWIDE A}VD REGIOZ\G4L SUSTAD\G4BLE 

-GROWTH }VEEDS. 

The easternmostportionoftheplan area is rich with existing andplannedpublic transit 

,infrastructure, including the SFMTA 's Central Sub-way project, Caltrain (planned for improved High 

Speed Rail like service through electrification), and myriad muni transit services planned for 

enhancement. This area is also adjacent to existing burgconingjob, housing, and 'visitor areas in East 

Soma, Yerba Buena, Transit Center, and },fission Bay. The City must continue evaluating hovv it can 

best meet citywide and regional objectives to direct grmvth to transit oriented locations and whetlicr 

current controls are meeting identified needs. 

POUCYl.5.1 

Continue to explore and re examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any 

future evaluation along tlw 4th Street corridor. 

TRANSPORTATION AND THE STREET NETWORK 

POLICY 4.23.2 

Create a visible pedestrian network that connects to other areas. 

It is important that pedestrian facilities not only feature connections within the area, but 

also links to surrounding areas (e.g., Downtown, East SoMa, Central SoMa, Showplace 

Square, Mission and Market-Octavia). A network of way-finding signage should be introduced 

to help orient the pedestrian. 

23 Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Commerce and 
I 

24 I Industry Element as follows: 

25 (a) Amend Map 1, "Generalized Commercial and Industrial Land Use Plan", as follows: 

Planning Commission I BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 18 
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(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area; 

(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and 

(3) Add a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Area Plan." 

(b) Amend Map 2, "Generalized Commercial and Industrial Density Plan," as follows: 

(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area; 

(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and 

(3) Add a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Area Plan." 

Section 7. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as 

follows: 

(a) Amend Part II, Objectives & Policies, Map 1 as follows: 

(1) Remove the red boundary of the Central SoMa Plan, replace with a black 

boundary showing the adopted Plan area, and fill the area in red; and 

(2) In the legend remove the "Pending Adoption" text and icon. 

Section 8. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Urban Design 

Element, as follows: 

(a) Amend Map 4 "Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings," as follows: in the 

notes area below the legend, add a note saying "Add a boundary area around the Central 

SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states 'See the Central SoMa Plan."' 

(b) Amend Map 5, "Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings," as follows: in the 

notes area below the legend, add a note saying "Add a boundary area around the Central 

SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states 'See the Central SoMa Plan."' 

Planning Commission 
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Section 9. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Land Use Index as 

follows: 

The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the amendments set forth 

in Sections 2 through 8, above. 

Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

Section 11. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

the official title of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: ~ fill 
VTRAwONG 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01275832.docx 
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FILE NO. 180490 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendments - Central South Of Market Area Plan] 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa) 
Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern 
portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan 
Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming 
amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban 
Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; 
and making environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding 
considerations, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

State law requires cities and counties to prepare and adopt a comprehensive, long-term 
General Plan for development. The General Plan may address any subjects that, in the 
judgment of the Board of Supervisors, relate to the physical development of the City. 

The City's General Plan contains the following elements: Land Use Index, Housing, 
Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open Space, Transportation, Urban Design, 
Environmental Protection, Community Facilities, Community Safety, Arts, and Air Quality. It 
also contains several area plans, such as the Downtown, East SoMa, and Western SoMa 
Area Plans. The Board of Supervisors amends these elements and plans from time to time to 
reflect changed circumstances. 

The East SoMa Area Plan, part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, adopted in 2008; 
provides land use controls and proposed community improvements for the eastern part of the 
SoMa neighborhood. The Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013 and integrated into the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Program, provides land use controls and proposed community 
improvements for the western part of the SoMa neighborhood. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The proposed legislation would amend the General Plan to add the Central SoMa Area Plan. 
The Central SoMa Plan Area would be bounded by 2nd Street and 6th Street, and Market 

. Street and Townsend Street, exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan that 
make up much of the area north of Folsom Street. 
The proposed legislation includes various conforming map and text amendments to the 
Commerce and Industry Element, Housing Element, Urban Design Element, and Land Use 
Index of the General Plan to reflect the Central SoMa Plan. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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FILE NO. 180490 

The proposed legislation would also amend the East SoMa Area Plan and Western SoMa 
Area Plan, including amendments to the boundaries of these other Plan Areas to 
accommodate establishment of the Central SoMa Area Plan. 

Background Information 

This General Plan Amendments ordinance is a companion to other legislative approvals 
relating to the Central SoMa Plan, including amendments to the Planning Code, 
Administrative Code, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Zoning Map. 

The purpose of Central SoMa Plan is to accommodate growth in jobs and housing, provide 
public benefits, and respect and enhance the neighborhood's character. The Plan would 
provide Goals, Objectives, Policies, and related contextual information for Central SoMa. The 
Plan contains the following eight Goals: 

1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 
2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents 
3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center 
4. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit 
5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities 
6. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 
7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 
8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City 

n:\legana\as2018\ 1200444\0127581 O.docx 
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DATE: November 8, 2018 

TO: San Francisco Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Jessica Range and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning 

RE: Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments to the Central 
South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan 
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E 

The San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
for the Central South of Market (Central SoMa) Plan in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on May 10, 2018. Upon four appeals of the Final EIR, the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors upheld the certification of the Central SoMa Plan EIR by the 
Planning Commission on September 25, 2018. The purpose of this analysis is to determine 
whether the EIR adequately analyzes the amendments to the Central SoMa Plan introduced by 
the legislative sponsors at the Board of Supervisor’s Land Use Committee hearings on October 
22 and 29, 2018 and November 5, 2018.  

Central SoMa Plan Amendments 

The Environmental Planning Division has reviewed the proposed amendments to the Central 
SoMa Plan introduced at the October 22 and 29, 2018 and November 5, 2018 Land Use 
Committee hearings and determined that, with the exception of one amendment, the 
amendments to the Central SoMa Plan are either clarifications, would not result in physical 
environmental effects, or were addressed in the following documents: 

(1) the Central SoMa Plan Final EIR and accompanying April 5, 2018 and May 9, 2018
errata;

(2) the September 6, 2018 memo addressing amendments, staff recommendations, and other
issues for consideration to the Central SoMa Plan; and

(3) the September 27, 2018 memo addressing additional staff recommendations and issues
for consideration to the Central SoMa Plan.

With the exception of one amendment, the proposed amendments introduced at the October 22 
and 29, 2018 and November 5, 2018 hearings (refer to Attachments A, B, and C) are merely 
clarifications to the Plan, or are determined not to result in physical environmental effects 
beyond that disclosed in the Final EIR. The following amendment to the Central SoMa Plan 
requires additional explanation as to why the proposed amendment would not result in any 
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new physical environmental effects that are not already analyzed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR. 

(1) Rezone a portion of Assessor’s block 3778, lot 005 from Service, Arts, Light Industrial to 
Mixed-Use Residential 

Analysis: This amendment would modify the proposed Central SoMa Plan zoning map by 
rezoning a portion of assessor’s block 3778, lot 005 from the existing zoning of Service, Arts, 
Light Industrial (SALI) to Mixed Use Residential (MUR). The Central SoMa Plan EIR 
analyzed a zoning change of SALI to Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office (CMUO). The 
proposed area for rezoning would be 200 feet along Brannan Street and 150 feet along 6th 
Street, as measured from the intersection of 6th and Brannan streets. The remainder of the 
lot would remain zoned CMUO, as proposed by the Plan. This change to the proposed 
zoning would encourage residential uses by requiring a 3:1 ratio of residential square 
footage to nonresidential square footage, thereby resulting in a reduction of 1,130 jobs and a 
gain of 190 residential units projected under the Central SoMa Plan.1 This modification in 
zoning would change the Plan’s overall growth projections, resulting in a total of 8,760 
housing units (8,570 + 190 units) and 32,089 jobs (33,219 jobs – 1,130 jobs). 

As a point of clarification, the total number of housing units studied in the Central SoMa 
Draft EIR is 8,320 and the total number of jobs studied is 44,000. However, following 
publication of the Central SoMa Response to Comments document, there have been two 
instances in which changes to the Plan were made that affect the growth projections 
evaluated in the EIR. The changes made to the Plan, resulting in an increased number of 
residential units and a lower number of jobs, remain within the scope of the EIR’s analysis 
as explained in below. 

The Planning Department first analyzed the change to the Central SoMa Plan and its 
projected growth in a list of “Issues For Consideration” in the case report for the Planning 
Commission’s May 10th, 2018 adoption hearing (which was a list of proposed changes to the 
Central SoMa Plan received from the public during the public review process). One of the 
issues for consideration involved changing the proposed zoning from CMUO to Mixed-Use 
General (MUG) or MUR for the area north of Harrison Street. The Planning Department’s 
Environmental Planning Division evaluated this change in the May 9, 2018 errata to the EIR 
and determined that this potential change would result in a reduction of 10,250 jobs within 
the Plan Area and a gain of 130 residential units. This would result in a total of 8,450 units 
(8,320 units + 130 units) and 33,750 jobs (44,000 jobs - 10,250 jobs) in the Central SoMa Plan 
Area. 

1 Chen, Lisa (San Francisco Planning Department), “RE: Central SoMa 10/22 and 10/29 LUT Amendments CEQA Memo for 
review (by Nov. 1?)”. Email communication to Elizabeth White. October 31, 2018. 
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The second change to the Plan’s growth projections occurred when the Planning 
Department examined a Central SoMa Plan amendment (included in the September 13, 
2018 Planning Commission packet) to rezone the Western SoMa Service, Arts, and Light 
Industrial (WS SALI) parcels (exclusive of Central SoMa Key Sites), south of Interstate 80 (I-
80) to Mixed-Use General (MUG). The Planning Department evaluated this change in a
September 6, 2018 memo and determined that this potential change would result in a gain
of 120 residential units and a reduction of 531 jobs in the Central SoMa Plan Area, resulting
in a total of 8,570 housing units (8,450 units + 120 units) and 33,219 jobs (33,750 jobs – 531
jobs).

In both instances, the Department determined that these changes would not result in 
increased physical environmental effects beyond those studied in the Central SoMa EIR. 
EIR Appendix G (attachment to the EIR, provided in an errata issued April 5, 20182), EIR 
Appendix I (attachment to the EIR, provided in an errata issued May 9, 20183), and 
Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments, Staff Recommendations, and Other 
Issues for Consideration to the Central SoMa Area Plan (September 6, 2018 Planning 
Commission Executive Summary4) explain how other changes to the Central SoMa Plan 
have resulted in changes to the Plan’s growth projections. 

The proposed rezoning of a portion of block 3778, lot 005 from the currently proposed 
zoning of CMUO to MUR would change the projected amount of jobs and housing units, 
but would not result in an exceedance of the overall growth (amount of jobs and housing 
units) projected under the Plan. The environmental effects of an additional 190 residential 
units within the Plan Area would be offset by the reduction in environmental effects 
anticipated to occur as a result of approximately 1,130 fewer jobs being developed within 
the Plan Area. Therefore, there would be no substantial change to the EIR’s analysis for 
topics that rely on the EIR’s growth projections (noise, air quality, and hydrology and water 
quality). Similarly, because the overall intensity of development under the Plan would still 
be within that which was studied in the EIR, there would be no change to impacts identified 
in the initial study related to population and housing, recreation, utilities, or public services. 

In regards to transportation and circulation, residential uses, on a square-foot basis, would 
result in fewer person trips than office uses based on San Francisco’s 2002 Transportation 

2 Errata to the EIR for the Central SoMa Plan – April 5, 2018. This document is available as part of Planning Department Case File 
No. 2011.1356E and online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs. Accessed October 31, 2018. 
3 Errata to the EIR for the Central SoMa Plan – May 9, 2018. This document is available as part of Planning Department Case File 
No. 2011.1356E and online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs. Accessed October 31, 2018. 
4 Planning Commission Packet. Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission Packet. September 13, 
2018. Accessed October 31, 2018. Available from http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Central%20SOMA.pdf  
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Impact Analysis Guidelines.5 For residential use, 10 person trips are assumed to occur per 
1,000 square feet whereas 18 person trips are assumed to occur per 1,000 square foot of 
office use. Therefore, the conversion of projected office use to residential use would result in 
lower overall person trips, resulting in lower overall vehicle, transit, pedestrian, bike and 
other trips. Therefore, this change would not increase the severity of the significant and 
unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR related to transit, loading, and crosswalk 
overcrowding. The reduction in overall person trips would result in a reduction in the 
amount of vehicle trips anticipated to be generated under the Plan, which would result in a 
commensurate reduction in traffic noise and air quality impacts resulting from vehicle 
emissions. As such, this change would not increase the severity of the significant and 
unavoidable land use and land use planning, noise and air quality impacts identified in the 
EIR. As the location and amount of projected developed area would not change, there 
would be no change in the significant and unavoidable historic resource or construction 
traffic impact identified in the EIR. The proposed amendment would result in a reduction in 
the overall intensity of development anticipated under the Plan and would therefore not 
result in more significant impacts than those identified in the EIR or Initial Study for the 
remaining topics that were determined to be less than significant or less than significant 
with mitigation (e.g., archeology, tribal cultural resources, human remains, paleontological 
resources, population and housing, construction related noise and air quality, recreation, 
utilities, public services, biology, geology, hazardous materials, minerals, energy, and 
agricultural and forest resources).  

Furthermore, the rezoning of a portion of assessor’s block 3778, lot 005 from the current 
zoning of SALI to MUR would not change height and bulk proposals studied in the EIR, 
and therefore, would not result in changes to the aesthetics, shadow, or wind analysis in the 
EIR. 

For the above reasons, the proposal to amend the allowable zoning in the Central SoMa 
Plan for a portion of Assessor’s block 3778, lot 005 from the current zoning of SALI to MUR 
would not result in increased physical environmental effects beyond those already studied 
in the EIR.  

   

   

 

5 The person trips in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines are conservative (i.e. “worst-case scenario “) assumption 
meaning that the results are not underreported, but instead, provide a reasonably conservative analysis.  
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Enclosures 

Attachment A. Amendments introduced at October 22, 2018 Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Hearing 

Attachment B. Amendments introduced at October 29, 2018 Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Hearing 

Attachment C. Amendments introduced at November 5, 2018 Land Use & Transportation 
Committee Hearing 
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
Amendments Introduced at 10/22 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing 

# Section Page/Line Change Prior CEQA Review Document 

1 128.1 page 22, lines 7‐11 
Clarifying language on calculation of land subject to Transferable Development 
Right (TDR) requirements. 

2 138(d)(2) page 37, lines 18‐20 
Clarifying language on payment of the in‐lieu fee in satisfaction of privately‐
owned public open space 
(POPOS) requirements, pursuant to Section 426. 

3 138(d)(2) page 38, lines 12‐13 
Add that the Commissions evaluation of the design of privately‐owned public 
open spaces (POPOS) shall include whether landscaped areas incorporate 
plantings which include, but are not limited to, living walls, stormwater 
gardens, and drought‐tolerant landscaping. 

4 138(e)(2)(C) page 40, lines 15‐28 

Add language specifying that the Commission’s determination of the adequacy 
of the location, amount, amenities, design and implementation of privately‐
owned public open spaces (POPOS) shall take into consideration the open 
space and recreational needs of the diverse inhabitants of the Plan Area, 
including, but not limited to: residents, workers, youth, families, and seniors. 

September 27, 2018 Amendments 
CEQA Memo 

5 169.3 page 56, lines 9‐21 
Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications 
before September 4, 2016 to meet 75% of the TDM requirements. Projects that 
submit after this date are required to meet 100% of the TDM requirements. 

May 9, 2018 Errata to EIR 

6 249.78(d)(1) 
page 71, line 17 
through page 72, 
line 10 

Prevailing Building Height and Density: For projects subject to 434 (the 
Central SoMa CFD tax), the following height and Floor Area Ratio controls 
shall apply (notwithstanding the height limit indicated on the Zoning Map): 

(i) For all projects on lots where the Zoning Map indicates a height limit of
85 feet or greater, the height of the project shall be limited to 85 feet in height 
and the project lot or lots shall be limited to a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 
4.0:1. 

(ii) For projects on lots where the Zoning Map indicates a height limit of less
than 85 feet, the project lot or lots shall be limited a maximum Floor Area Ratio 
of 3.0:1. 
In order to exceed this development capacity, up to the amount specified in the 
Zoning Map, the project must elect to develop a project subject to 434. 

September 27, 2018 Amendments 
CEQA Memo 

7 249.78(d)(4)(C)(vii) page 38, lines 12‐13 
Add that the Project sponsors are encouraged to incorporate plantings on 
vertical surfaces into projects, which may include green and/or living walls, 
stormwater gardens, and drought‐tolerant landscaping. 

September 27, 2018 Amendments 
CEQA Memo 

8 249.78(d)(10) page 77, line 16 
Require that PDR space provided subject to the requirements of Section 
202.8 or 249.78(c)(5) have a minimum floor‐to‐floor height of 17 feet, 
regardless of location in the building. 

9 

249.78(e)(4) 

(and conforming edits 
in Sec. 414.4) 

page 79, lines 7‐17 

Require that Key Sites developing an office or hotel project provide on‐site 
child care facilities in satisfaction of their fee requirements under Sections 
414.4, unless the project can demonstrate that it is infeasible to provide such 
facilities. Feasibility may be determined by, among other things, the sufficiency 
of the existing supply of child care facilities in the Central SoMa SUD, the 
inability to provide suitable space that would meet childcare licensing 
requirements, a determination by the Commission that the site is not a suitable 
location for child care provision, and financial feasibility. 

September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA 
memo 

10 263.33 page 90, lines 6‐19 
If the development on Assessorʹs Block 3763, Lot 105 (1 Vassar / Second and 
Harrison) elects to build residential instead of, or in addition to, a hotel, add the 
option that it may exceed the affordable housing requirement pursuant to 
Section 415 in order to receive the special height exception. 

May 9, 2018 EIR Errata 

11 263.34 
page 90, line 23 
through page 91, 
line 25 

Allow the project (Fourth and Harrison) to provide a minimum 14’ floor‐to‐
floor PDR ground floor height, and reduce the apparent mass reduction 
controls in Section 270(h) to 50% on Harrison Street and 0% on Fourth Street, 
contingent on the project providing land for affordable housing. 

September 6, 2018 Amendments 
CEQA Memo 

12 329(e)(3)(A) 
page 104, line 17 
through page 105, 
line 2 

Permit land dedication that is valued at less than the subject project’s Jobs‐
Housing Linkage Fee or Affordable Housing Fee obligation to be considered a 
Qualified Amenity in order to be a Key Site, pursuant to Sections 413.7 and 
419.6, respectively. Projects would be required to pay the balance of the fee 
obligation, subject to the land value calculation in Section 413.7. 

September 6, 2018 Amendments CEQA 
Memo 

13 329(e)(2)(b)(ii) page 106, line 2‐3 
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C) (1 Vassar / 2nd & Harrison), allow an 
exception to the controls in Sections 135(h) and 135.3, to allow the project to 
include indoor POPOS in satisfaction of its residential publicly‐accessible 
usable open space requirement. 

14 413.7 page 110, line 2‐9 

Specify that the land value for land dedication sites in fulfillment of Jobs‐
Housing Linkage Fees shall be determined by the Director of Property, not to 
exceed the acquisition cost incurred by the subject project for the portion of 
land dedicated. This determination shall take into account any circumstances 
that may impact the value of the property. 

15 433.2 
page 139, lines 10‐ 
15 

Lower Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Impact Fee rates to reflect 
the modifications to the CFD Tax (as described in Section 434 below): 

(i) Lower the fee rate for rental residential projects from $20 to $10 (keep
Condominium residential rates at $20). 

(ii) Lower the fee rate for Tier B non‐residential projects to $0.

16 434 page 144, lines 6‐11 
Add Tier B Non‐Residential projects to the CFD Tax (at a rate of $2.00/GSF) 
and remove Tier B Condo Residential projects (currently proposed at 
$3.30/GSF), as specified in the Rate and Methodof Apportionment 

September 27, 2018 Amendments 
CEQA Memo 
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document (part of the CFD formation legislation) 

17 
753; 814; 840; 841; 846; 
848 

various; pages 148 ‐ 
230 

Require a Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail and Medical 
Cannabis Dispensary uses in 
the Central SoMa SUD. 

September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA 
Memo 

18 uncodified section page 234, lines 6‐14 
Add language specifying that if the City is unable to apply any new 
development requirement that would generate revenue for the Public Benefits 
Program, the other provisions of the Planning and 
Administrative Code amendments would not apply. 

September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA 
Memo 
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/29 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

# Section Page/Line Change

1 138 page 35, line 18-20
Eliminate the privately-owned public open space (POPOS) incentive to provide playgrounds, 
community gardens, sport courts, and dog runs. (The incentive is a 33% reduction in space 
required.) 

2 138 page 38, line 22
Clarify that projects providing POPOS shall make an effort to include at least one publicly-
accessible potable water source convenient for drinking and filling of water bottles. 

3 155(u) page 54, line 22-23
Clarify that Planning Department shall approve projects' driveway loading & operations plans, 
in consultation with SFMTA

4 249.78
page 71, line 16 
through page 72, 
line 7

Prohibit Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units, except in buildings that consist of 100% affordable 
units.

Prohibit group housing uses, except for:
(1) Student Housing
(2) Senior Housing
(3) Residential Care Facilities
(4) Housing for persons with disabilities or Transition Age Youth
(4) Buildings providing 100% affordable housing

5 249.78
page 80, line 11 - 
25

Amend the requirement that Key Sites with office or hotel uses provide on-site child care 
facilities in satisfaction of their fee requirements under Sections 414.4 to:

(a) Specify that the Planning Commission shall review the proposed project for compliance
with Section 414.4.

(b) Allow the Commission to grant an exception to the requirements that the Sponsor provide
the child care facility to a non-profit facility entirely free of rent or other costs for the life of the 
project, if it finds one or all of the following apply:

(i) The space is being provided to the proposed child-care provider at a below-market rate
rent and/or at a significantly reduced cost.

(ii) The proposed child-care provider provides services consistent with the goals and
expenditures of the Child Care Capital Fund in Section 414.14, which may include activities 
including, but not limited to: providing care affordable to households of low and moderate 
income, or providing care that fulfills unmet needs for child care by age group and/or 
neighborhood, as determined through a needs assessment conducted by the Director of the 
Office of Early Care & Education, or its successor.

6 329(e)(3)(B)(vi)
page 107, line 18-
19

On the Key Site Identified in 329(e)(2)(H) (Creamery), allow an exception to the requirement in 
Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open to the sky.

7 406
page 109, line 17 
through page 110, 
line 5

Include a waiver that allows land dedication of land for a public park (not including 
improvement costs) on Block 3777 (598 Brannan St / Park Block) to count against various fees, 
including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver already exists for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).

8
Uncodified 
section

page 235, line 11-
25

In the event that any person or entity files a lawsuit in any court challenging any new 
development requirement imposed as part of the Central SoMa Plan that results in generation of 
revenue to fund the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program, then upon the service of such 
lawsuit upon the City and County of San Francisco, all applications for projects that could not be 
approved but for the adoption of this ordinance and that have not yet received a first 
construction document will be suspended until there is a final judgment in the lawsuit in all 
courts and the validity of the challenged provision(s) specified in this Section is upheld.

9 Zoning map
zoning map: page 
4, line 17‐20

Rezone the Assessorʹs block 3733, lot 014 (816 Folsom Street) back from MUR to CMUO in order 
to allow the proposed hotel project to proceed with its  application.

C SoMa Amendments_10 30 18.xlsx Page 1
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10 Zoning map
zoning map: page 
7, line 20-24

Rezone a portion of Assessorʹs block 3778, lot 005 (SF Flower Mart project project at 6th & 
Brannan) to MUR. The rezoned portion is 200ʹ along Brannan Street and 150ʹ along 6th Street, as 
measured from the intersection of 6th & Brannan. The remainder of the lot would remain 
CMUO.

11 263.34
Amended at 
Committee on 
10/29

Boston Properties: Allow the project to provide a minimum 14’ floor-to-floor PDR ground floor 
height, and reduce the apparent mass reduction controls in Section 270(h) to 50% on Harrison 
Street and 0% on Fourth Street, contingent on the project providing land for affordable housing.

12
Public Benefits 
Package

Amended at 
Committee on 
10/29

Public Benefits Package: Restore the funding for preservation of the US Mint Building by 
increasing funding by $5 million, to $20 million total. Reduce the funding for regional transit 
capacity enhancement and expansion by $5 million, to $155 million.

C SoMa Amendments_10 30 18.xlsx Page 2702



CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 11/5 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

# Section Page/Line Change

1 263.34, 329
Amended at 
Committee

Strike the exception for the project at Fourth and Harrison Street to provide a minimum 14’ floor-
to-floor PDR ground floor height (they would instead be subject to 17', the minimum 
requirement elsewhere in the Plan).

2 434 page 147, lines 6-18

Add language specifying that CFD revenues should be allocated as follows: 
(1) $15 million should be allocated to restoration of the Old Mint and $160 million should be

allocated to regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion; and, 
(2) If the Old Mint is developed with community-serving spaces that may be leased at below-

market rates to organizations associated with Cultural Districts establisehd under Chapter 107 of 
the Administrative Code, $20 million should be allocated to restoration of the Old Mint and $155 
million should be allocated to regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion; 

(3) (voted at Committee): Add a requirement that eligible non-profit organizations be selected 
through a competitive RFP (Request for Proposals) 

3
Section 6 
(uncodified)

Amended at 
Committee

Strike the "Effect of Litigation" section, which specifies that in the event that any person/entity 
files a lawsuit challenging development requirements that generate revenues to fund the Central 
SoMa Public Benefits Program, all pending applications for projects that could not be approved 
unless the Plan is adopted will be suspended until there is a final judgement upholding the 
validity of the Plan.

4 Table 1 page 4

Conforming edits based on prior amendments at LUT Committee:
(1) Restore funding for the US Mint Building to $20 million
(2) Reduce funding for regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion from $160 to

$155 million
(3) Reduce funding for environmental sustainability & resilience from $70 million to $65 

million
(4) Add a $10 million PDR Relocation Assistance Fund

5 Table 2 page 5

Conforming edits based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Same as in Table 1 above, 
plus the following adjustment in funding sources to ensure expenditures fall within the 
maximum justified nexus amounts (to reflect the changes made to the Tier B impact fee 
requirements for residential and non-residential uses). The total funding available for each 
category is not impacted by this change.

(1) In the Transit category, reduce the funding provided by the Central SoMa Infrastructure
fee by $5 million.

(2) In the Parks & Recreation category, increase the funding provided by the Central SoMa 
Infrastructure fee by $5 million. Reduce the funding provided by the Central SoMa CFD by 
$5million.

6 Transit page 7

Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior 
amendments to funding (reducing funding for regional transit capacity enhancement and 
expansion from $160 to $155 million).

7

Cultural 
Preservation & 
Community 
Services

page 13

Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior 
amendments to funding (restoring the funding for the Old Mint to $20 million and adding a $10 
million PDR relocation assistance fund).

8
Environmental 
Sustainability & 
Resilience

page 14-15

Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior 
amendments to funding (reducing funding for enhanced stormwater management in complete 
streets by $4million and water recycling / stormwater management in public spaces by 
$1million).

9 Tables 12 & 13 page 18-19

Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the 
amendments to the Central SoMa CFD and Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee:

(1) Tier B Non-residential: Add a $2.00/GSF CFD tax, and drop the impact fee to $0 for large
office allocation projects ($20/GSF for all other projects)

(1) Tier B Residential: Drop the CFD tax on Condo uses from $3.30/GSF to $0; edit the impact
fee to reflect $20/GSF for Condo projects and $10/GSF for Rental projects.

NOTE: The following is a summary of amendnents introduced at Committee. For details, please review the amended legislation, 
accessible on the Legislative Research Center (at https://sfgov.legistar.com/Legislation.aspx) under the relevant Board file number.

PLANNING CODE & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [File no. 180184] 

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM DOCUMENT: Public Benefits Package [Adopted by Reference]
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DATE:    November 8, 2018 

TO:         San Francisco Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors     

FROM:   Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer  
                   Jessica Range, Principal Environmental Planner 
                     Wade Wietgrefe, Principal Environmental Planner 

RE:        TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions

Introduction 
This memorandum is a response to the three letters submitted to the Board of Supervisors (the 
“Board”) regarding the certified Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”) for the 
Central South of Market Plan (“Central SoMa Plan” or “Project”). The first letter was submitted 
by Richard Drury on behalf of 631 Folsom O.A. (“SFBlu”), Central SoMa Neighbors (“CSN”), 
and SFBlu residents Gina Cariaga and Jason DeWillers on October 18, 2018. The second letter 
was submitted by Richard Drury on behalf of Paul Phillips and Genia Phillips (members of 631 
Folsom O.A. and CSN) on October 22, 2018.1 The third letter was submitted by Mark R. Wolfe 
on behalf of Jonathan Berk (a resident and owner at 631 Folsom Street) on October 23, 2018. All 
three letters reference the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s (“SFCTA”) October 
2018 Transportation Network Companies and Congestion Report (“TNCs & Congestion 
Report”).2   
 
In October 2018, subsequent to the Central SoMa Plan’s EIR certification, the SFCTA published 
the TNCs & Congestion Report. The TNCs & Congestion Report is an analysis of how TNCs 
(e.g., Uber and Lyft) have affected roadway congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016. 
The report examined three congestion measures (vehicle hours of delay, vehicle miles traveled 
(“VMT”), and average speeds) to determine how much TNCs account for the increase in 
congestion in San Francisco. Using these metrics, the report found that about 50 percent of the 
increase in congestion during the study period is attributed to TNCs, while the remainder of the 
increased congestion is attributed to employment and population growth that occurred during 
this same time period.  

1 The October 22, 2018 letter from Richard Drury on behalf of Paul and Genia Phillips state that Paul and Genia Phillips join the 
comments made by Mr. Drury on behalf of SFBlu and CSN on October 18, 2018.  
2 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, October 2018. TNCs & Congestion. Accessed October 30, 2018. Available at: 
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Planning/TNCs/TNCs_Congestion_Report_181015_Final.pdf  
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The major findings of the report show that during the study period TNCs accounted for 51 
percent of the increase in daily vehicle hours of delay; 47 percent of the increase in vehicle miles 
traveled; 55 percent of the average speed decline on roadways; and on an absolute basis, TNCs 
comprise an estimated 25 percent of total vehicle congestion (measured by vehicle hours of 
delay) citywide, and 36 percent of delay in the downtown core.  
 
The TNCs & Congestion Report confirmed previous findings from the SFCTA’s 2017 TNCs 
Today report which found the greatest increases in congestion in the densest parts of the city, 
including the Central SoMa Plan area.  

Background 
The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Commission”) certified the Central SoMa Plan EIR 
on May 10, 2018. Following the certification of the Final EIR, Richard Drury on behalf of CSN 
and SFBlu, Phillip Babich on behalf of One Vassar LLC, Angelica Cabande on behalf of the 
South of Market Community Action Network (“SOMCAN”), and John Elberling on behalf of 
the Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium (“YBNC”) submitted letters appealing the 
certification of the EIR prepared for the Project to the Board under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Board upheld the certification of the EIR in a 10-0 vote on 
September 27, 2018. As of the writing of this memorandum, adoption of the Central SoMa Plan 
has not occurred. 

Summary of Letters Received 
The issues identified in the three letters received subsequent to the Board of Supervisors 
upholding the Central SoMa Plan EIR certification on September 25, 2018 have been grouped 
into the following three categories.  

(1) Request for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

All three letters received request the Department prepare a Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report (“SEIR”) for the Central SoMa Plan that evaluates the information published 
in the TNCs & Congestion Report. All of the letters incorrectly characterize the Central 
SoMa Plan EIR analysis in regard to TNCs. As stated in the July 9, 2018 Central SoMa Plan 
EIR Appeal Response3, the EIR states that there have been changes to the travel network as a 

3 San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 180651.   
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result of TNCs and delivery services, and provides a discussion of TNC impacts on VMT, 
loading, and pedestrian safety in the Response to Comments (“RTC”). Response TR-7 (p. 
RTC-155) summarized the existing body of literature on TNCs as of publication of the RTC 
in March 2018 and stated that the demand for travel via personal or TNC vehicles may 
increase as a result of the Plan. However, the RTC also stated that the overall number of 
vehicles on the road is limited by roadway capacity during peak periods of travel, and an 
increase in total VMT does not, in and of itself, constitute a significant VMT impact. This is 
because, consistent with state guidance and Planning Commission direction, the significance 
threshold used in the EIR, and recommended by the California Office of Planning and 
Research, is a per capita threshold and not a total net increase in VMT threshold. Response 
TR-7 concludes that while data that would enable robust analysis of the impacts of TNCs on 
the transportation network are largely lacking, growth in travel by TNCs is likely to 
continue in the future regardless of whether the Plan is adopted and the Plan would have 
little effect on existing and future TNC use.  
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), when an EIR has been certified or a 
negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that 
project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of 
the whole record, that: 

New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following: 

a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 
EIR or negative declaration; 

b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the previous EIR; 

c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in 
fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of 
the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative; or 

d.  Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant 
effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation measure or alternative. 

As explained below, the TNCs & Congestion Report does not provide any new information that 
would change the conclusions in the Central SoMa Plan EIR. Therefore, a supplemental EIR is 
not required. 

706



(2) Additional Mitigation Measures 
The letter submitted by Mr. Drury suggests three mitigation measures to be applied to 
TNCs: limiting the number of TNCs, imposing impact fees, and requiring TNCs to comply 
with the same clean-vehicle requirements imposed on taxis. But the Central SoMa Plan EIR 
found that the Plan would not result in significant VMT impacts and therefore, mitigation 
under CEQA is not required. In addition, Supervisor Aaron Peskin indicated at the SFCTA’s 
September 25, 2018 Board Meeting that the Board of Supervisors would continue to pursue 
congestion pricing at the local and state level. Any future congestion pricing scheme would 
be consistent with Central SoMa Plan EIR Mitigation Measure M-TR-3a, which identifies 
congestion pricing as a potential method to address transit impacts. This mitigation measure 
may be adopted by the Board as part of their deliberations on the Central SoMa Plan. The 
Central SoMa Plan’s mitigation, monitoring, and reporting program identifies this 
measure’s feasibility as uncertain because its implementation would likely require further 
actions by other governing bodies such as the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency and the SFCTA. Furthermore, a recently enacted state law, Senate Bill 1014, creates 
the California Clean Miles Standard and Incentive Program, which regulates TNC 
emissions.    

 
(3) Recirculation of Central SoMa Plan EIR 
The October 23, 2018 letter from Mark R. Wolfe alleges that recirculation of the draft EIR is 
required to address the information contained in the TNCs & Congestion Report and 
references CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 states that a 
lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 
the EIR after public notice is given of the draft EIR’s availability for public review under 
CEQA Guidelines section 15087, but before certification. The reference to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088.5 is not applicable because the Central SoMa Plan EIR has been certified, and 
that certification was upheld on appeal to the Board on September 27, 2018. Therefore, 
recirculation of the document is not required.  

TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa EIR 
Conclusions 
The Planning Department identified the following environmental topics that require discussion 
related to the TNCs & Congestion Report: travel demand and associated impacts to emergency 
access, air quality, noise, VMT, transit delay, loading, and pedestrian safety. The following 
summarizes the Central SoMa EIR impact conclusions for these topics and discusses whether 
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the information contained in the TNCs & Congestion Report is considered new information of 
substantial importance that could affect the conclusions reached in the Central SoMa Plan EIR 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162.  

Travel Demand, Emergency Access, Air Quality, and Noise Analyses 

Travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that people 
would take to and from the project, or in this case, a plan area. Trips consist of auto, transit, 
walking, and bicycling trips. As stated on draft EIR p. IV.D-32, the EIR relies on an activity-
based travel demand model to predict travel demand associated with the Plan’s projected 
growth and the travel patterns associated with the Plan’s proposed street network changes. The 
Department used model outputs developed by the Transportation Authority. That model, the 
San Francisco Chained-Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP), is the same model used in the 
TNCs & Congestion Report. The travel demand estimates from the SF-CHAMP model were 
used as inputs to the air quality and noise analyses and considered in the analysis of the Plan’s 
impact with respect to emergency access. The subsequent analyses of impacts to air quality, 
noise, and emergency access also accounted for increased congestion resulting from plan 
generated traffic. The EIR found that subsequent development projects under the Central SoMa 
plan would result in significant and unavoidable air quality and traffic noise impacts. The EIR 
identified all feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts, but ultimately determined 
air quality and noise impacts from the Plan to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  
 
The EIR also found that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed 
open space improvements and street network changes, could result in significant impacts on 
emergency vehicle access. The proposed Plan street network changes, in combination with the 
increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of traffic 
congestion, could impede emergency vehicle access in the plan area. California law requires 
drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles. In addition to California law, the EIR 
identifies four mitigation measures to mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level. These 
four mitigation measures include Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation (M-TR-8), Transit 
Enhancements (M-TR-3a), Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects 
(M-NO-1a), and Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy (M-AQ-5e). 
 
While the TNCs & Congestion Report estimates transportation network companies’ 
contributions to congestion between 2010 and 2016,4 the report does not provide new estimates 

4 A draft report by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, TNCs & Congestion (October 2018) studied the factors that 
increased congestion between 2010 and 2016. The existing transportation conditions analysis for this EIR relies on data collected 
within the period in the TNCs & Congestion report. Transportation network company vehicles that passed through study area 
intersections during the collection period are included in the counts and thus are included as part of the existing conditions. 
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or metrics of travel demand by type of land use, including transportation network company 
use, into the future. The current version of the SF-CHAMP model, while used in the TNCs & 
Congestion Report, does not have household level travel behavior data that would allow for 
allocating TNCs to specific land uses (e.g., office or residential) or locations to provide revised 
travel demand estimates. In other words, the Report offers no new information or level of detail 
that could be used to revise the fundamental and necessary modelling tool available to measure 
potential future travel behavior. 
 
Furthermore, since the publication of the Central SoMa Responses to Comments (“RTC”) 
document, there have been changes to the Central SoMa Plan that have affected the growth 
projections evaluated in the EIR. These changes have resulted in a decrease in the amount of 
jobs, commensurate with an increase in residential units projected to occur under the Central 
SoMa Plan. As documented in the November 8, 2018 memo addressing the proposed Central 
SoMa Plan amendments introduced at the October 22, October 29, and November 5, 2018 Land 
Use Committee hearing5, the Central SoMa Plan is now projected to result in a total of 8,760 
housing units and 32,089 jobs. For reference, the Central SoMa Plan draft EIR analyzed 8,320 
housing units and 44,000 jobs. The changes made to the Plan, resulting in an increased number 
of residential units and a lower number of jobs, remain within the scope of the EIR’s analysis.  
 
In regard to transportation and circulation, residential uses, on a square-foot basis, would result 
in fewer person trips than office uses based on San Francisco’s 2002 Transportation Impact 
Analysis Guidelines.6 For residential use, these Guidelines assume 10-person trips occur per 
1,000 square feet, whereas for office use, the Guidelines assume 18-person trips occur per 1,000 
square feet of office use. Therefore, the Central SoMa Plan’s conversion of projected office use to 
residential use would result in lower overall person trips, resulting in lower overall vehicle, 
transit, pedestrian, bike, and other trips (including TNC trips) than reported in the Central 
SoMa Plan EIR. 
 
The TNCs & Congestion Report would not change the conclusions in the EIR because the report 
does not provide evidence that the EIR’s travel demand estimates are inadequate. Furthermore, 
changes that have been made to the Plan since publication of the RTC would have the effect of 
lowering overall person trips, and specifically vehicle trips. These vehicle trips were used as 
inputs in the noise and air quality analyses and considered in the analysis of impacts to 
emergency access. Therefore, the EIR likely overstates the Plan’s impact with respect to air 
quality, noise, and emergency vehicle access.   

5 San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 180651.  
6 The person trips in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines are conservative (i.e. “worst-case scenario “) assumption 
meaning that the results are not underreported, but instead, provide the most conservative analysis.  
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Vehicle Miles Traveled 

Consistent with state guidance and Planning Commission resolution 19579, the EIR uses 
efficiency metrics (VMT per capita and employee) to analyze VMT impacts. The EIR’s 
significance threshold is based on guidance from the state Office of Planning and Research, 
which states that a land use plan may have a significant impact with respect to VMT if that plan 
is not consistent with the relevant sustainable communities strategy (“SCS”), which is Plan Bay 
Area. Plan Bay Area established a VMT per capita target of 10 percent below the Bay Area 2005 
regional average VMT per capita levels. Table IV.D-5 in the draft EIR (p. IV.D-37) uses model 
data to estimate the Plan’s VMT impact in year 2040. This model data was compared to 2005 
VMT levels for the Plan Area. The table shows that with implementation of the Plan, Central 
SoMa Plan area VMT per employee and capita would decline compared to 2005 conditions 
(between 27 and 31 percent). Further, the table shows that with implementation of the Plan, 
Central SoMa Plan area VMT per employee and capita is well below (58 to 83 percent) the Bay 
Area regional average in 2005 and would continue to be well below (63 to 86 percent) the Bay 
Area regional average in 2040. From a regional perspective, the Plan is consistent with Plan Bay 
Area and Planning Commission resolution 195797 regarding a VMT efficiency metric because it 
results in a VMT per capita below the threshold set by Plan Bay Area and promotes the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation 
networks, and a diversity of land uses. 
 
While the TNCs & Congestion Report estimates transportation network companies’ 
contributions to VMT between 2010 and 2016, the report does not estimate VMT per employee 
or household, which are the metrics necessary for evaluating effects of implementation of the 
Plan. The report does not analyze these metrics because it does not have household level travel 
behavior data that would allow for allocating transportation network company VMT to specific 
land uses (e.g., office or residential) or locations to arrive at these efficiency metrics. In addition, 
the report does not project future estimates of VMT, including those associated with 
transportation network companies and does not affect the VMT analysis of the Plan in the EIR.  

Further, research shows that  the built environment, particularly a site’s location, affects how 
many places a person can access within a given distance, time, and cost, using different ways of 
travel (e.g., private vehicle, public transit, bicycling, walking, etc.). Typically, low-density 
development located at great distances from other land uses and in areas with few options for 
ways of travel provides less access than a location with a high density, mix of land uses, and 
numerous ways of travel. Therefore, low-density development typically generates more VMT 
compared to a similarly sized development located in urban areas. 

7 San Francisco Planning Commission Resolution 19579.  
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Given these travel behavior factors, on average, persons living or working in San Francisco 
result in lower amounts of VMT per capita than persons living or working elsewhere in the 
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, on average, persons living or working 
in some areas of San Francisco result in lower amounts of VMT per capita than persons living or 
working elsewhere in San Francisco. The Central SoMa Plan Area is well below the regional 
average for VMT as shown in Tables IV.D-5 and IV.D-6, draft EIR pp. IV.D-37 to IV.D-38) and 
among the lowest locations in San Francisco for VMT. The TNCs and Congestion Report does 
not provide evidence or information that a significant VMT impact as a result of the Central 
SoMa Plan would occur. 

Transit Delay 

The EIR states that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open 
space improvements and street network changes, would cause a substantial increase in transit 
delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes. To mitigate this impact, 
the EIR identifies mitigation measures to enhance transit (e.g., congestion-charge scheme, 
transit-only lanes or other measures) and reduce vehicle trips generated by new development 
(e.g., transportation demand management). However, the EIR finds that even with these 
mitigations, transit delay impacts resulting from the plan would be significant and unavoidable.  
 
While the TNCs & Congestion report estimates transportation network companies’ 
contributions to congestion between 2010 and 2016, the report does not estimate the 
contribution TNCs make to congestion that then results in transit delay. The changes shown in 
the report reflect delay and average speeds captured by INRIX8 data using real-time GPS 
monitoring sources from private vehicles along certain streets with and without public transit 
service operating on them. To the extent public transit travels in the same travel lanes as private 
vehicles, then this data can be used for analyzing public transit delay and average speeds. 
However, transit does not always operate in the same lanes as private vehicles; transit may also 
operate in transit only lanes, either throughout the day or during peak hours of congestion. In 
any case, the EIR found significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional transit, 
in part due to congestion. Information provided in the TNCs & Congestion Report would not 
alter that conclusion or the severity of the transit impact disclosed in the EIR. 

Loading 

The EIR states that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open 
space improvements and street network changes, would cause significant loading impacts due 

8 INRIX is a private company that analyzes data from road sensors and vehicles: http://inrix.com/.  
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to an unmet loading demand, causing secondary impacts related to potentially hazardous 
conditions or significant delay to transit. To mitigate this impact, the EIR identifies mitigation 
measures to manage loading (e.g., curb management strategy, development loading and 
operations plans). However, even with these mitigation measures, the EIR concludes that 
loading impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
 
While the TNCs & Congestion report estimates transportation network companies’ 
contributions to congestion between 2010 and 2016, it does not provide information on how 
TNCs affect loading operations.9 The Central SoMa Plan EIR identified significant and 
unavoidable loading impacts resulting from new development, acknowledging that the 
feasibility of ensuring adequate passenger and freight loading under the Central SoMa Plan 
cannot be assured for passengers traveling in private cars, taxis, or TNC vehicles, conventional 
freight, or e-commerce deliveries (Central SoMa RTC, p. RTC-156). The Report would not 
change that conclusion.   

Pedestrian Safety 

The EIR states that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open 
space improvements and street network changes, would not result in pedestrian safety hazards 
and would not result in substantial overcrowding on sidewalks or at corner locations, but 
would result in overcrowding at crosswalks. To mitigate this impact, the EIR identifies 
upgrading crosswalks in the Central SoMa plan area (Mitigation Measure M-TR-4).  
 
The TNCs & Congestion report does not analyze how TNCs affect the safety of people who use 
the roads, including public transit riders, bicyclists and pedestrians, but identifies this as an area 
of future research (p. 34). Therefore, the TNCs and Congestion Report provides no new 
information that would affect the Central SoMa Plan EIR’s pedestrian safety analysis.  

Conclusion 
The Central SoMa Plan EIR adequately and accurately evaluated the Plan’s transportation, air 
quality, and noise impacts based on information that became available throughout the EIR 
process in relation to TNCs. 
 
The Department reviewed the TNCs & Congestion Report and for the reasons states above, 
determined that none of the information contained in the Report constitutes substantial 

9 The TNCs & Congestion Report did estimate the impact passenger loading operations has on congestion, separating delays on 
major and minor arterials, but not on loading impacts themselves.  
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evidence that would require the preparation of a supplemental EIR pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162. The three individual letters and associated attachments provide no 
substantial evidence or information of a new significant impact or an increase in the severity of 
a significant impact not already disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR.  
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I. INTRODUCTION I 

The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a social, economic, and environmentally sustainable 

neighborhood by 2040, with space for approximately 30,000 new jobs and 8,300 new housing units. With its 

centralized location near downtown, excellent transit access, and numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped 

sites, the neighborhood is well-positioned to become a new hub for employment and housing the core of the city 

and Bay Area Region . 

As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa will require significant investments in infrastructure. 

As such, the City places requirements on new development to help ameliorate and mitigate its impacts. These 

requirements and controls will result in approximately $2 billion in public benefits to serve the neighborhood -

compared to the $500 million in revenues that would occur absent the plan. 

The purpose of this Public Benefits Program Document is to summarize the Plan's public infrastructure program, 

sources of funding, relative allocation of revenues from the various sources among the infrastructure projects, and 

implementation processes and mechanisms. It includes the following sections: 

1. Process: This section briefly outlines the process of developing the implementation program and strategy 

for the Central SoMa Plan, including describing the supporting needs assessments, community outreach and 

interagency process, and technical analyses. 

2. Public Benefits Package: This section outlines a range of infrastructure and services that may serve new 

growth anticipated under the Plan, including a description of the implementing agencies/organizations and 

anticipated timeline for delivery. 

3. Funding Strategy: This section describes the requirements on new development to finance the 

improvements proposed in the Public Benefits Package. 

4. Administration & Monitoring: This section describes the interagency processes for ensuring 

coordination during the plan implementation period, as well as procedures for ongoing monitoring to ensure 

that the Plan's objectives are being met. 

Several of the funding and implementation processes are legally established and more thoroughly described 

in other City codes and ordinances, including the Planning Code and Administrative Code. Also note that these 

proposals are designed to be consistent with the requirements of California Mitigation Fee Act and all proposed 

development impact fees have been evaluated against relevant maximum justified nexus amounts, where 

applicable. 1 

1 Pursuant to the California Mitigation Fee Act (CA Government code§ 66000 et seq.), cities may enact development impact fee requirements provided they are roughly proportional in nature and extent to the 
impact of the new development. 

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 1 
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II. PROCESS 

The Planning Department worked iteratively with other agencies and stakeholders to develop the public benefits, 

financing, and administration strategies described in this Implementation Plan. Concepts for infrastructure 

and public benefits were first developed for the Draft Central Corridor Plan in 2013, and further refined through 

additional outreach leading up to the Draft Central SoMa Plan in 2016. The Department held a series of public 

meetings and conducted an online survey in order to solicit public feedback on needs and funding priorities 

for public benefits. Details from these outreach events is chronicled at the project website (http://centralsoma. 

sfplanning.org) . 

Th is document describes a fiscal ly constra ined list of projects that has been prioritized based on City and 

community feedback. It may not reflect the entire scope of possible infrastructure and service needs in the Plan 

Area, nor the longer term needs beyond the life of the Plan (anticipated as 25 years) . It reflects public input on key 

neighborhood priorities and needs, informed by feedback from implementing agencies on project feasibility and 

cost. The public benefits identified may require further scoping and analysis on project design, financial feasibility, 

environmental review, and implementation. Project scoping and planning has already begun for a number of 

the City agency projects identified here, with the goal of having projects ready for construction by the time that 

funding generated by the Plan becomes avai lable. 

Additional technical ana lysis was conducted to support these proposed public benefits. A financial feasibility 

analysis by Seifel Consulting, Inc. was conducted in order to quantify the value created by the Plan and establish a 

financially feasible level of development requirements. Other nexus studies conducted for the City's development 

impact fees provided further information on the amount of new infrastructure and services needed to serve 

new development. This document was also informed by methods and processes used for prior area planning 

processes (including Eastern Neighborhoods, Market & Octavia, and Transit Center District Plan). 

Approva l of the Implementation Program does not bind the City to approving or proceeding with any of the 

projects described in this Public Benefits Program. The City may modify this list of projects in the future, as 

the neighborhood evolves, new needs are identified, and/or any add itional required environmental review 

is completed. Any such process would involve substantial public input and would require a revision to this 

Implementation Document. As described further in Section IV (Administration & Monitoring), oversight for 

implementation of this plan will be shared among various publ ic agencies and elected officials, with input from 

the public through Community Advisory Committees (CACs) and other events or hearings. These regulatory bodies 

will be responsible for overseeing ongoing capital planning efforts, including: financial reporting and monitoring; 

deliberation regarding the sequencing and prioritization of expenditures; and if necessary, modifications to the 

Implementation Document, which would require ultimate approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

CE NTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Ill. PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE 

Public benefits are goods and services expected to be generated by new development that typically: 1) support 

the broader community's wellbeing; 2) are not provided voluntarily by the private sector (or at least not in 

sufficient quantity or quality to meet demand); and, 3) require some sort of subsidy or opportunity cost (e.g. public 

or private funding) to create, operate, and maintain. Common types of public benefits include affordable housing, 

parks, and transit service. In order to fund public benefits, government agencies utilize "value capture" strategies 

- such as development requirements, taxes, fees, or other exactions. These strategies are often implemented 

concurrent to investments in public infrastructure (such as new transit service) or increases in development 

potential for property owners. The public benefits generated through these strategies are typically delivered 

through one or more of the following three mechanisms: 

Direct provision of benefit by a specific development project (e.g. on-site affordable housing 

units or the provision of Privc1tely Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS). These public benefits are typically 

provided at the same time as the new development or shortly thereafter. 

One-time impact fees paid when a project is ready for construction, such as citywide (e.g. Child Care Fee) 

and area plan fees (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods Community Infrastructure Fee) . 

Ongoing taxation such as a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). 

This section describes the public benefits and the key funding sources expected to be generated by the Plan. 

There are nine categories of public benefits that may be funded by the Central So Ma Plan in support of its Goals, 

Objectives, and Policies. Table 1 summarizes how the revenues generated by Plan may be allocated among these 

public benefits, accompanied by a detailed discussion of each category of public benefit provided in order of 

allocated funding.2 

Notably, in addition to this $2 billion increase in funding for public benefits expected to be generated directly 

by new development, taxes from new development in the Plan Area are expected to generate up to $1 billion 

additional revenues for the City's General Fund within the same time period, through increased property taxes, 

sales taxes, and other means. These taxes could be directed toward the neighborhood, other citywide needs, or 

a combination of the two at the discretion of the City's budgeting process. Additionally, the City could choose 

to fund public benefits in the neighborhood through other mechanisms, such as bonds or general taxes. Any of 

these funding sources could be directed to the Plan Area to accelerate delivery of public benefits, which would 

make the timing of implementation less dependent on the phasing of new development. However, pursuit 

of these mechanisms is dependent on processes and decision-making external to the adoption of this plan. 

Such additional funding sources would enable the City to address other neighborhood infrastructure needs, as 

identified at that time. For additional analysis of the overall economic impact of the Central So Ma Plan, see the 

Economic Impact Statement prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis.3 

2 All dollar amounts expressed here are in 2017 dollars. Actual average revenues collected each year will be higher, due to scheduled tax rate escalat ion as well as indexing of City fees {which are escalated 
annually to refl ect construction costs). 

3 Available at: https://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Oocuments/Economic%20Analysis/180184_economic_impact_final.pdf 
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Tab/el 

CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: SUMMARY (IN 2017 DOLLARS) 

BENEFIT TOTAL REVENUES 
CATEGORY 

ALLOCATION ( % ) 

Affordable Housing $940,000,000 44% 

To meet the target of 33% Below-Market Rate (BMR) units $940,000,000 44% 

Transit $495500,000,000 23% 

Local transit improvements to enhance convenience and safety $340,000,000 16% 

Regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion $155±66,000,000 7% 

Parks & Recreation $185,000,000 9% 

Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion $25,000,000 1% 

Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming $5,000,000 0% 

New 1-acre park in Southwest portion of Plan Area $35,000,000 2% 

New public recreation center* $10,000,000 0% 

Park and greenery maintenance and activation $15,000,000 1% 

New large (2+ acre) SoMa park (initial site identification)* $5,000,000 0% 

New Bluxome linear park* $5,000,000 0% 

New under-freeway public recreation area $5,000,000 0% 

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) $80,000,000 4% 

(Alternative project: 7th & Mission Parl<) ($20,000,000) (1%) 

Production, Distribution, & Repair $180,000,000 8% 

Preservation and creation of PDR space to ensure no net loss due to the Plan $180,000,000 8% 

Complete Streets $110,000,000 5% 

Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for $110,000,000 5% 

people walking, biking, and on transit. 

Cultural Preservation & Community Services $114,000,000 5% 

Restoration of the US Mint Building $20,000,000 1% 

Preservation and maintenance of historic bu ildings $20,000,000 1% 

New commun ity facilities (e.g. health care clinics and job training centers) $20,000,000 1% 

Social and cu ltu ra l programming $25,000,000 1% 

Capita l for cu ltural amenities (e.g. Verba Buena Gardens) $15,000,000 1% 

PDR Relocation Assistance Fund s10.ooo,ooo 0% 

Neighborhood clean ing $9,000,000 0% 

Environmental Sustainability & Resilience $651-8,000,000 3% 

Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects $283z,OOO,OOO 1% 

Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements $22,000,000 1% 

Living Roofs enhanced requirements $6,000,000 0% 

Other energy and water efficiency projects $~ ,000,000 0% 

Schools & Childcare $64,000,000 3% 

New chi ldcare centers $26,000,000 1% 

Capita l investments in schoo ls serving K-12 population $32,000,000 1% 

Bessie Carm ichael supp lementa l services $6,000,000 0% 

TOTAL $2,160,000,000 100% 
• If funds for these Parks & Recreation pro1ects are provided by other sources {such as contnbut1ons from new development) or 1f revenues exceed the projected amounts, funding could be allocated to the 
"Altern at ive" project listed here. 

NOTE: Over the course of Plan build out (roughly 25 years), the City expects to allocate funds among the public benefi t ca tegories in the amounts listed (or proportionally according to the ca tegory allocati on 
perce r1 tages li '.:..ted, should the fina l amount of revenues di ffe, fr om \'1hat 1s shovm here). Hov,ever, the ~equence or fund di '.:..bu,sernent v1ill be deter mined based on a vai iel~1 of factor'.:. , includirig proJeCl 
readiness, community priori ties, completion of any addi tiona l required environmen tal review, and other funding opportunities. The list of spec ific projects is subject lo change and is not legally binding. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Table2 
CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: DETAILED FUNDING SOURCES & USES ( IN 2017 DOLLARS) 
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AFFORDABLE $550,000,000 $210,000,000 $180,000,000 $940,000,000 44% 

HOUSING 

TRANSIT $160,000,000 $90,000,000 $210,000,000 $~ $~ 23% 
~ .000.000 588,000,000 

PARKS & $80,000,000 $4.Q5,000,000 $60,000,000 S!i QQQ QQQ $185,000,000 9% 
RECREATION 

PRODUCTION, $180,000,000 $180,000,000 8% 
DISTRIBUTION, & 
REPAIR (PDR) 

COMPLETE $10,000,000 $90,000,000 $10,000,000 $110 ,000,000 5% 

STREETS 

CULTURAL $20,000,000 SH 69,000.000 $20,000,000 $114 5% 
PRESERVATION '189,000,000 

&COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 

ENVIRONMENTAL $6,000,000 s~ .000.000 $65 3% 

SUST Al NABI LITY '1-8,000,000 

SCHOOLS & $6,000,000 $26,000,000 $32,000,000 $64,000,000 3% 
CHILDCARE 

TOTAL $836,000,000 $354,000,000 $240,000,000 $220,000,000 $210 ,000,000 s 1so,ooo,o·oo $40,000,000 $26,000,000 $32,000,000 $20,000,000 $2,160,000,000 100% 

(BY SOURCE) 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.3, states that the City shou ld "Ensure that at least 33% of new housing is affordable 

to very low, low, and moderate-income households".4 The Central SoMa Plan will generate approximately 2,670 

affordable units. The Plan will require that these below market rate units are developed within SoMa (i.e. , the area 

bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue). 

Tab/e 3 

TOT AL ESTIMATED COSTS - AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

BENEFIT 
TOTAL FUNDING 

DESCRIPTION 
LEAD 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

1,970 BMR units $730,000,000 lnclusionary Housing Applicable to new residential projects. MOHCD 
Program (Planning Individual developments may choose 
Code Section (Sec.) how to satisfy the program requirements, 
415) but revenues are generally expected to be 

split 50-50 between: 1) onsite lnclusionary 
Housing Program units provided directly . 
by development projects; and, 2) off-site 
lnclusionary Housing units or units provided 
by MOHCD, funded by payment of the 
Affordable Housing Fee 

700 BMR units $210,000,000 Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee is paid by new nonresidentia l MOHCD 
Fee (Sec. 413) developments, and units are provided by 

MOHCD. 

TOTAL $940,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

All of the funding sources for below-market rate (BMR) units in the Plan Area are provided through either direct 

provision or impact fees paid by new developments. As such, the delivery of BMR units is highly dependent on the 

volume of new development. Onsite and offsite BMR units provided through the lnclusionary Housing Program 

are expected to be provided at the same time as market rate units of the affi liated project. 

. BMR units funded through impact fees at the time of development are directed to the Mayor's Office of Housing 

and Community Development (MOHCD), which uses the money to identify and purchase sites and construct new 

affordable housing units, often in conjunction with nonprofit housing developers. MOHCD may need to assemble 

the impact fees from several market-rate projects to obtain sufficient funds for each new affordable housing 

project. Thus, the development of these units may lag behind the market rate units, unless additional affordable 

housing funds are directed to the Plan Area in the interim. 

In addition, MOHCD is increasingly exploring affordable housing preservation strategies, in which they convert 

existing housing units (such as rent-controlled apartments) into permanently affordable BMR units. The City's 

Sma ll Sites Program is one such tool, funding acquisition and rehabilitation of 5-to-25-unit rental buildings. 

Centra l SoMa could rely on both production and preservation strategies in order to achieve the Plan's affordable 

housing targets. 

6 4 Meeting this Objective also ful fill s the target of 33% <>ffordability in the ci ty, as established by the votes in 2014's Proposi tion K. CE N TRA L SO M A PLAN 
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TRANSIT 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 4.3 states that the City should "Ensure that transit serving the Plan Area is adequate, 

reliable, and pleasant." This is because new and enhanced public transportation infrastructure is fundamental to 

accommodating the influx of new jobs and housing units proposed for Central So Ma. Although the completion 

of the Central Subway system will provide a vital connection between the Plan Area and the rest of the city, 

additional improvements will be required over time to ensure that people can travel to and from the area safely 

and conveniently. 

Funding from the Plan may be directed to both local and regional transportation systems, reflecting the important 

role that the Plan Area will serve as a hub in the Bay Area for jobs, housing, and culture. The Plan is expected to 

generate $500 million in investments to both near- and long-term transit service and capacity enhancements, 

serving both local and regional transit. Local transportation funding needs include, but are not limited to: 

transit enhancement and expansion, preventive maintenance (e.g. state of good repair efforts), streetscape 

improvements (such as transit priority lanes and boarding islands), and service adjustments. 

Regional transit funding may be directed towards "core capacity" enhancement and expansion projects meant 

to facilitate movement to the Plan Area from the East Bay and Peninsula/South Bay. Studies are ongoing at the 

regional level to further define the scope and specifics of such projects, including the Core Capacity Study, Plan 

Bay Area, and related efforts. Efforts may include BART station and fleet upgrades, Bay Bridge corridor efficiency 

improvements, Caltrain corridor improvements (such as the Downtown Extension, or DTX, project), and longer­

term projects (such as advancement of a second Transbay transit crossing). 

Tab/e4 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS -TRANSIT 

TOTAL FUNDING 
DESCRIPTION 

LEAD 
BENEFIT 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

Local $340,000,000 Transportation Funds may go to SFMTA to support transit SFMTA 
transportation Sustainability Fee service expansion/enhancement as well as 
enhancements (TSF) (Sec. 411A); preventive maintenance proj ects. 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee (Sec. 423); Central 
SoMa Infrastructure 
Impact Fee (CSF) 
(Sec. 433); Central 
SoMa Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities 
District (CFD; Sec. 434) 

Regional $155±66,000,000 TSF (Sec. 411A); CSF These funds may be split roughly equally TBD, but could 
transit capacity (Sec. 433), Central between (1) near term enhancements include BART, 
enhancement SoMa Mello-Roos on the Transbay corridor, (2) longer-term Ca ltrain, MTC, TJPA, 
and expansion Community Facilities "co re capacity" projects (such as a and Ca lifornia 

Distri ct (CFD; Sec. 434) second Transbay rail crossing). and {3) High Speed Rail 
enhancements on the Caltrain/High Speed Authority, among 
Rail corrid or. others. 

TOTAL $495 
500,000,000 

PUB LIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 7 
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Delivery and Timing 

Funds for local transit improvements may be directed to and administered by the San Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA) . The funds derived from impact fees (the TSF, Eastern Neighborhoods 

Infrastructure Impact Fee, and the Central SoMa Fee) will accrue as development projects receive their building 

permits, and are thus tied directly to the rate of new development. The remaining funds derived from the CFO 

would accumulate over the lifespan of the Plan and beyond, as new development comes online and begins 

paying the tax. However, the City also has the option of bonding against this revenue stream, thus accruing these 

funds substantially earlier. This may be desirable, in order to ensure that transportation investments are in place to 

attract and meet the needs of new development. 

In addition, the portion of revenues from Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees is programmed 

through the lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

Advisory Committee (ENCAC), described further in Section IV. The ENCAC, comprised of community stakeholders, 

provides annual recommendations for how to allocate fee revenues to high priority public projects. These 

proposals are subsequently evaluated, modified, and approved by the IPIC and the City Capital Planning 

Committee, and included in the City's annual Capital Budget and 10-year Capital Plan (adopted biennially) . 

The funds for regional transit improvements is expected to come primarily from the CFO following a similar 

timeline as described above. These funds would be collected by the Assessor-Recorder's office and may be 

directed to regional transportation agencies, through a process that would be governed by an interagency 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 

PARKS & RECREATION 

Central SoMa Plan Goal #5 states that the Plan area should "offer an abundance of parks and recreational 

opportunities." Central SoMa and the broader SoMa neighborhood currently suffer.from a shortage of public parks 

and recreational opportunities, largely due to the area's industrial history. The Plan envisions a range of new parks, 

recreational facilities, and public open spaces, in addition to funding for renovation and programming of existing 

facilities (thereby fulfilling Plan Objectives 5.1-5.6) . These new and upgraded facil it ies may include playgrounds, 

sport facilities, recreationa l programs, and passive open spaces, catering to diverse open space needs. 

CENTRA L SOMA PL AN 
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Tables 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - PARKS & RECREATION5 

BENEFIT 
TOTAL FUNDING 

DESCRIPTION 
LEAD 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

Gene Friend $25,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods Enhancement/expansion of existing facility Rec & Park 
Recreation Infrastructure Impact to accommodate growth in demand. 
Center Fee (Sec. 423) 
Reconstru ction/ 
Expansion 

Victoria Manalo $5,000,000 Centra l SoMa Mello- Funding for activation and programming. · Rec & Park 
Draves Park Roos Community 
Programming Facilities District (CFO; 

Sec. 434} 

New 1-acre park $35,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods Development of a potential park on the Rec & Park 
in Southwest Infrastructure Impact existing SFPUC-owned lot in the area 
portion of Pian Fee (Sec. 423) between 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan 
Area Streets. This may potentially be provided 

by an In-Kind Agreement with surrounding 
development. 

New public $10,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods Th is may potentially be funded through Rec & Park 
recreation Infrastructure Impact direct provfsion on a development project. 
center' Fee (Sec. 423} 

Park and $15,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Maintenance and programming of public Rec & Park; 
greenery Roos Community parks and open spaces. Priority for this Department of Real 
maintenance Faci lities District (CFO; funding is to ensure that the new 1-acre Estate 
and activation Sec. 434} park is properly maintained. 

New large (2+ $5,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods Funding for initial site identification and Rec & Park 
acre) SoMa Infrastructure Impact coordination for a large signature park in 
park (initial site Fee (Sec. 423) the larger SoMa area. 
iden tification)' 

New Bluxome $5,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- A park built on the existing Bluxome Street Plann ing 
linear park' Roos Community right of way. This may potentially be 

Facil ities District (CFO; developed as a privately-owned public open 
Sec. 434) space (POPOS) by nearby developments. 

New under- $5,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods This may potentially be developed as a Rec & Park 
freeway public Infrastructure Impact POPOS by nearby developments. 
recreation area Fee (Sec. 423) 

Privately-Owned $80,000,000 Direct provision by new Up to four acres of net new publ icly- Planning 
Public Open development (Sec. 138) accessible open space spread across 
Spaces (POPOS) the Plan area, provided directly on new 

development projects. 

(Alternative project: ($20,000,000) Central SaMa Mella-Roos Funding to acquire and develop a new park site at Rec&Park 
7th & Mission Park) Community Facilities 1133 Mission Street. 

District (CFO; Sec. 434) 

TOTAL $185,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

Revenues from impact fees will accrue concurrently with the pace of new development, while the CFO revenues 

accrue annually as additional projects come on line and begin paying the tax (or earlier should the City choose 

• Note: If funds for these Parks & Recreation projects are provided by other sources (such as contributions from new development) or if revenues exceed the projected amounts, funding could be allocated to the 
·Alternative· project listed here. 

5 This list of projects is ordered by priority, based on community feedback and discussions with the Recreation and Parks Department. It is not legally binding and is subject to change in response to future 
open space opportunities and priorities in the Plan Area. The cost of parks and recreational benefits is highly subject to design decisions and identification of complementary funding sources. If the benefi ts 
listed all cost the City the ma,dmum foreseeable, then the sum of these benefi ts will exceed the amount allocated. 
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to bond against this revenue stream) . The prioritization of projects is conveyed in Table 5, with the highest 

priority for funding at the top of the table. However, this order may be amended, through input from the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee and lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee, 

policymakers, and other public feedback, based on timing considerations (such as shovel readiness) and financial 

considerations (such as leveraging other funds). 

POPOS would be delivered at the same time as their associated development projects, and would undergo an 

urban design review process involving the Planning Department and Recreation and Parks Department to ensure 

that they meet minimum requirements for size, usability, and quality. Collectively, the POPOS requirement is 

expected in result in up to four acres of new publicly accessible open space, all of which will be provided at ground 

level. 

PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR (PDR) 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 3.3 states that the City should "Ensure that the removal of protective zoning does 

not result in a loss of PDR in the Plan Area." This is because the production, distribution, and repair (PDR) sector is 

critical to San Francisco. Companies in the PDR sector serve the needs of local residents and businesses, and tend 

to provide high-paying jobs and career advancement opportunities for people without a four-year college degree. 

PDR jobs also enhance the city's economic diversity and therefore our ability to weather times of economic stress. 

The So Ma neighborhood has a legacy as a home for PDR jobs. The Plan would ensure that the removal of 

protective zoning does not result in a net loss of PDRjobs in the Plan Area, by providing requirements to 

fund, build, and/or protect PDR spaces. The total amount of PDR space that will be preserved or created is 

approximately 900,000 square feet. 

Table 6 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR 

BENEFIT 
TOTAL FUNDING 

DESCRIPTION 
LEAD 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

900,000 sq ft of $180,000,000 Direct provision by new. PDR space directly provided by new Planning 
PDR space development (Sec. development 

202.8 and Sec. 249.78) 

TOTAL $180,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

The di rect provision of PDR space will come from land use controls and conditions for allowing residential and 

non-residential development, in the form of requirements to maintain and/or replace existing spaces and to 

include new space in developments. As a direct provision, no transfer of funds or payment of fees will occur.6 The 

PDR space will be provided at the same time the associated space becomes ready for occupancy. 

6 The Plan endorses the pursuit and analysis of an in-lieu fee for POR, but the fee itse lf is not proposed as part of the Plan. 
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COMPLETE STREETS 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 4.1. states that the City should "Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking 

environment on all the streets in the Plan Area." The current network of streets in the Plan Area provides a poor 

experience for all users - whether walking, driving, riding transit, or cycling. Streets are clogged with rush hour 

traffic, many sidewalks are not up to City standards, crosswalks are few and far between, and bicycle infrastructure 

is incomplete and discontinuous - all of which contribute to high rates of traffic crashes and injuries. 

The Plan calls for complete streets improvements to make walking and biking more safe and convenient, in 

order to complement the transit improvements and encourage people to drive less. Funding generated by new 

development may be used to transform the vast majority of all major streets in the Plan Area into high quality 

streets for walking, biking, and transit. 

Table 7 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - COMPLETE STREETS 

BENEFIT 
TOTAL 

FUNDING SOURCES DESCRIPTION 
LEAD 

REVENUES AGENCIES 

Redesign of all $110,000,000 Transportation Redesign of approximately four miles of SFMTA 
major streets in Sustainability Fee major streets (including portions of 3rd, 
the Plan Area (TSF) (Sec. 411A); 4th, 5th, 6th, Howard , Folsom, Harrison, 

Eastern Neighborhoods Bryant, Brannan, and Townsend Streets) 
Infrastructure Impact Fee at an estimated cost of $4,400-$5,400 per 
(Sec. 423); Central SoMa linear foot. 
Infrastructure Impact Fee 
(CSF) (Sec. 433); Central 
SoMa Mello-Roos CFD 
(CFD; ; Sec. 434) 

TOTAL $110,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

All funding dedicated to complete streets would be directed to the SFMTA and San Francisco Department of Public 

Works (SFOPW) for planning, design, and construction. These funds are projected to be sufficient to redesign the 

vast majority of the major streets in the Plan Area. Although the Central SoMa Plan includes conceptual designs for 

the major streets, each street will need to undergo a more detailed design process, incorporating additional public 

feedback and environmental review as necessary, and including opportunities for incorporating environmental 

sustainability and green landscaping elements. Although improving main streets is the highest priority, 

improvements may also be implemented on alleyways in the Plan Area as funding allows. Within the main streets, 

prioritization will be set by SFMTA. 

As noted in the Transit section above, revenues from the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

receive additional oversight through the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee and the IPIC. 

The improvements funded by fees and the CFO could occur as money is accrued. The fees will accrue concurrently 

with the pace of development, while the CFO accrues annually as additional projects come on line and begin 

paying the tax. As previously noted, the City has the option to accelerate projects by bonding against this revenue 

stream or utilizing other funds (including general fund revenues) . 
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Alternatively, some improvements may be provided directly by development in order to meet minimum Better 

Streets Plan requirements or to satisfy an In-Kind Agreement, particularly on the new and renovated mid-block 

alleys that will not be included in SFMTA streetscape planning efforts. These improvements would be completed 

at the same time as the affiliated development project. 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 2.6 states that the City should "Support the schoo ls, child care, and community 

services that serve the loca l residents." "Community services" includes space for nonprofit and government 

organizations that provide services to the community, such as health clinics and job training facilities. As 

commercia l rents continue to increase citywide, it becomes increasingly difficult for many of these uses to start, 

grow, and stay in San Francisco. Central SoMa is already a popular location for many of these services, due to its 

central and transit-accessible location, and large number of commercial properties. The Plan will provide space 

for these types of facilities, as part of its central goals of increasingjobs and facilitating economic and cu ltura l 

diversity. The City has recently developed a Community Facilities Nexus Study in order to quantify the demand 

for these services generated by new development, in order to establish a lega l nexus for levying a Central So Ma 

Commun ity Facilities Fee, a new development impact fee.7 Community services also includes neighborhood 

cleaning services to help promote the cleanl iness, and thus walkability, of the neighborhood's streets. 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 7.5 states that the City shou ld "Support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and 

maintenance of cu ltural heritage properties." To fu lfill this Objective, revenues generated by the Plan may be used 

as seed funding for the restoration and seismic upgrade of the celebrated U.S. Mint building and grounds at 5th 

and Mission Streets, one of the City's most significant historic properties. The building has long been envisioned as 

a major opportunity site to provide a cultural asset that celebrates the civic history of the City. 

Revenues from the Plan may also be used to provide capital for cultura l amenities. Funding could also be 

utilized for capital improvements at Verba Buena Gardens and/or to help build or purchase a building for the 

neighborhood's important cu ltural communities, the Filipino community and the LGBTQ community. Finally, 

revenues from the Plan may also be used to help preserve and maintain important historic buildings within the 

Plan Area. This revenue will come from the sale of Transfer of Development Rights (TDR), a voluntary program 

ava ilable to these historic buildings whereby they sell their unused development rights to new development in 

the area. To facilitate the process, large new non-residential developments will be required to purchase TDR from 

historic buildings in the Plan Area . 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 7.2 states that the City shou ld "Support the preservation, recognition, and wellbeing 

of the neighborhood's cultural heritage resources." To ful fill this Objective, revenues generated from the Plan may 

be used annually to support social and cultural programming in the neighborhood. This funding currently comes 

from the So Ma Stabilization Fund, which is expected to run out of resources in the near future. The Plan therefore 

enables the continuation of this valuable funding source for the foreseeable future. 

7 Available at: http://sfcontroller.org/si tes/default/files/Oocuments/Budget/131124_Central%20SoMa%20Nonprofit%20Nexus_FINAL_2016_03_24.pd f 
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Table 8 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES 

BENEFIT 
TOTAL FUNDING 

DESCRIPTION 
LEAD 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

Restoration of $20,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Restoration and seismic upgrade of the US OEWD 
the US Mint Roos Community Mint Building._ 
Building Facilities District (CFD) 

Preservation and $20,000,000 Transfer of Sa le of Transferable Development Rights Planning 
maintenance of Development Rights from historic buildings to new development. 
historic buildings (TDR) (Sec. 128.1) Revenues from these sa les are required to 

be spent on preserva tion and maint.enance 
of the associated historic resource. 

60,000 sq ft of $20,000,000 Central SoMa Impact fees to develop new facilities for MOHCD 
new space for Community Facilities nonprofit community services (such as 
community Fee (Sec. 428.1) hea lth ca re or job training) needed to serve 
services new growth . 

Social and $25,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Annual funding for social and cultural MOHCD 
cultural Roos Community programming for such activities as arts, job 
programming Facilities District (CFD) training, and tenant protections. 

Capital for $15,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Capital improvements and/or funding MOHCD 
cultural Roos Community to help build or purchase a building for 
amenities (e.g. Facilities.District (CFD) the neighborhood's important cultural 
Yerba Buena communities. 
Gardens) 

PDR Assistance $10,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Funding to suggort existing PDR OEWD 
Fund RoosCommuni~ businesses and to mitigate the imgacts 

Facil ities District (CFD) of disglacement. Programs cou ld include 
reloca tion assistance, including suggort 
with business services, rents, and moving 
costs. 

Neighborhood $9,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Ongoing funding for cleaning of SFDPW 
cleaning Roos Community neighborhood streets. 

Facilities District {CFD) 

TOTAL $114 
t&9,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

Revenues from the Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee will be directed to the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development (MOHCD) to fund the development of new community facility space. As an impact fee, 

funding would accrue concurrently with development over the duration of the Plan. Facilities could potentially 

be developed through some combination of standalone locations (such as a centralized non-profit "hub" space) 

or potentially co-located within affordable housing projects. In the latter case, because the development of 

these affordable units would occur after the market rate development providing the necessary funding, the 

development of community facilities is likely to occur after these new developments as well. New developments 

will also be given the option to provide community facilities directly via an In-Kind Agreement with the City 

(instead of paying the Community Facilities Fee), which would result in faster delivery of the benefit. 

Revenues from the CFD that may be used to support the restoration of the US Mint Building will accrue annually 

as projects come on line and begin paying the tax. As previously noted, the City has the option to accelerate 
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projects by bonding against th is revenue stream or utilizing other funds (including general fund revenues). 

Funding from the Plan may be part of a larger fund ing and programming effort for restoration, rehabilitation, and 

ongoing operations of the US Mint Build ing. This scope of work and budget is currently being developed, and it is 

anticipated that add itional funds will need to be generated. 

Sale of TD Rs for the preservation and maintenance of other significant historic build ings in the Plan Area could 

occur upon adoption of the Central SoMa Plan. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE 

Central SoMa Plan Goal #6 is to "Create an Environmentally.Sustainable and Resil ient Neighborhood" where urban 

development gives more to t he environment than it takes (thereby fulfilling Plan Objectives 6.1-6.8). The Plan 

proposes innovative building- and neighborhood-scale interventions to improve environmenta l performance, 

provid ing a model for the rest of the city and beyond. New development will be required to incorporate living 

roofs, generate renewable energy onsite, and use only 100% greenhouse gas-free (GHG-free) electricity fo r the 

balance. Funds may also be directed to adding habitat-supportive landscaping and green infrast ructure to 

streets and open spaces, to beaut ify them while also improving air quality, micro cli mate comfort, stormwater 

management, and ecologica l fu nction . Dist rict-scale util ity systems (e.g., shared energy and/or water systems 

linked between both new and existing build ings) are encou raged in order to enhance resou rce and cost 

efficiencies. 

Tab/e 9 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE 

TOTAL FUNDING 
DESCRIPTION 

LEAD 
BENEFIT 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

Enhanced $283z,OOO,OOO Central SoMa Mello- Stormwater infrastructure (grey Planning, SFPUC 
stormwater Roos Community infrastructure, landscaping, etc.) on all 
management in Facilities District (CFD) major streets. 
complete street 
projects 

Freeway corridor $22,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Greening improvements along/under the Planning 
air quality and Roos Community freeway corridor to improve air quality and 
greening Facilities District (CFD) enhance pedestrian comfort. 

Living Roofs $6,000,000 Direct provision by new Living Roofs requirement of 50% of usable Planning 
enhanced development (Sec. roof area on projects 160' or shorter, 
requirements 249.77) surpassing City policy. 

Better Roofs $2,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Demonstration projects to highlight best Planning 
demonstration Roos Community practices, including a Living Roof project 
projects Faci liti es District (CFD) ($lmn) and a solar project ($500k). 

Water recycling $15,000,000 Centra l SoMa Mello- Infrastructure for 100% recycled Planning, SFPUC 
and stormwater Roos Community (non-potable) water for street cleaning and 
management in Facilities District (CFD) public park irrigation; green stormwater 
public spaces management in parks. 

100% energy- $1,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Energy efficient upgrades to street lights Planning, SFPUC 
efficient street Roos Commun ity throughout the Plan area. 
lights Faciliti es District (CFD) 
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Sustainability $2,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Funding for a District Energy & Water Utility Planning 
studies & Roos Community Systems Study ($500k), a Central SoMa Sea 
guideline Facilities District (CFD) Level Rise & Flood Management Strategy 
documents ($400k), a Fossil Fuel Free Buildings Study 

& Guidelines Document ($300k), and Flood 
Resilient Design Guidelines ($300k) 

TOTAL $65 
:,0,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

The majority of funding for environmental sustainability improvements may be provided by the CFD, and will 

occur upon accrual of revenues, or earlier if the City chooses to bond against the CFD revenue stream. The 

sustainability studies and guideline documents discussed above are proposed to be delivered within two years 

after adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, and may lead to additional new requirements or public benefits. 

The Living Roofs are provided directly onsite by new develop'ment and will occur with their respective projects. 

Additional benefits will be directly provided through new development via existing requirements (such as current 

energy and water efficiency requirements) and are not quantified here. 

SCHOOLS AND CHILD CARE 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.6 states that the City should "Support the schools, child care, and community 

services that serve the local residents." In terms of schools and child care, the Plan Area is expected to see a large 

increase in the number of children as it continues to transition from a primarily industrial neighborhood to a 

mixed-use hub for jobs and housing. The Plan will generate funding to meet the demand for schools and childcare 

for youth ages 0-18 through existing City impact fees. 

Additionally, the Plan may help fund supplemental services at Bessie Carmichael, the neighborhood's only public 

school. At Bessie Carmichael, which serves children in K-8 grade, 100% of the students receive free and reduced 

lunch and 20% of the student population is self-identified homeless students. The supplemental services would 

be intended to address the challenges of addressing the needs of this student population through such strategies 

as additional mental health services and a summer program to fund year-round support to the children. 
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Table 10 
TOT AL ESTIMATED COSTS - SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE 

TOTAL FUNDING 
DESCRIPTION 

LEAD 
BENEFIT 

REVENUES SOURCES AGENCIES 

·schools $32,000,000 School Impact Fee Impact fees to meet demand for schoo l SFUSD 
(State Education Code faci li ties to serve growth generated within 
Sec. 17620) the Plan Area . 

Childcare $26,000,000 Ch ild Care Fee (Sec. 414 Impact fees to meet demand for child care HSA Office of Early 
and Sec. 414A); Eastern fac ilities to serve growth, located within the Care & Education 
Neighborhoods Impact Plan area. 
Fee (Sec. 423) 

Bessie $6,000,000 Centra l SoMa Mello- Annua l funding to provide supp lementary SFUSD 
Carmichael Roos Community services to the schoo l, such as add itiona l 
Supplementa l Faci li ties District (CFD) mental health services and the abil ity to 
Services provide year-round programming 

TOTAL $64,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

The School Impact Fee will accrue at the time projects receive building permits. It is di rected to the San Francisco 

Unified School District for use at their discretion throughout the city. New school fac il ities are expected to serve 

a broader area than just Central So Ma and will cost significantly more tha n the funds generated by the fees in the 

Plan Area. Add itional fees, including those collected by the School Impact Fee in previous years, will be requ ired to 

accrue enough to bu ild new facilities. 

Funds from the Chi ld Care Fee and Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee w ill accrue at the t ime 

projects receive bu ilding permits. They will go to the Chi ld Care Facil ities Fu nd, wh ich is adm inistered jointly by 

the City's Human Services Agency Office of Early Care and Education and the Low-Income Investment Fund {LI IF). 

The Child Care Fee money can be spent throughout the City, wh ile the Eastern Neighborhoods fee must be spent 

w ithin the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas. Child care faci lities are less costly than school fac ilit ies and might 

come on line sooner. New developments have the option to satisfy up to their entire Eastern Neighborhoods 

Impact Fee requirement by directly providing publ icly-accessible ch ild care onsite t hrough an In-Kind Agreement 

(IKA), which could result in faster delivery of services. 

The funding for Bessie Carmichael School may be provided by the CFD, and would occur upon accrua l of 

revenues. As an ongoing allocation, it need not be bonded aga inst, and would be d isbursed annually to the 

School District, with community oversight. 
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IV. FUNDING STRATEGY 

. The previous section describes the funding necessary for infrastructure and other investments to accommodate 

the significant number of jobs and housing units envisioned in the.Central SoMa Plan, as well as to address 

social, economic, and environmental needs and achieve the Plan's policy goals. To provide this funding, the City 

proposes requirements on new developments to help ameliorate and mitigate its impacts, in addition to the 

existing fees and development requirements in place. As stated previously, these requirements are designed to be 

consistent with the requirements of California Mitigation Fee Act and all proposed development impact fees have 

been evaluated against applicable maximum justified nexus amounts. 

To help determine the requirements on new develop,ment, the City conducted a financial feasibility analysis 

(Financial Analysis of San Francisco's Central SoMa Plan1) . This analysis utilized a Residual Land Value (RLV) model 

to evaluate the financial feasibility of prototypical development types (both before and after potential Plan 

adoption), estimate the amount of value created by the Plan, and test the financial impact of applying proposed 

development requirements and charges that would offset some amount of the new value created (a "land value 

capture" approach). 

The resulting funding strategy includes different levels of requirements, based on the amount of development 

potential conferred on each property through adoption of the Plan (expressed as an increase in developable 

height and/or modifications to permit a greater number of land uses). All parcels in the Plan Area are assigned 

into one of several Central SoMa Public Benefit Tiers (Table 11), based on the amount of additional development 

potential created.2 

Tab/ell 
CENTRAL SOMA DEVELOPMENT TIERS3 

INCREASED 
DEVELOPMENT TIER 
CAPACITY 

15-45 feet Tier A 

50-85 feet TierB 

90 feet or more Tier C 

Tables 12 and 13 below summarize what a specific new development project would be obligated to pay in impact 

fees and taxes, based on the Development Tier of the underlying parcel and proposed land uses. Figure 14 maps 

where these public benefittiers occur in the Plan Area. 

1 Developed by Seif el Consulting Inc. Ava ilable for download at: http://default.sfp lanning.org/Citywide/Centra l_Corridor/Central_SoMa_Financial_Analysis_Jan20l 7 _FINAL.pd[ 

2 For areas currently zoned SLI or SALi and being rezoned to CMUO or WM UO, "additional development potential" is equal to the height limit proposed by the Central SoMa Plan. Elsewhere, "additional 
development capacity" is the change in height limit proposed by the Central SoMa Plan. 

3 The Financia l Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefi t tiers; the prior Tier C (90·165 feet) and Tier D (165+ feet) are now co llapsed into a single tier. 
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Table12 

CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPM ENT: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES)4 

REQUIREMENT TIER A TIER B TIER C 

EXISTING REQUIREMENTS 

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; $25.49 
Sec. 413) 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $18.73 
($/GSF; Sec. 423) 

Transportation Sustainability Fee ($/GSF; office rate 
800-99,999 GSF: $18.94 

shown; Sec. 411A) 
>99,999 GSF: $19.99 

Childcare Fee ($/GSF; office and hotel rate; Sec 414 & $1.65 
414A) 

School Impact Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; CA Ed. $0.54 
Code Sec. 17620) 

Public Art Fee ($) 1% of construction cost (or direct provision on-site) 

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN 

Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee ($/GSF; Sec. 433') 

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000 
$21.50 SQ $0 square feet or more 

All other projects $41.50 SW $20 

$2.00 $2.75 
Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFO; $/GSF/yr; see 

$0 
(4% escalation {4% esca lation 

note) annualli for 25 i ears, annually for 25 years, 
2% thereafter) 2% thereafter) 

Community Facilities Fee ($/GSF; Sec 428.1 ') $1.75 

Transferable Development Rights {II of Floor Area 
0 FAR 0 FAR 1.25 FAR 

Ratios; Sec 128.1) 

Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS; Sec 
1 square foot for every 50 GSF of development 

138) 

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [II of Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78') 

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000s 0.4 FAR or replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X {Planning 
square feet or more Code Section 202.8), whichever is higher 

Rep lacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X {Planning Code 
For projects not seeking an Office Allocation, or Section 202.8). For every gross square foot of PDR requ ired, the 
providing <50,000 square feet of Office project gets a waiver of four gross square feet (GSF) from the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Impact Fee. 

'Planning Code section pending Plan adoption. 

4 NOTE: These tables show the amount of requirements on new development at the time or Plan Adoption. Impact fees shall be updated on an annual basis as fees are indexed or otherwise changed. The Fee 
Register and related information can be found on line at http://impactfees.sfplanning.org. The Financial Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier D 
(165+ feet) are now collapsed into a single tier. 

The Mello-Roos Special Tax District rates and escalation shown apply to the Facilities Tax (estimated as the first 99 years of the district). After 99 years, the tax will become a Se,vices Tax and rates and 
escalation will be applied as specified in the adopted Rate and Method of Apportionment (RMA) document. 
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Tab/e13 
CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: RESID.ENTIAL (2017 RATES)5 

lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 415) 

On-Site Option 

Affordable Housing Fee and Off-Site Options 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee 
($/GSF; Sec. 423) 

Transportation Sustainability Fee ($/GSF; Sec. 
411A) 

Childcare Fee ($/GSF; Sec 414 & 414A) 

School Impact Fee ($/GSF; CA Ed. Code Sec. 17620) 

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [# of 
Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78] 

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN 

Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee($/ 
GSF; Sec. 433*) 

Condo 

Renta l 

Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFO; $/GSF/yr) 

Condo 

Rental 

Community Facilities Fee ($/GSF; Sec 428.1 *) 

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR; Sec 
202.8 & 249.78) 

'Planning Code section pending Plan adoption. 

18% for renta l and 20% for condo, esca lating annual ly, per the 
requirements of Planning Code Section 415 

30% for rental and 33% for condo 

$21.41 

21-99 Units: $8.13 

100+ Units: $9.18 

1-9 Units: $0.96 

10+ Units: $1.92 

$3.48 

Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning Code 
Section 202.8) 

$0 SZQ_ $0 

$0 $10 $0 

$0 
SQ_$:Be $5.50 

(2% esca lation) (2% esca lation) 

$0 $0 $0 

$1.30 

Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning Code 
Section 202.8) . For every gross square foot of PDR required, the 

project gets a waiver of four gross square feet (GSF) from the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee 

5 NOTE: These tables show the amount of requirements on new development at the time of Plan Adoption. Impact fees shall be updated on an annual basis as fees are indexed or otherwise changed. The Fee 
Register and related information can be found on line at http:/ / impactfees.sfplanning.org. The Financial Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90·165 feet) and Tier D 
(165+ feet) are now co llapsed into a single tier. 

The Mello-Roos Special Tax District ra tes and escalation shown apply lo the Facilities Tax (estimated as the first 99 years or the di5lrict) . After 99 years, the tax will become a Sc,viccs Tax and rates and 
escalation will be applied as specified in the adopted Rate and Method of Apportionment (RMA) document. 
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Figure 14 
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._ _________ v_. _A_D_M_I_N_1s_T_R_A_T_1_o_N_&_ M_o_N_I_T_o_R_IN_ G _________ _,, 

The successful implementation of the Central So Ma Plan will require collaboration among a diverse array of 

agencies, community members, and private actors. This section describes the interagency governance bodies 

and processes that will be chiefly responsible for overseeing implementation of the Central So Ma Plan and its 

public benefits. In addition, a number of the aforementioned funding sources each have their own processes for 

implementation, administration, and monitoring. 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION GOVERNANCE ENTITIES 

San Francisco Controller's Office 

The Controller serves as the chief accounting officer and auditor for the City and County of San Francisco, and is 

responsible for governance and conduct of key aspects of the City's financial operations. The office plays a key role 

in implementing area plans by managing the City's bonds and debt portfolio, and processing and monitoring the 

City's budget. The department produces regular reports and audits on the City's financial and economic condition 

and th e operations and performance of City government. 

The Controller's Office, working in concert with the Mayor's Office, IPIC, and other entities mentioned below, will 

also be responsible for overseeing a funding prioritization process in Central So Ma to help ensure that funds are 

allocated to public benefits in a logical and equitable manner. 

The City is required to regularly report on impact fees revenues and expenditures. San Francisco Planning Code 

Article 4, Section 409 requires the San Francisco Controller's Office to issue a biennial Citywide Development 

Impact Fee Report1 including: 

• All development fees collected during the prior two fiscal years, organized by development fee account; 

• All cumulative monies collected and expended over the life of each fee; 

• The number of projects that elected to satisfy development impact requirements through in-kind 

improvements; 

• Any annual construction cost inflation adjustments to fees made using the Annual Infrastructure Construction 

Cost Inflation Estimate published by the Office of the City Administrator's Office of Resilience and Capital 

Planning; and 

• Other information required pursuant to the California Mitigation Fee Act Government Code Section 66001, 

including: fee rate and description; the beginning and ending balance of the fee account; the amount of fees 

collected and interest earned; an identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and 

1 The FY2014· 2015 and 2015-2016 report is available at: https://sfcontro ller.org/sites/deJaul t/Jiles/Documents/Budget/FY2014-15%20&%20FY2015-16%20Biennial%20Development%201mpact%20Fee%20 
Report.pdJ 
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the percentage of the cost of the improvement funded with fees; an approximate construction start date; and a 

description of any transfers or loans made from the account. 

Within the Controller's office, the Office of Public Finance (OPF} is responsible for issuing and managing the City's 

general fund debt obligations. The OPF will be responsible for administering the Central So Ma CFD, including 

developing revenue projections and overseeing the bond issuance process. Its mission is to provide and manage 

low-cost debt financing of large-scale, long-term capital projects and improvements that produce social and 

economic benefit to the City and its citizens while balancing market and credit risk with appropriate benefits, 

mitigations and controls. 

Capital Planning Committee 

The Capital Planning Committee (CPC} makes recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors on all of 

the City's capital expenditures. The CPC annually reviews and approves the 10-year Capital Plan, Capital Budget, 

and issuances of long-term debt. The CPC is chaired by the City Administrator and includes the President of the 

Board of Supervisors, the Mayor's Finance Director, the Controller, the City Planning Director, the Director of Public 

Works, the Airport Director, the Executive Director of the Municipal Transportation Agency, the General Manager 

of the Public Utilities System, the General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department, and the Executive 

Director of the Port of San Francisco. 

The IPIC fee revenue budgets and associated agency project work programs/ budgets are incorporated as part of 

the 10-year Capital Plan. Updated every odd-numbered year, the Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan 

that lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The Capital Plan recommends projects based on 

the availability of funding from various sources and the relative priority of each project. Enterprise departments 

(such as the San Francisco International Airport and Public Utilities Commission) can meet most needs from usage 

fees and rate payers. However, other fundamental programs that serve the general public (such as streets and fire 

stations) rely primarily on funding from the City's General Fund and debt financing programs. 

lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) 

The lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC} is comprised of City staff members from various City 

Departments who are collectively charged with implementing capital improvements in connection with the City's 

Area Plans: Eastern Neighborhoods (comprised of separate Area Plans for Central So Ma, Central Waterfront, East 

Soma, Mission, Showplace Square/ Potrero, and Western Soma}, Market Octavia, Rincon Hill, Transit Center 

District, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (including the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the Schlage Lock Master 

Development). Developments within these area plan boundaries are required to pay impact fees specific to the 

respective Plan geographies, which are allocated through the IPIC and Capital Planning processes towards priority 

projects and other infrastructure needed to serve new growth. 

The IPIC is required to develop a capital plan for each Plan Area and an Annual Progress Report indicating the 

status of implementation of each of the Area Plans. This report includes a summary of the individual development 

projects (public and private) that have been approved during the report period, progress updates regarding 
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implementation of the various community improvements in accordance with the Plan's projected phasing, and 

proposed departmental work programs and budgets for the coming fiscal year that describe the steps to be taken 

by each responsible department, office, or agency to implement community improvements in each plan area . The 

IPIC Annual Progress Report is heard each year before the Capital Planning Committee, the Planning Commission, 

and the Land Use and Economic Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors prior to finalization of the 

report. In addition, the IPIC Annual Progress Report, impact fee allocations, and related agency work programs 

and budgets are inputs to the City's 10-year Capital Plan, developed by the Capital Planning Committee. 

Upon adoption of the Central So Ma Plan, the scope of IPIC's duties and areas of investment will expand. IPIC will 

be responsible for overseeing allocation of revenues from the Central So Ma Mello-Roos Community Facilities 

District (CFD). It is anticipated that the City may issue one or more bonds secured by these CFD Special Tax 

revenues, in order to facilitate timely implementation of public benefits. Annually, the IPIC shall develop a five-year 

plan for proposed expenditures of Special Tax revenues (these plans will be coordinated with projected Bond 

Proceeds), as forecasted by the Office of Public Finance. 

As needed, the sub-committees will be formed to deliberate on specific issues of relevance to a subset of IPIC 

agencies, and/or on funding areas that involve non-City public agencies (such as the regional transportation 

funds). In the latter case, Joint Communities Facilities Agreements (JCFAs) will be formed for projects involving 

allocation of CFD funds to non-City public agencies. 

The IPIC will also oversee administration of capital funding for environmental sustainability projects. 

The Board of Supervisors has final authority over CFD revenue expenditures, based on recommendations by the 

Director of the Office of Public Finance, the Capital Planning Committee, and the IPIC. 

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (EN CAC) is the central community advisory body 

charged with providing input to City agencies and decision makers with regard to all activities related to 

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. The group was established as part of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area Plans (EN) and accompanying Code Amendments, and is comprised of 19 members 

representing the diversity of the plan areas, including renters, homeowners, low-income residents, local 

merchants, and community-based organizations.2 

The EN CAC is established for the purposes of providing input on the prioritization of Public Benefits, updating 

the Public Benefits program, relaying information to community members regarding the status of development 

proposals in the Eastern Neighborhoods, and providing input to plan area monitoring efforts as appropriate 

(described further in the Plan Monitoring & Reporting section below). The EN CAC serves an advisory role, as 

appropriate, to the Planning Department, the IPIC, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors. 

2 More information is available at: bttp·//sf-plannine ore/eastern·neiehborh oods-citizens-advisory-committee 
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The EN CAC also advises on the allocation of development fees to public benefits in each of the EN Plan Areas. 

These recommendations are advisory, as an input to the IPIC and Capital Planning Committee processes 

described above. The EN CAC will play a similar advisory role to recommend how Central SoMa Mello-Roos CFD 

revenues will be allocated, with the exception of funds that may be allocated for regional transit. 

PLAN MONITORING & REPORTING 

City agencies will be required to monitor and report on the implementation ofthe Central SoMa Plan, similar to 

the process in other established plan areas. The Planning Department, in coordination with the EN CAC, will be 

required to develop a Central So Ma Monitoring Report concurrently with the Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring 

Report (scheduled to be updated in 2021, and at five-yea r intervals thereafter). This community and data-driven 

report will provide information on the residential and commercial development in the pla n area, revenues from 

impact fees and other sources, and public/private investments in community benefits and infrastructure, and will 

include the following components: 

• Central SoMa Implementation Matrix 

• Development Activity 

• Public Benefit 

• Fees and Revenues 

• Agency Responsibil ities 

• Budget Implications 

Consistent with the procedure in other Plan Areas, this report shall be discussed at a hearing of the Planning 

Commission, and then forwarded to (and possibly heard at) the Board of Supervisors. 
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VI. DESCRIPTION OF CENTRAL SOMA FUNDING SOURCES 

This section provides further information on the purpose, administration, and uses of various funding sources at 

time of Plan Adoption. For the most updated information on these funding sources, consult the Planning Code 

and associated legislation. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

lnclusionary Housing Program (Sec. 415) 

The lnclusionary Housing Program (Planning Code §415) requires new market-rate residential development 

projects to provide funding for affordable housing, either through direct on-site provision or via payment of the 

· Affordable Housing Fee. Revenues from this Fee are directed to the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development (MOHCD), which utilizes the Fee to develop 100 percent affordable housing development and/ 

or preservation of existing affordable units. Revenues from the Affordable Housing Fee may typically be used 

anywhere within th12 city. However, as discussed in Section Ill above, fees generated by projects within Central 

So Ma will be required to be expended within SoMa (i.e., the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, 

King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue). 

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (Sec. 413) 

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (§413) is a citywide impact fee levied on new non-residential developments of 

25,000 GSF or greater. Analogous to the Affordable Housing fee, revenues from this Fee are directed to MOH CD, 

which utilizes the Fee to develop 100 percent affordable housing development and/or preservation of existing 

affordable units. Revenues from the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee may typically be used anywhere within the city. 

Hdwever, as discussed in Section Ill above, Fees generated by projects within Central SoMa will be required to be 

expended with in SoMa (i.e., the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and 

South Van Ness Avenue) . 

TRANSPORTATION 

Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) 

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF; §411A) is a citywide impact fee assessed on both Residential and 

Nonresidential development, with funds directed to the Controller's Office and the San Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for programing and administration. Funds are allocated to projects specified in 

the Expenditure Program shown in Table 15 below: state of good repair projects (capital maintenance), system 

capacity expansion, complete streets projects, and regional transit improvements. Some uses are exempt from 
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paying the fee, including smaller market-rate res idential projects (20 units or fewer), 100% affordable housing 

projects, and most nonprofit owned and operated uses. 

Table 15 

TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM 

IMPROVEMENT TYPE % ALLOCATION 

Transit Capital Maintenance 61% 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - San Francisco 32% 

Transit Service Expansion & Re_liability Improvements - Regional Transit Providers 2% 

Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements 3% 

Program Administ.ration 2% 

Although TSF funds may be spent on t ra nsportation system improvements citywide, the Planning Code specifies 

that revenues will prioritize new/existing area plans and areas ant icipated to receive significant new growth. 

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee (Sec. 433) 

In order to achieve the Plan's objective of ensuring that the area is well-served by transit, a new Central So Ma Fee 

(Sec. 433) is proposed on new residentia l and nonresidential development that would be used to fund local transit 

improvements within Central SoMa. The fee will be collected by the Planning Department and programmed 

through the IPIC and Capital Planning process, similar to other area plan impact fees. 

PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, & REPAIR (PDR) 

Preservation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Proposition X; Sec. 202.8) 

Preserving Production, Distribution & Repair (PDR) space is a cri ti ca l strategy to ensure ongoing economic diversity 

in the Plan Area. Preservation of existing space will naturally occur on sites where industrial protective zoning 

remains, such as along the freeway west of 4th Street (an area that is adjacent to other PDR uses and 111-suited 

for new development due to its lot configuration). In addition, preservation of PDR uses in much of the rest of the 

Plan Area will be necessitated based on the requirements of San Francisco's Proposition X, passed by the voters 

in November of 2016. This Proposition, cod ified in Section 202.8 of the Planning Code, requires retention or 

replacement of PDR space ranging from 50% of existing space (i n areas zoned MUG or MUR before adoption of the 

Centra l So Ma Plan) to 75% (in areas zoned SL! or MUO before adoption of the Central So Ma Plan) to 100% (in areas 

zoned SALi before adoption of the Central So Ma Plan). 

Creation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Sec. 249.78) 

In addition to the PDR preservation requirements of Proposition X (as discussed above), the Plan will require large 

office development to provide new PDR space of an area equivalent to 0.4 FAR (40 percent of their lot area) . This 
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amount of PDR may exceed what is already required. 

The Planning Department will be responsible for overseeing compliance with these requirements, as part of the 

development review process. The process will verify Planning Code requirements are met to ensure that spaces 

are suitable for PDR use (including elements such as ceiling heights and parking/loading requirements). 

PARKS & RECREATION 

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) Requirement (Sec 138) 

Currently, the Plan Area has a great deficit of open spaces and recreation facilities, and significant investment 

will be needed to meet demand from new growth. In addition to providing new and rehabilitated public parks 

and recreation facilities, the Central So Ma Plan will also require larger nonresidential developments to provide 

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS), similar to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Much of 

this space will be located outdoors at street level, open seven days a week. Some developments will have the 

option of providing space indoors and/or paying an in~lieu fee. All new office projects will be required to provide 

one square foot of POPOS for every 50 occupied square feet of office use. Unlike the policy in the Downtown C-3 

districts, Central SoMa requires that this space be provided at ground level (for up to 15% of the parcel area), and 

provides an incentive for "active" recreation uses (including playgrounds, athletic courts, community gardens or 

dog runs). 

The Planning Department is the agency primarily responsible for reviewing and approving POPOS proposals as 

part of the associated development application. 

SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE 

School Impact Fee (CA Education Code Sec. 17620) 

The School Impact Fee (enabled by CA State Education Code §17620) is a citywide impact fee on new/expanded 

Residential and Non-Residential developments, with funds directed to the San Francisco Unified School District 

(SFUSD) for new capital facilities serving the public school population. Funds are not required to be spent in the 

Plan Area; revenues are programmed at SFUSD's discretion based on current and future projections of growth in 

the school-aged population in each neighborhood. 

Child Care Fee (Sec. 414 & 414A) 

The Child Care Fee (Planning Code §414 & 414A) is a citywide impact fee collected on Office and Hotel projects 

greater than 25,000 GSF and on Residential and residential care developments adding more than 800 square 

feet of net new space. Funds are directed to the Human Services Agency Office of Early Care & Education and the 
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Low-Income Investment Fund (LIIF, a non-profit child care developer contracting with the City) to develop new 

capital facilities for child care services. Funds may be spent citywide and are not requ ired to be spent within the 

Plan area. 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

Transferable Development Rights (TDR; Sec. 128.1) 

In order to support the preservation of historic resources in the Plan Area, Central SoMa includes a Transferable 

Development Rights (TOR) requ irement, simi la r to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Non-residential 

development projects in Public Benefits Tier C will be required to purchase the equivalent of 1.25 Floor Area Ratio 

(FAR) worth of TOR credits from historic buildings in exchange for the right to build to higher densities. In essence, 

the program allows historic properties to sell "excess" development capacity (e.g. since the historic resource 

precludes bu ilding to similar densities as surrounding parcels), providing funds for building restoration and 

maintenance. Although the Planning Department administers and enforces the TOR program, the transactions 

themselves are implemented privately and purchase terms (i.e. prices) are not regu lated by the City. 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION 

Community Facilities Fee (Sec. 428.1) 

The Community Facilities Fee is a new impact fee that wou ld be applicable to all new development in the Plan 

Area. Fees wi ll be collected by the Planning Department and directed to MOH CD to support the development of 

new space for nonprofit commun ity faci lities, such as health clin ics and job training sites. The City, potent ially in 

partnership with nonprofit developers, wi ll use the funds to develop new space for community facilit ies. This may 

take several forms, such as a centra lized hub for nonprofit space and/or a network of individua l sites. In add it ion, 

the City is exploring t he potent ia l to provide such spaces collocated with new affordable housing developments, 

developed by MOHCD and its partners. 

AREA-PLAN & MULTI-CATEGORY FUNDING SOURCES 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Sec. 423) 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Planning Code §423) is an area plan impact fee that was 

adopted concurrently with the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan in 2008. The Centra l So Ma Plan Area is an Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan, being constituted of areas that were formerly parts of the East SoMa and Western SoMa 

Plan Areas. Projects in Central So Ma will continue to pay the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, 
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which is administered by the Planning Department and the lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) 

in consultation with the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (ENCAC). Funds are used to pay 

for infrastructure within the following Plan Areas: East SoMa, Showplace/Potrero Hill, Mission, Central Waterfront, 

Western SoMa, and Central SoMa. Funds are allocated into public benefit categories shown in table 16 below. 

Table16 

EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE EXPENDITURE PROGRAM 

% ALLOCATION % ALLOCATION 
IMPROVEMENT TYPE (RESIDENTIAL (NON-RESIDENTIAL 

DEVELOPMENT) DEVELOPMENT) 

Complete Streets: Pedestri an and Streetsca pe Improvements, 31% 34% 
Bicycle Faciliti es 

Transit 10% 53% 

Recreation and Open Space 47.5% 6% 

Childca re 6.5% 2% 

Program Administration 5% 5% 

Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFO) 

A Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) is an ongoing tax to pay for necessary infrastructure and services. 

The Central So Ma Plan proposes to establish a Mello-Roos CFD that would be paid by new developments receiving 

a significant upzoning through the Plan (Non-Residential Tier C and Residential Tiers B & C). This CFD will be 

established through a legal formation process roughly concurrent with the adoption of the Central SoMa Plan. 

CFDs are beneficial for infrastructure planning because they offer a reliable and predictable revenue stream, as 

the taxes are paid annually over the life of the subject development project for a set term defined by the CFD (as 

opposed to a one-time payment for impact fees) . In addition, the CFD could be established to fund both capital 

infrastructure and ongoing operations & maintenance, the latter of which is a critical funding need that cannot 

legally be funded by impact fees. Finally, a CFD provides the City with the option to bond against the future 

revenue stream, thus providing funding to build needed infrastructure much sooner, ideally before or at the same 

time as the anticipated new development. 

OTHER SOURCES OF FUNDING 

The fees and requirements discussed above are largely designed to mitigate the infrastructure needs created 

by new development. However, there are already substantial needs in the neighborhood. The responsibility for 

responding to some needs will need to be shared with a broader set of stakeholders than just new developments 

(sea level rise mitigation, for instance). As such, additional revenue sources will be needed to create a fully 

sustainable neighborhood. These additional revenue mechanisms will require interdepartmental efforts that 

continue after the Plan's adoption, and may require future authorization by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. A 

few potential sources of additional funding are described below 
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General Fund 

The City's discretionary property tax proceeds are deposited into the General Fund, and are avai lable for the 

appropriation to any public purpose, including operations, programs, maintenance, and cap ital projects. 

Theoretically, these revenues cou Id be directed to the Plan Area to accelerate the delivery of pub lic benefits, or to 

fund other public benefits not identified here. 

Grants & Bonds 

Many local, state, and federa l agencies offer potential grants to fund needed capital projects. In particular, regional 

and state funds earmarked to faci litate higher density development near major transit infrastructure (such as the 

One Bay Area Grants run by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission) are a good fit for the goals of the Plan 

and could potentia lly be paired with matching local funds. 

Other local bond measures may provide additional opportunities to fund projects identified here or in the future. 

For instance, San Francisco voters have adopted mu ltiple bond measures in recent years to fund new or renovated 

parks and open spaces. 

Direct provision through Development Agreements and other negotiated conditions of 
approval 

The Plan's Key Development Sites and other sites with significant development potential represent another 

potential mechanism to provide needed infrastructure. Project sponsors may elect to provide some of these 

commun ity benefits directly, through mechanisms such as a Development Agreement or other negotiated 

condition of approval. These benefits may be provided in-lieu of some other requirement, or they may be 

voluntarily provided above and beyond the development requi rements. It is impossible to predict how many 

projects wou ld opt to do this; however, a number of the initial project proposals fo r the Key Development Sites do 

include some amount of voluntary community benefits. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning-Commission Motion No~ 201.82 

Case No.; 
Project Address; 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 
Pr9ject Sponsor: 

Staff Contact,: 

- HEARINGOATE; M.AY 10, 2018 

2011.1356E 
Centr.alSoMa Plan 
Varie>U$ 
Various 
Silll Francisco Plannl.ng Dep~rtment 
Steve Werthein1-: (415) 558c.6612 
steve;wertheim@sfgov'.org • 

Elizabeth White--" (415) -575c6813 

elizabeth;w hit~@sfgov,or~ 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415,558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Pl~iining 
lnfprmation; 
415,558.6377 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATl:D.iO.THe Cl:R.TIFJCAT.lON OF AF1NALENVIRONMENTALIMPACT REPORT FOR mi; rRoros1:o CENTRAL SOMA PIAN, ·. · · · · · · · ·· · ·· · · ·· · · · · 

MOVED,. that thE!San Francisco Planning Commission (he:rein~fte! "Commission'') ller~by CERTIFIES the 
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No •. 2.01Ll356E, the "Central SoMa Plan" 
(hereinafter "Project"), based upon the foUowing findiiigs: 

. . . . . 

1. The City and County of San Francisco,. c:1cting tlrrou~h the. Planning l)epartment • (hereinafter 

"Department") fulfilled· all• procedirral. requ,iremerits of tli.e. California Envirorrrnerifal ~Uty Act 
(Cal. Pttb. Res. Cocle section 21000 ct:seq., hereinafter 'TEQA''), the State CEQA: Guideline$ (Cal. 
Admin: Cocle Title! H, section .15000 et seq.i (hereina£te;r "CEQA Guideli,nes") m1d Chapter 31 of the. 
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A. : The Department deterinin,ed that ail Erivi:ronmerital Impad Report (here4tafter "EIR") was 
reqµired and provided public notice of that· determi11atiotj by pupllcation •il1. a newspaper of· 
general circulation on April 24r 2013. 

B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 15, 2013 in order to .solidt pµblk comment 
on the,scope of the Project' .s envirorurient:qlreview. 

C. On December 14; 2016, the. Department puhlished the Draft Envii:onrnetjta,l Jmp~ct Repo!t 

(hereinafter "DEIR") and provided public notice in .a newspaper of general circulation of the 

availabiUty of the DEIR for public review andcomment and qf the gate andtime of the: Planning 
Corru.nission public hearing on the l)EIR; this notice was mailed fo tkte Departn1ent's list of 
persons requesting such notice. 

D. On December 14, 2016, copi~s of the DEII{weremailed or otherwise! delivered toa list 9£ persons 
requesting it, to those noted on the .distribution list in the DEIR, and to goverruneot agericies,the 

latter both directly a119 through the State Clearinghoµse. 
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Motion No. 20182. 
Mcty 1Q, 2Q18 

CASE, NO, 2011,135!iE 
CentrnU~qMa Plan , 

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse 
on December 14, 2016. 

' ' 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on January 26, 2017 at which 
oppo:rtunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received 9n the DEJR The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 20,17. 

' ' 

3. The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public 
hearing and in writing during the 60-day public review period, prepared revisions to the text of the 
DEIR in response$ tq comments received or based on additional information that became available 
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR This material was presented in, the 
Responses to Comments docµment, published on March 28, 2018, distributed to the Co:rnmission and 
all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the 
Department. 

4. A Final Envirorunental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR"). has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that became available, and the Responses to Comments documerif allas 
required bylaw. 

5. Project EIRfiles have been made available for review by: the Commission and the public, These files 
ar7 available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the 
record before the Commission. 

6. On May 10,. 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the informaHon contained in the FEIR 
and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures thro11gh which the FEIRWas 
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA; the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The project sponsor hasJndicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Central SoMa Plan. 

8. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concerning File No. 2011.1356E: Central 
SoMa Plan reflects the irtdependertt.judgement and analysis of the City and County.of San Francisco, 
is adequate, accurate andObjective; and that the Responses to Comments docu)llent and the errata 
dated A:gril 5. 2018 and May 9. 2018 contains no significant revisions to the DEIR that \.\Tould require 
recirculc1tion <£the docuIIlent pursuant to CEQA Guideline section 15088.5; artd hereby does 
CERTIFY THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

9; The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR; hereby does find that the proJect 
described in the Environmental Impact Report: 

A. Will result in the following significant and Ul;layoidable project-specific enviro,ru:nental impacts, 
which cannot be mitigated to a ievel of insignificance: · 

SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANl'.IIIJ\IG DE:PMffMEN'J' 2 
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Motion No. 20182 
May 10, 201a 

CA~~ NQ. 2011,1356.~: 
C~ntr;;i.! SoM~ Pl~n 

a. Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space improvements and 
street network changes, would conflict with an applicable land :use pla1\ policy, ot 
regulation of an agency with jurisdicti<m over the project adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating and environmenti'll effect. Specifically, the Plan could result· in 
traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two~way option for Howard and Folsom 
streets) that exceeds the noise Eltandards in the Genera}J>Ian;s fa1virorimental Protection 
Element. 

b, Central SoMa, Plan 4evelopn1ent w9uld result in the demolition 6~ substantial. alteratiori 
of indivi4ually identified historic architectural resources and/or contlibutm:s to a h1stpric 
district or conservation district; including as-yet unidentified resourc:ei:;, ·~·· subi:;tanti;µ 
adverse change .in the significan~e of a historical resom:ce a:s defined in CEQAGuidelines 
sei;tion 15064,5. 

c. Central. So Ma Pl,m development, including the proposed open space improvements and . 
street network changes, would result in a. su,bstantial . increase in. transmit d~nuind. that 
would not · be. accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial 
increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts Ori focal and regional transit routes; 

d. CentraLSoMa Pla11 development; including the proposed open. space improvements and 
street network chang!:!s1 would result i11 crosswalk overi::rowding at the following 
intersections: 

i. Third/Mission 

· ii. • Fourth/Mission 

iii. Fourth/Townsend· 

e. Central SoMa Plan development would result in an increased derrumd for ori0 sti:eet 
mmmercial and passenger loading and. a reduction .in on-street loading supply such that 
the loading demand during the peak ho11r of loading activities would not be. 
a.ccotru11oda,ted w;ithiµ on.:.street 1o<1ding supply, would impact existJng pa,ssenger 
loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardqus conditions. or significant delay that 

. may affect transit, 9ther vehicles, 1:>icycle,s, or pedestrians. 

f. Construction activities ass.ociated with Central SoM.a Plan development, including the 

p:i:oposed open, spac.e. · frnprC>v~eri.t~. and s.treet ~etw()rk gh?Ug~~i iiroulq • result i.n 
sµbstantial i11terfe~ence with, pedestri~, l,ikyde,. or. yeh.fcle circui~tio~ a~d, ~~cessil:jili}ytc) 

. adjoin,ipg areas; and would result in potentially h~~ardous conditions: . 

g. <:'.entral SoM~ Plan devel6p~ei1t, fudw::Hrg th~ proposec;l ~treet rietworl!: cili:li"!:g~s,. wqidcl. 
generate noise that would result in expqsure of persons to. noise· levels in .. e~cess of• 
standards in.th.e San Francisco G~ii~r4 Plaw o; NPise O~p.inaxice (;\rticl~ .29 pf:the P9lic,e 
code), and woµlcl. result in. a substariti.al permanent mc:teas¢ in. am~ient nois;e above 
existing leve}s. 

3 

7, 

.J 
. ·~ 
: ·~ ,. 

f 
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MoUon No. ZQ113.2 
M~y 1Q~ 2Q18 

CASE NO, .i011;1356E 
.. Central SoMa Plan 

h; Central SoMa Plan development1 including the proposed street network changes anci 
open space improvements, would result in construction .activities in the Plan· Area that 
could eJ<pose persons to substantia.l temporary o:r periodic increase in noise levels 
substantiaHy in excess ofambient levels. 

i. The <:>peration of subsequent individual deyelopIIJ.ent projects in the Central S0Mc1 Plan 
Area .md the· proposed street network changes (but not the proposed open space 
improvements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an. existi1:1.g or 
projected ai:r. quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality sta~ndard. 

j'. . Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposec,i street network changes, would 
result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.s) and toxic air 
contami11.ants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

k. Subsequent future. development under the Plan could alter wi1:1.d in a manner that 
substantially affects public areas: 

B. Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which cannot be 
mitigated t<> a level of insig11.ificance: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

a. Central SoMa Plandevelopment;including_the proposed open space improvements.and 
street network changes, would contribute considerably to sigpificant cumulative land us.e 
impact. Specifically, one:-way anci two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets could 
make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed 
the noise standards in the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element. 

b. CentralSoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to significant cumulative 
. historicaLresources • impacts because the Plari could result in demolitio11 and/or alteration 
of historical resources, 

c. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and 
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit 
impacts on local and regionaJ transit providers. 

d. Central Bo Ma Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and 
street netwoi:k changes, . would contribute considerably to sigri.ifica!lt cumuliitive 
pedestrian impacts. 

e. Central Solvfa Plan development, incJu:ding the proposed open space irnptovelllents and 
street network changes, would contribute considei:ably to significant ctim,ulative loading 

· :impacts. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Motion No; 20182 · 
1\/!ay 101 2018 

CASE N0.2011.1356E 
Central SoMa Plan 

{ Centr<1J $oMa developmenti- including the proposed street nehv9rJ< changes and open 
. space i,Jnproverneri.ts; woµlcj. result in QmrnJative noise impacts, 

g; CeJJtral SoMa developJ:DeI:lt, induµing fhe proposed Street network changes, butnot open 
space improvements; woul.d contribute conslderably to <;dt~da aj.f pollutant impacm 
Llflcier .cumulative 20-W conditions, 

h; CeµtralSoMa Plari development, indudi11g the proposed i;treet network chimges !:mt not 
open space ~mprc,veme11ts, would result ill €?(pOstire of seµsitive receptors to .substantial 
levei.s. <>f ffne p,,u:tip.1,late Illfltter (PM:2.cs) anq toxic a,i:r contcl,Jt).in~nts 1,1nder204,.0 l:'.Urrn,1lative 
coni;litions. 

Thereby c~rtify that the foregoing Motion WilS ADOPTED by the Planning Con;i.niission at its :reg1:1lar: 
meeting of May 10, 201/3. 

·u··, r t" .. ·.·10.·.~·. 
~,~_> '=. , .. ;_:~~.:..) 
J opas P. Ioi:vn 
Cqmmissi~~1 Seo'eta:ry 

AYES; . Moore, Koppel,Johrisoh, Richards, Hillis, Melgar, and Fong 

NOES: None 

ABSENT~. Ncine 

ADOPTEO: Ma 10 2018 y I. 

) 
! 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

VIA EMAIL 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
City Hall Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Members of the Planning Commission 
1660 Mission St. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 -....,, 

OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

PETER R. MIUANICH 
Deputy City Attorney 

Direct Dial: (415) 554-4620 
Email: peter.mfiJanich@sfcityatty.org 

May 15, 2018 

Re: General'Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan 

Dear Commissioners and Ms. Calvillo: 

At the request of Planning Department staff, we are submitting to the Clerk of the Board 
the attached ordinance amending the General Plan, with two clerical corrections. This ordinance 
was approved by the Planning Con:pnission on May 10, 2018, but omitted the two following 
clerical corrections: 

1. On page 18, line 19, the words "Central SoMa" have been corrected to appear in 
singfo-underline italics Times New Roman font ("Central SoMa"), rather than strikethrough 
italics Times New Roman font. 

2. On page 20, line 8, the following words have been added at the end of the paragraph: 
"not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the 
Mayor'·s veto of the ordinance." 

Very truly yours, 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 

~ch 
Deputy City Attorney 

CITY HALL • 1 DR. CARLTON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, SUITE 234 • SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4603 
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 • FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4757 

/ 
n:\legana\as2018\ 1200444\01275872.docx 
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To: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) 

Subject: RE: Old Mint Central So Ma Letter 

From: Son, Chanbory (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 11:26 AM 

\%01110 ~ 
l <(l) I g~ libCJil~ 

\ g-tJ4157 

To: Lau, Jon (ECN} <ion.lau@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC} <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Frye, Tim (CPC) 

<tim.frye@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC} <ioshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC} <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; lonin, 
Jonas (CPC) <ionas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS} <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Andrew Wolfram 

<andrew@tefarch.com>; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC <aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com>; Black, Kate (CPC) 
<kate.black@sfgov.org>; Ellen Johnck <Ellen@EllenJohnckConsulting.com>; Richard S. E. Johns <RSEJohns@yahoo.com>; 
Dianematsuda@hotmail.com; Jonathan Pearlman <ionathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>; Rich Hillis 
(richhillissf@gmail.com) <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; 'Rodney Fong' 

<planning@rodneyfong.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC} <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC} 

<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC} <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC} 

<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS} <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS} 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS} <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <iane.kim@sfgov.org>; 

Peskin, Aaron (BOS} <aarori.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS} 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS} 

<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC} <iosephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC} <lisa.chen@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Old Mint Central So Ma Letter 

Everyone, 
Please accept this letter on behalf of the Historic Preservation Commission regarding the Central SoMa Public Benefits 
Paykage and the Old U.S. Mint. 

Sincerely, 

Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary 
Commission Affairs 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415.575.6926 I www.sfplanninq.org 
San Francisco Property Information Map 

1 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

August 14, 2018 

Land Use and Transportation Committee of the Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Central SoMa Public Benefits Package and the Old U.S. Mint 

Chair Katy Tang and Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, 

At its August 1, 2018 hearing the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) discussed the proposal to 
reduce the amount of potential funding from the Central SoMa Public Benefits.Program towards the 
rehabilitation of the Old U.S. Mint (Old Mint), City Landmark No. 236. While· a much greater 
investment is needed to realize the full pote!ltial of the Old Mint, the HPC strongly encourages the 
Land Use Committee to recommend retention of the 1 % allocation (potentially $20,000,000) 
considering its potential as a facility that supports the community and the City's history. 

Built in 1874, The Old Mint is not only a locally-designated Landmark; it is listed as a National 
Historic Landmar~, the highest recognition bestowed upon only the most significant places in 
America. In 1997, the federal government sold the Old Mint to the City of County of San Francisco for 
one dollar on the condition that it would be rehabilitated for public use. In 2015 the Old Mint was 
listed by the National Trust for Historic Preservation on its America's eleven most endangered places 
due to lack of investment. Despite stops and starts to revive the Old Mint, the City Family has made 
significant progress over the last three years by actively working with community partners to 
reposition the structure as one that represents the activity, safety, and stability of the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

The HPC supports the many goals of the Public Benefits Package and agrees that the .Central SoMa 
Plan should not shoulder the entire cost of rehabilitating the structure. The 1 % allocation is a fraction 
of the total resources required to bring the Old Mint to current safety standards but remains a critical 

. contribution to realizing its potential. As one of the most significant public buildings in the West, our 
community partners, along with the City family, are committed to sharing the financial 
responsibilities to reimagine the Old Mint as an anchor of safety, utility, and in service to the many 

~ommunities that make up Central SoMa. The HPC strongly urges the Land Use Committee and the 
Board of Supervisors to retain the opportunity for the Old Mint to potentially capture $20,000,000 
from the Public Benefits Package commitment. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Wolfram 
President 
Historic Preservation Commission 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Missfori st.· 
Sui)e,400 
San Francisco, 
CA ~4103-2479 

fleceptioil: 
415,5~8:&378 

Fax: 
415.5.5lt640$ 

Pl\lnniog 
Jriioimation: 
415;555;6377 
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cc: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Planning Commission 
Jonas Ionin, Office of Commission Affairs 
Jon Lau, Mayor's Office of Employment and Workforce Development 
John Rahaim, Planning Department 
Timothy Frye, Planning Department 
Josh Switzky, Planning Department 
Lisa Chen, Planning Department 

SAN fRANCl6CO 
PLANNIN(l DEPARTMENT 

2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
!PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

May 14,2018 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
Honorable Mayor Farrell 
Honorable Supervisor Kim 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2011.1356EMTZU: 
CEQA Findings, Central SoMa Amendments to the General Plan, Planning 
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps, and Implementation Program 

BOS File No: _____ (pending) 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with modificatious 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Farrell, and Supervisor Kim, 

On May 10, 2018 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted 
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the General Plan 
.Amendment, Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment, 
and Implementation Program related to the Central SoMa Plan Area. At the hearing, the 
Commission voted to approve and/or recommend approval with modifications to the various 
ordinances. 

Also at the May 10 hearing, the Commission heard the proposed CEQA Findings, setting forth the 
basis for approving the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions, and the economic, social 
and other policy considerations, which support the rejection of alternatives in the EIR, which were 
not incorporated into the project. The Findings also provide for adoption by the Planning 
Commission· all of the mitigation measures in the EIR. The Findings also identify the significant 
adverse environmental impacts of the project that have not been mitigated to a level . of 
insignificance by adoption of mitigation measures, and contain a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, setting forth the specific reasons in support of the approval of the implementing 
actions and the rejection of alternatives.not incorporated into the project. 

At the May 10 hearing, the Com.mission voted to recommend adoption of the proposed CEQA 
Findings. 

Please find attached documents relating td the Commission's actions. The redlined version of the 
General Plan Amendment, along with two photo copies will be delivered to the Clerk of the Board 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

:Reception: 
415:558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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Transmittal Materials CASE NO. 2011.1356EI\IITZU 
Central SoMa Legislative Amendments 

following this transmittal. If you have any questions or require further information please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Steve Wertheim 
Principal Planner 

cc: 
Andres Power, Senior Advisor, Mayor's Office, 
Barbara Lopez, Aide to Supervisor Kim 
Moses Corrette, Aide to Supervisor Kim 
Vicky Wong, Deputy City Attorney 
Peter Miljanich, Deputy City Attorney 

Attachments (one copy of the following): 
• Planning Commission Motion No. M-20182 (Case No. 2011.1356E - CEQA Findings) 
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20183 (Case No. 2011.1356E - CEQA Findings) 
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20184 (Case No. 2011.1356M - General Plan 

Amendments) 
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20185 (Case No. 2011.1356T- Planning Code and 

Administrative Code Amendments) 
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20186 (Case No. 2011.13562 - Zoning Map 

Amendments) 
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20187 (Case No. 2011.1356U - Implementation 

Program) 
• Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356EMTZU 
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 20ll.1356E 
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356M 
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356T 
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356Z 
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356U 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Projec;{Name; 

3-ecoraNo.r: 
Staff Contact; 

. . 

Planning Commission 
Resolution Nq. 20183 

HEARING DATE MAY 10, 21118 

Central SoMa Plan ~ CEQA Findings 
2011.1356:EMTZU . , 
.. . ... 

Steve Wertheim; Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) Ei58~6612; steve;we1t11eim@sfg()v,6rg .. . .. . .·· .. 

ADOPTING ENVIRQNMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE. CALIFORNIA. . . . . . . .. . . ... . . . . 

~NV:11,lQNM,E;NTAL Ql[,HITY A,CTr Ir-JCLlJPING . FINPINGS OF F,ACT, FINPINGS 
REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND SIGNIFICANT AND lJNAVOIDABtE 
IMPACTS, EVALUATION OF MITIGATIONMEASUR.ES . .AND·.ALTERNATI\TES,AND·A. 
STATEMENT hF O\TEllliIIHNG CONSIIJEEA,1'IONS:RELATEP TO APPROVALS FOR 
THE CENT~L SOUTH OE MARKET AR.EA l"LA.N (';CENTRAL SOMA PLAN1i 

The San.Francisco I'lannin~ Departinent, · the I.;ec1d Agency responsible for the implernentaticmof 
the Califoi;nia En.yrrqµni~rttal Qtiality Act f;~EQA")1 has t.Jndettaken a planning and 
enyiromne~t~l review prqc:e~; forth~ p~opos~cl C~ntr~LS0I\if,1 :Plan and reiat~d. <ipprqval actions 
CProject"). ~nci provided appropriate ·pubUcheadngs)efore the Planning Coq:1mission. 

The desfre for a Central SoMaP.Iari began diir1rig the Easte.rn •Neighborhoods· planning process. 
Iri 2008 the qty aqopted, the Ea~tem N!!ighbor}10ods Plan,, inclµdinK new 1a11d 11$1:! ~ontrqls and 
proposed community i;p:r()V~Illents f()r· the eastem patt ()f the sOuth of Market. neighborhood 

(SoMa), as well .:i{Jhe Centril Watfrfr<>.nt, l\lll!,siot\ .3{ld $hoWplace $q11are/Potrer9 Hill 
neighb()rhoods, At that tfrr1e, the City det~rmined that the developrnent potential of the 
industriaHy zoned part 9f Ea~t SoM~, c6upled whh the improved transit to be prqvidedby the 
Central Sub-...vay, neces~itatec:l a siipsequei;it, focused planning process tllat took into ac~olint the 
c:ity's growth, :needs filld City and regional envitonmentctl goals. The Centrnl SoMa Plan is. the 
xes.ult of;tha.t sub~eq~e~t pr~cess'. ' ' 

The Western SoMil ,Aieil flan, adopted in 2013; alsq explkitly recognized tlie need tc:> intr~ase 
development ~a.pacify n~ilr rransitin Obje~tivi l.5, whkh states that the City\i1ould "Support 
continued evahiarloriof land uses: near n:rajqr transitinfrasb:ucture in recognition ofdtywicie and 
regioni!l sustarnable gi;a'wth needs;" The expla~at<)ry textjn Objective 15 cori,drtdesthat "The 
City must continue evaluating how. itcan be$t rneet citywide and regional objectives to direct 
growth to transit~oriented locations and wl1eth~:1: current controls are meeting identified )Jeeds.,; 

wvvw,s.fpl?nriing.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
f;A 94,103-2479 

(1.eceptiQn: 
415.558.6378 

f~ 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnformatlon; 
415;55!).6377 
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R~soluti9n ·No/20183 · 
M~y>10, io11f 

Rgc9rd Nymb~r 2011.135&EMTZ.U ... · . . ·· .... · ... CEQA Firlaings 

The Objectiye's irnplemt:mting Policy 1,5,Lstates that the City shotild "Contim1e to explore and 
re-cexamine land useconttols east of 6th Street, including as part of any future evaluation along 
the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is .intended to fulfill the Western SoMa Plan's 
Objective l.5 and Po Hey 1.5.1. 

. . . 

The process of creating the Central SoMa Pian began in 2011'. Throughout the process, the Central 
SoMaf'lan hai; beeri developedbased on robust public.: input, including ten publicopen houses; 
ten public hearings. afthe Planning Corrunission; two public hearings at the Board.of Supervisor's 
Land Use & Transportation Committee; additional heari~gs at . the Historic Preservation 
Commission; ,Arts Commission, arid Youth Commission; a !'techrtical advisory committee" 

consisting qf m:ultiple City· artd regional agencies; . a, "storefront. charr.ette'.' • ( d,uring which. the 
]?Janning Departrnent set µp shop in <l retail $pace ir1 the neighborhood to solicit cori1mtmity 
input on the formulation c:if the plan); two walking, tours, led by community members; two 
community· swveys; • an online cliscw,siQn bo<U'd; meetings wlth over 30 neighborhoods groups 
and other • comn:li:inity stakeholders; and thousands of• indiv1dµal meetings, phone · calls, and 
emails with stakeholders. 

The Central SoM~ Plan: Area runsJrotn2rtd Street to 6th Street, MarkefStreet toTownsertd Street, 
exclusive of those are~s that ~re part <Jf the Oownt9wn Plan that cornpdse mµcli of the areil north 
of Folsom Street. The vision of.the Central SoM~ Plan)s to create a sustainable neighborhood by 
20'10, where the. needs qf th~ prese:nt are met wi'thout compromising th~ ability of future 
generations fo ineet. their own neecls. The Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve stistainabHity m .. 
each of its,aspeds - sodal, .economic;and environmental. .The Pla.n's philosophyis to keep what 
is a.lready Sµccessful aboµt tl:leheighllorhopd, and im:prove.·wha,t.is not. Utilizing the· Pla,n's 
philcisoph:yto achieve the Plan's visiqnwili require implementing the following three strategies: 

• Accommodategrowtll; · 
• PNvide J';ublic benefit$; arid 
• Respect ancl ~nhance neighborhood character. 

Implementing the Plans strateg,ies will reguire addressit1.g all the facets of a sustainable 
neighbo!hoo& To do so, the Pfa.n seeks to achieve eight Goals: 

1. Accommodate il S1fb$tantia.l AinoµntofJobs and Hoµsing 
2i Mainta,in the Dlversity of R~sidints . . 
3. Facilitate an Economkally Diversified and LivelyJ9bs Center . 
4. Provide Safe •and.• Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, l3icycling, .. an~. 

T,ransit 
Si Offer an Abl.llldance of Parks artd m~creational Oppoi:tuniti~s 
6. . Create an Environrne1;1tally Sustainable and Resilient Neig~borhood 
7, Pre~etve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 
8. ~nsur~ that New l3t1Hciing{ Erilian<:~ the C::hara.der of the Neighborhood arid 

the City. 

. . 

The Plan would implement its vision, philosophy; and goals by: . . 

SAN .FRANCISCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTl','l!EJl!T 2 
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I 
/ 

fi~~~lyfion_ .N<>; · ZQ1 ~·:r ~ecor~N!-tr,nber tQj1·;1.Jssglintzu 
1\11;:ty t~, 201'8.. . . . . . ... ,.... ·:g~~Afj1u.fi11gs· 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

-~· 

• 

• 

Ac~qminqd~ting developlllent .c/i\pacityJor µp to 33,0QO jobs c1np., ~,300 hoµsing units by 
rerriqyip.g ri\t1diof the area's industriiliy~pro.tectiye zoning ~cl.increasing height limits 
on mimy ~fthe ~rea'~ pa,rcels; · · · · · · · 

M~Qltaining • t;h~ ·diversity· of :resicl~nts. by. re.quiring that qver ~3% · c;,f new housing units 
are·~ff6.1'd~l>le. t? l~w-,.ar1d Il,10d¢r~teci~com.e ho~ehold~ ~~ :requfrin~. that these new 
uiti~ a~e J:,~i1t 4.,: -~Ma; 
1:1a~~~ii an. ecortotruca11y _diye~~ifi~4· :i0.ct uve1y jobs c~t~ by .~~qt1!n.iig ~ost large 
sites fo be. "ob oriented b re i:tirin : rodiiction distribtitiori imd re' a.fr uses in man .... , ... - .. , ... .J.:: .S:- ·:· ._.., .. -. , :_Y .. -9·:.-·-::,·"g p....... . -. .---. :, ,, ... ·-:, ._ .... --. -··":.,·-., .. :::·,·.·.P. ,··-.. :·_.-,... ., ._ .... ·:c:c_Y 
projec~i an:d by allowing retail; hcite.ls,; aJ;l.d entertaiiun:ent uses iri mµc;h of the Plan Area; 
J;rpyiding 's*fe and i::01nfe11ierjf tj;ari,sp9rtMiori by fµr1ding ci.lpihd ·proje¢ts that would 
ini.pro:ve.cqndftions for people v\'~~$; bicycling, and,faking,µ'_8.11.Sit; 
Off~ting- an· a,burtdance of parks. arid. recreatiopal opportunities by funding the 
<;Ort~trµCfi\:>n aji.~ impr<:ivemer1t: 6£. pi\:r~~ ,¢d recreqti()Il centers°it:t tµE! ~:rea and• requiring 
•llll"g~.nQ'}~~!:;8Ideqtl9l projects to W?.vipe; ptibii~y:,access~bleopeq. ~pac~; 

·~:itlt:st:::::~~::t:ziiits~:::t::t:~::;~ji::!t:i:::::. 
air' uaii : '"rovide biodiversi ' md '.hei ·irtaria stormwater·: ' . ' ' ' ' ... :···~ ,·.-.}Yr.-I'-, ... ··. :, _, ... _ .. _ ·.,.. , .ty? · ........... p ....... "~ .. _ ...... :··· ·.,.{ .. . .. . .. . 
Preser.v:ing• an.cl cele1:m1.tirlg the .ij~ghQ.ol'.hood's; cµUura_l, :t,.ey,iJ11-g~ l;>y lielping: fllnq tbe 
rehabilit!ltion :i¢d µ1aintenance· qf l;,J~to:r:ic. l,uildiri:gs and .furidipg se>ciaJ pr6grams for the 
he1&11b9.fh90«~ E!xistmg resicier.tt~ ?.n49~&~izati6ris; and.,' '' ' ' . . 

E~uring µi,c\t ne':V building~ e):tllance ~e chanufe,r ot ~he nei~hborhood and 
the city· by' implementing d.ksi~ ccmtrols that vVould gertetfllly help protett the 
rieigh.1;,o,rl:t.<>o.4'~ mid.~!ise char~.s!~r ~~g .. ·st;t,eet faq:ri~~ fl'.eate_ ~ .• 8:±r9ng sb;eet walli E1I1d 
f.icilitate.innov' tive eh::ontextual architecture. ., . . · ·, .. · ·".:···.: .. ~-- .y :· .... _ ...... : .. ,.""'".,".:" . .','.', ···: .. 

These core· . 'olicies. and SU. . ·or'tlri .. disc:iissloi:J. 'i1ave beeri :irico oratedAnto the Central SoMa .... - .. P. .... · .. · .. ,.···,.PP .·. g ., .... _ .. .... : ._., ......... ,_ ..... _rp __ ·.· .......... , ........ __ . ·.· _. _ .. . 
Pilµl, whtch ~s- propQS~4. to be added as. an: -M~a, :p1ai;i j1:1Jhe General r.i.itj;'·Th~· .¢~tia1. Solv,fafian 
and q:mt9rming aJnendments to the 'General Pian, together with, propo,~ed .:Planning Code, 
Administ:r~tiye 'Cod.,e; :~d Zorting Map Azneqctri;writs a.nci an Impleil1¢lit!l#og Qoo.iment, provide 
a comprehensive set of polides kd i,mplement:atfon pro~ammin1.t to re.aHz~. the visioI1 of the 
Plan. The)mplemenfation Document de5.cribes .. how the Plan's polid~·will be;. frnpleIIlented, 

:~~~::r~!li~i:;,t;:r:ei.f!t-::e;::~:$~::~~t;:?::ia::t:;:rs1::,!!:i ~Z--
si:reets illld design, ~dance fi:ir riew deyelopment~ 

Sine~.$~ Ce#traf So~ p~·:pro~e~~ began, .µ'i.2011,, th¢ ~i~g))epactm~f ha~ ®d~t~~~. th.¢.,· 
eri,vfron.rnentai, re0e':V· _ process required· PY CEQA Ptp:sui:Uit, to· ari.d ·in· 13:ccordance -with. :~.e .. _ 
requiren1ents of Sectior(21083.9. .. q£:the PiJ.bliCResources''C~dJ and Section. 15082 of the C::EQA 
Quic:leliries, · the Departrne~t, :a.s. }~~d agency, published iij:1.9: drc:tilated a :Notice c,f :ptepciratior1 
flNOP'} oµ April 24, io~3r which notice solicited cc:irnmeµts regarding the scope of the 
environmental impact report f;ElR'.~) for the proposed. project. Toe NOP and its 30-day public 
review ce>mrnent period wete:.:ac:1.verii~ed irl ~ · newsp~p~r -of g~n;eraJ drcµlation in s*:n.. Fr~ci$co.: 
~d :~~id to go~~~taf ilgencies,oigani~tioii$:'.~d" p~~9~ int~ested in theipo~~tial 
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Re~olutionNo. 20183 
w1ay 10,201s · 

Recqi:d Nurnber 2011.1356€MTZU 
CEGlA Finding~ 

impacts of the propo,sec::l proje<:t. Toe Dep<Utment held a pµbHc scoping meeting on May 15" 2013 
at The Mendelson House, located at 737Folsom Street, San Francisco; CA 94107, 

During the approximately 30~day public scoping; period that ended on lviay 24, 2013/ the 
Department accepted comments from ag;encies and interested parties that · identified 
environmental issues that should be addressed in the ElR. Comments received du,rir:ig the 
scopi~g process were considered in p;eparati;n of the()rafl: EIR. 

I'µrsuant to ,Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines; the Department published an Initia1Study on 
Febr11ary.12,2014·µ1 order·to focus the scopeof.theEIR>'fheI)eparµnentmade the Initial·Stuciy 
available for a 30-day public review period beginning on F!:!brq.ar,y 12, 2014 and ending on March 
14, 2Ql4i The Department considered the comments received on the Initial Study when preparing; 
the Draft EIR. 

The Department prepared the Draft EIR! which describes the Draft.· ElR Project and the 
envircmmental setting, analyzes potential impacts; identifies' mitigation measures fot impacts 
founq to be sigrrlfica:nt o:r potenJially significant, and evalt1ates alter11ative,s to .. the Dr.:lft ElR 
Project. The Draft EIR assesses the potentilil construction an<:i. operational impacts of the Draft 
EIR Project on the environment, and the potentiat cumulative impacts associated with the Draft 
EIRProject in combination with other past, present, and future actions with potential foritnpacts 
on the same resources; The analysis of potentfalenvironmerital impacts in the DraJt EIRutilizes 

· significance criteria that are based on the .guidance prepared by beparhnent' s Environmental 
Plaruting Division regarding i:he environmental effects lo. be considerec). significant The 
Environmentitl Planning Divisiot:1's guidance is,. in furn, 'based. on CEQA. Guidelines Appendix: c;, 
with some modifications. 

The Department published a Draft EIR. on December l 4, 2016, and circulated the, Draft EIR to 
local; state,•· and federal agerides. and · to interestecl. •· orgariizatfons and·. inciividm1ls ·for• public 
review. On December 14, 2016, the Department also distributed notices of availability of the Draft 
BIR; published notification of i.ts availability in a. newspaper of gerieraL circulation in San 
Francisco; posted the notice of availability atthe Sijn Fr;;incisco C:::oun!y Clerl<s office; and posted 
notices. at .locations within the project area; The Commission held a public hearing onJanuary 26, 
2017, to soliciUestimony on the Draft EIR during the. public review- period. A ccJurt reporter; 
present at the public hearing, trartstrib~d the oral. comments verbatii::n, and ptep~red writ.ten 
transcripts. The Department also received written. comrrient:s. on the Draft EIR, whicll were sent 
through mail;. fax, hand deliveryc or email. The Department accepted public comment on the 
Draft EIR UI1til February \i't 2017. · · · 

The Department then . prepared the Comments and Responses tq Commer1ts . on. IJraft · EI.R 
document (''RTC"). The RTC document was pubHshed on March 28, 2018; and includes c:opies of 
all of the cqmments received on the Draft EIR ancl. wdtten responses fo each comment. In 
addition to describing and ai:ialyzing the physical; environmental impacts of the revisions to the 
Project, the · RTC document provided additional;. upctated informafionr clarification, and 
modific.ations on issues raised by commenters, as well as Planning Departmep.t staff-initiated text 
changes to the Draft EIR 

SAN FRANCISCO. 
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R~~glutio11 No. 201~3 
May 10, 201s 

H!:1QQJQ Nvniber 2011,1~SJ3JEMTZU · 
.. · <:;EQA Findings 

The Final Environmental hnpact Report (''Final EIR"), wMch fududes the Draft. ElR, thg RrC 
document, the ern1t~ da,teci May 3( 2018, tlt~ Apperidkes t() the Draft EIR and RTC document, 

and c1ll of the supporting inform.1tion, has b¢tm review¢d ;;md co11sidered, The RTC cloctunents 
and. appendices c:tnd. c1ll · suppqrting information clo not acld significant new informati.01\ to the 
Draft. EIR that would indiyiduc:tUy or collectively. constitute sJgnificant new information within 

the meaning of Public l{.esoirrces Code Sec:tio11 Z1092.1 or CEQA Guidelines Secti()n 1508$.5 so as 

to require recirculation of the Final EIR, (or any portion the;reo~ undeJ: CEQA. The RTC 

documents and appendices and all supporting information contain n.o information ~evealing (1) 
any new signifi.ca11f envi:ronajental impact thc1t \VQuld r~s11Jt . from. the Project. or from. a n.e\V 
mitigation rnec1sure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial in.~reasf in .th¢ severity ofa 

previously identified environmental impactc (3) anyfeasible project aJterriative. 9r n:Htigatfon. 

measure. considerably. ciifferent from. others pi:eviqm;ly anaJyzed that would dearly. lessen the 

environmental impacts of the Project~ \Jut that was rejecteq by tl:te project spoI1Sor~ or(4) that th~ 
Draft EIR :was. so fundamentally . arid basically inadequate aqd cqnclusory in nature that 

meaJ.Ungful public review and comment were pn~cluded. 

On May lO, 201,13,by Motion No,·20182, the Commission revie.yedand considered the Firi;ilEIR 
for the.Project and found the co11tents. of said. report and the procedu.r~ \hrough which the Final 

EIR was prepared; publicizedJ clllq. review:ed complied with C:EQA, the C::.EQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the SM Francisco ,Administrative Code: 

On May 10, 2018, by Motion !'Jo~ 20182,, the C:orrurussion founcfthc1tthe Final EIR was adequate, 
accurate, and objective, that it reflected the ind!:!pendent analysis and judgcient of the 

Department and the Planning Commission, and that ~he l)Ummary of commenJ:s and responses 

contained rto sJgnifica:ntxevfoioilS to the Draft EIR,, :md certified the completion 9fthe Fi11aLEIR 

for the Project in coinpliance with CEQA, the CEQAGuidelines,a11d Ch<lpter 31. 

The Planning Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, J'ega:rding the. 
alternatives, mi.l:i.gatiori !Xleasures,, and significar1t impacts analyzed jri the Final EIR, and 

overriding considerations for appr()vfug the Project and.a proposed,miti~ation rnonitoiing a11d 

reporting program ("MMRP''), attached as Exhibit B~ which materfal.\'\ias made available to the. 

public and. this Plancing Commission f()r the Planning. CoIXlll')issfor{s revfow, consigei-i,1tfort, and 
actions; 

The Commissiori, in certifyirig the Final EIR; fourid that the Project descr'ibed in the FirialEIR: 

A. wm re~ult.in the Joll<YWing significant andun<1.voida~le pI'oject-specific: envirqnrneI1tal 
impacts, which. cannot be. mitigated to aJevel of in9ignificance: · 

SAN FRANCISCO . 

a. Central SoMa. f'lan development,, iriduciing proposed, opert space> im,pl'.ovemerits 

and street n~twork changes, would .conflict .with an applic~ble lcmd use plan, 

p9Hcy, or regulation qf an age11cy with juriscj.iction dvef the project adopted for 
the purpose ob.voiding ormitigatjng and env.ironmerttal effect Specifically, tµe 

Phm coµlcl. re9µlt in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option 

PLANNING DEPART.MENT 5 
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Re$plution No, 20183 
May 10, icna 

· Recqrd Num!Jer2Q11;1356EMTZlf 
. . . . . ¢EqAFlndfn9s 

SAN .FRANCISCO . 

for Howard and Folsom §treets) that e~ceeds t~e noise standards in the General 
Plan's Environmental Protection Element. 

b. Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demoliticm or substantial 
alteration of individually identined historic architectural resources and/or 
contributors to a historic district or conser:vation districtlocated. in.the Plan area, 
including as-yet unidentified resources1• a substantial adverse .change in the 
significance of a. historical resource as defined in CEQA Gµidelines section 
15064.5; 

c. Central $oMa Plan development, including :the proposed open . space 
improvements and street network changes; would resµlt in a substan.tiaJ increase 
in transmit demand thatwould notbe. aq:ommodatec;I. by local tra:ppjt capacity, 
and would <:a.use a substantial increase in <lelays resulting in adverse impacts on 
local and regionc1I transit routes; 

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed • open space 
improvements and street network cl:tanges, W<)Uld i:esult in crossw~ 
overcrowding at the following intersections: 

i. Third/Mission 

ii. Fourth/Mission 

iii. Fourth/Townsend 

e, C.entraf SoMa Pl@ develop:rrient would res11lJ i.11 an Jncrea$ed defl\a,nd for qn~ 

street commercial and passenger loading and .:t redu.ction in on-street loading 
supply such th.:tt th!:! loading demand i:iudng th!:! peak hour of lpading activities 
would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact 
existing passenger loading/unloading zones,. and may ·create· fo1zardous •. 
conditio11S or significa11t delay that may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles; or 
pedestrians. 

f. Construction activities assotia.ted with Central SoMa Plan development, 
including the proposed open sp.ice impl'.Oveml:!nts .ind .street nel:worl,< changes; 
would .:resul f in . sub.stantial interferenc¢. with ••. pedestrian,. bicyde,. or .. vehicle 
circulation and a.ccessibility to adjoining areas; and woulcl, resultin potentially 
hazardous conditions. 

g. Central SoM;.1 Plan development, jncl~dingl:he proposed street networkchanges1 

would generate noise tliat wouh;l.result in exposure.of.persons to noise levels.in .. 
excess of standardsin the Sari Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 
29 of the Police Code), and wouldresultin a substantial permanent increase in 
· ambient noise above el'.(:isting levels. 

Pl,.A!l!Nl.Nc:;, DEPARTMENT 6 
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May 101 201 ~- .. . . . 

Record Numbw 2011, 135(,EMTZU 
. . . . G!:QA f lr!qing~ · 

h. · Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street nel:yVork · c:hanges 
and open space improvements, would result in construction cistivities .in the Plan. 
Area that could expose persons to substa.ntial temporary or periodic incre.ase in 
noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. · · 

i. The operation of subsequenUndividual development proje~ts iI1 the Central 
SoMa Plan Area and the proposedstreet petwork changes (but not the proposed 
open space improvements) would violate an air quality stan.dard, contdbute to 
an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or rE!SUJt in a CUil1Ulc1tiyely 
considerable riet increase ofcriteria pollutants for which theprojed rE!gionjs)rt 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air qualify standard. 

j. Central SoMa. Plan development, includfog the proposed street .nE!twork dlangl'!&, 
would result in operational emissjons of fine particulate matter (P;M1,.sJ. an.d toxic 
;:dr contaminants that would, result in exposure of sensitive receptors to. 
substantial pollutant concentrc1tions. 

k Subsequent future development und~r the Plan could alter. wind in a. manner 
that substantially affects public areas. '. 

. . . 

B; Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which 
cannot be mitiJ;ated to a level of insignificance: 

.1. Central .. SoMa Plan development, induding th_e ·proposed· open spac;e• 
improvements and street rietwork changes, would contribu,te considerl.3.bl'.Y to a 
significant c.umulative land use impact. Specifically, one0way and two-way 
options for Folsom ;mdHoward Streets could make a con,siderable contrilmtion 
to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed the noise standards in the 
General Plan's Environmentai Protecti_ori Ele:inent. 

b. Central SoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to $ignificant 
c:umulat.ive .historical r~$cmrces impacts because the Plan cotild result )n 

de,rnolitiOil and/OJ" alter.:1tiori of hi1,tqrical resources. 

c. Central SoMa Plan development~ including the proposed open space. 
improvements and street netyVork ~hanges, wowd contrJbute considen1bly to 
significant cumwative tra;nsit impac:ts on local and regional transit prov1ders; 

d. Central SoMa Plan developmer;it, including the proposed opE!rt space 
improvements .and street network changes, woµld eontri,bute considerably to 
significant cumulative pedestrian impacts: · · 

e. Central. SQMa J'.'lan development, including the proposed open space 
improvements and street• network._ changes, would contribute· considerc1bly to 

. significant cumu.lative loading impacts. 

SAN FRANCISCO , · 
f'LJl,N!,IING DEE>~TMENT 7 
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f. <;::entral SoMa development, including the proposed street network cha11g;es an,d 
open "Space improvements, would result in cumulative noise impacts; 

g. Centr<ll Solyfa devdopi;n,en,t, ipdµdingthe p:i;opo~ed streetnet;vork changes,·1:>ut 
not open spa1,::e improvements, would <::ontribute c(msidera)jly to criteria air 
poll11tarit impacts under cumulaJive 2040 c:onditio:ns, 

h~ Centr.il So.Ma :Plan development, including the. proposed street netwod< changes 
but not open space ifllproverilents, would res11lt in exposure of s~sitive 
:rec;eptors to substantiiilleveh offine partic:ulate matter (1;1M2,s) and toxic ;1ir 
,contaminants under 2040 cumulative conditions. 

The Planning Commission Secretary :is the custodian of records for the Planning Department 
materials, located in the FilE! for Case No, 2011,1356EMTZU, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, 
San Francisco, California, 94103. 

On May 10; 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
schedul.ed meeting on Case No. 2011.1356EMTZU to consider the variou!l approvc1ls pec:essary to 
hnplernent the Project, including approyals of General Plan, Planning Code, Administrative 
Code, and Zoning Map Amendments, and approval of the Implementation Program. The 
Commission has heard and considered. the testimony presented. to it at the. public hearing and 
}:ias further considere(i written. m.'l.terial~ and oraJ · te~tim()ny presented on. behalf of the Projec:t, 
the Planning Department staff, expert cot1Sultants; and other interested·parties. 

MOVED, that j:he Planning Commission has reviewed and considered. the Final EIR and the. 
entire record of this proceeding, indudirig the comments and submissfons made to the 
Commission and the Department's responses to those conlments and submissions, and, based on 
substantial evidence, hereby adopts these Environmental Findings required by CEQA 1:1ttached. 
herefo as. Exhibit A, .including a< Statement of Overricling Corisi.d.eratiq~ and r~jectirig 
alter11atives as :infeasible, and, aciopts the MMRP; inc;luded as E)(hibit B, as a .condition of approvai 
for each andall'ofthe approval actions described.above. 

thereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 10; 2,0}8, 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

. ·.· J\ \ ... 
~i3 
Jonas P.lonin 
Commission Secretary 

Hillis, Melgar, Fong, JQhnson, Koppel; Moore, Richards 

None 

None 

Mayl0,2018 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ATTACHMENT A 

Central SoMa Plan 
California Environmental Quality Act Findings: 

Findings of Fact, Evaluation of Mitigation 
Measures and Alternatives, and Statement of 

Overriding Considerations 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

In determining to approve the Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions (referred to herein as the Plan 

or Project), the San Francisco Planning Commission (Commission) makes and adopts the following findings of 

fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives and a statement of overriding 

considerations based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly 

Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations 

Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the 

San Francisco Administration Code. 

SECTION I 

· Introduction 
This document is organized as follows:. 

• Section I provides a description of the Project, the environmental review process for the Project, the 
Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records; 

• Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation; 

• Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-than­
significant levels through mitigation; 

• Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels; 

1. 
n: \legana \ as2018\ 1200444 \ 01265984.docx 
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• Section V discusses why a subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report is not required, 
including to address changes to the Plan that have evolved during the environmental review process 
and any issues that were raised during the public comment period; 

• Section VI discusses and evaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social, 
technological, and other considerations that support the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives 
analyzed; and 

• Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of 
the actions for the Project and the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives not incorporated into the 
Project. 

• Section VIII contains a statement of incorporation by reference to incorporate the Final EIR into these 
Findings. 

Attached to these findings as Exhibit B is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the 

mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The MMRP is required by Public Resources Code 

Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure 

listed in the Final EIR that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit B also specifies the 

agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring 

schedule. 

These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning Commission. The 

references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(Draft EIR) or Responses to Comments Document (RTC) are for ease of reference and are not intended to 

provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings. 

I.A Project Description 

The Central SoMa Plan is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of southern portion of the 

Central Subway transit line, a 1.7-mile extension of the Third Street light rail line that will link the Caltrain Depot 

at Fourth and King Streets to Chinatown and provide service within the South of Market (SoMa) area. The Plan 

Area includes roughly 230 acres that comprise 17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that 

connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District. 

The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, 

and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north that 

represents the border of the Downtown Plan Area. The project analyzed in the EIR includes street network 

changes throughout the Plan Area, including specific designs within, and in some cases beyond, the Plan Area 

for the following streets: Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. In addition, 

open space improvements would also occur within and outside of the Plan Area. 

The Plan envisions Central SoMa becoming a sustainable neighborhood, one in which the needs of the present 

may be met without compromising the ability of .future generations to meet their own needs. The Plan's 

sponsor, the City and County of San Francisco (the City), endeavors to address the social, economic, and 

environmental aspects of sustainability through a planning strategy that accommodates anticipated 

population and job growth, provides public benefits, and respects and enhances neighborhood character. That 

2 
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strategy has informed the current draft of the Central SoMa Plan, which comprehensively addresses a wide 

range of topics that include: land use; transportation infrastructure; parks, open space and recreation facilities; 

ecological sustainability; historic preservation; urban design and urban form; and financial programs and 

implementation mechanisms to fund public improvements. 

The Plan seeks to encourage and accommodate housing and employment growth by (1) removing land use 

restrictions to support' a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in portions of the Plan Area; 

(2) amending height and bulk districts to allow for taller buildings; (3) modifying the system of streets and 

circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented, mix­

use district; and (4) creating new, and improving existing, open spaces. 

The Plan also proposes project-level changes to certain individual streets analyzed in this EIR, including 

Howard; Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. The EIR analyzes two different 

options for the couplet of Howard Street and Folsom Street. Under the One-Way Option, both streets would 

retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street, which would retain its existing 

two-way operation). Under the Two-Way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, 

and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. 

Plan policies include a call for public realm improvements, including planning for new open spaces; changes 

to the street and circulation system; policies to preserve neighborhood character and historic structures; and 

strategies that aim to improve public amenities and make the neighborhood more sustainable. The Plan also 

includes financial programs to support its public improvements through the implementation of one or more 

new fees, in addition to taxes or assessments on subsequent development projects. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR must present a statement of objectives sought by 

the proposed project. Objectives define the project's intent, explain the project's underlying purpose, and 

facilitate the formation of project alternatives. In this EIR, the Plan's eight goals are used as the project 

objectives. The eight goals are: 

1. Accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing; 

2. Maintain the diversity of residents; 

3 .. Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center; 

4. Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit; 

5. Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities; 

6. Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood; 

7. Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage; and 

8. Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city. 

Consistent with its goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal 1), the Plan includes the objective 

of increasing the area where space for jobs and housing can be built (Objective 1.1). The Plan would 

accomplish this by retaining existing zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing, and replacing 

existing zoning that restricts the capacity for office and residential development with zoning that enables 

office and residential development. 
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The Plan would result in the following land use zoning changes (as shown in Figures lA and 1B of the 

legislative packet's Exhibit IV.1- Zoning Map Amendments Case Report): 

• North of Harrison Street, the Mixed Use, Residential (MUR) use district west of Fifth Street would be 
converted to Mixed Use General (MUG). The MUR, Western SoMa-Mixed Use General (WS-MUG), 
and Light Industrial (M-1) use districts east of Fifth Street would be converted to Central SoMa Mixed 
Use Office (CMUO). The existing zoning districts either limit or do not permit office uses, whereas the 
MUG and CMUO zoning designations would allow for greater flexibility in the mix of land uses, 
including office development as well as new all-commercial buildings in the CMUO use district. 

• The parcels in the block bounded by Third, Folsom, Hawthorne, and Harrison Streets currently 
designated C-3-0 (Downtown Office) would retain this designation. 

• South of Harrison Street, existing use districts would all be converted to CMUO, except for parcels 
currently designated South Park District (SPD) and the West SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial (WS­
SALI) area west of Fourth Street between Harrison and Bryant Streets, which would retain their current 
zoning designations. Use districts in this area that would be converted to CMUO include Residential 
Enclave (RED), Service/Light Industrial (SLI), M-1, Public (P), West SoMa Mixed Use Office (WS-MUO), 
and Service Secondary Office (SSO), as well as the area south of Bryant Street currently designated WS­
SALI. These existing use districts either limit or restrict office uses or, when office uses are allowed, 
restrict other uses, such as entertainment or residential uses. Converting these use districts to CMUO 
would permit a mix of land uses that allow for greater flexibility, as the CMUO district generally allows 
office, residential, and most other uses without limitation. 

Changes to height limits under the Plan would include the following (as shown in Figures 2A and 2B of the 

legislative packet's Exhibit IV.1- Zoning Map Amendments Case Report):: 

• Within the Plan Area north of Harrison Street, height limits on most parcels would remain between 45 
and 85 feet, though there would be several adjustments, both higher and lower, within this range. 

• The Plan would substantially increase the height limit for the north side of Harrison Street between 
Second and Third Streets, from the current range of 85-130 feet to a range of 130-200 feet. 

• Other substantial height increases north of Harrison Street would include the southwest corner of 
Fourth and Clementina Streets, which would increase from the current range of 55-130 feet to 180 feet; 
and the southwest corner of Fifth and Howard Streets, which would increase from the current range 
of 45-85 feet to 180-300 feet. 

• South of Harrison Street, proposed amendments to permitted height limits are concentrated on the 
south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, where current height limits would 
be increased from 40-85 feet to 130-350 feet. 

• Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of 
Fourth Street to Sixth Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit 
of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet. 

• Lower height limits would be maintained around South Park, along the west side of Fourth Street between 
Bryant and Brannan Streets, along most of the neighborhood's alleys, and along the south side of the I-80 
freeway between Fourth and Sixth Streets. 
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Based on the change in zoning and height limits, the Plan includes capacity for approximately 16 million 

square feet of new development within the Plan Area. This includes nearly capacity for 8,300 units and 

approximately 33,000 new jobs. 

To ensure that the proposed zoning changes foster the development of a neighborhood that is consistent with 

the Plan's other goals, the Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures that 

limit and condition development. In particular, these relate to Goal 2, maintain the diven,ity of residents; 

Goal 3, facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center; Goal 7, preserve and celebrate the 

neighborhood's cultural heritage; and Goal 8, ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the 

neighborhood and the city. 

To ensure that removal of protective zoning proposed by the Plan does not result in a loss of Production, 

Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses in the Plan Area (Plan Objective 3.3), the Plan would maintain a portion 

of the current SAU use district. The Plan also contains policies and implementation measures that would limit 

conversion of PDR space in former industrial districts, require PDR space as part of large commercial 

developments, and provide incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses. The result would be the 

protection of approximately 3 million square feet of PDR space. 

To implement the circulation and streetscape principles in the Plan, the EIR studied changes in the street 

network to support an attractive pedestrian and cycling environment and to l.essen the impact of traffic on 

transit performance, while accommodating regional and through traffic on a limited number of streets where 

necessary. Specific proposals have been developed for Folsom, Harrison, Third, Fourth, Bryant, and Brannan 

Streets, extending as far west as Eleventh Street (in the case of Howard and Folsom Streets) and east to The 

Embarcadero (Folsom Street only). The proposals include widening sidewalks on all of the neighborhood's 

major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating signalized mid­

block crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating protected bicycle on 

Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5th Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom, Brannan, 3rd, and 4th 

Streets. Under the two~way option, Howard and Folsom Streets would be converted from one-way traffic to 

two-way operations. 

The Plan also includes proposals to upgrade existing parks and create new parks and open spaces, including a 

new one-acre park in the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan Streets, and a new 1h acre linear park 

on Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th Streets, and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and 

basketball courts) underneath the I-80 freeway between 4th and 6th Streets. The Plan also helps fund 

construction of a new recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space. 

The Plan also includes proposals to create a more sustainable and resilient neighborhood (through such 

strategies as requiring living roofs and use of 100% renewable electricity), preserve important historical and 

cultural features (such as landmarking important individual resources and districts), and promote high­

quality urban design (through the Plan's architectural requirements and the Central SoMa Guide to Urban 

Design, as shown in the legislative packet Exhibit V.3C). 

In addition, pursuant to Assembly Bill 73, which took effect January 1, 2018, the City is analyzing the 

possibility of including a Housing Sustainability District (HSD) in the Plan Area. The Final EIR analyzes the 

potential creation of an HSD based on the assumption that all or part of the Plan Area could be included in an 

BSD. 
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LB Environmental Review 

The Planning Department determined that an EIR was required for the Project. The Planning Department 

published the Draft EIR and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review and 

comment on December 14, 2016. 

On December 14, 2016, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State 

Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft EIR of the date and time of the public hearings were posted 

on the Planning Department's website on December 14, 2016. 

The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft EIR on January 26, 2017. At this 

hearing, public comment was received on the Draft EIR. The Planning Department accepted public comments on 

the Draft EIR from December 14, 2016, to February 13, 2017. 

The Planning Department published the Response to Comments on the Draft EIR on March 28, 2018. This 

document includes responses to environmental comments on -the Draft EIR made at the public hearing on 

January 26, 2017, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft EIR from December 14, 2016, to 

February 13, 2017. The Response to Comments document also contains text changes to the Draft EIR made by 

EIR preparers to correct or clarify information presented in the Draft EIR, including changes to the Draft EIR 

text made in response to comments. The Response to Comments document was distributed to the Planning 

Commission and to all parties who commented on the Draft EIR, was posted on the Planning Department's 

website, and was available to others upon request at the Planning Department's office. 

A Final EIR has been prepared by the Planning Department consisting of the Draft EIR, background studies 

and materials, all comments received during the review process, the Responses to Comments document and 

all errata memoranda. The Draft EIR, the Responses to Comments document, and all appendices thereto 

comprise the EIR referenced in these findings. 

In certifying the EIR, the Planning Commission found that none of the information added after the publication 

of the Draft EIR, including an analysis of the Plan refinements, triggered the need for recirculation of the EIR 

under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Nor does the adoption of the Plan with the revisions of the Final EIR 

trigger the need for a supplemental or subsequent EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, as discussed in 

Section VI. 

I.C Approval Actions 

Implementation of the Plan would require the following approvals and other action: 

• Amendments to the General Plan (various elements and figures) to conform to the concepts of the 
Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; 

• Determination of consistency of the proposed General Plan amendments and rezoning with the 
General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies. Planning Commission; 

• Amendment of the Planning Code to conform to the concepts of the Central SoMa Plan. Planning 
Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; 
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• Amendment of the Planning Code and Zoning Maps to change mapped use districts and height limits 
throughout the Plan Area. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; and 

• Approval of the Implementation Program to implement the concepts in the Central SoMa Plan. 
Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; and 

• Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel 
lanes, sidewalk widths, and bicycle lanes, addition of crosswalks, and alley way improvements that 
are part of the Plan's proposals for the street network and public realm. San Francisco Transportation 
Agency; Department of Public Works. 

I.D Location of Records 
The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes the following: 

• Central SoMa Plan. 

• The EIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the Planning 
Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the Project, and the 
alternatives (Options) set forth in the EIR. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning Commission by 
the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the EIR, or incorporated into reports 
presented to the Planning Commission. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other public 
agencies relating to the Project or the EIR. 

• All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the project sponsor and 
its consultants in connection with the Project. 

• All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public hearing or 
workshop related to the Project and the EIR. 

• For documentary and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and ordinances, 
including, without limitation, General Plans, specific plans and ordinances, together with 
environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs and other 
documentation relevant to planned growth in the area. 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

• All other· documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2116.76(e) 

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received during the public review 

period, the entire administrative record, including all studies and submitted materials and background 

documentation for the Final EIR, are located at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 

Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of these documents and materials. 
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I.E Findings About Significant 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures 

The following Sections II, III, and IV set forth the findings about the determinations of the Final EIR regarding 

significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. These findings 

provide written analysis and conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the 

mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and adopted as part of the Project. 

In making these findings, the opinions of the Planning Department and other City staff and experts, other 

agencies and members of the public have been considered. These findings recognize that the determination of 

significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the 

significance thresholds used in the Final EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the 

expert opinion of the Final EIR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the Final EIR 

provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects 

of the Project. 

These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final 

EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIR 

and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the 

determination regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In 

making these findings, the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts 

and mitigation measures, are hereby ratified, adopted and incorporated in these findings, except to the extent 

any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 

As set forth below, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMRP are hereby 

adopted and incorporated to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant impacts of the Project. 

Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted 

in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is nevertheless hereby adopted and incorporated in 

the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set 

forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measure in the Final EIR due to a 

clerical error, the language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact 

numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the numbers contained in the Final 

EIR. 

In Sections II, III, and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and 

mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every 

significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because in no 

instance are the conclusions of the Final EIR, or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EIR for the 

Project, except as specifically set forth in Section VI below, being rejected. 
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SECTION II 

Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, thus Requiring 
No Mitigation 
Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this. proceeding, the Commission finds that the 

implementation of the Plan would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas: 

Aesthetics; Population and Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service 

Systems; Public Services; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (except sea level rise and 

combined sewer system); Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Forest Resources. Each of these 

topics is analyzed and discussed in detail including, but not limited to, in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I; and 

Appendix B (the Initial Study). Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less 

than significant (Pub. Res. Code§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines§§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091). 

As more fully described in the Final EIR and based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it is 

hereby found that implementation of the Plan would not result in any significant impacts in the following 

areas and that these impact areas therefore.do not require mitigation. The statements below provide a brief 

summary of the analyses and explanations contained in the Final EIR, and do not attempt to include all of the_ 

information that is provided in the Final EIR. Such information can be found in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I; 

and Appendix B (the Initial Study), which is incorporated herein by this reference and in the summaries 

below. 

II.A Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Impact LU-1: Development under the Plan, and proposed open space improvements and street network 

changes would not physically divide an established community. 

II.B Aesthetics 

Impact AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area or 

substantially damage scenic resources. 

Impact AE-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would alter public views of the Plan Area from short-, mid-, and long-range vantage points 

and alter views into the surrounding neighborhoods from within the Plan Area, but would not adversely 

affect public views or have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas. 

Impact AE-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not create a new source of substantial light or glare in the Plan Area that would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views or substantially impact other people or properties. 
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Impact C-AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space 

improvements, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would alter the 

visual character and public views of and through SoMa, but would not adversely affect visual character, scenic 

vistas, or scenic resources or substantially increase light and glare. 

11.C Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Impact CP-2: Neither the proposed open space improvements nor street network changes would adversely 

affect historic architectural resources in a way that would result in a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

Impact CP-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geological feature. 

Impact CP-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

Impact C-CP-2: The proposed open space improvements and street network changes within the Plan Area, in 

combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not 

contribute considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts. 

Impact C-CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, 

would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature, 

and would not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 

11.D Transportation and Circulation 

Impact TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially increase automobile travel. 

Impact TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, would not result in traffic hazards. 

Impact TR-S: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise 

substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. 

While the Plan's impacts on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant, 

Improvement Measure I-TR-Sa: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign, and 

Improvement Measure I-TR-Sb: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys, may be 

recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the less-than-significant 

impacts related to potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit, trucks, and autos. 
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Impact TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, would not result in a substantial parking deficit that would create hazardous conditions or 

significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and where particular characteristics of the Plan 

demonstrably render use of other modes infeasible. 

Impact C-TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to VMT. 

Impact C-TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in 

San Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to traffic hazards. 

Impact C-TR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would not result in cumulative bicycle impacts. 

Impact C-TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would not result in cumulative parking impacts. 

Impact C-TR-9: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would not result in significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. 

11.E Air Quality 

Impact AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and proposed 

street network changes, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan. 

Impact AQ-2: The Plan would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 

projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 

which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard. 

Impact AQ-7: Implementation of the Plan would not expose a substantial number of people to objectionable 

odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

11.F Wind 

Impact C-WI-1: Development under the Plan, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

projects, would not result in cumulative significant impacts related to wind. 

11.G Shadow 

Impact SH-1: Development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially 

affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 
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Impact C-SH-1: Implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects in the vicinity, would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on 

shadow conditions. 

11.H Population and Housing 

Impact PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not induce 

substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly. 

Impact PH-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not generate housing 

demand beyond projected housing forecasts. 

Impact PH-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not displace a large 

number of housing units or people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing outside of the Plan 

Area. 

Impact C-PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not make a 

considerable contribution to any cumulative impact on population or housing. 

II.I Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact C-GG-1: The Plan and development pursuant to the Plan would generate greenhouse gas emissions, 

but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with the City's GHG 

reduction strategy, Plan Bay Area, or AB 32, and would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG 

emissions. 

Impact C-GG-2: The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would generate 

greenhouse gas emissions during construction, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on 

the environment, and the proposed changes would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, 

Plan Bay Area, and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The proposed street network changes and open spaces therefore 

would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG emissions. 

11.J Recreation and Public Space 

Impact RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would result in an 

increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities, but would not result in substantial deterioration 

or physical degradation of such facilities, and would result in the expansion of recreational facilities and 

enhance existing recreational resources. 

Impact C-RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with 

other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a considerable contribution to 

cumulative impacts on recreational resources. 
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11.K Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not require or result 

in the construction of substantial new water treatment facilities and the City would have sufficient water 

supply available from existing entitlements. 

Impact UT-2: Development under the Plan could require or result in the expansion or construction of new 

wastewater treatment or stormwater facilities, exceed capacity of the wastewater treatment provider when 

combined with other commitments, or exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. 

Impact UT-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would continue to be served 

by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid waste generated by subsequent 

development in the Plan Area and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 

to solid waste. 

Impact C-UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could contribute considerably to a 

significant cumulative impact on wastewater facilities, but would not contribute to cumulative impacts on 

other utilities and services. 

11.L Public Services 

Impact PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not increase the 

demand for police service or fire protection service such that new or physically altered facilities, the 

construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required in order to maintain 

acceptable levels of service. 

Impact PS-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not directly or 

indirectly generate school students and increase enrollment in public schools such that new or physically 

altered facilities would be required. 

Impact C-PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, combined with past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a considerable 

contribution to cumulative impacts on police, fire, and school district services such that new or physically 

altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required 

in order to maintain acceptable levels of service. 

11.M Biological Resources 

Impact BI-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could interfere with the 

movement of migratory or native resident bird species. 

Because all development in the Plan Area would be required to comply with Planning Code Section 139, 

Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, development under the Plan would ensure that potential impacts related to 
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bird hazards would be less than significant. Neither the proposed street network changes nor the proposed 

open spaces would result in a substantial increase in the potential for bird strikes, as neither would result in 

the construction of large structures or structures that would constitute bird hazards. None of the proposed 

open spaces in the Plan area, including the potential park on SFPUC property, would be large enough to be 

considered an Urban Bird Refuge. 

Although development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would have a less-than­

significant effect, implementation of Improvement Measure I-BI-2 would further reduce the Plan's less-than­

significant impacts related to bird strikes, and the effect would be less than significant. 

Impact BI-3: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes, would not 

substantially interfere with the movement of fish or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

Impact BI-4: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not conflict with the 

City's local tree ordinance. 

Impact C-BI-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with other 

past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative 

impacts on biological resources. 

11.N Geology and Soils 
Impact GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people 

or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 

rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure, or 

landslides. 

Impact GE-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in 

substantial erosion or loss of top soil. 

Impact GE-3: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would be located 

on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project. 

Impact GE-4: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would create 

substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils. 

Impact C-GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution 

to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards. 

11.0 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could violate water 

quality standards or otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 
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Water quality impacts related to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to 

discharge of construction related stormwater runoff during implementation of individual development 

projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant with implementation of erosion control measures 

in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Where the proposed street network 

changes require excavation of soil, they would be also be required to implement erosion control measures in 

accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Therefore, water quality impacts related 

to violation of water quality standards br degradation of water quality due to discharge of construction related 

stormwater runoff would also be less than significant for the proposed street network changes and open space · 

improvements. 

Construction-Related Groundwater Dewatering 

If any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer 

.system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public. Works Code, as 

supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined 

sewer system. The discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require 

installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain 

contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would 

be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. With discharge to the combined sewer 

system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water 

quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater during construction of 

individual development projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant. 

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow 

excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 fee.t or more 

below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area (south of 

Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). In the event that groundwater dewatering would be required, the 

amount of dewatering would be minimal and the groundwater would be discharged to the combined sewer 

system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, supplemented by Order No. 

158170, as discussed above. Therefore, impacts related to discharges of groundwater during construction of 

the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would also be less than significant. 

Long-Term Groundwater Dewatering 

Likewise, if any groundwater produced during other dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer 

system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as 

supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170. As an alternative to discharge to the combined sewer system, the 

extracted groundwater could be used on-site for non-potable purposes under the City's voluntary non-potable 

water program, if it is of suitable quality. With reuse of the groundwater produced during permanent 

dewatering for individual development projects implemented pursuant to the Plan, or discharge to the 

combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, long-term groundwater discharges 

would not violate water quality standards or degrade water quality and this impact would be less than 

significant. Further, reuse of groundwater for non-potable purposes such as landscape irrigation, toilet and 

urinal flushing, and custodial uses would reduce the potable water demand of individual development 

projects, thereby incrementally reducing potable water use. 
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The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow 

excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more 

below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area (south of 

Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). Further, the proposed street network changes would not include 

construction of any facilities that would require long-term dewatering to relieve hydrostatic pressure. 

Therefore, the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would have less-than­

significant water quality impacts. 

Impact HY-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not substantially 

deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a 

· net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. 

Impact HY-3: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not alter the 

existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding 

on- or off-site. 

Impact HY-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not contribute 

runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 

substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. 

Impact HY-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose 

people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect 

or impede flood flows. 

Impact HY-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not exacerbate future flood hazards in a manner that could expose people or 

structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death. 

Impact HY-7: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people 

or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

Impact C-HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, could result in a considerable 

contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality. 

Impact C-HY-2: Operation of individual development projects through implementation of the Plan, in 

combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in San Francisco, would not exceed the 

wastewater treatment requirements of the Southeast Treatment Plant (SEP); violate water quality standards or 

waste discharge requirements; otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or result in an increase in the 

frequency of combined sewer discharges from the City's combined sewer system. 

Impact C-HY-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not 

exacerbate future flood hazards that could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 

death. 
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11.P Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact HZ-1: Development under the Plan. and the proposed street network changes would not create a 

significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 

Impact HZ-2: Development under the Plan and construction of the proposed street network changes could 

occur on site(s) identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 

Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater, 

potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the 

environment during construction. 

Impacts related to closure of hazardous materials handling facilities (including underground storage tanks) 
would be less than significant due to compliance with Article 21 of the San Francisco Health Code, which 
specifies procedures ensure that must be followed when a hazardous materials handling facility is closed. 
Implementation of the requirements of the Maher Program (Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code), 
Voluntary Remedial Action Program (California Health and Safety Code Sections 101480 through 101490) and 
the Local Oversight Program (Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, Chapter 16) would ensure that 
impacts associated with construction within contaminated soil and groundwater would be less than 
significant. In addition, a generator of hazardous wastes would be required to follow state and federal 
regulations for manifesting the wastes, using licensed waste haulers, ari.d disposing the materials at a 
permitted disposal or recycling facility. With implementation of these regulatory requirements, impacts 
related to disposal of hazardous wastes would be less than significant. 

Furthermore, if any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the 
combined sewer system, the discharge would be conducted in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco 
Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which specifies conditions and criteria for 
discharge of groundwater. This article also prohibits discharge of hazardous wastes into the combined sewer 
system. The discharged water would have to be sampled during dewatering to demonstrate that discharge 
limitations in the ordinance are met. If the groundwater does not meet discharge requirements, on-site 

pretreatment may be required before discharge to the sewer system. If standards could not be met with on-site 

treatment, off-site disposal by a certified waste hauler would be required. Long-term dewatering could also be 

required to alleviate hydrostatic pressure on below-ground features such as parking garages. Much of the 

groundwater produced during this dewatering could be put to beneficial reuse in the buildings for nonpotable 
purposes (such as toilet flushing) as described in Topic 15, Hydrology and Water Quality. However, some of it 
could also be discharged to the combined sewer in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public 
Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. With implementation of the regulatory requirements 
described above, impacts related to the discharge of contaminated groundwater would be less than significant. 

Impact HZ-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in 

adverse effects related to hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter 

mile of an existing school. 

Impact HZ-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not impair 

implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 

plan. 

Impact HZ-6: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people 

or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires. 
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Impact C-HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable 

contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials. 

11.Q Mineral and Energy Resources 

Impact ME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the 

loss of availability of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource recovery. 

Impact ME-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the 

use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner. 

Impact C-ME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with 

other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-than significant impacts to mineral 

and energy resources. 

11.R Agricultural and Forest Resources 

Impact AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not (a) co·nvert 

Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; (b) conflict with existing zoning for 

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; (c) conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest 

land or timberland; (d) result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or (e) 

involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, could result in 

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use. 

Impact C-AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with 

other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in impacts to agricultural and forest 

resources. 

SECTION III 

Finclings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be 
A voided or Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level 
CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's 

identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible. 

The findings in this Section III and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR. These 

findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the Final EIR and recommended for adoption by the Board 

of Supervisors, which can be implemented by City agencies or departments. 
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As explained previously, Exhibit B, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

(MMRP) required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The full text 

of the mitigation measures is contained in the MMRP, which also specifies the agency responsible for 

implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule. 

The Planning Commission finds that, based on the record before it, the mitigation measures proposed for 

adoption in the Final EIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by the identified agencies at 

the designated time. This Planning Commission urges other agencies to adopt and implement applicable 

mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR that are within the jurisdiction and responsibility of such 

entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if such measures are not adopted and implemented, the 

Project may result in additional significant unavoidable impacts. -For this reason, and as discussed in 

Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in 

Section VII. 

All mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and MMRP are agreed to and adopted by the Planning 

Commission. 

III.A Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

111.A.1 Impact CP-3 

Impact CP-3: Construction activities in the Plan Area would result in a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, through indirect 

construction damage to historic architectural resources. 

Construction activities such as pile driving can generate vibration that could cause structural damage in 

nearby buildings. Pile driving, and possibly other construction activity could damage historical resources, 

particularly unreinforced masonry structures. Should the damage materially impair an historic resource, this 

effect would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and would 

be a potentially significant impact under CEQA. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from A.djacent Construction Activities and M-CP-3b: Construction 

Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as 

provided therein. 

111.A.2 Impact CP-4 

Impact CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

Significant prehistoric and historic-period archeological resources are present, or likely to be present, in the 

Plan Area and vicinity and currently unknown resources are also likely to be in the Plan Area and vicinity. 
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The entire Plan Area and vicinity is within the part of San Francisco that burned following the 1906 

earthquake and is generally covered by up to 5 feet of artificial fill consisting of earthquake debris. Therefore, 

in general, any project-related ground disturbance deeper than 5 feet has the potential to affect archaeological 

resources. Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by 

subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape 

improvements) that would require deeper foundations due to poor underlying soils and/or taller structures 

being proposed could damage or destroy prehistoric or historic-period archeological resources. The ground­

disturbing construction activities could adversely affect the significance of an archeological resource under 

CRHR Criterion 4 (has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history 

of the local area, California or the nation) by impairing the ability of such resources to convey important 

scientific and historical information. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archeological resource and would therefore be a potentially significant impact under CEQA. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessments and M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental 

Discovery of Archeological Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as 

provided therein. 

III.A.3 Impact CP-5 

Impact CP-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3. 

Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by subsequent 

individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape 

improvements) could damage or destroy tribal cultural resource sites. These effects would be considered a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource and would therefore be a potentially 

significant impact under CEQA. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will 

be implemented as provided therein. 

111.A.4 Impact C-CP-4 

Impact C-CP-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

vicinity, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant 

to Section 15064.5 or a tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3. 

Ground-disturbing activities of projects allowed under the Plan, including the proposed open space 

improvements and street network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
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projects in the vicinity, could encounter previously recorded and unrecorded archeological resources (which 

may also be considered tribal cultural resources), or human remains, resulting in a significant cumulative impact 

on archeological resources. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of 

an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and in the significance of a tribal 

cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3. Therefore, development under the Plan could 

contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the Plan's contribution to 

cumulative archeological and tribal cultural resource impacts listed above would be reduced to a less-than­

significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-4a, M-CP-4b, and M-CP-5, as set forth in 

the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

111.B Transportation and Circulation 

111.B.1 Impact TR-8 

Impact TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, could result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

Development under the Plan, in combination with the proposed street network changes, has the potential to 

impact emergency vehicle access primarily by creating conditions that would substantially affect the ability of 

drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles, or preclude the ability of emergency vehicles to access 

streets within the transportation study area. Plans for development projects are required to undergo 

multidepartmental City review to ensure that proposed vehicular access and streetscape improvements do not 

impede emergency vehicle access to the proposed project's site or surrounding areas. The proposed street 

network changes would be required to undergo more detailed design and review. As part of that work, there 

is a preliminary review conducted by SFMTA's Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) and the San 

Francisco Fire Department, along with other City agencies. The T ASC review ensures that any safety issues, 

including emergency vehicle access, are resolved prior to permit issuance. 

The Plan's proposed street network changes would result in fewer mixed-flow travel lanes on a number of 

streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles and thereby increase the number of vehicles in the 

remaining travel lanes, reduce the roadway width available for drivers to pull over to allow emergency vehicles 

to pass (e.g., due to raised buffers associated with cycle tracks), and result in additional vehicle delay on these 

streets. It is likely that the increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of 

traffic congestion would occasionally impede emergency vehicle access in the Plan Area during periods of peak 

traffic volumes, and would be a significant impact on emergency vehicle access. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M­

TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation; M-NO~la: Transportation 

Demand Management for New Development Projeds, and M-AQ-Se: Central SoMa Air Quality 

Improvement Strategy, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 
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111.B.2 Impact C-TR-8 

Impact C-TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, could contribute considerably to significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. 

Cumulative growth in housing and employment within Central SoMa and San Francisco would result in an 

increased demand of emergency response calls, and would also increase the number of vehicles on Central 

SoMa streets, and result in increased vehicle delays. The Plan's proposed street network changes, in 

combination with street network changes of other cumulative projects, would result in fewer mixed-flow 

travel lanes on a number of study area streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles, and 

would thereby increase the number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and result in additional vehicle 

delay on these streets. This would be a significant cumulative impact on emergency vehicle access. 

Implementation of the Plan could contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access conditions 

in Central SoMa. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant 

cumulative emergency vehicle access impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 

implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-8, M-NO-la as modified herein, and M-AQ~Se, as 

set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

111.C Noise and Vibration 

111.C.1 Impact N0-3 

Impact N0-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would result 

in construction activities that could expose persons to temporary increases in vibration substantially in 

excess of ambient levels. 

Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan 

(including street network changes) could potentially expose people to the impacts of excess groundborne 

vibration or noise levels. With the exception of pile driving, most construction activities would generate 

ground-borne vibration levels that would not exceed the FTA criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage 

to typical construction (reinforced concrete), a less-than-significant vibration impact. If pile driving is required, 

vibration levels at adjacent buildings could exceed the FT A's criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage, 

resulting in a significant vibration impact. Potential effects of groundborne vibration on historic resources is 

discussed in Section III.Al, Impact CP~ 1. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

M-N0-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a: Protect Historical 

Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities, and M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for 

Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein 
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111.D Air Quality 

111.D.1 Impact AQ-4 

Impact AQ-4: Development under the Plan, but not the proposed street network changes and open space 

improvements, would result in construction activities that could violate an air quality standard, contribute 

to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 

criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State 

ambient air quality standard. 

a) Street Network Changes and Open Space Improvements 

Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would be 

subject to the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth 

in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality 

impacts from the street network changes and open space improvements would be less than significant. 

Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would not 

generate emissions of criteria air pollutants that exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. Therefore, 

construction criteria pollutant emissions from street network changes and open space improvements would be 

less than significant. 

b) Subsequent Development 

Implementation of the Plan would allow for development of new office, residential, retail, and other uses, at a 

greater intensity than is currently allowed under existing land use controls. Most development projects in the 

Plan Area would entail demolition and removal of existing structures and/or parking lots, excavation, and site 

preparation and construction of new buildings. 

Construction Dust 

Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan 

that generate dust include building and parking lot demolition, excavation, and equipment movement across 

unpaved construction sites. Subsequent development would be subject to the regulations and procedures set 

forth in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance. Therefore, potential dust-related construction air quality 

impacts would be less than significant. 

Construction Emissions· 

Emissions generated during construction activities would include exhaust emissions from heavy duty 

construction equipment, trucks used to haul construction materials to and from sites, and worker vehicle 

emissions. Construction activities of the larger projects in the Plan Area could potentially generate emissions of 

criteria air pollutants that would exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. An analysis of construction 

emissions using CalEEMod showed that high rise residential developments in excess of 500 units and general 

office developments in excess of 825,000 square feet would have the potential to result in construction-related 
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ROG emissions in excess of 54 pounds per day. The amount of construction period emissions would vary 

depending on project characteristics. For example, a project proposing less than 500 units or 825,000 square feet 

of non-residential use that requires substantial excavation (e.g., due to contaminated soils and/or to 

accommodate below-grade parking) may also exceed the construction significance criteria. Therefore, 

construction of subsequent individual development projects that exceed the criteria air pollutant significance 

thresholds would result in a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a: 

Construction Emissions Analysis and M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, would reduce 

construction-related emissions to a less-than-significant level. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-4b, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 

111.D.2 ImpactAQ-6 

Impact AQ-6: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would result in construction activities that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.s) and toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment. 

Within the APEZ, construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed 

under the Plan would adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term 

health risks from existing sources of air pollution. The Plan would also indirectly generate additional vehicle 

trips that would result in additional parcels meeting the APEZ criteria. Construction activities using off-road 

diesel equipment and vehicles in these areas would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air 

pollution, and would be a significant impact. 

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would be publicly-funded projects and 

therefore subject to the conditions of the Clean Construction Ordinance to reduce diesel emissions, and 

thereby reduce related potential health risks. However, the Plan would indirectly generate additional vehicle 

trips that would result in additional areas meeting the APEZ health risk criteria. Construction activities on, or 

adjacent to, these parcels would adversely affect populations already at a higher risk for adverse long-term 

health risks, and would be a significant impact. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures 

M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, and M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction 

Requirements, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein. 
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111.E Biological Resources 

111.E.1 Impact BI-1 

Impact BI-1: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes has the potential to 

adversely affect special-status species and to interfere with the movement of wildlife species. 

Given the limited quality of potential habitat, neither development within the Plan area nor the proposed 

street network changes would interfere substantially with migratory corridors. The proposed street network 

changes may require the relocation or removal of trees within the existing sidewalk of these streets; and 

demolition or renovation of existing buildings and construction of new buildings could also result in removal 

of existing trees. Tree removal at the start of construction could result in impacts on nesting birds, however 

this impact would be less than significant with compliance with the California Fish and Game Code and the 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

The Plan area provides limited potential roosting habitat for two special- status bat species, western red bat 

(Lasiurus blossevillii) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). While the potential for their 

occurrence within the Plan area is low, it is possible that these bat species could be found in trees or 

underutilized buildings. Development under the Plan including the proposed street network changes and 

open space improvements could result in a potentially significant impact on special-status bats. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be. reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as 

provided therein. 

111.F Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

111.F.1 Impact HZ-3 

Impact HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of buildings as part of individual development projects 

implemented pursuant to the Plan could potentially expose workers and the public to hazardous building 

materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis 

(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of these materials into the environment 

during construction. 

The Plan area was nearly completely rebuilt during by the first two decades of the 20th century, after the 1906 

earthquake and fire. Many of the existing buildings may contain hazardous building materials, including 

asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, and electrical equipment containing PCBs. Most of the 

existing buildings could also include fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light 

tubes containing mercury vapors. All of these materials were commonly employed until the second half of the 

20th century. If a building is demolished or renovated as part of a development project implemented pursuant 

to the Plan, workers and the public could be exposed to hazardous building materials if they were not abated 

prior to demolition. Compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of required procedures 

( 
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would ensure that potential impacts due demolition or renovation of structures with asbestos-containing 

materials and lead-based paint would be less than significant. 

Other hazardous building materials that could be present within the Plan area include electrical transformers 

that could contain PCBs, fluorescent light ballasts that could contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light 

tubes that could contain mercury vapors. Disruption of these materials could pose health threats for 

construction workers if not properly disposed of and would be a potentially significant impact. 

Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact 

listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure 

M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be 

implemented as provided therein. 

SECTION IV 

Significant Impacts That Cannot Be A voided or 
Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level 

Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the City finds that, where feasible, 
changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Plan and proposed street network changes 
to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below as identified in the Final EIR. Although all of the 
mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), attached as Exhibit B, 
are adopted, for some of the impacts listed below, despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures, 
the effects remain significant and unavoidable. 

It is further found, as described in this Section IV below, based on the analysis contained within the Final EIR, 
other considerations in the record, and the significance criteria identified in the Final EIR, that because some 
aspects of the Project could cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are 
not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, those impacts remain significant and 
unavoidable. It is also recognized that although mitigation measures are identified in the Final EIR that would 
reduce some significant impacts, certain measures, as described in this Section IV below, are uncertain or 
infeasible for reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts remain significant and unavoidable or 
potentially significant and unavoidable. 

Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final EIR, are unavoidable. As 

more fully explained in Section VII, below, under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and 

CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, it is found and determined that legal, environmental, 

economic, social, technological and other benefits of the Project override any remaining significant adverse 

impacts of the Project for each of the significant and unavoidable impacts described below. This finding is 

supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.This finding is supported by substantial 

evidence in the record of this proceeding. 
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IV .A Land Use and Land Use Planning 

IV.A.1 Impact LU-2 

Impact LU-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street network 

changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 

over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 

ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Specifically, the Plan 

could result in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets) 

that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element. 

The Plan would not conflict substantially with the great majority of policies in the General Plan, Planning Code, 

Plan Bay Area, Climate Action Plan, Bicycle Plan, Better Streets Plan, or Transit First Policy, and other regulations 

that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. 

Implementation of the Plan could result in siting sensitive receptors in close proximity to noise sources by 

ch1rnging zoning to allow uses that may generate high noise levels, such as PDR and Places of Entertainment, 

in proximity to new and existing residences. This may conflict with the General Plan's Environmental 

Protection Element, Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise 

compatibility guidelines for that use. 

Implementation of the Plan could result in increased traffic noise levels, which could conflict with the General 

Plan's Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6: Discourage changes in streets which will result in greater 

traffic noise in noise-sensitive areas. This impact relates specifically to the potential for implementation of the 

Plan to result in increased traffic noise levels on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and 

Folsom Streets. 

The EIR identifies ancl analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for 

New Development Projects and M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR 

finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb would reduce noise from noise-generating uses to 

less-than-significant levels. However, while implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-la would reduce 

traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets, it may not be 

sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant leveL Therefore, the potential for a significant conflict 

with the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6 would remain significant and 

unavoidable with mitigation. 

IV.A.2 Impact C-LU-1 

Impact C-LU-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

vicinity, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative land use impact. Specifically, the Plan, 

under both the one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets, could make a considerable 

contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels which would exceed the noise standards in the General 

Plan's Environmental Protection Element. 
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In general, the Plan, and particularly the proposed street network changes and open space improvements, 

would improve linkages within the Plan Area and serve to enhance the physical connection between and 

through various parts of the Plan Area. None of the individual projects in the Plan Area is expected to 

preclude or interfere with proposed public realm improvements, and many would contribute positively to 

pedestrian connections, new infrastructure, and/or include open space enhancements. Therefore, the Plan 

would not combine with these projects and plans and so as to result in significant cumulative impacts related 

to dividing established communities. 

However, implementation of the Plan could result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to 

increased traffic noise, which would conflict with a General Plan policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating 

or avoiding an environmental effect. The Plan, including both the one-way and two-way operation of Folsom 

and Howard Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels. The EIR 

identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for New 

Development Projects to address this impact, and concludes that no additional mitigation measures for new 

development projects have been identified to reduce this impact to less than significant. Therefore, the 

project's contribution to cumulative traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with 

mitigation. 

IV.B Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

IV.B.1 Impact CP-1 

Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of 

individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or 

conservation district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial adverse 

change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

The EIR finds that development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of 

individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation 

district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet unidentified resources, causing a substantial adverse change 

in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The EIR concludes 

that such impacts could occur as a result of individual development projects under the Plan. The EIR also 

concludes that development under the Plan in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects in the vicinity could result in the demolition and/or alteration of historical resources, thereby 

contributing considerably to a cumulative historical resources impact. 

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-CP-la: Mandatory Consultation Regarding 

Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical Resources; M-CP-lb: Documentation of Historical 

Resource(s); M-CP-lc: Oral Histories; M-CP-ld: Interpretive Program; and M-CP-le: Video Recordation to 

address this impact. The EIR finds that, while the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the adverse 

impacts of the Plan on historical resources, they would not reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level 

because it cannot be stated with certainty that no historical resources would be demolished or otherwise 
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adversely affected in the Plan Area with implementation of the Plan. Therefore, the impact would remain 

significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

IV.B.2 Impact C-CP-1 

Impact C-CP-1: Development under the Plan, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in demolition and/or alteration of historic resources, 

thereby contributing considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts. 

The EIR finds that development under the Plan may contribute to the loss of individual historic resources and 

contributors to historic districts by encouraging demolition and alteration of such resources in the Plan Area. 

These impacts could combine with similar impacts in areas outside the Plan Area to result in significant 

cumulative impacts in the number of individually eligible historic resources within the SoMa neighborhood 

and cumulative effects to historic districts that overlap within the Plan Area and adjacent areas. The proposed 

Plan could contribute considerably to this impact, and several mitigation measures have been identified and 

analyzed that could mitigate this impact to less than significant, including Mitigation Measures M-CP-la 

through M-CP-le, as noted above. However, because it is uncertain whether or not these mitigation measures 

could reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable 

with mitigation. 

IV.C Transportation and Circulation 

IV.C.1 Impact TR-3 

Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that would not be 

accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial increase in delays resulting in 

adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes. 

Development associated with the Plan would generate 4,160 transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 4,430 

transit trips during the p.m. peak hour. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed 

open space improvements and street network changes, would result in significant adverse transit impacts on 

Muni capacity and East Bay regional transit screenlines, and would result in transit delays for Muni, Golden 

Gate Transit, and SamTrans buses. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit 

Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements, and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping 

at Townsend/Fifth Streets to address this impact. The EIR finds that even with implementation of these 

mitigation measures, impacts would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-3b, and M-TR-3c would reduce the effect of increased ridership and could reduce the 

travel time impacts or mitigate them to less-than-significant levels. However, because it is not known how much 

additional funding would be generated for transit service as part of these mitigation measures, or whether 

SFMTA would provide additional service on the impacted routes to fully mitigate the Plan's impacts, the 

impacts remain significant.and unavoidable with mitigation. 
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IV.C.2 lmpactTR-4 

Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would not result in pedestrian safety hazards nor result in a substantial overcrowding on 

sidewalks or at comer locations, but would result in overcrowding at crosswalks. 

Development associated with the Plan would generate about 10,550 pedestrian trips (4,430 transit and 6,120 

walk and other modes trips) during the p.m. peak hour. New development under the Plan would result in a 

substantial increase in pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle trips in Central SoMa, which could increase the 

potential for conflicts between modes. However, some of the developm-ent projects would include pedestrian 

improvements, as required under the Better Streets Plan, and ongoing City projects such as the Vision Zero 

effort focused on eliminating traffic deaths by 2024. The proposed street network changes include numerous 

improvements to the pedestrian network including sidewalk widening to meet the standards in the Better 

Streets Plan where possible, corner sidewalk extensions, pedestrian signal timing upgrades, signalized 

midblock pedestrian crossings, and opening currently closed crosswalks. Impacts of the Plan related to 

pedestrian safety hazards would be less than significant. 

Implementation of the street network changes, in combination with the additional pedestrians generated by 

development under the Plan, would result in significant pedestrian LOS impacts at the west and east crosswalks 

at the intersections of Third/Mission and Fourth/Mission, and at the west crosswalks at the intersections of 

Fourth/fownsend and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and analyzes 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The EIR finds 

that even with implementation of this mitigation measure, because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening 

beyond the current width is uncertain due to roadway or other physical constrc:lints (e.g., presence of bus stops or 

platforms), the pedestrian impact at the crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant 

and unavoidable with mitigation. 

IV.C.3 ImpactTR-6 

Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, would result in an increased demand of on-street commercial and passenger loading and 

a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during the peak hour of 

loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact existing 

passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that may 

affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial 

loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during 

peak periods. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements 

and street network changes, would result in significant impacts on commercial vehicle loading/unloading 

activities and passenger loading/unloading activities. 
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan 

(DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger 

Loading/Unloading Zones to address this impact. 

The EIR finds that these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for disruption to traffic and transit 

circulation, and impacts on pedestrians and bicycles in the Plan Area as a result of commercial loading 

activities. However, replacement of on-street loading and passenger loading/unloading zones may not always 

be possible due to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or availability of general on-street spaces 

that could be converted to commercial loading spaces, or pedestrian circulation area on adjacent sidewalks. 

Thus, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces of similar length on the same block 

and side of the street or within 250 feet on adjacent side streets cannot be assured in every situation where 

loading.spaces are removed as a result of the street network changes. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes 

would also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between trucks and 

transit vehicles. Given these considerations, the potential locations for replacing all on-street commercial 

loading spaces on streets where circulation changes are proposed (i.e., Folsom, Howard, Harrison, Bryant, 

Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets) are limited, and it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be 

provided to offset the net loss in supply and ensure that conflicts between trucks, bicyclists, and other vehicles 

do not occur. Similarly, for passenger loading/unloading zones, replacement may not always be possible due 

to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or lack of general on-street spaces that could be converted 

to passenger loading spaces. As such, the feasibility of providing replacement passenger loading/unloading 

zones of similar length that would serve the affected properties, particularly the Moscone Center, hotels, and 

the Bessie Carmichael School/Filipino Education Center, cannot be assured. For these reasons, loading 

impacts, particularly during peak hour of loading activities, would remain significant and unavoidable with 

mitigation. 

IV.C.4 . Impact TR-9 

Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated with development under the Plan, including the proposed 

open space improvements and street network changes, would result in substantial interference with 

pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and would result in 

potentially hazardous conditions. 

In general, the analysis of construction impacts is specific to individual projects, and includes a discussion of 

temporary roadway and sidewalk closures, relocation of bus stops, effects on roadway circulation due to 

construction trucks, and the increase in vehicle trips, transit trips and parking demand associated with 

construction workers. Construction-related transportation impacts associated with individual development, 

open space, or transportation projects are temporary and generally of short-term duration (e.g., typically 

between two and three years), and are conducted in accordance with City requirements to ensure that they do 

not substantially affect transit, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions or circulation in the area. However, given the 

magnitude of projected development anticipated to occur, and the uncertainty concerning construction 

schedules, construction activities associated with multiple overlapping projects under the Plan could result in 

multiple trcwel lane closures, high volumes of trucks in the local vicinity, and travel lane and sidewalk closures. 

These in turn could disrupt or delay transit, pedestrians, or bicyclists, or result in potentially hazardous 
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conditions (e.g., high volumes of trucks turning at intersections). As such, the EIR finds that construction-related 

transportation impacts would be significant. 

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and 

Construction Coordination to address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 

M-TR-9 would minimize, but would not eliminate, the significant impacts related to conflicts between 

construction activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and vehicles. Other measures, such as imposing 

sequential (i.e., non-overlapping) construction schedules for all projects in the vicinity, were considered but 

deemed infeasible due to potentially lengthy delays in implementation of subsequent projects. As such, 

construction-related transportation impacts,would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

IV.C.5 Impact C-TR-3 

Impact C-TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on local and regional 

transit providers: 

Implementation of the Plan would result in significant cumulative impacts, or contribute considerably to 

cumulative impacts, on capacity utilization on multiple Muni downtown screenlines and corridors, and 

Central SoMa cordons and corridors. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, development under the Plan would 

contribute considerably to BART ridership for travel from the East Bay during the a.m. peak hour and to the 

East Bay during the p.m. peak hours, and the BART East Bay screenlines would operate at more than the 

100 percent capacity utilization standard. All other regional screenlines and transit providers ware not 

projected to exceed the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative conditions. Implementation of the 

Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts, as a result of increased congestion and 

transit delay on Muni, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans routes that operate within the Central SoMa 

transportation study area. 

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding 

Improvements, and M-TR-3c: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets) to 

address this impact. The EIR finds that the feasibility of identified mitigation measures is uncertain and may 

not be adequate to mitigate cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, implementation of 

the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would 

contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative local and regional 

transit impacts. 

IV.C.6 Impact C-TR-4 

Impact C-TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian impacts. 

The Plan's proposed street network changes, in combination with other cumulat.ive projects would improve the 

pedestrian network in Central SoMa and enhance pedestrian safety, including for seniors and persons with 
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disabilities. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, impacts related to cumulative pedestrian safety hazards would 

be less than significant. 

Under year 2040 cumulative conditions, the Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative 

pedestrian impacts at one or more crosswalks at the intersections of Third/Mission, Third/Howard, 

Fourth/Mission, Fourth/Howard, Fourth/Folsom, Fourth/Harrison, Fourth/Bryant, Fourth/Brannan, 

Fourth/Townsend, and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and 

analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The 

EIR finds that because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening beyond the current width is uncertain due to 

roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or platforms), the pedestrian impact at the 

crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, 

implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 

Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative 

pedestrian impacts. 

IV.C.7 Impact C-TR-6 

Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street 

network changes, and the associated increased demand of on-street loading in combination with past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to 

significant cumulative loading impacts. 

Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan· would remove on-street commercial 

loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during 

peak periods. These conditions would worsen with cumulative projects that also remove on-street commercial 

loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones, resulting in significant cumulative impacts. The EIR 

identifies and analyzes The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and 

Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces 

and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones to address this impact. The EIR finds that because the feasibility of 

providing replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones of similar lengths 

is uncertain, loading impacts due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Therefore, implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 

development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with 

mitigation cumulative loading impacts. 

IV .D Noise and Vibration 

IV.D.1 Impact N0-1 

Impact N0-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would generate 

noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco 
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General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial permanent 

increase in ambient noise above existing levels. 

Traffic Noise Impacts 

Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between existing 

conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan; 

(2) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way); and 

(3) Existing+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way). The results 

of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated growth on the existing noise environment 

would be relatively limited. 

Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic increases would result in noise increases 

of 2.5 dBA or less. Therefore, traffic generated by anticipated Plan Area development alone would not result in a 

substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels, and would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of 

standards in the San Francisco General Plan. When compared to the three dBA perceptibility threshold, a 2.5 dBA 

noise increase would have a less-than-significant impact on existing residential and other noise-sensitive uses. 

The proposed open space improvements would generate little, if any, new vehicular traffic and, accordingly, 

would result in little or no increase in indirect traffic-generated noise. 

Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way) 

scenario, traffic increases would result in would result in noise increases of 2.4 dBA or less along study 

segments; these increases of less than three dBA would not be noticeable and would be less than significant. 

Under the Existing.+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way) 

scenario, two street segments would experience an increase in traffic noise of three dBA or more. The two-way 

Folsom and Howard Street network changes would result in noise increases of 3.1 dBA and 5.2 dBA along 

Howard Street between 10th and 11th Streets and Howard Street west of 11th Street, respectively. This would 

be a significant impact. At all other locations under this scenario, traffic noise increases would be less than 

three dBA and thus would be less than significant. 

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for 

New Development Projects to reduce this impact. The EIR finds that while implementation of Mitigation 

Measure M-NO-la would reduce traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and 

Folsom Streets, it may not be sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, noise 

impacts associated with implementation of the Plan and the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets 

would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-la requires project sponsors to develop and implement a Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) Plan pursuant to the Planning Department's TDM Program. One of the benefits of the 

TDM Program is to provide more certainty to project sponsors in the development review process. Under the 

TDM program, because a project sponsor knows its TDM requirements before submitting a development 

application, it can take those requirements into account when designing and financing the project. However, 

the TDM requirements proposed in the Central SoMa Plan legislation are substantially greater than those 

originally adopted in Planning Code Section 169. As a result, many development projects that submitted a 

development application prior to the introduction of the Central SoMa legislation were designed and financed 
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in ways that make it infeasible for those projects to meet the Central SoMa TOM requirements. Construction 

of these projects is integral to achieving the goals of the Central SoMa Plan. 

For these reasons, the Commission hereby finds that Mitigation Measure M-NO-la is infeasible to the extent it 

applies to projects with completed development applications or environmental evaluation applications on file 

with the Planning Department before January 1, 2018. 

The Commission hereby adopts Mitigation Measure M-NO-la as modified below. With these modifications, 

the Commission finds that Mitigation Measure M-NO-la is feasible. 

Mitigation Measure M NO la: Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects. To 

reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project sponsor and 

subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent affordable housing projects) shall develop and implement 

a TDM Plan for a proposed project's net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces) as part of 

project approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TOM Plan shall be in accordance 

with Planning Department's TDM Program Standards for the type of development proposed, and 

accompanying appendices. except that projects with complete development applications or Environmental 

Evaluation Applications rEEAs} on file with the Planning Department before Tanuary 1. 2018 shall meet a 

minimum of 75% of the TOM requirements in the Planning Department's TDM Program Standards. The TDM 

Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as planning for the proposed 

TOM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development project's TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall 

conform to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at 

the time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco 

Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and approve the TDM Plan, as well as any 

subsequent revisions to the TOM Plan. The TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and adjust TOM 

measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is applicable to all projects within 

the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This 

measure is superseded for those projects that are already required to fully comply with the TDM Program 

Standards (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall be developed 

in consultation with the Planning Department and rely generally on implementation of measures listed in the 

Planning Department TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the 

Project Approval Action. The TOM program may include, but is not limited to the types of measures, which 

are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual development project TDM measures shall 

be applied from the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and 

applicability of candidate measures in detail: 

1. Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, secure bicycle 

parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share memberships for project occupants, 

bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other bicycle-related services; 

2. Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project occupants; 

3. Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants; 
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4. Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the use of 

sustainable transportation modes by families; 

5. High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus service; 

6. Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays, and 

tailored transportation marketing services; 

7. Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in underserved 

areas; and 

8. Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking cash out offers, 

and reduced off-street parking supply. 

Noise Generating Sources 

Development of certain commercial uses in proximity to existing residential uses would increase the potential 

for noise disturbance or conflicts. Depending on the type of commercial activities, noise generated from the 

sources such as loading/unloading activities, delivery trucks, garbage trucks, PDR and light industrial uses, 

could result in a substantial permanent, temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, creating noise 

conflicts between residential and commercial uses. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure 

M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb and compliance with the Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance would render 

impacts less than significant with respect to potential conflicts between new noise-generating uses and noise­

sensitive land uses. 

Noise Compatibility of Future Uses 

The Plan proposes to permit nighttime entertainment uses within a limited area, south of Harrison Street 

between Fourth and Sixth Streets, where the Plan would establish a new Central SoMa SUD. Because 

entertainment uses typically generate nighttime noise and residential uses require quieter nighttime noise 

levels, noise conflicts could result where these land uses are in proximity to one another and where buildings 

may not be sufficiently insulated to prevent the intrusion of excessive noise. The EIR identifies and analyzes 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR finds that 

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb and compliance with the San Francisco Building Code, 

Administrative Code, Planning Code, and Police Code, and Regulation of Noise from Places of Entertainment 

would reduce noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, consistent with the General Plan, and would 

reduce the potentiai for noise conflicts between new entertainment and residential uses to a less-than­

significant level. 

IV.D.2 ImpactN0-2 

Impact N0-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space. 

improvements, would result in construction activities in the Plan Area that could expose persons to 

substantial temporary or periodic increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels. 
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Development that could result from implementation of the Plan would result in construction of new 

buildings, demolition, or retrofitting (if applicable) near existing residential or other noise-sensitive uses. The 

noise levels associated with construction equipment such as pile driving and concrete saws would exceed the 

ambient noise levels of approximately 70 to 75 dBA, and, absent noise controls, would exceed the limit 

specified in the Police Code of 80 dBA at 100 feet. This would be a significant impact. Similar noise levels could 

be reached with operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment, on the same site or on multiple sites, 

depending on their distance from sensitive receptors. Similarly, the duration of noise experienced by receptors 

may be increased due to overlapping construction projects. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation 

Measures M-N0-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures and M-N0-2b: Noise and Vibration 

Control Measures during Pile Driving to address this impact. 

The EIR finds implementation of Mitigation Measures M-N0-2a and M-N0-2b would reduce the noise impact 

from future construction throughout the Plan Area to a less-than-significant level from individual construction 

sites. However, a number of projects have environmental applications on file and are dependent upon the 

Central So Ma Plan's proposed zoning. It is possible that such projects, some of which are located in close 

proximity to each other, could be under construction at the same time. The combined effect of these noise 

impacts may result in noise levels for which available feasible mitigation measures may not be sufficient to 

reduce the impact to less than significant. Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable with 

mitigation. 

IV.D.3 Impact C-N0-1 

Impact C-N0-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open 

space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would 

result in cumulative noise impacts. 

Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between 2040 

conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) 2040 Cumulative+ Growth Attributed to the Plan; 

(2) 2040 Cumulative+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way); 

and (3) 2040 Cumulative + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two­

way). The results of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated and cumulative traffic 

growth would be relatively minimal overall. 

Under the 2040 Cumulative + Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic noise increases would generally 

be less than three dBA. One street segment on Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets would 

experience a noise increase greater than three dBA; this would be a significant cumulative impact. However, 

the Plan contribution would be minimal (less than 0.5 dBA) and thus not a considerable contribution to the 

significant cumulative impact. 

Under the 2040 Cumulative + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one­

way) scenario, a significant cumulative impact would occur on Fourth Street between Bryant and Brannan 

Streets and on Bryant Street east of Fourth Street. Under the 2040 Cumulative + Growth Attributed to the Plan 

with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way) scenario, significant cumulative impacts would occur 

on Howard Street west of Fifth Street, Fourth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets, and on Bryant Street 

east of Fourth Street. Therefore, the Plan growth plus the street network changes with both one-way and two-
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way options for Folsom and Howard Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative significant 

traffic noise impacts. Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

IV.E Air Quality 
hnpact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Plan Area and street 

network changes, but not proposed open space improvements, would violate an air quality standard, 

contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal 

or State ambient air quality standard. 

Development of individual development projects within the Plan Area could generate vehicle trips and other 

operational emissions, such as emissions from natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance activities, and 

painting that would result in a significant increase in criteria air pollutants. With regard to proposed street 

network changes, these projects would include conversion of Howard and Folsom Streets to accommodate 

additional travel modes including bicycles and transit, reduction in travel lanes and installation of transit only 

lanes and bicycle facilities on Third Street and Fourth Street, creation of transit only lanes on Bryant Street and 

Harrison Street and minor reconfiguration to Brannan Street. Given the number of proposed street network 

changes, it is conservatively judged that the street network changes would result in significant criteria air 

pollutant emissions as a result of slower moving vehicle speeds, which would result in an increase in vehicle 

emissions. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand 

Management for New Development Projects, M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants 

Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products, and M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions, to address this 

impact. 

The EIR finds that implementation of these mitigation measures is required for future individual development 

projects in the Plan Area that would exceed BAAQMD screening criteria. However, without specific detail on 

the size and extent of these projects, it is not possible to estimate emissions or the effectiveness or feasibility of 

the mitigation measures. Additionally, local government has no authority over vehicle emissions standards, 

which are established by federal and state law. Existing emissions laws and regulations, including the federal 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy requirements and California's Clean Car (Pavley) Standards to reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions, would result in declining vehicle emissions over time. However, no feasible 

mitigation exists for criteria air pollutant emissions resulting from slower vehicle speeds (and increased idling 

times) that may occur as a result of the proposed street network changes. Therefore, this impact remains 

significant and unavoidable with mitigation. It should be noted that the identification of this significant impact 

does not preclude the finding of future· less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects that comply with 

applicable screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance. 

hnpact AQ-5: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, would result in 

operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PMi.s) and toxic air contaminants that would result in exposure 

of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

The EIR finds that Plan traffic would incrementally expand the geographic extent of the Air Pollutant Exposure 

Zone (APEZ), adding to the APEZ all of the approximately 40 parcels north of the I-80 freeway that are currently 

outside the zone (these parcels are largely concentrated near Second and Folsom Streets and along Shipley Street 

38 



803

between Fifth and Sixth Streets), and also adding to the APEZ a large number of parcels south of the freeway, 

including South Park. As a result of Plan-generated traffic, including the proposed street network changes, 

excess cancer risk within the APEZ would increase by as much as 226 in a million and PM2.s concentrations 

would increase by up to 4.54 µg/m3 at individual receptor points, which substantially exceed the thresholds 

identified in the EIR. The EIR also finds that both existing and new stationary sources, as well as other non­

permitted sources in the Plan Area, could result in potential health risks (primarily lifetime cancer risk) to 

sensitive receptors, which would be expected to consist mostly of persons living in residential projects 

developed in the Plan Area, particularly if these projects were to include sources of TACs. Among these 

sources would be diesel-powered emergency generators, which are generally required to be installed in 

buildings with occupiable floors above 75 feet in height. Finally, the EIR finds that indirect traffic generated by 

the Plan, as well as the reconfiguration of the street network in the Plan Area, would add and relocate vehicle 

emissions that would change the geographic extent and severity of the APEZ, significantly exacerbating 

existing localized air quality conditions. With Plan traffic, the additional parcels that would be added to the 

APEZ are not currently subject to Health Code Article 38; therefore, rtew sensitive use projects proposed on . 

these lots would be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations resulting from Plan-generated traffic, 

which would result in a significant impact. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: 

Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects, to address the impact associated with 

Plan-generated traffic. Additionally, the EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-AQ-Sa: Best 

Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit 

Particulate Matter (PM2.s), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; M-AQ-Sc: Update 

Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Article 38; M-AQ-Sd: Land Use Buffers around 

Active Loading Docks; and M-AQ-Se: Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy, to address these 

impacts. 

The EIR notes that Mitigation Measures M-AQ-Sa and M-AQ-5b would reduce emissions of PM2.s and other 

TACs from new stationary sources to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Sc and M-AQ-Sd 

would protect new sensitive land uses from emissions associated with truck activity areas and on sites not 

currently subject to Article 38, thereby reducing exposure of new sensitive land uses from Plan-generated 

traffic emissions to less than significant. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e would establish a strategy to reduce the 

exposure of residents and other sensitive land uses to TACs generated by the Plan. However, mobile sources 

generated by the Plan would significantly affect the geography and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure 

Zone. Mitigation Measure M-NO-la would reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the Plan, but 

because the degree to which trips (and thereby emissions) could be reduced by these measures cannot be 

reliably estimated. In addition, vehicle emissions are regulated at the state and federal level, and local 

jurisdictions are preeµipted from imposing stricter emissions standards for vehicles. For this reason, and 

because no other feasible mitigations are available, the impact of traffic-generated TACs on existing sensitive 

receptors remains significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 

Impact C-AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open 

space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts. 

BAAQMD considers criteria air pollutant impacts to be cumulative by nature. Operational criteria air 

pollutant emissions of the Plan (assessed using the Plan-level thresholds from the BAAQMD), addressed 

39 



804

individually and cumulatively in the EIR, would not make a considerable contribution to regional emissions of 

criteria air pollutants, given the Plan's consistency with the Clean Air Plan and the modest growth in VMT 

compared to population growth, and would not result in intersection volumes that would trigger a concern 

with regard to localized CO concentrations. However, as discussed above, subsequent individual 

development projects and proposed street network changes could emit criteria air pollutants or result in 

increased vehicle delays, thereby increasing vehicle emissions in excess of the project-level significance 

criteria, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impac,ts. Potential open space 

improvements in the Plan Area would be considerably smaller in size and less than 20 acres, and would 

therefore not make a considerable contribution to criteria pollutant emissions. Therefore, cumulative 

operational criteria air pollutant impacts from open space improvements would be less than significant. 

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for 

New Development Projects, M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning 

Low-VOC Consumer Products, M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions, M-AQ-5a: Best Available 

Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e: Central SoMa 

Air Quality; Improvement Strategy, M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis, and M-AQ-4b: 

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to address this impact. 

The EIR finds that even with implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts with respect to 

subsequent development projects in the Plan Area and the proposed street network changes_ under 2040 

cumulative conditions would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. However, the identification· 

of this significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent 

projects that comply with applicable screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance. 

Impact C-AQ-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open 

space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the 

vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts. 

(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation) 

The EIR finds that the Plan would indirectly result in traffic emissions and emissions from stationary sources 

that would have a significant effect on sensitive receptors. These emissions would contribute considerably to 

cumulative health risk effects within the Plan Area and vicinity. Therefore, the Plan would result in a 

significant cumulative impact with respect to PM 2.5 and TAC emissions. In addition, the results of the 

cumulative health risk assessment i~dicate that Plan-generated traffic would increase the geographic extent of 

the APEZ under 2040 cumulative conditions, as compared to existing conditions. Within the APEZ, Plan­

generated traffic would increase excess cancer risk by more than seven per one million persons exposed, while 

PM2.s concentrations would increase by up to 0.17 µg/m3 at individual receptor points. Therefore, Plan­

generated traffic would significantly affect both the geography and severity of health risks within the Plan 

Area under 2040 cumulative conditions, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk 

impacts. The proposed street network changes would not generate new vehicle trips but would relocate 

vehicle trips, thereby potentially exacerbating this impact. The proposed open space improvements would not 

be of sufficient magnitude to draw large numbers of users from outside the immediate neighborhood and 

would be expected to generate little, if any, motor vehicle travel. Therefore, the proposed open space 

improvements would not make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts. 
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for New 

Development Projects, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis, to address this 

impact. The EIR also identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-AQ-Sa: Best Available Control 

Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter 

(PM2.s), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-Sc: Update Air Pollution 

Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Article 38, to address this impact as well. Finally, the EIR 

identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements, to 

address this impact. 

The EIR finds that even with implementation of these mitigation measures, cumulative impacts with respect to 

subsequent development projects and proposed street network changes, and emissions of TACs generated by 

development occurring pursuant to the Plan under 2040 cumulative conditions would result in significant 

cumulative impacts to existing sensitive receptors; therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable 

with mitigation. 

IV.F Wind 

IV.F.1 Impact WI-1 

Impact WI-1: Subsequent future development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that 

substantially affects public areas. 

Wind tunnel testing was performed to generally define the pedestrian wind environment that currently exists, 

and would exist with Plan implementation, on sidewalks and open spaces around the Plan Area. For this 

program-level wind testing, wind tunnel models did not include detailed landscape features in open areas or 

specific building articulation beyond basic setbacks. The results indicate that the Plan could result in four new 

exceedances of the 26 mph hazard criterion, resulting in a significant impact. Because building designs, large 

street trees, and street furniture were not included in the wind tunnel model, the test results reported are 

conservative and likely to indicate higher wind speeds than would actually occur. It is expected that the 

landscaping features and building articulation would be expected to eliminate the five hazard criterion 

exceedances that were identified in the Plan model. 

The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area to 

address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-WI-1 would reduce the 

potential for a net increase in wind hazard exceedances and the hours of wind hazard exceedances. However, 

it cannot be stated with certainty that each subsequent development project would be able to meet. the one­

hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance standard without 

substantial modifications to the project's design and program such that the project would not be able to be 

developed to allowable building heights proposed by the Plan. Therefore, this impact remains significant and 

unavoidable with mitigation. This determination does not preclude the finding that specific development 

projects would result in less-than-significant wind impacts depending on the design and site conditions. 
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SECTIONV 

Why Subsequent Environmental Analysis or 
Recirculation Is Not Required 
For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Administrative Record, none of the factors are present 

that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation 

of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162. The Response to Comments 

document thoroughly addressed all public comments that the Planning Department received on the Draft EIR. 

In response to these comments, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and modified some 

mitigation measures. 

The Response to Comments document, which combined with the Draft EIR and the Errata comprise the Final 

EIR, analyzed all of these changes, including the Project, and determined that these changes did not constitute 

new information of significance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. Further, additional changes to 

the Project have been incorporated into the project after publication of the Response to Comments document. 

These changes have been addressed orally by staff or in staff reports, which statements and reports are 

incorporated herein by reference, and based on this information, the Planning Department has determined that 

these additional changes do not constitute new information of significance that would alter any of the 

conclusions of the EIR. 

Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole record on the 

Final EIR, the Commission determines that (1) the Project is within the scope of the project description 

analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Project will not require important revisions to the Final EIR due to 

the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 

identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the Project and other changes analyzed in the Final EIR, no 

substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Project are undertaken 

which would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental 

effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (4) no new information 

of substantial importance to the Project has become available which would indicate (a) the Project or the 

approval actions will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (b) significant environmental 

effects will be substantially more severe; (c} mitigation measures or alternatives found not feasible which 

would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives 

which are considerably different from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more 

significant effects on the environment. Consequently, there i~ no need to recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA 

Guideline 15088.5 or to prepare a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162. 
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SECTION VI 

Evaluation of Project Alternatives 
This section describes the EIR alternatives and the reasons for rejecting the Alternatives as infeasible. This 

Article also outlines the Project's purposes and provides the rationale for selecting or rejecting alternatives, 

and describes the Project alternative components analyzed in the EIR. 

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which would "feasibly 

attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen effects of the project, 

and evaluate the comparative merits of the project" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)). 

CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a "No Project" alternative as part of the range of alternatives analyzed 

in the EIR. The Central SoMa Plan EIR's No Project analysis was prepared in accordance with CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C). 

Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of beneficial, significant, and unavoidable 

impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options for minimizing 

environmental consequences of the Preferred Project. 

VI.A Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 
The Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below are hereby rejected as infeasible based upon 
substantial evidence in the record, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other 
considerations described in this Section, in addition to those described in Section VII below, which are hereby 
incorporated by reference, that make these alternatives infeasible. These determinations are made with the 
awareness that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner 
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors." (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Under CEQA case law, the concept of "feasibility" 
encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives 
of a project; and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent 
that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and 
technological factors. 

VI.A.1 No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) 

Under the No Project Alternative, development within the Plan area would proceed consistent with existing 
land use controls, including the East SoMa Area Plan and existing use and height and bulk districts. The No 
Project Alternative would not include implementation of the Plan's proposed street network changes., nor 
would the open spaces or open space improvements set forth in the Plan be expected to be implemented 
Although both the East SoMa Plan and the Western SoMa Plan call for increasing the amount of open space in 
their respective plan areas, neither adopted area plan identifies specific park sites or open space improvements 
to facilitate these plans' respective policy objectives. Therefore, no specific open space or street network 
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improvements are assumed under the No Project Alternative other than efforts currently under way or 
recently completed, such as the proposed Sixth Street Improvement Project along the western boundary of the 
Plan Area (which would include widened sidewalks and street tree planting), and the new Annie Alley Plaza 
( off of Mission Street between Second and Third Streets) and portions of San Francisco Public Works' So Ma 
Alleyway Improvement Project that are located in the western portion of the Plan Area, along Minna, Natoma, 
Tehama, Clementina, Shipley, and Clara Streets. Individual development projects under the No Project 
Alternative are assumed to meet Better Streets Plan requirements. The No Project Alternative has been 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative. 

If the No Project Alternative were implemented, in the area of Land Use and Land Use Planning, changes in 
land use would be expected to occur more slowly under the No Project Alternative, compared to those with 
implementation of the Plan because, without changes in use districts (e.g., SLI to CMUO) and increased height 
limits, there would be less incentive to redevelop many of the parcels in the Plan Area. Moreover, as shown in 
Table VI-1, less overall development would occur in the Plan Area, compared with that forecast under the 
Plan. This alternative would not involve any construction within, or alter the physical or operational 
characteristics of, current public rights of way or open space areas. Consequently, the No Project Alternative 
would not include new mid-block crosswalks or other improvements that would improve connectivity within 
and adjacent to the Plan Area. 

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same in the topic area of Cultural and Paleontological Resources, 
although less than significant construction-related impacts on architectural historical resources and impacts to 
human remains and tribal cultural resources would be lessened, and significant but mitigable impacts to 
archeological resources would be avoided. 

Transportation and Circulation impacts would differ somewhat from the Plan. VMT and traffic hazard 
impacts would be the same as under the Plan, while regional transit capacity utilization under this alternative 
would be less than significant and transit capacity impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Pedestrian 
impacts under this alternative would remain significant and bicycle impacts would remain less than 
significant, as under the Plan. Loading impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level under this 
alternative; parking impacts would remain less than significant; and emergency vehicle access impacts would 
be less than significant as compared to the less than.significant with mitigation under the Plan. Construction 
impacts to transit would be expected to be less than significant with project-specific mitigation. 

Noise and Vibration impacts from traffic would be lessened, but overall cumulative traffic noise impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable, as with the Plan. It is anticipated that construction noise and vibration 
impacts would be less than significant with project-specific mitigation, similar to the Plan. 

In the area of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, this alternative would have similar impacts to the 
Plan, including significant and unavoidable impacts related to traffic-generated toxic air contaminants. 
Furthermore, to the extent that development under this alternative that is precluded in the Plan Area occurs in 
less dense areas and areas less well-served by transit, this development could generate substantially greater 
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts than under the Plan. 

This alternative would avoid the Plan's impacts in the topic areas of Aethetics (less than significant under the 
Plan) and Wind (significant and unavoidable under the Plan). The Plan's less than significant Shadow impacts 
would also be reduced. Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined sewer system) impacts 
would remain less than significant, as under the Plan. 
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The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate some of the 

Project's significant and unavoidable impacts, it would fail to meet most of the basic objectives of the Project. 

The No Project Alternative would not accommodate a substantial amount of growth, allowing up to 

approximately 2,400 residential units, and thus would not alleviate the demand for housing or pressure on 

rents. Nor would this alternative allow the Plan Area to accommodate a substantial amount of new jobs. 

Increasing housing and jobs capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial 

demand for growth in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. While any development under the 

current zoning would still pay the City's applicable development impact fees for any new development, the 

reduced development would pay lower total fees, which would not be enough to support the same level of 

improvements for the neighborhood. Under the No Project Alternative, the City would generate only a small 

percentage of the funding necessary to improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit. 

As a result, the City would be unable to improve pedestrian conditions by widening sidewalks, creating new 

crosswalks, and improving existing crossings as envisioned by the Plan. Nor would the No Project Alternative 

allow the City to fund protected bicycle lanes on many of the neighborhood's streets, as envisioned by the 

Plan. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood to the same extent. 

Under the No Project Alternative the City would generate much less funding necessary to offer parks and 

recreational opportunities in this neighborhood compared to the Plan. And under the No Project Alternative, 

reduced development in this transit-rich location would result in a lesser reduction of greenhouse gas 

emissions from driving as well as a lesser reduction of pressure on undeveloped greenfield locations that have 

high environmental benefit. Furthermore, under the No Project Alternative, existing historic buildings would 

not be able to sell Transferable Development Rights to fund their rehabilitation and maintenance, which could 

result in less preservation of historic resources. Nor would the No Project Alternative support the designation 

of historically significant and contributory buildings under Planning Code Articles 10 and 11. Under the No 

Project Alternative there would be no funding to build new facilities for community services such as health 

care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible alternative. 

A proposal to include a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) in the Central SoMa Plan is also 

under consideration. This CFD would provide funding towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and 

operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as 

neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the 

Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. The No Project Alternative would not include 

this CFD, and thus not provide for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this additional 

reason, the No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible economically, socially and from an urban 

planning perspective because it does not meet the City's goals to c~ate an economically diversified and lively 

jobs center, provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit, offer an 

abundance of parks and recreational opportunities, create an environmentally sustainable and resilient 

neighborhood, and accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing. 

VI.A.2 Reduced Heights Alternative (Alternative 2) 

The Reduced Heights Alternative would result in implementation of the same land use districts and General 

Plan amendments as under the Plan, except for text and height amendments that relate to maximum 

permitted building heights as well as building bulk (regulated through the use of floor-plate size restrictions 

and required setbacks) within Plan Area height districts. The Reduced Heights Alternative would permit 
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fewer tall buildings south of the elevated Interstate 80 freeway than would be allowable under the Plan. Both 

the Reduced Heights Alternative and the Project would increase height limits along much of Fourth, Harrison, 

and Bryant Streets from 65 feet to 85 feet. However, the Reduced Heights Alternative would allow for four 

towers of 160 feet or more in height south of the freeway, whereas the Plan would allow up to 10 towers in 

this area. Also, on the south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, the Reduced Heights 

Alternative would allow future buildings at heights no greater than 130 feet, whereas the Plan would allow for 

four towers 160 feet tall and greater. The Reduced Heights Alternative would include the same street network 

changes and open space improvements that are proposed under the Plan. This alternative assumes that most 

of the same sites would be developed as under the Plan, although the reduced heights make some 

development infeasible, and on other sites the development would occur at a lower intensity, resulting in less 

development than that assumed under the Plan. Overall, the Reduced Heights Alternative would result in a 

decrease of development potential of approximately 25% within the Plan Area.1 

If the Reduced Heights Alternative were implemented, it would not reduce to a less-than-significant level any 

of the significant impacts of the Project. Land use and land use planning impacts would be similar to the Plan, 

including a significant and unavoidable conflict with General Plan policy regarding traffic noise. The 

alternative's impacts on would be the same as under the Plan. Although the Reduced Heights Alternative 

would h,we a somewhat lesser impact than the Plan in the topic area of Transportation and Circulation, none 

of the signifnicant impacts would be reduced to less-than significant levels. Shadow impacts, which were less 

than significant under the Plan, would be substantially lessened under this alternative. The Reduced Heights 

Alternative would have the same impacts as the Plan in the topic areas of Aesthetics, Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources, Noise and Vibration, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind and 

Hydrology and Water Quality (combined sewer system and sea level rise). 

The Reduced Heights Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because it would not eliminate any of the 

significant and unavoidable effects associated with the Plan, and it would not meet several of the basic project 

objectives to the same extent that the Project would. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative, the capacity of 

the Plan Area to accommodate jobs and housing would be increased from the current capacity, but would be 

approximately 75% of the amount allowed by the Plan. Therefore, this alternative would not alleviate the 

demand for housing or pressure on rents to the same degree as the Plan. Nor would this alternative allow the 

Plan Area to support the creation of as many jobs as the Plan would. Increasing housing and jobs capacity is 

necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich, 

walkable, and bike-able location. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative, while new development would still 

pay the City's applicable development impact fees, the reduced development would pay a lower total amount 

of fees, which would not be enough to support the same level of improvements for the neighborhood. The 

City would not generate the funding necessary to improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and 

taking transit to the same extent as the Plan. As a result, the City would be unable to improve pedestrian 
conditions by widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks, and improving existing crossings to the extent 

1 Calculation based on the Planning Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (accessed January 25, 2018, on file and 
available for public review as part of Case File No. 2011.1356E at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco, CA, 94103), which includes a parcel-level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the 
EIR. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel-level development potential of the proposed Reduced Heights Alternative was 
compared against the proposed project. 
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that the Plan would. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood to 

the same extent. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative the City would not be able to generate funding 

necessary to offer parks and recreational opportunities in this neighborhood in the same abundance as the 

Plan. And under the Reduced Heights Alternative, reduced development in this transit-rich location would 

result in a lesser reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from driving as well as a lesser reduction of pressure 

on undeveloped greenfield locations that have high environmental benefit. Furthermore, under the Reduced 

Heights Alternative there would be reduced funding to build new facilities for community services such as 

health care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible 

alternative. 

A proposal to include a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) in the Central SoMa Plan is also 

under consideration. This CFD would provide funding towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and 

operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as 

neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the 

Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. As the CFD would be expected to apply to the 

tallest buildings, which will be particularly limited under the Reduced Heights Alternative, it can be expected 

that under the Reduced Height alternative, the CFD would provide substantially less funding compared to the 

Plan for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this additional reason, the Reduced 

Heights Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible. 

VI.A. 3 Modified TODCO Plan (Alternative 3) 
The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would result in a substantial amount of zoning that would not allow 
housing south of the freeway, as well reduced heights in some areas where housing would be anticipated. 

Of the total of 15 million square feet of office development that this alternative assumes would occur in San 
Francisco over the next 20 years, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes that up to about five million square feet 
be accommodated in the southern portion of the Plan Area (from the north side of Harrison Street south), with 
the remainder foreseen to be developed in the Financial District, including the Transit Center District east of 
the Plan Area and the existing C-3 use districts northeast of the Plan Area; Mission Bay and the Central 
Waterfront, including Pier 70 and the Seawall Lot 337 /Pier 48 site where large mixed-use developments are 
proposed; and, to a lesser extent, in the Civic Center/Mid-Market area. Thus, assuming these other 
neighborhoods could accommodate this level of growth, the Modified TODCO Plan envisions that the Plan 
Area would be anticipated to accommodate less growth in office employment, but citywide office job growth 
would likely be comparable to city and regional forecasts. 

The Modified TODCO Plan would have a somewhat different boundary than the Plan. In particular, the 
Modified TODCO Plan would exclude the SoMa Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) parcels within the 
Plan Area fronting along the east side of Sixth Street between Stevenson Street and just north of Folsom Street 
and would include certain additional parcels outside the Plan Area south of Mission Street, east of Sixth Street, 
and west of Third Street, including, but not limited to, the 5M development site, Moscone Center, and Yerba 
Buena Gardens. 

In addition, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a number of use district changes within its plan boundary. 
The primary difference would be that the Modified TODCO Plan would extend the Western SoMa Plan's 
Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (F-NCT) district two blocks east to Fourth Street. The 
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Modified TODCO Plan would also slightly vary the distribution of CMUO and MUG use districts between 
Folsom and Harrison Streets and Fourth and Sixth Streets. Between Harrison and Bryant Streets, south of 
where the elevated I-80 freeway passes, the Modified TODCO Plan would designate the blocks between 
Second and Fourth Streets as Western SoMa MUO (WMUO), rather than the Central SoMa Plan's CMUO 
allowing office use but prohibiting residential units on parcels abutting the freeway. Between Fourth and Sixth 
Streets, both the Modified TODCO Plan and the Central SoMa Plan would retain the Western SoMa Plan's 
Service-Arts-Light Industrial (SALI) zoning. 

In contrast to the Central SoMa Plan, between Bryant and Townsend Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan would 
retain nearly one-half of the existing SALI use district between Fourth and Sixth Streets, and retain all of the 
existing Residential Enclave (RED) use district parcels between Fourth and Fifth Streets. The Modified TODCO 
Plan would convert the remainder of the existing SALI use district between Bryant and Townsend Streets to 
CMUO (allowing office use and residential), with the exception of one parcel along the west side of Fifth Street 
between Brannan and Bluxome Streets that would be converted to WMUO, but which would permit student 
housing. Between Second and Fourth Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan would, like the Plan, designate most of 
the area CMUO (retaining the South Park District), but would also create a new Fourth Street Neighborhood 
Commercial (4-NCT) use district, similar to the F-NCT but allowing office and other commercial uses above the 
second story while requiring that second-story commercial uses be neighborhood-serving. 

The Modified TODCO Plan also proposes a number of use district changes within the Modified TODCO Plan 
Area, but outside the Central SoMa Plan Area. North of the Central SoMa Plan Area between Fourth and Sixth 
Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes to convert a number of parcels currently designated C-3-S to 
MUG. The Modified TODCO Plan also would convert the existing C-3-S portions of the two blocks of Yerba 
Buena Gardens and Moscone Center, bounded by Mission, Third, Folsom and Fourth Streets as a new Yerba 
Buena Gardens Special Use District (SUD). South of the boundary of the Central SoMa Plan Area (and the 
Modified TODCO Plan Area), the Modified TODCO Plan would designate a parcel located at the southeast 
corner of Fourth and Townsend Streets (the site of the Caltrain station) as WMU02. 

In addition, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a number of PDR/Arts protections. Specifically, the Modified 
TODCO Plan proposes to incorporate all the provisions of Proposition X (passed by the voters in November 
2016), which will require, among other provisions, Conditional Use authorization in the Central SoMa Plan 
Area (among other plan areas) for conversion of at least 5,000 square feet of a PDR use, or at least 2,500 square 
feet of an Arts Activity use; and in addition, in SALI, SLI, CMUO and MUG districts would require 
replacement of the space proposed for conversion on-site as part of the new project. The Modified TODCO 
Plan would also extend its requirements for MUG districts to the current and future WS-MUG and CMUO 
districts within the Central SoMa Plan Area, as well as a number of other areas within SoMa. 

Within the Modified TODCO Plan Area, including that encompassed by the Central SoMa Plan Area, the 
Modified TODCO Plan proposes no height limit increases for any new development above the existing height 

limits currently in effect, except as specified for certain major development sites within the Central SoMa Plan 
Area. At those major development sites, the Modified TODCO Plan would increase height limits to the same 
heights limits proposed at those sites under the Central SoMa Plan. 

2 The Caltrain station is the subject of a separate Planning Department planning process, the Fourth and King Streets Railyards 
Study. 
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Like the proposed Plan, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a new park in the area of Fifth and Bryant 
Streets. While the Plan proposes evaluating park use of a mid-block property owned by the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a park that would occupy both 
sides of Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets, providing about 1.4 acres of parkland on either side 
of Fifth Street (2:8 acres total)-twice the size of the SFPUC parcel. 

Additional components of the Modified TODCO Plan include a proposal to modify the existing SoMa Youth 
and Family Zone by incorporating into the zone provisions regarding senior citizens, expanding the area 
subject to the zone's inclusionary housing provisions, and increasing the emphasis on the provision of 
affordable housing (the Plan does not propose any changes to the existing SoMa Youth and Family Zone); as 
well as a specific proposal for affordable senior housing atop the Central Subway Moscone Center station 
being built at the northwest corner of Fourth and Folsom Streets. 

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would have the same impacts as the Plan in the topic areas of Land 
Use and Land Use Planning, Aesthetics, Transportation and Circulation, and Noise and Vibration. 

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would, like the Plan, have significant and unavoidable impacts on 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources, but unlike the Plan would not provide protection for identified 
historic resources under Articles 10 and 11. This alternative would avoid some of the Plan's construction­
related impacts to architectural historic resources, which were less than significant under the Plan. The 
Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would have many of the same impacts as the Plan in the topic area of Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. It would have a somewhat lesser but still significant cmd 
unavoidable impact on operational criteria air pollutants and could have a substantially greater impact on air 
quality and greenhouse gases due to the shift of development from the Plan Area to other parts of the Bay 
Area that are less dense and less well-served by transit. 

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would avoid the Plan's significant and unavoidable Wind impacts in a 
majority of the Plan Area. However, wind effects at major development sites in the Plan Area would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

This alternative's Shadow impacts, which under the Plan would be less than significant, would be lessened . 
near major development sites and therefore, as under the Plan, would be less than significant. The Modified 
TODCO Plan Alternative would alsolessen the less-than-significant Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level 
rise and combined sewer system) effects of the Plan. 

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because it would not avoid any of the 
significant and unavoidable effects associated with the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project 
objectives to the same extent that the Project would. Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to 
accommodate jobs and housing would be increased, but development capacity would be approximately 80% 

of the amount allowed by the Plan because of the increase in industrially-protective zoning and reduced 
heights, as discussed above. 3 By accommodating less growth in this high-demand area, this alternative would 
not alleviate the demand for housing or pressure on rents to the same degree as the Plan. Nor would this 
alternative allow the Plan Area to support the creation of as many jobs as the Plan would. Increasing housing 

3 Calculation based on the Planning Department's Build.out Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018), which includes a parcel­
level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the EIR. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel­
level development potential of the proposed Modified TODCO Alternative was compared against the proposed project. 
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and jobs capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth 
in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. In addition, under the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative, 
while any development would still pay the City's applicable development impact fees, the reduced 
development would pay lower total fees, which would not support the same level of improvements for the 
neighborhood. The City would not generate the funding necessary to improve conditions for people walking; 
bicycling, and taking transit to the same extent. This lower level of funding would not allow the City to 
improve pedestrian conditions to the same extent by widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks, and 
improving existing crossings. Nor would it allow the City to fund protected bicycle lanes on many of the 
neighborhood's streets. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood 
to the same extent. Furthermore, under the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative the City would not be able to 
generate funding necessary to offer parks and recreational opportunities in this neighborhood in the same 
abundance as the Plan. Additionally, reduced development in this transit-rich location will not result in the 
same benefit of reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from driving as well as reduction of pressure on 
undeveloped greenfield locations that have high environmental benefit. Under the Modified TODCO 
Alternative there would also be reduced funding to build new facilities for community services such as health 
care clinics and job training centers. For.these reasons, the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative is not a feasible 
alternative. 

A proposal to include a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) in the Central SoMa Plan is also 
under consideration. This CFD would provide funding towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and 
operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as 
neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the 
Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. The Modified TODCO Alternative would 
provide less funding compared to the Plan for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this 
additional reason, the Modified TODCO Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible. 

VI.A. 4 Land Use Variant (Alternative 4) 
The Land Use Variant is a variant of the Plan that would not permit residential uses in the WS-SALI and WS 
MUO use districts in the area roughly bounded by Bryant, Townsend, Fourth and Sixth Streets. Although this 
area would be zoned CMUO as proposed under the Plan, the prohibition on new housing adopted as part of 
the Western SoMa Plan would remain in effect. The intention of the Land Use Variant is to minimize potential 
land use conflicts in this approximately four-block area between new housing and existing and future 
commercial and entertainment uses. The Land Use Variant would allow for development at the same heights 
and same locations as under the Plan; only the above-described land use changes would be different within 
the area covered by the Land Use Variant. All other aspects of the Land Use Variant would be the same as 
under the Plan, including the street network changes proposed under the Plan. This would not result in a 
decrease of overall development potential within the Plan Area, but would reduce potential for housing by 

approximately 1,500 units, representing 18% of the Plan's potential.4 

The Land Use Variant' s impacts would be the same as the Plan's in the topic areas of Land Use and Land Use 
Planning, Aesthetics, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality and 

4 Calculation based on the Planning Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018), which includes a parcel­
level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the EIR. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel­
level development potential of the proposed Land Use Variant was compared against the proposed project. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind, Shadow, and Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined 
. sewer system). Noise and Vibration impacts would also be similar, although under this variant there would be 
less potential for conflicts between entertainment and residential uses, although that impact would remain less 
than significant with mitigation, as under the Plan. 

The Land Use Variant is hereby rejected as infeasible for because it would not avoid any of the significant and 
unavoidable effects associated with the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project objectives to the 
same extent that the Plan would. Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to accommodate 
housing would be increased from the current zoning, but would be approximately 82% of the amount allowed 
by the Plan. By accommodating less housing in this high-demand area, this alternative would not alleviate the 
demand for housing or pressure on hou.sing rents to the same degree as the Plan. Increasing housing capacity 
is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich, 
walkable, and bike-able location. By not permitting housing in a large portion of the Plan Area, this alternative 
would not help facilitate a fully mixed-use community that provides a diversity of amenities to fully serve the 
neighborhood's needs. 

VI.A.5 Land Use Plan Only Alternative (Alternative 5) 
The Land Use Plan . Only Alternative assumes the same policies and Planning Code and General Plan 

amendments would be implemented as with the Plan, except that this alternative would exclude 
implementation of the Plan's proposed street network changes. As such, development assumptions for this 
alternative would be the same as those for the Plan, including the addition, by 2040 in the Plan Area, of 
approximately 8,300 households, 14,700 residents and approximately 33,000 jobs. Total floor area developed 
by 2040 in the Plan Area under this alternative would also be the same as the Plan, at 16 million square feet. 
Aside from the No Project Alternative, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative has been identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

The impacts of the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would be the. same as under the Plan in the topic area of 
Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined sewer system). This alternative would avoid the 
Plan's significant and unavoidable conflict with General Plan policy regarding traffic noise in the Land Use· 
and Land Use Planning topic area. In the Cultural and Paleontological Resources topic area, this alternative 
would lessen the Plan's less-than-significant impacts on in the areas of archeological resources, human 
.remains and tribal cultural resources, and would avoid the Plan's less-than-significant construction-related 
impacts on architectural historical resources. Other Cultural and Paleontological Resources would remain the 
same. 

Transportation and Circulation impacts would differ somewhat from under the Plan. This alternative's 
impacts would be lessened compared to the Plan in that the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would avoid 
increased delays on some transit lines. However, this alternative would cause significant delays on other lines 
during both AM and PM peak hours. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would result in significant bicycle­
related impacts, as compared to the less-than-significant with mitigation impacts of the Plan. This is because 
the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would exclude the Plan's bicycle improvements and could result in 
greater potential for bicycle conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians. In addition, the Land Use Plan Only 
Alternative would result in a greater number of significant impacts at a number of crosswalk locations under 
existing plus Plan and under 2040 conditions. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative's impacts on loading 
would, unlike the Plan, be less than significant with mitigation, and its impacts on emergency vehicle access 
would be less than significant, unlike the Plan's impacts, which would be less than significant with mitigation. 
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The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would avoid the Plan's significant and unavoidable traffic noise impact 
on Howard Street west of Tenth Street under existing plus Plan conditions for the Howard and Folsom Streets 
two-way option. This alternative would also result in a significant cumulative increase in traffic noise on Fifth 
Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets that would not occur under the Plan. This alternative would avoid 
significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the Plan on Howard St (west of Fifth St), on Fourth Street 
between Bryant and Brannan Streets, on Fifth Street between Brannan and Townsend Streets and on Bryant 
Street east of Fourth Street. Other noise impacts would be similar to the Plan. 

In addition, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative's Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions impacts would 
vary somewhat from the Plan's. This alternative would reduce congestion-related omissions to a less-than­
significant level, but emissions from subsequent development would remain significant and unavoidable. The 
overall impact of this alternative on operational criteria air pollutants would also remain significant and 
unavoidable, although this alternative, unlike the Plan, would not reduce the number of mixed-flow travel 
lanes and therefore would not have the Plan's potential to result in increased vehicle congestion. Impacts from. 
construction emissions of criteria pollutants would be marginally less than.the Plan's less than significant 
Impacts. As under the Plan, impacts from vehicle-generated particulates and toxic air contaminants would be 
significant and unavoidable and construction-related toxic air contaminant impacts would be marginally less 
and remain less than significant with mitigation. 

The Land Use Plan Only Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because under the Land Use Plan Only 
Alternative, the City would not fulfill its goal to provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes 
walking, bicycling, and transit. The City would not improve pedestrian conditions by making improvements 
associated with the Plan's street network changes, including widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks, 
and improving existing crossings. Nor would it allow the City to provide protected bicycle lanes on many of 
the neighborhood's streets. Finally, the City would not facilitate transit enhancements in the neighborhood, 
such as transit-only lanes. 

VI.A.6 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 

The TODCO Group submitted its TODCO Plan to the City for consideration in October 2016 after the draft 
Central SoMa Plan was revised in August 2016. All aspects of the October 2016 TODCO Plan were included 
and analyzed as the "Modified TODCO Plan" in the Alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR, with the exception ) 
of the TODCO Plan's proposed height limits. The October 2016 TODCO Plan proposed changes in height 
limits at certain major development sites within the Central SoMa Plan Area that would be greater than that 
proposed for those same sites in the Central SoMa Plan. Specifically, under the TODCO Plan, the proposed 
250-foot height limits at the Academy of Art Student Housing site and the Fourth and Harrison Streets site 
would be greater than the height limit for those sites proposed under the Central SoMa Plan (160 feet, and 240 
feet, respectively). In addition, at the Second and Harrison Street site, the proposed height limits of 400 feet 
under the TODCO Plan would be greater than the 350-foot height limit for that site proposed under the 
Central SoMa Plan. 

The TODCO Plan alternative was not selected because it could result in greater shadow and wind impacts 
than the Plan, the No Project Alternative, and the Reduced Heights Alternative. Specifically, given that the 
TODCO Plan proposes higher height limits on two parcels on Harrison Street as compared to the Plan, 
shadow effects on Yerba Buena Gardens, Alice Street Community Gardens, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane, 
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and Mint Plaza may be greater than under the Plan. These higher heights could also result in greater 
pedestrian-level winds. 

Furthermore, this alternative would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable effects associated with 

the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project objectives to the same extent that the Project would. 

Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to accommodate jobs and housing would be increased, 

but would be approximately 80% of the amount allowed by the Plan. By accommodating less growth in this 

high-demand area, this alternative would not alleviate the demand for housing or the pressure on rents to the 

same degree as the Plan. Increasing housing capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and 

region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. 

SECTION VII 

Statement of Overriding Considerations 
Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City hereby finds, after 
consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding economic, 
legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently and collectively 
outweighs these significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration warranting approval 
of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. 
Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, this 
determination is that each individual reason is sufficient. The specific reasons for this finding, based on 
substantial evidence in the record, constitute the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The 
substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the Final EIR and the preceding findings, 
which are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the administrative 
record, as described in Section I. 

On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the 

Planning Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the 

unavoidable significant impacts. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining project 

approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated 

or substantially lessened where feasible. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if any of the mitigation 

measures identified in Exhibit B herein that fall within the authority of other City agencies are not adopted 

and implemented, the Project may result in other significant unavoidable impacts, in addition to those 

identified in Section IV, above. For these reasons the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations. 

Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment 

found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal, 

social, and other considerations: 

A. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and 

contains a substantial amount of developable land. As such, the neighborhood is well positioned to 

accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It 
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is also a neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and 

evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital 

neighborhood without losing what makes it special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan (the "Plan") 

contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this growth and evolution such that the results serve the 

best interests of San Francisco - in the present and the future. 

B. The Plan is an important evolution in the planning of this neighborhood. The desire for a Central 

SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process. In 2008 the City adopted the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan, including'new land use controls and proposed community improvements for the eastern 

part of the South of Market neighborhood (SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace 

Square/Potrero Hill neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the 

industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit to be provided by the Central 

Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the city's growth needs 

and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is the result of that subsequent process, 

and is an important tool to guide development in the Central SoMa area. 

Similarly, the Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013, explicitly recognized the need to increase 

development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should "Support continued 

evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of citywide and regional sustainable 

growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes that "The City must continue evaluating how 

it can best meet citywide and regional objectives to direct growth to transit-oriented locations and whether 

current controls are meeting identified needs." The Objective's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City 

should "Continue to explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any 

future evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western SoMa 

Plan's Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1 and is important to allow development near major transit infrastructure. 

C. The Plan accommodates a substantial amount of jobs and housing. Specifically, the Plan would enable 

up to 8,300 new housing units and approximately 30,000 new jobs. Currently, the City and region are 

undergoing tremendous growth pressure. Economically, there fs the continuing national and regional shift 

from an economy based on things to one based on ideas. These knowledge sector businesses tend to cluster in 

regions - and the Bay Area is the world's leading knowledge region. The result is that job growth in the Bay 

Area the past several years has nearly doubled that of the rest of the nation, and commensurately so has the 

demand for housing. Simultaneously, there is increasing demand among both younger and older generations 

to live in walkable, transit-oriented, amenity-rich locations. In this largely suburban and auto-dependent 

region, many of the accessible and dynamic urban neighborhoods are in San Francisco. This Plan facilitates 

this kind of development in the Central SOMA area. 

D. Cumulatively, demands for urban neighborhoods have created an ongoing and strong demand for 

space in San Francisco - one that outstrips the supply of new space. When demand is high relative to supply, 

the price inevitably goes up. In 2018, prices have risen to a level that is socially unsustainable - rents for 

housing are the highest in the country, and greatly exceed what can be afforded by the majority of today's San 

Franciscans. Rents for commercial space are similarly unaffordable, pushing out non-profit organizations, 

mom-and-pop businesses, artists and industrial businesses. Fortunately, Central SoMa is an appropriate 

location for such development. The area is served by some of the region's best transit, including BART and 

Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition to the Central Subway currently under construction. 
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Flat streets and a regular grid pattern can make destinations easy to reach for people walking and bicycling. 

There is already an incredibly strong cluster of technology companies that new and growing companies want 

to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including thousands of residential units, local- and 

regional-serving retail, cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/distribution/repair 

businesses. Simultaneously, there is substantial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa. There are 

numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped sites, such as surface parking lots and single-story commercial 

buildings. Recognizing this opportunity, the Plan facilitates approximately 16 million square feet in new 

development, relatively evenly split between space for housing and jobs. Such an increase in development, at 

this appropriate location, is an important and necessary step towards accommodating the demand for growth 

in San Francisco. By doing so, the Plan can help increase the upward pressure on rents for for residential and 

non-residential uses and thereby foster a more economically and socially sustainable neighborhood, city, and 

region. 

E. The Plan strives to maintain the existing diversity of residents and encourage continuing diversity. 

SoMa already has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race, income, unit size, and ownership status. 

Implementation of this Plan would maintain that diversity by ensuring that at least 33% of new units are 

affordable to low- and moderate-income families. In doing so, the Plan meets the City's target for provision of 

such units established in 2014's Proposition K. The Plan would enable production of at least 2,700 affordable 

units. Such units would be expected to be provided through a range of mechanisms, including direct 

provision by new development on-site and off-site, and provision by the City through ih-lieu and Jobs­

Housing Linkage Fees. Whereas typically City-funded projects could be built anywhere within the City, the 

Plan requires that these units would be built within SoMa, therefore supporting the diversity of residents. The 

Plan maintains the City's requirements that a · mix of unit sizes be created in new development, thus 

supporting a range from smaller units to family-sized units. Finally, the Plan includes strategies meant to 

create a balance of rental and for-sale units. 

F. The Plan facilitates an economically diversified and lively jobs center. By requiring its large sites to be 

commercially-oriented, the implementation of this Plan would create a jobs center in this location, expected to 

result in at least 30,000 new jobs. Locating jobs in this transit-rich location is a more effective use of our transit 

investments, given jobs are of greater density than housing, that people are more likely to walk from transit to 

their jobs than to their homes, and because lower-paid workers can save on not having to purchase their own 

vehicles. Locating jobs here can also support the economic synergies of co-location by bridging the job centers 

of Downtown and Mission Bay. Locating jobs in new buildings will also relieve pressure on other spaces 

citywide particularly for non-profit offices and other organizations that cannot compete for rent with 

technology companies. It is also important to locate jobs at this location because only ten percent of San 

Francisco's land is zoned to allow office, whereas 90 percent can accommodate housing. While many of these 

jobs would be expected to be for office· workers, the Plan would support the diversity of jobs by requiring 

Production, Distribution, and Repair uses in many new developments, requiring ground floor retail and other 

commercial uses on many of the major streets, and allowing hotel and entertainment uses that facilitate a 24-

hour neighborhood with accompanying amenities. 

G. The Plan provides safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit. 

The neighborhood's streets were built to accommodate industrial uses and move trucks and cars through 

quickly by having many lanes of fast-moving traffic, narrow sidewalks, limited street crossings, and almost no 
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bicycle lanes and transit-protected lanes. Implementation of this Plan would redistribute the street right-of­

way to better serve people walking, bicycling, and taking transit by widening sidewalks on all of the 

neighborhood's major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating 

signalized mid~block crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating 

protected bicycle on Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5th Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom, 

Brannan, 3rd, and 4th Streets. 

H. The Plan offers parks and recreational opportunities. Implementation of the Plan would facilitate a 

variety of improvements to offer additional public parks and recreational opportunities, from improving and 

expanding Gene Friend Recreation Center to creating multiple new parks, including a new one-acre park in 

the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan Streets; a new 1h acre linear park on Bluxome Street 

between 4th and 5th Streets; and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and basketball courts) 

underneath the I-80 freeway between 4th and 6th Streets. The Plan also helps fund construction of a new 

recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space. 

I. The Plan creates an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood. Implementation of this 

Plan will result in a substantial number of new buildings, infrastructure investment, and public benefits 

within the Plan Area, leading to dramatic opportunities for significant improvements to environmental 

quality. Given current State and City regulations, new buildings are required to be greener and more resilient 

than buildings from earlier eras. The Plan would further require additional cost-effective regulations for new 

development, such as living roofs and the use of 100 percent greenhouse gas-free electricity. Implementation 

of the Plan's street improvements would shift mode share away from personal vehicles. Finally, directing 

regional development to this central, transit-rich location will result in a reduction of greenhouse gas 

emissions from driving as well as reduction of pressure on undeveloped greenfield locations that have high 

environmental benefit. 

J. The Plan ensures that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city. The 

Plan's height and bulk requirements ensure that the area largely maintain the feel of a mid-rise district, where 

the perceived height of the building is similar to the width of the street it faces. Towers would be allowed in 

select locations along the edge of Downtown/Rincon Hill and around the Caltrain station, and would ensure 

that the overall development pattern is complementary to the overall city skyline. Where towers are 

permitted, they will be required to be slender and appropriately spaced from other towers. Design guidance 

contained in the Plan is intended to ensure that new buildings are in keeping with the best aspects of SoMa's 

design heritage. 

K. The Plan preserves and celebrates the neighborhood's cultural heritage by supporting the designation 

and protection of historically significant and contributory buildings under Planning Code Articles 10 and 11. 

Pursuant to Article 10, the following buildings are under consideration for City landmark status: 228-248 

Townsend Street, and 457 Bryant Street, 500-504 Fourth Street. In addition, pursuant to Article 10, creation of 

the Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District and the designation of numerous properties in that district 

as contributory is being considered. Pursuant to Article 11, expansion of the boundaries of the Kearny-Market­

Mason-Sutter Conservation District and designation of 55 Fifth Street as a contributory building in that district 

are being considered; and creation of the Mint-Mission Conservation District and designation of a number of 

properties in that district as contributory and significant are being considered. In addition, the designation of 

27 other properties as significant and contributory pursuant to Article 11 is being considered. Eligible historic 
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properties will be able to sell their Transferable Development Rights, which would help to fund the 

rehabilitation and preservation of those properties. 

L. If the City decides to include a Community Facilities District, implementation of the Plan will result in 

a re-envisioning of the streets, sidewalks, and open spaces of the Plan Area-not only to be mo·re vibrant and 

safer, but also to complement the neighborhood's environmental health and resilience. Strategies include 

supporting maintenance and operations of Victoria Manalo Draves park and other new parks and recreation 

centers in the Plan Area and the incorporation of elements beneficial to environmental sustainability and 

resilience, such as trees, green infrastructure for stormwater management, and energy efficient street lights. 

With the CFD, the Plan would also preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage. 

Implementation of the Plan will help preserve the neighborhood's tangible heritage by helping fund the 

rehabilitation of the Old Mint. It will also help the neighborhood's intangible resources continue to thrive by 

_funding ongoing social and cultural programming, helping fund the rehabilitation and/or creation of new 

cultural facilities, and require space for industrial and arts uses. 

Having considered these Project benefits and considerations, the Planning Commission finds that the Project's 

benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects 

that cannot be mitigated to insignificant levels are therefore acceptable. 

SECTION VIII 

Incorporation by Reference 
The Final EIR is hereby incorporated into these Findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this incorpora~ion 

is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of the mitigation measures, the basis for determining the 

significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the reasons for approving the Project in 

spite of the potential for significant and unavoidable adverse environmental effects. 
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Motion No .. ____ _ 
May 10, 2018 

Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program 
Central SoMa Plan 

Case No. 2011.1356E 
Page 1 of 46 

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 
Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. 

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. 

:,b,:.1\Jnsp tirtatitin · aiid drctilatio~ 
*M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements 1. The following are City and County and sponsors of 
subsequent development projects actions that would reduce the transit impacts associated 
with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan 

Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other 
City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital 
funding, including through the following measures: 

Establish fee-based sources of revenue. 
Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a 
portion of the revenue collected going to support improved local and regional 
transit service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area. 
Area Plan funding for transit enhancements. 

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review 
each street network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where 
significant transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, SAX 
Bayshore Express, SBX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission 
Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this 
review, SFMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that 
would meet the erformance criteria of maintainin accessible transit service, 

San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency 

(SFMTA). 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Ongoing SFMTA, San Francisco 
County Transportation 
Agency, and Planning 

Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

Ongoing 

1 M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the 
project sponsor). 
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

Motion No. ____ _ 

Mayl0,2018 
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program 

Central SoMa Plan 
Case No. 2011.1356E 

Page 2 of 46 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technologfoal factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such features could 
include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue 
jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, comer or sidewalk bulbs, and 
transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times 
and offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be 
subject to a similar review process. 

Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the 
SFMTA shall establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and 
development in Central SoMa to transit and other sustainable transportation mode 
planning. This shall be achieved through some or all of the following measures: 

• Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to 
make the pedestrian environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips 
throughout the day, especially in areas where sidewalks and other realms of 
the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and intimidating for 
pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This 
includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, 
long blocks, narrow sidewalks and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much 
of the Central SoMa area. 

• Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings 
from transit stops and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary 
access points to buildings through parking lots and other auto-oriented 
entryways. 

• Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage 
and direct resources brought in through pricing programs and development­
based fee assessments, as outlined above, to further the multimodal 
implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements. 

• Sponsors of development projects with off-street vehicular parking facilities 
with 20 or more vehicular parking spaces shall ensure that recurring vehicle 
queues do not substantially affect public transit operations on the public 
right-of-way near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A vehicle queue is 
defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking 
anv portion of anv public street, allev or sidewalk for a consecutive period 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 
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Mayl0,2018 
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Page 3 of 46 

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk(*). · 

Mitigation Measures 

of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall 
employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate 
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of 
the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the 
street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if 
applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: 
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite queue 
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs 
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other 
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared 
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage 
directing drivers to available spaces; transportation demand management 
strategies such as those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM 
Program. · 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue 
is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon 
request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to 
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant 
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for 
review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the 
facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written 
determination to abate the queue. 

Muni Storage and Mainte11ance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit 
vehicles needed to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, 
the SFMTA shall provide maintenance and storage facilities. 

*M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall implement boarding 
improvements, such as the construction of additional bus bulbs or boarding islands 
where appropriate, that would reduce the boarding times to mitigate the impacts on 
transit travel times on routes where Plan ridership increases are greatest, such as the 8 
Bavshore, BAX/BBX Bavshore Expresses, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid, 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

SFMTA 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Upon submittal of 
a Planning 
entitlement 

application for any 
size project that 

SFMT A and Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete with 
implementation of boarding 

improvements. 
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Page 4 of 46 

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness routes. These boarding 
improvements, which would reduce delay associated with passengers boarding and 
alighting, shall be made in combination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c, 
Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets, which would 
serve to reduce delay associated with traffic congestion along the transit route. 

*M-TR-3c: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets. The 
SFMTA shall design and construct a new traffic signal at the intersection of 
Townsend/Fifth Streets, and reconfigure the Townsend Street eastbound approach to 
provide one dedicated left-turn lane (with an exclusive left turn phase) adjacent to a 
through lane. This reconfiguration would require restriping of the two existing travel 
lanes at the eastbound approach to this intersection. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

SFMTA 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

would result in the 
approval under the 

Plan of a total of 
75,000 square feet 

of residential 
and/or commercial 
development in the 

area bounded by 
Townsend, Fifth, 

Brannan, and 
Fourth Streets, 
SFMTAshall 
identify and 

initiate planning 
for boarding 

improvements to 
be made. 

Upon submittal of 
a Planning 
entitlement 

application for any 
size project that 

would result in the 
approval under the 

Plan of a total of 
75,000 square feet 

of residential 
and/or commercial 
development in the 

area bounded by 
Townsend, Fifth, 

Brannan, and 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

SFMTA and Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete with 
the signal insta.l.l.ation and 

implementation of 
restriping at Fifth/ 
Townsend Streets. 
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

*M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks. As appropriate and feasible, the 
SFMI'A shall widen and restripe the crosswalks to the continental design when there 
is a street network improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths. 

With either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or Howard/Folsom Two-Way 
Option street network changes, the SFMTA shall, as feasible, widen the following 
crosswalks: 

• At the intersection of Third/Mission widen the east and west crosswalks. 
• At the intersection of Fourth/Mission widen the east crosswalk, and widen the west 

crosswalk. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

SFMTA 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Fourth Streets, 
SFMTAshall 

initiate planning 
for signalizing and 

intersection 
restriping at 

Townsend/Fifth 
Streets. If infeasible 
due to construction 
coordination and 

tirning for 
SFMTA's 

streetscape 
projects, then upon 

the SFMTA or 
Public Works 
completion of 

construction of 
major streetscape 

changes along 
Townsend or Fifth 

streets. 

. Included in the 
design of any 

SFMTA streetscape 
improvement 
project and 

implemented as 
part of streetscape 

construction. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

SFMTA and Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete with 
the implementation of 
crosswalk upgrades. 
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

• At the intersection of Fourth/Townsend widen the west crosswalk. 

*M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger 
Loading/Unloading Zones.2 The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy 
(strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that 
articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely managing 
loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial 
and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency's 
development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network 
changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible. 

The SFMI'A and the Planning Department shall develop protocols for ongoing 
assessment of commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, and for 
review of new development projects along the affected street segments to identify 
needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a 
development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and 
passenger loading spaces. 

Sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of 
residential or commercial uses with frontages along a public right-of-way identified on 
the High Injury Network, with an existing or proposed bicycle facility, or a public 
right-of-way that includes public transit operations shall develop a Passenger Loading 
Plan. The plan shall address passenger loading activities and related queueing effects 
associated with for-hire services (including taxis, and Transportation Network 
Companies) and vanpool services, as applicable. Elements of this Passenger Loading 
Plan may include but would not be limited to the following measures: 

• Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request passenger loading 
zones are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better guide 
passengers and drivers where to pick up.or drop off. 

... Designated on-site and on-street loading zones that are clearly marked with 
adequate sirnage to permit passenger loading space and allow no other 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

SFMI'A 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to final 
design of each 
SFMTA street 

network project. 

SFMTA and Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
completion of plans for each 

segment of the street 
network project and 

following that an evaluation 
of any affected loading 

zones has occurred. 

2 M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County 
of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the project sponsor), 
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

Motion No. ____ _ 

May 10, 2018 
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program 

Central SoMa Plan 
Case No. 2011.1356E 

Page 7 of 46 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

vehicles to stop/park for any duration of time. For these zones, set specific 
time limits restricting vehicles to stopped/parked over a certain period of 
time (e.g., three minutes) and alert passengers that their driver will 

· depart/arrive within the allotted timeframe. 

Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger 
loading activities and operations, including detailed information on 
vanpool services and locations of pick-up/drop-off of for-hire services. 

Detailed roles and responsibilities for managing and monitoring the 
passenger loading zone(s) and properly enforcing any passenger vehicles 
that are in violation (e.g., blocking bicycle lane, blocking a driveway, etc.). 

The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer or 
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee 
of the SFMTA. The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional, 
retained by the Project Sponsor after a building(s) reaches 50% occupancy and once a 
year going forward until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is 
no longer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the 
evaluation report shall be determined by SFMTA staff, in consultation with the 
Planning Department, and generally shall include an assessment of on-street loading 
conditions, including actual loading demand, loading operation observations, and an 
assessment of how the project meets this mitigation measure. The evaluation report 
may be folded into other mitigation measure reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts 
are occurring based on the assessment, the evaluation report shall put forth additional 
measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with loading operations. The 
evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff, which shall make the final 
determination whether ongoing conflicts are occurring. In the event that ongoing 
conflicts are occurring, the above plan requirements may be altered (e.g., the hour and 
day restrictions listed above, number of loading vehicle operations permitted during 
certain hours listed above). 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

No mitigation measures reqi+ired to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Status/Date Completed 
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

M-AQ-Sc: Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code 
Article 38. The Department of Public Health is required to update the Air Pollution 
Exposure Zone Map in San Francisco Health Code Article 38 at least every five years. 
The Planning Department shall coordinate with the Department of Public Health to 
update the Air Pollution Exposure Zone taking into account updated health risk 
methodologies and traffic generated by the Central SoMa Plan. 

M-AQ-Se Central So Ma Air Quality Improvement Strategy. 

The Central SoMa Plan is expected to generate $22 million in revenue dedicated to 
greening and air quality improvements. A portion of these monies shall be dedicated 
to identifying and exploring the feasibility and effectiveness of additional measures 
that would reduce the generation of, and/or exposure of such emissions to persons 
whose primary residence is within the Plan Area and whose residence does not 
provide enhanced ventilation that complies with San Francisco Health Code Article 38. 
Objective 6.5 of the Plan calls for improvements to air quality, with specific strategies 
to support reduced vehicle miles traveled, increased greening around the freeway to 
improve air quality and use of building materials and technologies that improve 
indoor and outdoor air quality. The Planning Department, in cooperation with other 
interested agencies or organizations, shall consider additional actions for the Central 
SoMa Plan Area with the goal of reducing Plan-generated emissions and population 
exposure including, but not limited to: 

Collection of air quality monitoring data that could provide decision makers 
with information to identify specific areas of the Plan where changes in air 
quality have occurred and focus air quality improvements on these areas 

• Additional measures that could be incorporated into the City's 
Transportation Demand Management program with the goal of further 
reducing vehicle trips 

· • Incentives for replacement or upgrade of existing emissions sow·ces 
• Other measures to reduce ollutant ex osure, such as distribution of 

Planning Department 
and Department of 
Public Health (DPH). 

Planning Department, 
in cooperation with 

other interested 
agencies or 

organizations. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Ongoing at 5-year 
intervals. 

Strategy will be 
developed within 
four years of the 

Central SoMa Plan 
adoption. 

Planning Department and 
Department of Public 
Health. 

Planning Department, in 
cooperation with other 
interested agencies or 

organizations. 

Status/Date Completed 

Ongoing at 5-year intervals. 

Ongoing for the duration of 
the Central SoMa Plan. 



830

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 
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This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan 
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility 
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an 
asterisk (* ). 

Mitigation Measures 

portable air cleaning devices 
• Public education regarding reducing air pollutant emissions and their health 

effects 
The Department shall develop a strategy to explore the feasibility of additional air 

uality im rovements within four years of lan ado tion. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. 

No miti ation measures re uired to be im 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Status/Date Completed 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

M-LU-2: Conflict with General Plan Environmental Protection Element Noise 
Standards. 

Implement Mitigation Measures NO-la, Transportation Demand Management, and 
Mitigation Measure NO-lb, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses, for new development 

rojects. 

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the Project Sponsor. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-la: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or 
Minimization of Effects on-Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent 
development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning Department at 
the time of submittal of an environmental evaluation application or consolidated 
development application to determine whether there are feasible means to avoid a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic architectural resource 
(including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the 
project's historical resources analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(b), "[s]ubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its 
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be 
materially impaired." If avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall consult 
with Planning Department staff to determine whether there are feasible means to 
reduce effects on historic architectural resource(s). Avoidance and minimization 
measures shall seek to retain the resource's character-defining features, and may 
include, but are not limited to: retention of character-defining features, building 
setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibility of avoidance or 
reduction of effects, the Plannin De artment shall consider whether avoidance or 

Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 

preservation expert for 
each subsequent project 

undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

See Mitigation Measures NO-la and NO-lb. 

Prior to approval 
of project 

environmental 
document. 

Planning Department 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete when 
environmental document 

approved by Environmental 
Review Officer. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

reduction can be accomplished successfully within a reasonable period of time, taking 
into account economic, environmental, legal, ,social and technological factors, along 
with the Central SoMa Plan policies and project objectives. The applicability of each 
factor would vary from project to project, and would be determined by staff on a case-
by-case basis. 

Should Planning Department staff determine through the consultation process that 
avoidance or reduction of effects on historic architectural resources is infeasible, 
Measures M-CP-lb, M-CP-lc, M-CP-ld, and/or M-CP-le, shall be applicable. 

M-CP-lb: Documentation of Historical Resource(s). Where avoidance of effects to a 
less-than-significant level is not feasible, as described in M-CP-la, the project sponsor 
of a subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall undertake historical 
documentation prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits. To document the 
buildings more effectively, the sponsor shall prepare Historic American Buildings 
Survey (HABS)-level photographs and an accompanying HABS Historical Report, 
which shall be maintained on-site, as well as in the appropriate repositories, including 
but not limited to, the San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Architectural 
Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library, and the Northwest Information Center. The 
contents of the report shall include an architectural description, historical context, and 
statement of significance, per HABS reporting standards. The documentation shall be 
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, 
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the 
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). 
HABS documentation shall provide the appropriatelevel of visual documentation and 
written narrative based on the importance of the resource (types of visual 
documentation typically range from producing a sketch plan to developing measured 
drawings and view camera (4x5) black and white photographs). The appropriate level 
of HABS documentation and written narrative shall be determined by the Planning 
Department's Preservation staff. The report shall be reviewed bv the Planning 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 

preservation expert for 
each subsequent project 

undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the start of 
any demolition or 
adverse alteration 
on a designated 

historic resource. 

Status/Date Completed 

Planning Department Considered complete upon 
(Preservation Technical submittal of final HABS 

Specialist). documentation to the 
Preservation Technical 

Specialist. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

Department's Preservation staff for completeness. In certain instances, Department 
Preservation staff may request HABS-level photography, a historical report, and/or 
measured architectural drawings of the existing building(s). 

M-CP-lc: Oral Histories. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or 
contributor to a historic district for which Planning Department preservation staff 
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor 
shall undertake an oral history project prior to demolition or adverse alteration .of the 
resource that includes interviews of people such as residents, past owners, or former 
employees. The project shall be conducted by a professional historian in conformance 
with the Oral History Association's Principles and Standards 
(http://alpha.dickinson/edu/oha/pub_eg.html). In addition to transcripts of the 
interviews, the oral history project shall include a narrative project summary report 
containing an introduction to the project, a methodology description, and brief 
summaries of each conducted interview. Copies of the completed oral history project 
shall be submitted to the San Francisco Public Library, Planning Department, or other 
interested historical institutions. 

M-CP-ld: Interpretive Program. For projects · that would demolish a historical 
resource or contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation staff 
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor 
shall work with Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional to 
institute an interpretive program on-site that references the property's history and the 
contribution of the historical resource to the broader neighborhood or historic district. 
An example of an interpretive program is the creation of historical exhibits, 
incorporating a display featuring historic photos of the affected resource and a 
description of its historical significance, in a publicly accessible location on the project 
site. This may include a website or publically-accessible display. The contents of the 
interpretative program shall be determined by the Planning Department Preservation 
staff. The development of the interpretive displays should be overseen by a qualified 
professional who meets the standards for historv, architectural historv, or architecture 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 

preservation expert for 
each subsequent project 

undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 

preservation individual 
for each subsequent 

project undertaken in 
the Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the start of 
any demolition or 
adverse alteration 
on a designated 

historic resource. 

Prior to the start of 
any demolition or 
adverse alteration 

of a designated 
historic resource. 

Professional historian, 
Planning Department 

(Preservation Technical 
Specialist). 

Planning Department 
(Preservation Technical 

Specialist). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
submittal of completed oral 

histories to the San 
Francisco Public Library or 
other interested historical 

institution. 

Considered complete upon 
installation of display. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with unce1iain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

(as appropriate) set forth by the Secretar.v of the Interior's Professional Qualification 
Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). An outline of the format, location 
and content of the interpretive displays shall be reviewed and approved by the San 
Francisco Planning Department's Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition 
permit or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive displays 
must be finalized prior to issuance of any Building Permits for the project. 

M-CP-le: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical resource 
or contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation staff 
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor 
shall work with Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional, to 
undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting. The 
documentation shall be conducted by a professional videographer, preferably one 
with experience recording architectural resources. The documentation shall be 
narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural 
history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior's 
Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). The 
documentation shall use visuals in combination with narration about the materials, 
construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of the 
historical resource. 

Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department, and to repositories including but not limited to the San Francisco Public 
Library, Northwest Information Center, and California Historical Society. This 

· mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS documentation, and 
would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the 
public and inform future research. 

The video documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco 
Planning Department's Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or 
site permit or issuance of any Building Permits for the project. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 

preservation individual 
for each subsequent 

project undertaken in 
the Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the start of 
any demolition or 
adverse alteration 

of a designated 
historic resource. 

Qualified videographer, 
Planning Department 

(Preservation Technical 
Specialist). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
submittal of completed 

video documentation to the 
San Francisco Public 

Library or other interested 
historical institution. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities. The 
project sponsor of fl. development project in the Plan Area shall consult with Planning 
Department Environmental Planning/Preservation staff to determine whether 
buildings constitute historical resources that could be adversely affected by 
construction-generated vibration. For purposes of this measure, nearby historic 
buildings shall include those within 100 feet of a construction site for a subsequent 
development project if pile driving would be used at that site; otherwise, it shall 
include historic buildings within 25 feet if vibratory and vibration-generating 
construction equipment, such as jackhammers, drill rigs, bulldozers, and vibratory 
rollers would be used. If one or more historical resources is identified that could be 
adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction 
specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction 
contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic 
buildings. Such methods may include maintaining a safe distance between the 
construction site and the historic buildings ( as identified by the Plamtlng Department 
Preservation staff), using construction techniques that reduce vibration (such as using 
concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams to open excavation trenches, the 
use of non-vibratory rollers, and hand excavation), appropriate excavation shoring 
methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing adequate security 
to minimize risks of vandalism and fire. No measures need be applied if no vibratory 
equipment would be employed or if there are no historic bulldings within 100 feet of 
the project site. 

M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical Resources. For th9se 
historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy 
equipment would be used on a subsequent development project, the project sponsor of 
such a project shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to historic 
buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The 
monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving would be 
used and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components, subject to 
access being granted by the owner (s) of adjacent properties, where applicable. Prior to 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor and 
qualified historic 

preservation individual 
for each applicable 
subsequent project 
undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Project sponsor and 
construction contractor 

for each applicable 
subsequent project 
undertaken in the . 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to the start of 
any demolition, 
construction or 

earth movement. 

Prior to and during 
construction 

activity identified 
byPlamtlng 

Department as 
potentially 

damaging to 
historic 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

Planning Department 
(ERO and, optionally, 
Preservation Technical 

Specialist). 

Planning Department 
(Preservation Technical 

Specialist). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
acceptance by Planning 

Department of construction 
specifications to avoid 

damage to adjacent and 
nearby historic buildings. 

Considered complete upon 
submittal to Planning 
Department of post­

construction report on 
construction monitoring 

program and effects, if any, 
on proximate historical 

resources. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic 
architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a pre­
construction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San Francisco Planning 
Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph the 
buildings' existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the 
resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a standard maximum vibration level 
that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing condition, character­
defining features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction practices (a common 
standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that vibration levels 
do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration 
levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that · 
generate vibration levels in excess of the standard. Should owner permission not be 
granted, the project sponsor shall employ alternative methods of vibration monitoring 
in areas under control of the project sponsor. 

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be 
halted and alternative construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible. 
(For example, pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible based 
on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment might be able to be used in some cases.) 
The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during 
ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur, 
the building(s) shall be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion 
of ground-disturbing activity on the site. 

M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessment. This archeological 
mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soils­
improving activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils 
remediation, compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of 5 feet or greater below 
ground·surface, for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared. 

Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be subject to Preliminary 
Archeology Review (PAR) by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor, 
Planning Department's 
archeologist or qualified 

archaeological 
consultant, and 

Planning Department 
Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO) for each 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

building(s). 

During the 
environmental 

review of 
subsequent 

projects. 

Planning Department 
(ERO; Department's 

archeologist or qualified 
archaeological consultant). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
submittal of PAR to ERO. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

Based on the PAR, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall determine if there is 
a potential for effect to an archeological resource, including human remains, and, if so, 
what further actions are warranted to reduce the potential effect of the project on 
archeological resources to a less-than-significant leyel. Such actions may include 
project redesign to avoid the potential to affect an archeological resource; or further 
investigations by an archeological consultant, such as preparation of a project-specific 
Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (ARDTP) or the undertaking of an 
archeological monitoring or testing program based on an archeological monitoring or 
testing plan. The scope of the ARDTP, archeological testing or archeological 
monitoring plan shall be determined in consultation with the ERO and consistent with 
the standards for archeological documentation established by the Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP) for purposes of compliance with CEQA (OHP Preservation 
Planning Bulletin No. 5). Avoidance of effect to an archeological resource is always the 
preferred option. 

M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. This 
mitigation measure is required for projects that would result in soil disturbance and 
are not subject to Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a. 

Should any indication of an archeological resource, including human remains, be 
encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project head 
foreman and/or project spon,sor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall 
immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery 
until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project 
site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from 
the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the San Francisco 
Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO 
as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, 
and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource 
is present, the archeolo11:ical consultant shall identifv and evaluate the archeolo11:ical 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

subsequent project 
undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Project sponsor, 
contractor, Planning 

Department's 
archeologist or qualified 

archaeological 
consultant, and 

· Planning Department 
Environmental Review 
Officer (ERO) for each 

subsequent project 
undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During soil­
disturbing 
activities. 

Planning Department 
(ERO; Planning 

Department archeologist). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
ERO's approval of FARR. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). · 

Mitigation Measures 

resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what 
action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if 
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures · might include preservation in situ of the archeological resource, an 
archeological monitoring program, an archeological testing program, or an 
archeological treatment program. If an archeological treatment program, archeological 
monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent 
with the Planning Department's Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for 
such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately 
implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from 
vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. If human remains are found all 
applicable state laws will be followed as outlined in Impact CP-7 and an archeological 
treatment program would be implemented in consultation with appropriate 
descendant groups and approved by the ERO. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources 
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered 
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. 
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a 
separate removable insert within the final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once 
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California 
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall. receive one 
copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. 
The Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco Planning Department shall 
receive one bound copy, one unbound copy, and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy 
on a CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 
523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest 
or interpretive value, the ERO mav reauire a different final report content, format, and 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili Status/Date Completed 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Repmting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

distribution from that presented above. 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment. 
This tribal cultural resource mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving 
any soils-disturbing or soils-improving activities including excavation, utilities 
installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of 5 
feet or greater below ground surface. 

Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be reviewed for the potential to 
affect a tribal cultural resource in tandem with the preliminary archeology review of 
the project by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. For projects 
requiring a mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report, the 
Planning Department "Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA" 
shall be distributed to the department's tribal distribution list. Consultation with 
California Native American tribes regarding the potential of the project to affect a 
tribal cultural resource will occur at the request of any notified tribe. For all projects 
subject to this mitigation measure, if staff determines that the proposed project may 
have a potential significant adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource, then the 
following shall be required as determined warranted by the ERO. 

If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both 
feasible and effective, based on information provided by the applicant regarding 
feasibility and other available information, then the project archeological consultant 
shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan. Implem:entation of the 
approved plan by the archeological consultant shall be required when feasible. If staff 
determines that preservation-in-place of the Tribal Cultural Resource is not a 
sufficient or feasible option, then the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive 
program of the resource in coordination with affiliated Native American tribal 
representatives. An interpretive plan produced in coordination with affiliated Native 
American tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO shall be 
required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify-proposed locations 
for installations or disolavs, the orooosed content and materials. of those displays or 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Planning Department's 
archeologist, California 
Native American tribal 

representative, Planning 
Department-qualified 

archeological 
consultant. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During the 
environmental 

review of 
subsequent 

projects. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

Planning Department 
archeologist, Planning 
Department-qualified 

archeological consultant, 
p,oject sponsor. 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete if no 
Tribal Cultural Resource is 

discovered or Tribal 
Cultural Resource is 

discovered and either 
preserved in-place or 

project effects to Tribal 
Cultural Resource are 

mitigated by 
implementation of Planning 

Department approved 
interpretive program. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term 
maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations, 
preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans, 
artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational 
displays. 

• ... 
*M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements3• The following are City and County and sponsors of 
subsequent development projects that would reduce the transit impacts associated with 
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan. 

Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other 
City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital 
funding, including through the following measures: 

• Establish fee-based sources of revenue. 
• Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a 

portion of the revenue collected going to support improved local and regional 
transit service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area. 

• Area Plan funding for transit enhancements. 

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review 
each street network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where 
significant transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, SAX 
Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission 
Rapid, 27' Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this 
review, SFMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that 
would meet the performance criteria of maintaining accessible transit service, 
enhancine: transil service times, and offsetting transit delav. Such features could 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

: 

Sponsors of subsequent 
development projects 

with off-street vehicular 
parking facilities with 
20 or more vehicular 
parking spaces shall 
ensure that recurring 
vehicle queues do not 

substantially affect 
public transit operations 

on the public right-of­
way near the off-street 

vehicular parking 
facility. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Ongoing 

,: ,. ,,, ',. 

·.·.. ', 

,.•.\::,::· ·' 

Planning Department and 
project sponsor. 

Status/Date Completed 

: 
,. ' 

Ongoing 

3 M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements is identified in both Table A (Mitigation measures to be implemented by City and County of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented 
by the project sponsor). 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Meas.ures 

include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue 
jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and 
transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times 
and offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be 
subject to a similar review process. 

Tran.fiit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the 
SFMTA shall establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and 
development in Central SoMa to transit and other sustainable transportation mode 
planning. This shall be achieved through some or all of the following measures: 

• Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to 
make the pedestrian environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips 
throughout the day, especially in areas where sidewalks and other realms of 
the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and intimidating for 
pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This 
includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic, 
long blocks, narrow sidewalks and tow-awaylanes, as may be found in much 
of the Central SoMa area. 

• Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings 
from transit stops and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary 
access points to buildings through parking lots and other auto-oriented 
entryways. 

• Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage 
and direct resources brought in through pricing programs and development­
based fee assessments, as outlined above, to further the multimodal 
implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements. 

• Sponsors of development projects with off-street vehicular parking facilities 
with 20 or more vehicular parking spaces shall ensure that recurring vehicle 
quei1es do not substantially affect public transit operations on the public 
right-of-way near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A vehicle queue is 
defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the oarkinlZ facilitv) blockinlZ 
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Mitigation 
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Status/Date Completed 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
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Mitigation Measures 

any portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period 
of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall 
employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate 
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of 
the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the 
street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if 
applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: 
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite queue 
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs 
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other 
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared 
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage 
directing drivers to available spaces; transportation demand management 
strategies such as those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM 
Program. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue 
is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon 
request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to 
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant 
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for 
review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the 
facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the w1'itten 
determination to abate the queue. 

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit 
vehicles needed to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa, 
the SFMI' A shall provide maintenance and storage facilities. 

M·TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP). Sponsors of development 
projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of residential, office, industrial, or 

Responsibility for 
im lementation 

Project sponsors of 
subsequent projects 

Mit1gation 
Schedule 

Prior to the 
approval of any 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

SFMTA and Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

·-

Considered complete for 
each subsequent 
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Mitigation Measures 

commercial uses shall prepare a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and approval 
by the Planning Department and the SFMTA in order to reduce potential conflicts 
between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles 
and vehicles, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new 
loading demand. The DLOP shall be submitted along with a buildirig permit and 
approval should occur prior to the certificate of occupancy. 

Prior to preparing the DLOP, the project sponsor shall meet with the Planning 
Department and the SFMTA to review the proposed number, location, and design of 
the on-site loading spaces, as well as the projected loading demand during the 
entitlement/environmental review process. In addition to reviewing the on-site 
loading spaces and projected loading demand, the project sponsor shall provide the 
Planning Department and SFMTA a streetscape plan that shows the location, design, 
and dimensions of all existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public right-
of-way. In the event that the number of on-site loading spaces does not accommodate 
the projected loading demand for the proposed development, the project sponsor shall 
pursue with the SFMTA conversion of nearby on-street parking spaces to commercial 
loading spaces, if determined feasible by the SFMTA. 

The DLOP shall be revised to reflect changes in accepted technology or operation 
protocols, or changes in conditions, as deemed necessary by the Planning Department 
and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall include the following components, as appropriate to 
the type of development and adjacent street characteristics: 

• Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are 
efficiently used, and that trucks that are longer than can be safely 
accommodated are not permitted to use a building's loading dock, the project 
sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall develop a plan for 
management of the building's loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in the 
building are informed of limitations and conditions on loading schedules and 
truck size. The management plan could include strategies such as the use of an 
attendant to direct and guide trucks, installing a "Full" sign at the 
garae:e/loadine: dock driveway, limiting activitv durine: oeak hours, installation 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

undertaken in the 
Central SoMa Plan Area 

of more than 100,000 
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SFMTA; Planning 
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Mitigation Measures 

of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features. Additionally, as 
part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult with the 
SFMTA concerning the design of!oading and parking facilities. 

• Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions, the 
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that 
building management employs attendant(s) for the project's parking garage 
and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as 
determined by the project-specific review analysis, typically at the project's 
driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the building and avoid any 
safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during the a.m. and 
p.m. peak periods of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, with extended 
hours as dictated by traffic, bicycle and pedestrian conditions and by activity 
in the project garage and loading dock. Each project shall also install audible 
and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices as 
approved by the Planning Department and/or the SFMI A, to alert pedestrians 
of the outbound vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dock, as 
applicable. 

• Large Truck Access. The loading dock attendant shall dictate the maximum size 
of truck that can be accommodated at the on-site loading area. In order to 
accommodate any large trucks (i.e., generally longer than 40 feet) that may 
require occasional access to the site (e.g., large move-in trucks that need 
occasional access to both residential and commercial developments), the 
DLOP plan shall include procedures as to the location of on-street 
accommodation, time of day restrictions for accommodating larger vehicles, 
and procedures to reserve available curbside space on adjacent streets from the 
SFMTA. 

• Trash/Recycling/Compost Collection Design and Management. When designs for 
buildings are being developed, the project sponsor or representative shall 
meet with the appropriate representative from Recology (or other trash 
collection firm) to determine the location and type of 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 
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Mitigation Measures 

trash/recycling/compost bins, frequency of collections, and procedures for 
collection activities, .including the location of Recology trucks during 
collection. The location of the trash/recycling/compost storage room(s) for 
each building shall be indicated on the building plans prior to submittal of 
plans to the Building Department. Procedures for collection shall ensure that 
the collection bins are not placed within any sidewalk, bicycle facility, 
parking lane or travel lane adjacent to the project site at any time. 

Delivery Storage. Design the loading dock area to allow for unassisted 
delivery systems (i.e., a range of delivery systems that eliminate the need for 
human intervention at the receiving end), particularly for use when the 
receiver site (e.g., retail space) is not in operation. Examples could include 
the receiver site providing a key or electronic fob to loading vehicle 
operators, which enables the loading vehicle operator to deposit the goods 
inside the business or in a secured area that is separated from the business. 

The final DLOP and all revisions shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Environmental Review Officer or designee of the Planning Department and the 
Sustainable Streets Director or designee of the SFMTA. The DLOP will be 
memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit. 

*M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger 
Loading/Unloading Zones.4 The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy 
(strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that 
articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely managing 
loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial 
and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency's 
development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

SFMTA, Planning 
Department, and 

sponsors of subsequent 
development projects 

that provide more than 
100,000 square feet of 

residential or 
commercial uses with 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to receipt of 
final Certificate of 

Occupancy. 

SFMTA, Planning 
Department, and project 

sponsor. 

Status/Date Completed 

Plan considered complete 
upon approval by SFMTA 

and the Planning 
Department. Monitoring 

ongoing. 

4 M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County 
of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the project sponsor) as the responsibility for implementation is shared by both parties. 
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Mitigation Measures 

changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible. 

The SFMTA and the Planning Department should develop protocols for ongoing 
assessment of commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, and for 
review of new development projects along the affected street segments to identify 
needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a 
development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and 
passenger loading spaces. 

Sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of 
residential or commercial uses with frontages along a public right-of-way identified on 
the High Injury Network, with an existing or proposed bicycle facility, or include 
public transit operations shall develop a Passenger Loading Plan. The plan shall 
address passenger loading activities and related queueing effects associated with for­
hire services (including taxis, and Transportation Network Companies) and the 
vanpool services, as applicable. Elements of this Passenger Loading Plan may include 
but would not be limited to the following measures: 

• Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request passenger loading 
zones are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better guide 
passengers and drivers where to pick up or drop off. 

• Designated on-site and on-street loading zones that are clearly marked with 
adequate signage to permit passenger loading space and no other vehicles to 
stop/park for any duration of time. For these zones, set specific_time limits 
restricting vehicles to stopped/parked over a certain period of time (e.g., 
three minutes) and alert passengers that their driver will depart/arrive 
within the allotted timeframe. 

• Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger 
loading activities and operations, including detailed information on the 
vanpool services and locations pick-up/drop-off of for-hire services. 

• Detailed roles and responsibilities of managing and monitoring the 
passenger loading zone(s) and to properlv enforce anv passenger vehicles 
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Mitigation Measures 

that are in violation (e.g., blocking bicycle lane, blocking a driveway, etc.). 

The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer or 
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee 
of the SFMTA. The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional, 
retained by the Project Sponsor after a building(s) reaches 50% occupancy and once a 
year going forward until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is 
no longer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the 
evaluation report shall be determined by SFMTA staff, in consultation with the 
Planning Department, and generally shall include an assessment of on-street loading 
conditions, including actual loading demand, loading operation observations, and an 
assessment of how the project meets this mitigation measure. The evaluation report 
may be folded into other mitigation measure reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts 
are occurring based on the assessment, the plan evaluation report shall put forth 
additional measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with loading operations. 
The evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff, which shall make the final 
determination whether ongoing conflicts are occurring. In the event that the ongoing 
conflicts are occurring, the above plan requirements may be altered (e.g., the hour and 
day restrictions listed above, number of loading vehicle operations permitted during 
certain hours listed above, etc.). 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation. 

For street network projects that reduce the number of available vehicle travel lanes for 
a total distance of more than one block where transit-only lanes are not provided: 
Street network projects shall be designed to comply with adopted city codes regarding 
street widths, curb widths, and turning movements. To the degree feasible while still 
accomplishing safety-related project objectives, SFMTA shall design street network 
projects to include features that create potential opportunities for cars to clear travel 
lanes for emergency vehicles. Examples of such features include: curbside loading 
zones, customized signal timing, or other approaches developed through ongoing 
consultation between SFMTA and the San Francisco Fire Department. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

SFMTA 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to final 
design of each 
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Department. 
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project design. 



848

Motion No. ____ _ 

May 10, 2018 
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program 

Central SoMa Plan 
Case No. 2011.1356E 

Page 27 of 46 

TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Repo1iing Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and Construction 
Coordination. Construction Management Plan-For projects within the Plan Area, the 
project sponsor shall develop and, upon review and approval by the SFMTA and 
Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan, addressing 
transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The 
Construction Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to 
contractors and affected agencies with respect to coordinating construction activities to 
minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall circulation in the project area is 
maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus on ensuring transit, pedestrian, 
and bicycle connectivity. The Construction Management Plan would supplement and 
expand, rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or provisions set 
forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City departments and agencies, and the 
California Department of Transportation. 

If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent 
project(s) as to result in transportation-related impacts, the project sponsor or its 
contractor(s) shall consult with various City departments such as the SFMTA and 
Public Works, and other interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary -by the 
SFMTA, Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated 
Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan, to 
be prepared by the contractor, would be reviewed by the SFMTA and would address 
issues of circulation (traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety, parking and other project 
construction in the area. Based on review of the construction logistics plan, the project 
may be required to consult with SFMTA Muni Operations prior to construction to 
review potential effects to nearby transit operations. 

The Construction Management Plan and, if required, the Coordinated Construction 
Management Plan, shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours-Limit construction truck movements 
during the hours between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m., and 
other times if required by the SFMT A, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic, 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor of each 
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undertaken in the 
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Mitigation Measures 

including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods. 
• Construction Truck Routing Plans-Identify optimal truck routes between the 

regional facilities and the project site, taking into consideration truck routes of other 
development projects and any construction activities affecting the roadway 
network. 

• Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures-The project sponsor shall 
coordinate travel lane closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane and 
sidewalk closures through interdepartmental meetings, to minimize the extent and 
duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be 
minimized especially along transit and bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to 
transit service and bicycle circulation and safety. 

• Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access-The project 
sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire 
Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible 
measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain 
access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an 
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to 
reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation 
effects during construction of the project. 

• Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access jar Construction Workers-The construction 
contractor shall include methods to encourage carpooling, bicycling, walk and 
transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit 
subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, 
participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, 
participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco 
(www.sferh.or~, and providing transit information to construction workers). 

· • Construction Worker Parking Plan-The location of construction worker parking shall 
be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring the implementation 
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Mitigation Measures 

of the proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate 
construction worker parking shall be discouraged. All construction bid documents 
shall include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed 
location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking 
spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site shall be required. If 
off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of 
the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how 
·workers would travel between off-site facility and project site shall be required. 

• Project Construction Updates Jar Adjacent Businesses and Residents-To minimize 
construction impacts on access for nearby institutions and businesses, the project 
sponsor shall provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly­
updated information regarding project construction, including construction 
activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane 
closures, and lane closures. At regular intervals to be defined in the Construction 
Management Plan and, if necessary, in the Coordinated Construction Management 
Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the project sponsor that shall 
provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact 
information for specific construction inquiries or concerns. 

'' ' ·. ' '. " ·. ,'· -_· 
. E; Noise and Vibration . , 

Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for New 
Development Projects. Transportation Demand Management for New Development 
Projects. To reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan 
Area, the project sponsor and subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent 
affordable housing projects) shall develop and implement a TDM Plan for a proposed 
project's net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces) as part of project 
approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be 
in accordance with Planning Department's TDM Program Standards for the type of 
development proposed, and accompanying appendices in the Planning Department's 
TDM Programs and Standards, except that proiects with complete development 
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. 
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. 
Project sponsor to 
submit TDM Plan 

to Planning 
Department for 
review prior to 
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. 
', 
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Status/Date Completed 
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as part of project approval; 
implementation to continue 

on ongoing basis, with 
reporting as required by 

text of TDM Plan. 
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Mitigation Measures 

applications or Envirorunental Evaluation Applications (EEAs) on file with the 
Planning Department before January 1, 2018 shall meet a minimum of 75% of the TDM 
requirements in the Planning Department's TDM Program Standards. The TDM 
Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as 
planning £cir the proposed· TDM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development 
project's TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall conform to the most recent 
version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at the 
time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Section 31.04(h) 
of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and 
approve the TDM Plan, as well as any subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The 
TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT 
per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and adjust TDM 
measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is 
applicable to all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an 
exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This measure is superseded for 
those projects that are already required to fully comply with the TDM Program 
Standards (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM 
Plan shall be developed in consultation with the Planning Department and rely 
generally on implementation of measures listed in the Planning Department TDM 
Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the Project 
Approval Action. The TDM program may include, but is not limited to the types of 
measures, which· are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual 
development project TDM measures shall be applied from the TDM Program 
Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and applicability 
of candidate measures in detail: 
1. Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, 

secure bicycle. parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share 
members~ps for project occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other 
bicycle-related services; 

2. Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

project occupants; 
3. Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project 

occupants; 
4. Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to 

support the use of sustainable transportation modes by families; 
5. High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle 

bus service; 
6. Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information 

displays, and tailored transportation marketing services; 
7. Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in 

underserved areas; and 
8. Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking 

cash out offers, and reduced off-street parking supply. 

M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between 
existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development 
including PDR, Place of Entertainment, or other uses that may require the siting of 
new emergency generators/fire pumps or noisier-than-typical mechanical equipment, 
or facilities that generate substantial nighttime truck and/or bus traffic that would 
potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient noise (either short-
term during the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning Department 
shall require the preparation of a noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site 
survey to identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a 
direct line-of-sight-to, the project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise 
measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so as to be able to accurately 
describe maximum levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first project 
approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical 
analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate that the proposed use would meet 
the noise standard identified in San Francisco Police Code Article 29. Should any 
concerns be present, the Department shall require the completion of a detailed noise 
assessment bv person(s) qualified in acoustical analvsis and/or enei.neerini:r, and the 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Planning Department; 
project sponsor of each 

subsequent noise-
generating project, as 

specified in mitigation 
measure, in the Central 

SoMa Plan Area; 
acoustical consultant 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Analysis to be 
completed during 

environmental 
review of 

subsequent 
projects in the Plan 

Area. 

Planning Department and 
Department of Building 

Inspection (DBI). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
project approval of 

subsequent development 
projects by Planning 

Department/ Planning 
Commission or approval of 

final plan set by DBI if 
Planning Department 

identifies project-specific 
noise reduction measures. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). · 

Mitigation Measures 

incorporation of noise reduction measures as recommended by the noise assessment 
prior to the first project approval action. 

M-N0-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that project noise 
from construction activities is reduced to the maximum extent feasible, the project sponsor 
of a development project in the plan area that is within 100 feet of noise-sensitive receptors 
shall undertake the following: 

• Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project 
construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved 
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and 
acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds), wherever feasible. 

• Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as 
compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to 
muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the 
construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To 
further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or 
excavated areas, if feasible. 

• Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement 
breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever 
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically 
powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on 
the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the 
tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as ·10 dBA. 

• Include noise control requirem~nts in specifications provided to construction 
contractors. Such requirements could include, but are not limited to, performing all 
work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of equipment with 
effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy activities during times of least 
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul 
routes that avoid residential buildings to the extent that such routes are otherwise 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor of each 
subsequent project in 
the Central SoMa Plan 

Area; construction 
general contractor. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
construction 

period. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

Planning Department, 
Department of Building 
Inspection ( as requested 

and/or on complaint 
basis), Police Department 

(on complaint basis). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete at the 
completion of construction 
for each subsequent project. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Depaiiment would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

feasible. 
• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of 

construction documents, submit to the Planning Department and Department of 
Building Inspection (DBI) a list of measures that shall be implemented and that shall 
respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures 
shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying DBI and the Police 
Department ( during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted on­
site describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that 
shall be answered at all times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site 
construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4) 
notification of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within 
300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise 
generating activities ( defined as activities generating anticipated noise levels of 
80 dBA or greater without noise controls, which is the standard in the Police Code) 
about the estimated duration of the activity. 

M-N0-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures During Pile Driving. For 
individual projects that require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation 
measures shall be prepared under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant. 
These attenuation measures shall be included in construction of the project and shall 
include as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective strategies, 
as feasible: 

• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the 
construction contractor to erect temporary plywood or similar solid noise barriers 
along the boundaries of the project site to shield potential sensitive receptors and 
reduce noise levels; . 

• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the 
construction contractor to implement" quiet" pile-driving technology (such as pre­
drilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of more than one pile driver to 
shorten the total pile driving duration), where feasible, with consideration of 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor of each 
subsequent project in 
the Central SoMa Plan 
Area and construction 

general contractor. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to and during 
the period of pile­

driving. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibilit 

Project sponsor; Planning 
Department and 

construction contractor; 
Department of Building 
Inspection ( as requested 

and/or on complaint 
basis). 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete after 
implementation of noise 

attenuation measures 
during pile-driving 

activities and submittal of 
final noise monitoring 

report to Planning 
Department. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETE_RMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

geotechnical and structural requirements and soil conditions (including limiting 
vibration levels to the FT A's 0.5 inches per second, PPV to minimize architectural 
damage to adjacent structures); . The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the 
construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures 
by taking noise measurements, at a distance of 100 feet, at least once per day during 
pile-driving; and . The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require that the 
construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result in the least disturbance to 
neighboring uses. 

M-N0-3: Construction-Generated Vibration. 

Implement Mitigation Measures M-N0-2b, Noise and Vibration Control Measures 
during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a, Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent 
Construction Activities, and M-CP-3b, Construction Monitoring Program for 
Historical Resources. 

.. 
F. Air Qualitv ':'-: i. : . 

M-AQ-3: Violation of an Air Quality Standard, Contribute to an Existing or Projected 
Air Quality Violation, and/or Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase in 
Criteria Air Pollutants. 

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management for 
Development Projects. 

M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning Low-
VOC Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of any certificate of final occupancy and 
every five years thereafter, the project sponsor shall develop electronic correspondence 
to be distributed by email or posted on-site annually to tenants of the project that 
encourages the purchase of consumer products and paints that are better for the 
environment and generate less VOC emissions. The correspondence shall encourage 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 

See Mitigation Measures M-N0-2b, M-CP-3a, and M-CP-3b. 

: .... " · ... ·,, .. ,;,-:.: .. ··. ·.· .. :-',~-" .· ·· ... ,' 

. :.•' ... . ,'• •., 

See Mitigation Measure 
M-NO-la. 

Project sponsor of each Prior to receipt of Planning Department and Project sponsor to submit 
subsequent project in final Certificate of Department of Building written information to 

the Central SoMa Plan Occupancy and Inspection (DBI). Planning Department prior 
Area; subsequent every five years to DB.I issuance of 

project owner; thereafter. Certificate of Occupancy; 
Homeowners' Sponsor or Owner to 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact information and 
links to SF Approved. 

M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions. Proposed projects that would exceed the 
criteria air pollutant thresholds in this EIR shall implement the additional measures, as 
applicable and feasible, to reduce operational criteria air pollutant emissions. Such 
measures may include, but are not limited to, the following: . For any proposed refrigerated warehouses or large (greater than 20,000 square feet) 

grocery retailers, provide electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks with Transportation 
Refrigeration Units at the loading docks. . Use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings in maintaining buildings. 
"Low-VOC" refers to paints that meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South 
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1113; however, many manufacturers 
have reformulated to levels well below these limits. These are referred to as "Super-
Compliant" architectural coatings. . Implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5a, Best Available Control Technology for 
Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps. . Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions 
onsite or offsite if emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB. Measures 
to reduce emissions onsite are preferable to offsite emissions .reductions. 

M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis. Subsequent development projects that 
do not meet the applicable screening levels or that the Planning Department otherwise 
determines could exceed one or more significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants 
shall undergo an analysis of the project's construction emissions. If no significance 
thresholds are exceeded, no further mitigation is required. If one or more significance 
thresholds are exceeded, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b would be applicable to the 
project. · 

M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. If required based on the 
analysis described in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a or as required in Impact AQ-6 the 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Association (for 
condominium projects). 

Project sponsor of each 
subsequent project in 
the Central SoMa Plan 

Area; subsequent 
project owner, as 

applicable based on 
mitigation measure; 

Homeowners' 
Association (for 

condominium projects). 

Project sponsors of 
projects in Central SoMa 

Plan Area that do not 
meet applicable 
screening levels; 

Planning Department 

Project sponsor of 
applicable projects in 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

For warehouses 
and large grocers, 

prior to issuance of 
building permit. 

Ongoing for 
maintenance use of 

architectural 
coatings . 

For generators and 
fire pumps, see 

Mitigation 
Measure M-AQ-5a. 

For other 
measures, schedule 

to be determined 
by Planning 
Department. 

During 
environmental 

review. 

Prior to the start of 
diesel equipment 

Status/Date Completed 

continue submittals at 5-
year intervals (ongoing). 

Planning Department and For warehouses and large 
Department of Building grocers, considered 

Inspection. complete upon approval of 
final construction plan set. 

Ongoing for maintenance 
use of architectural 

coatings. 

For generators and fire 
pumps, see Mitigation 

Measure M-AQ-5a. 

For other measures, 
schedule to be determined 
by Planning Department. 

Planning Department Considered complete upon 
(ERO, Air Quality approval of analysis by 

technical staff). ERO. 

Planning Department Considered complete upon 
/ERO, Air Qualitv Plannine: Department 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental 
Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall be designed to reduce air pollutant 
emissions to the greatest degree practicable. 

The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:. 

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20 
total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the 
following requirements: 

a) Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel 
engines shall be prohibited; 

b) All off-road equipment shall have: 

i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or 
California Afr Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards ( or Tier 3 
off-road emissions standards if NOx emissions exceed applicable 
thresholds), and 

ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions 
Control Strategy (VDECS), and 

iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at least 99 percent renewable 
diesel or R99). 

c) Exceptions: 
i. Exceptions to l(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted 

information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an 
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site and 
that the requirements of this exception provision apply. Under this 
circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with 
l(b) for onsite power generation. 

ii. Exceptions to l(b)(ii) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted 
information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a 
Particular Piece of off-road eauipment with an ARB Level 3 VDECS (1) is 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Central SoMa Plan 
Area; Planning 
Department: 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

use on site. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

technical staff). 

' 

Status/Date Completed 

review and acceptance of 
Construction Emissions 

Minimization Plan. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions 
due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the control device would 
create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the·operator, or (4) there is a 
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not 
retrofitted with an ARB Level 3 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted 
documentation to the ERO that the requirements of this exception provision 
apply. If granted an exception to l(b)(ii), the project sponsor shall comply 
with the requirements of l(c)(iii). 

iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to l(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall 
provide the next-cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the 
step down schedule in Table M-AQ-4: 

TABLE M-AQ-4B: 
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP DOWN SCHEDULE* 

Compliance 
Alternative 

1 

2 

Engine Emission 
Standard 

Tier 2** 

Tier2 

Emissions 
Control 

ARB Level 2 VDECS 

ARB Level 1 VDECS 

• How to use the table. If the requirements of l(b) cannot be met, then the project 
sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor 
not be able to supply off-road equipmei1t meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then 
Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be 
able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then 
Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met 

** Tier 3 off road emissions standards are required if NOx emissions exceed applicable 
thresholds. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
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Mitigation Measures 

2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road 
equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in 
exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding idling for off-road and on­
road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages 
(English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site 
to remind operators of the two minute idling limit. 

3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and 
tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 

4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a 
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction 
phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but is not 
limited to, equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification 
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine 
serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For the VDECS 
installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB 
verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on 
installation date. For off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall 
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons requesting it 
and a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site indicating 
to the public the basic requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the 
Plan. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan as requested. 

6. Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the 
construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase 
including the information required in Paragraph 4, above. In addition, for off-road 
equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the type of 
alternative fuel being used. 

Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor 
shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities. The final 
report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 
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legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in 
Paragraph 4. In addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, 
reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

7. Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of 
construction activities, the project sponsor shall certify (1) compliance with the Plan, 
and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract 
specifications. 

M-AQ-5: Operational Emissions of Fine Particulate Matter and Toxic Air 
Contaminants that would Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant 
Concentrations 

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) for Development Projects. 

M-AQ-Sa: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps 
All diesel generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1) meet Tier 4 Final or 
Tier 4 Interim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are 
equipped with a California Air Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions 
Control Strategy. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall be fueled with renewable 
diesel, R99, if commercially available. For each new diesel backup generator or fire 
pump permit submitted for the project, including any associated generator pads, 
engine and filter specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for the generator or 
fire pump from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. Once 
operational, all diesel backup generators and Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
Strategy shall be maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future 
replacement.of the diesel backup generators, fire pumps, and Level 3 Verified Diesel 
Emissions Control Strategy filters shall be required to be consistent with these 
emissions specifications. The operator of the facility shall maintain records of the 
testing schedule for each diesel backup generator and fire pump for the life of that 
diesel backup eenerator and fire pump and provide this information for review to the 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

See Mitigation Measure 
M-NO-la. 

Project sponsors of 
projects in the Central 
SoMa Plan Area with 
new diesel generators 

and/or fire pumps; 
Planning Department. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

For specifications, 
prior to issuance of 
building permit for 
diesel generator or 

fire pump. 

For maintenance, 
ongoing. 

Planning Department 
(ERO, Air Quality 

technical staff). 

., 

Status/Date Completed 

Equipment specifications 
portion considered 

complete when equipment 
specifications approved by 

ERO. 

Maintenance portion is 
ongoing and records are 

subject to Planning 
Department review upon 

request. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

Planning Department within three months of requesting such information. 

M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate matter (PM2.s), Diesel Particulate 
Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants. To minimize potential exposure of 
sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter or substantial levels of toxic air 
contaminants as part of everyday operations from stationary or area sources (other 
than the sources listed in M-AQ-Sa), the San Francisco Planning Department shall 
require, during the environmental review process of such projects, but not later than 
the first project approval action, the preparation of an analysis by a qualified air 
quality specialist that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify residential or 
other sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site. For purposes of this 
measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include housing units; child care 
centers; schools (high school age and below); and inpatient health care facilities, 
including nursing or retirement homes and similar establishments. The assessment 
shall also include an estimate of emissions of toxic air contaminants from the source 
and shall identify all feasible measures to reduce emissions. These,measures shall be 
incorporated into the project prior to the first approval action. 

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Sd: Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks. 
Locate sensitive receptors as far away as feasible from truck activity areas including 
loading docks and delivery areas. 

M·AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. All projects within the Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone and newly added Air Pollutant Exposure Zone lots identified 
in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with M-AQ-4b, Construction Emissions Minimization 
Plan. 

M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements. Construction o_f street 
network changes and open space improvements adjacent to newly added air pollution 
exposure zone lots identified in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with the Clean 
Construction requirements for projects located within the APEZ. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsors of 
projects in the Central 
SoMa Plan Area with 
stationary equipment 

other than diesel 
generators and fire 

pumps that emit PM2.s, 
diesel particulate, or 

other toxic air 
contaminants, as 

determined by the 
Planning Department. 

Project sponsor of any 
project in the Central 
SoMa Plan Area with 
sensitive receptors. 

Project sponsor of 
applicable projects in 

the Central SoMa Plan 
Area identified by the 
Planning Department. 

Planning Department, 
San Francisco Public 

Works, for sites in the 
Central SoMa Plan Area 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to first 
project approval 

action. 

Prior to approval 
of final plan set. 

During 
construction of 
each applicable 

street network and 

Status/Date Completed 

Planning Department Considered complete upon 
(ERO, Air Quality ERO review and approval 

technical staff). of air quality analysis and 
implementation of any 
required measures to 

reduce emissions. 

Planning Department and Considered complete upon 
Department of Building approval of final plan set. 

Inspection. 

See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b. 

Planning Department Considered complete at the 
end of construction for each 

applicable street network 
and open space 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*). 

Mitigation Measures 

: ' ,' ' ' 

"M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area. In portions of the Central SoMa 
Plan area outside the C-3 Use Districts, projects proposed at a roof height greater than 
85 feet shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to their potential to result in a 
new wind hazard exceedance or aggravate an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard 
exceedance (defined as the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour 
equivalent wind speed). If the qualified expert determines that wind-tunnel testing is 
required due to the potential for a new or worsened wind hazard exceedance, the 
project sh~ll adhere to the following standards for reduction of ground-level wind 
speeds in areas of substantial pedestrian use: 

• New buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include 
setbacks, or other building design techniques), or other wind baffling measures 
shall be implemented, so that the development would result in the following with 
respect to the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind 
speed: 
o No increase, compared to existing conditions, in the overall number of hours 

during which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded (the number of exceedance 
locations may change, allowing for both new exceedances and elimin'ation of 
existing exceedances, as long as there is no net increase in the number of 
exceedance locations), based on wind-tunnel testing of a representative number 
of locations proximate to the project site; OR 

o Any increase in the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard 
criterion is exceeded shall be evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects 
of anticipated development that is in accordance with the Plan. Such an 
evaluation shall be undertaken if the project contribution to the wind hazard 
exceedance at one or more locations relativelv distant from the individual project 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

identified by the 
Planning Department. 

Project sponsors of 
projects in the Central 

SoMa Plan Area in 
excess of 85 feet in 

rooftop height. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

open space 
improvement 

project. 

During the 
environmental 

review process for 
subsequent 

development 
projects. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

·: 

Planning Department 

Status/Date Completed 

improvement project. 

': ... , , ... ' :·: ':' ·. 

Considered complete upon 
approval of final 

construction plan set. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, · 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

site is minimal and if anticipated future Plan area development would 
substantively affect the wind conditions at those locations. The project and 
foreseeable development shall ensure that there is no increase in the overall 
number of hours during which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded. 

o New buildings and additions to existing buildings that cannot meet the one-hour 
wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance 
standard of this measure based on the above analyses, shall minimize to the 
degree feasible the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard 
criterion is exceeded. 

No mitigation measures identified to be implemented by the Project Sponsor. 

No mitigation measures identified to be implemented by the Project Sponsor. 

M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys: Conditions of approval for building permits 
issued for construction within the Plan Area shall include a requirement for pre­
construction special-status bat surveys when trees with a diameter at breast height 
equal to or greater than 6 inches are to be removed or vacant buildings that have been · 
vacant for six months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are 
found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the biologist to handle and 
collect bats) shall take actions· to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree 
removal or building demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around 
active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be 
determined in consultation with CDFW. Bat roosts initiated during construction are 
presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer would necessary. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Project sponsor of 
subsequent 

development projects in 
Central SoMa Plan Area 

with large trees to be 
removed and/or vacant 

buildings to be 
demolished; and 

qualified biologist, 
CDFW. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to issuance of 
demolition or 

building permits 
when trees would 

be removed or 
buildings 

demolished as part 
of an individual 

project. 

Monitoring/Report 
Res onsibili 

Planning Department; 
CDFW if applicable 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
issuance of demolition or 

building permits. 
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED 
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent 
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be 
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*). 

Mitigation Measures 

M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement The project sponsor of any 
development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that any building planned for 
demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials including, 
electrical equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), fluorescent light 
ballasts containing PCBs or bis(Z-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light 
tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and properly 
disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts that are 
proposed to be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs 
and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they 
shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according to 
applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified 
either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal, 
State, and local laws and regulations. 

Project sponsor of 
subsequent 

development projects in 
Central SoMa Plan Area 

with buildings to be 
demolished. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to issuance of 
demolition permit. 

Planning Department 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
ERO review and acceptance 

of hazardous materials 
building survey report and 

remediation plan. 
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TABLE C: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO) 

This table identifies Plan-level improvement measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects, street network changes, and 
open space improvements within the Central SoMa Plan area would be required to comply with the applicable improvement measure listed in Table D. 

Improvement Measures 

Improvement Measure I-TR-Sa: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign. 
To further reduce potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit and 
other vehicles, the SFMTA could develop and implern:ent a protected bicycle lane 
public education campaign to develop safety awareness by providing information to 
the public through outreach channels such as media campaigns, brochures, and 
websites. This campaign would be in addition to the existing SFMTA bicycle safety 
outreach, specifically geared to Central SoMa and protected bicycle lanes. Elements of 
the education campaign could include: 

• Clarifying rules of the road for protected bicycle lanes. 
• Improving pedestrian awareness about where to wait and how to cross the 

protected bike lane (i.e., on the sidewalk or buffer zone, rather than in the separate 
lane or adjacent to parked vehicles). 

• Ensuring that the San Francisco Police Department officers are initially and 
repeatedly educated on traffic law as it applies to bicyclists and motorists. 

• Providing safety compliance education for bicyclists coupled with increased 
enforcement for violations by bicyclists. 

The public education campaign could include a webpage, as well as instruction videos 
with information for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. The public education should 
be coordinated, to the extent possible, with community organizations including South 
of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN), San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 
(SFBC), and neighborhood business groups. 

Improvement Measure .I-TR-Sb: . Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation 
Surveys. Following implementation of the protected bicycle lanes on Howard, Folsom, 
Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets, the SFMTA could conduct motorist, pedestrian, 
bicycle, and business surveys to understand how the protected bicycle lanes are 
performing, and to make adjustments to the design and supplemental public 
education campaign. In addition to the user surveys, the post-implementation 
assessment could include before/after photos, bicyclist ridership and traffic volume 
counts, video analysis of behavior of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers, assessment of 
vehicle queuing, and compliance with new signs/signals. The information would be 
used as input for subsequent design and implementation of protected bicycle lanes on 
other streets in San Francisco, as well as documentin the effectiveness of the 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to Planning 
Department 
approval of 

20 percent of the 
Central SoMa Plan 

development, as 
estimated in the 

EIR. 

Within one year of 
installation of one 

or more cycle 
tracks specified in 

the mitigation 
measure. 

SFMTA and Planning 
Department. 

SFMTA and Planning 
Department. 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete with 
the implementation of cycle 

track public education 
campaign. 

Considered complete with 
the implementation of Cycle 

Track Surveys. 
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This table identifies Plan-level improvement measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects, street network changes, and 
open space improvements within the Central SoMa Plan area would be required to comply with the applicable improvement measure listed in Table D. 

Improvement Measures 

protected bicycle lane. 

Responsibility for 
Im lementation 

Mitigation 
Schedule Status/Date Completed 
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TABLED: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES TO BE IMPLEMENTED ASP ART OF SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED TO 
BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW. 

(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROjECT SPONSOR) 

This table identifies improvement measures applicable to subsequent development projects. During subsequent project review, the Planning Department would determine the 
applicability of the improvement measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be adopted with each subsequent project. 

Improvement Measures 

I-BI-2: Night Lighting Minimization. In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco 
Lights Out Program, the Planning Department could encourage buildings developed 
pursuant to the draft Plan to implement bird-safe building operations to prevent and 
minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited to the following measures: 

• Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by: 
o Minimizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and fa,;:ade up­

lighting and avoid up-lighting of rooftop antennae and other tall equipment, as 
well as of any decorative features; 

o Installing motion-sensor lighting; 
o Utilizing minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required lighting levels. 

• Reduce building lighting from interior sources by: 
o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, and atria; 
o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. through sunrise, especially 

during peak migration periods (mid-March to early June and late August 
through late October); 

o Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, etc.) to shut off 
lights in the evening when no one is present; 

o Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce the need for more 
extensive overhead lighting; 

o Scheduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 11:00 p.m.; 
o Educating building users about the dangers of night lighting to birds. 

Planning Department, 
working with project 

sponsors of each 
subsequent 

development project in 
the Central SoMa Plan 

Area. 

Mitigation 
Schedule 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit, 

and during project 
operation. 

Planning Department 

Status/Date Completed 

Considered complete upon 
approval of building plans 
by Planning Department. 

Planning Department may 
engage in follow-up 

discussions with project 
sponsors, as applicable. 
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Resolution No. 20164 

HEARING DATE MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan - General Plan Amendments 
Z011.1356EMTZU 
Steve Werthefrn, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 55$-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN . . . . . . . . . 

TO ADD THE CENTRAL SOUTH OF MARKET AREA PLAN, AND MAKING FINDINGS 
OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE, FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY 
WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION lOl.1, AND FINDINGS 
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS; Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that 
the Planning Commission ("Commission") shall pe1-iodicaUy recommend to the Board of 
Supervisors for approvalor rejection proposed amendments to the General Plan in response to 
changing physical, social, economic, environmental, or legislative conditions. 

WHEREAS, the Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on March 1, 2018 and in 
accordance with Planning Code Section 340(c), initiated the General Plan Amendments for the 
Central So.uth of Market Area Plan ("Central SoMa Plan") by Planning Commission Resolution 
No.20119. 

WHEREAS, this· Resqlution adopting and recommending that. the Boarci of Supervisors approve 
the General Plan .Amendments is a companion to other le&islative approvals relating to the 
Central SoMa Plan, including recommendations that the Board of Supervisors approve Planning 
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments. 

WHEREAS! the desire for a Central SoMa Plan began cluring the Eastern Neighborhoods 
pla11ning prqcess. In2008 the City adopted the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including new land 
use controls and proposed community imprnvements for the eastern part 0£ the South of :tylarket 
neighborhood (SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront; Mission, and Showplace Square(Potrero 
Hill neighborhoods .. At that time, the City determin£d that the development potential of the 
industrially zoned part of East SoMa; coupled with the improved transitto be provided by the 
Central Subway, necessitated a subsequent,. focused planning process that took into account the 
city's growth needs and.City and regional environmental goals. The Central·SoMa Plan isthe 
result of that subsequent process. 

W'INW .sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Frllnci sco, 
CA 94103s2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information; 
415.558.6377 
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General Plan Amendments 

WHEREAS, the Western SoMaArea Plan, adopted in 2013, also explicitly recognized the need to 
increase development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, whiclt states that the City should 
"Support continued evaluation of land uses.near major transit.infrastructure in recognition of 
citywide and regional sustainable growth needs.'' The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes· 
that "The City must continue evaluatin~ how H can best meet citywicil:! and regional objectives to 
direct. growth to transit-oriented locations and whether. current controls are meeting identified 
needs.'' The Objedive's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City should "Continue .to 
explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street,. including as part of any fi,iture 
evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western 
SoMa Pl.an's Objecti,ve 1.5 an.cl Policy 1.5.1. . . . . 

WHEREAS, the process of cre.tting the Central So!vfa Plan i;>egan in ZOll. Since that time, .the 
Planning Depart;ment released a dratt n.m and commenced environmental review as requir~ J:,y 
the California, Envirortrne:n.ta.l Quality Act ("CEQA") in April 2013, released ari. Initial Study in 
Fel:,mary of 2014, released a revised br.1ft Plc1n and Implementation Strcttegy i.n August 2016, 
released the Draft EnvironmentalJmpactReport.in December 2016, .and released Responses to 
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report in March 2ois. 

. . . .. . . . . . 

WHEREAS, thro1,1ghot1tthe process, the Central So:tvfa Plan has been developed based .on robust 
public input; including ten pµl:,lic open hoµses; fourteen public.I:iearings at the Planning 
Conunission; two pµblic. hearings at the Board of Supervisor's Land Use & Transportation 
Committee;.ac:l.ditional hearings at the Historic Preservation CoillIIl.ission, Arts Comn:tls~ion, and 
Youth Commission; a: "tepmical adyisory com.mittee" consisting of multiple City and. regional 
agencies;. a· II storefront charrette" · (during wllich. the Planning IJepart:ment. set up shop in aretail 
space in the. ti.eigh):)orhood t6 solicit community input on the formulation of the plan); two 
walking tours, led by community members; two tommunitySurveys; an online discussion boird; 
meeti11gs wtth over 30 pi:!igli.borhoods groups and. other comrnµpity stak~olders; and thousands 
of individµal meetings, pltCJill:! calls, @<l erruiJls with st.ikeholders, 

WE:IEREAS; t:11.e Central SoMa :Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street fo 
Townsend Street, exclusive of those. area,s that are part of the Downtown Plan that comprise 
much .of the. <!,rea north of :Folsom· Stree.t. The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is. to create a 
sustainable neighborhood by 2040, where tile needs of th~ present are met without compr()mising 
the ability of futu.re generations to meet their own needs. The Central.SqMa Plan seeks to achieve 
sustainability in each o.f its aspects - social~ economic, and environmenfal. The Plan's philoso,phy 
is to keep what is already successful about the neighborhood, and improve what is not. Utilizing 
the Plan's. philosophy to adueve the Phm' s vision willrequfre implementing the following :three 
strategies: 

.. . . . 

• Accommodate growth; 
4t Provide public benefits; and 
• RespE:ct Md enhance neighborhood character. 

WHEREASi implementing theCentratSoMa Plan's strategies willrequire addressing all the 
facets of a sustainable neighborhood. To do so, the Plan seeks to achieve eight Goals: · 

SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 
2. Maintain the D.iversity of Residents 

Case No.2011,13561::MTZU 
General Plan Amendments 

3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center 
4. Provide Safe and Convenient Trcl.I}sportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, ancl 

Transit 
5. Offer an Abundance. of Parks and Recreational Opportunities 
6;. Cre.ate an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 
7, Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 
8. Ensure that New Buildfogs Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and 

the City 

WHEREAS, these core policies and supporting discussion have been incorporated into the 
Central SoMa I'lan, which is proposed to be added as an Area Plan in the General. I:'lan. The 
General Plan Amendments, together with proposed Planning Code, Administrative Code, and 
Zoning Map Amendments and an Implementation Document, provide a comprehensive set of 
policies and implementation proi;ramming to reaHze the vision of the Plan. The Implementation 
Document describes how the Plan's policies will be implemented, outlines publk improvements, 
funding mechanisms, and interagency CQordination that the City must pursue to implement the 
Plan, and provides controls for key development sites and key streets and design guidance for 
new development. 

WHEREAS, polides envisioiled for the Central SoMa Plan . are consistent with the existing 
General Plan; However; a number of conforming amendments to the General Plan are required to 
further achieve and darifythe vision and goals of the Central SoMa Plan, tci reflect its concepts 
throughout the General Plan, and to generally update the General Plan to reflect chahged 
physical, social, and econonik conditions in this area. ' 

WHEREAS1 a draft or<iinance, substantiaHy in thi; form: attached h~reto as Exhibit II.3; and 
approved as to. form by the City Attorney's office; would add the Central SoMa Area Plan to the 
General Plan and make a number of conforming amendments to various elements of the General 
Plan, including the East SoMa Area Plan1 Western SoMa Area Plan, ComI11erce and Industry 
Element, Housing Element, andUrban Oesign Element The Central SoMa Plan is attached 
hereto as Exhibifll.4. An updated map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas is attached 
hereto as ExhibitJI.5. A meino summarizing proposals to amend the Central SoMa Plan since 
consideration by the Planning Commission on March l, 2018is attached hereto as Exhibit II.6. 

WHEREAS, on 11ay 10; 2018, after a: duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Envtronmenta:1 Impact Report for fue Central So Ma Plan ("FEIR'') and found 
the FEIR to be adequate, accili:ate, and objective, thus reflecting th¢ independent analysis and 
judgment qf the Department an:d the Commission, and that the summary of comments and 
responses contained no signific:ant revisions t:o the Draft EJR, and by Motion No. 20182 certified 
the FE.IR for the Central SoMa Plan. a.s accurate, complete, and in compliance with CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31. of the Sari Francisco Administrative Code. 

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA 
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation 

SAIi FRANCiSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 



871

ResQluti9n NQ. iQ184 
May 10, 2018 

9l;!i,,~ No, iQ11, 13SE!l::MTZIJ 
G~n~ra! PlaJI Am!mcl_ments 

Monitoring and Reporting Program ("MMRP"), under. Case No. 2011. 1356E,for approval of the 
Central SoMaPlan. ·· · 

WHEREAS, on May 10,< 2018, the Commission coriducteda: duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularl'y scheduled meeting on GeneralPhmAmendments. 

WH'.EJIBAS1 Planning Departrnent staff recotnmends adoption of this Resolution adopting the 
General Plan Ameµclmentr;. · 

NOW,THEREFORE; BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuanUo Planning Code Section 340(d), the 
CommissionJinds from the facts presented that the public necessity, coiwenience, a11.d general 
welfare require the proposed General Plan Amendments for the following reasorts: · 

1. The General Plan. Amenciinerits would add the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
accommodate devefopinenf qipacity for up . to 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by 
removing much of the Plan :Area's industriaUy-protective zoning an1 increasing height 
limits on many of the Plan Are<l's pari:els. 

2. The General Plan Amendments :woµld a:dd the Central SoMa Plan,. which will maintain 
the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new housing vnits are 
affordable. to low~ and tnoderate-:income househqlds, and by tequirmg that these hew 
units be :bvHt in SoMa, 

. . . .. .. 

3; The General Plan Amendments would add the Cengal SoMa Plan, which wiU facilitate 
an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring ~()$t large sites to be jobs­
. oriented, by requiring productiOn, distribution, and repair uses in many projects, and by 
. allowing retailr hotels; and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area. 

4. The General Plan· Amendments would add the Central· So Ma Plai\ which will provide 
safe and convenient transportation by fu.:i:1ding capital projects that will • improve 
conditions for peqple walking, bicyding, and taking transit. 

5. The General Plan Amendments would add. the Central $oMa Plan, which will offer parl<:s 
and recreational opportunities by fundingJhe constrµcnon an.d improvement ofparks 
and recreation centers in.the area and:requiringJarge; non-residential projects to provide 
:i:,ublicly~accessible open space. 

6. The General Plan Amendments would add the Centrai SoMa Plan, which will· creat.e an 
environmentally sustainable and resilientneighborhc:iodbyrequirjng green roofs and use 
of non-greenhouse·gas emJtting energy. sc:iuri;es, A proposaLfo·induc:l.ea. MellosRoos 
Community Facilities District (CED) in the Central SoMa. Plan is also under 
consideration; This CFD wou,ld provide funding for environmental sustainability and 
resilience strategies to improve air quality, provide biodiversity, an<i help manage 
stormwater. The CFD would also help to create an environmentally sustainable and 
resilient neighborhood. ·· 

SAN FRANCISCO : 
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7. The General Plan Amendments would add the Central SoMa Plan1 which will preserve 
ar:icl celebrate the neighborhood;s culturalheritage by helping to fund the rehabilitation 
and maintenance of historic buildings; The CFD under consideration in the Central SoMa 
Plan would. provide fonding to 11.elp preserve the Old Mint for cultural .. and social 
programtning fo:r the neighborhood's existing :residents· and o:rganjzations. The CF[) 
wouldalsohelp to preserve and. celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage. 

· 8. The General Plan Amendments would add the Central SoMa Plan, which wm ensui:e that 
new buildings enhartce the character ofthe neighborhood and the City by implementing 
design controls that wouJd generally help protect the neighborhood's mid-rise character 
and street fabric, create .a strong street wall, and. facilitate innovative yet contextual 
architecture. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the General Plan Amendments, 
'. . . .. .. 

on balar1ce, cori.sistent with the General Plan as proposed for amendment and with the eight 
priority policie9 of Planning CodeSection101.l(b); as follows (not~, staff comments are in italics): 

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

T1ie P. lan wz.'ll have positiv .. e effectii on neighborhood-serving retail. uses. The Plan will provide a 
large marketfor existing and new businesses by· suppor/;fng the creation of new office space, hotel 
yses, and housing units in a high-de1wity environment. The Plan will support pedestrian traffic 
by facilitating improvements to walking conditions by widening sidewalks, iijcreasing and 
improving crossings, and limiting curb cuts.; The Plan will require ground floor commercial uses 
on many tifthe Plan Areais majorstreets, and will prohibit competing non-neighborhood serving 
uses,. such as officecr from the ground floor: The Plan will increase opportunity for neighborhood~ 
serving retail in retail space. by limiting formula retail uses and requiring "micro-retail" uses of 
1,000 squarefeefor less in large new devdapments. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in 
order to preserve th.e culturc:i.1 and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The Plan will not affect existing City regulatioiis and programs to prated !!Xisfing housing, 
inchtding the City's stibstantial existing restrictions on evictions and demolitions. Additionally, 
the Plart will erzsure .th4f at least 3$% of all .n~ l:zousing devr#oped intl:ze Ceµtral Sq Ma .Plan area 
is affordable to ldw~ .and 1no4~rate~in~6me hdus~hbids, thereby helplng to maintain fh¢ area'~ 
ecanomk di,'l)ersity. The j?1,i.r1 wilt fertiier protect the' neighhorhacid's econo.mic diT?ersity by 
reinfo~cfng tfie arefl.'s :e;isti~g 111he~ l~n4 use pti;tt~w. The Plm1 willfaciUtate the development of a 
mix of 1J.sidential anci, non-residential buildings whose grqitndflOdrs will coftsist of a mfa of retail, 

.· comrrmnity sen;ices, and productioi:t,. distributio~, and, repair usef!. ~· CfD under cotz~ideriitiqn 
for in<:f1fsiort in th~ Central SoMa Pliiri .would pr9vide funding for cultt.1,ral progranirning and .the. 
creatio1i an4 rehabiiitation of important c1+ltttraljadlities, ~uch as. Yerba. Buena• Gardens, which 
will, help prot~ct the cuHi+ral div?J·sity of the neighborhood. · · · · 

5 
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The Plan will protect neighborhood character by imposing physical development standards, such 
as the creatfori ofheight and bulk limits that maintain a1argely mid-rise neighborhood, Under the 
Plan, the perceived height of most buildings will be the same as . t.he width .of the street1 and a 
limited number of towerr will be permitted in appropriate lqcaf:ions (lt tmportrint intersec#ai:i 
nodes, such as adjacent to Downtownll<}ncon Hill anl near the Caltrain Station. The Plan will 
also direct dipeJoprrumt away from existing historic districts in the sout.heC1Stern part of the Plan 
Arei:i (e;g., South Park and the Soi,tth End Historic District) and the estal:Jlished residential 
izeighlmrhoo4in the nortljwestern part of *e Plan Area, 'fh:e Plan will alsoprdte~t neighborhood 
character by pre$i;rving historic buildings and. restricting consolidatiorrof small lots on "fine­
grained blocks"containing chamcter-enhancing buildings. 

3. Tilat the City's supply of a££orda)Jle housing be preserved and enhanced. 

The. Plan will ens.ure that aper 33% of new .or reltabilitatei{housing built in the Plan Area would 
be affordable to· lotiv arid. mo.derate-fnccnne · households . by directing nearly $1. billtort, in. public 
benefits toward!'I this need,. including $400 milliort iJz direct funding Jo the Mayo.r's. Office. of 
Housing and Community Development. This will resu,lt in cin:istruction of more th,m 2,500 
affordabldtousing ynits within SoMa. Up to 10% of thefee. revenue cqllected from in-lieu and 
Jobs~Housing Linkage. fees may be spent qn acqµisitio.n and rehabil#afiori of existing affordable 
.~~· . .. . . 

4. ·That coromt1ter traffic ~ot impede MUNI transit service or overburden our 
streets or neighboi:hoodpa.rkipg; 

. On. · balance, the Plan . will not result. in commuter traffic. impeding• .Muni transit• service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking: Gizien the expected density of jobs, commuter 
traffic is expected to increase in, the. Plan Area. Rowe;ver, the PuinArea is served by a wealth of 
local .and regional transit, including BART, CaltraiiJ, and .. Muni lvietro (including the new 
Cenfral S~mnay). The City expects to allocate as much as $500 million tbtraiwit improvmnents to . 
support the area. The City will allocate approximately two-thirds of this funding to MunL If 
adopted, the CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would. provide 
appr.oxiinatdy oniHhird of thisfimding fo erihance regional transit systems and support extensive 
improvements tapedest.rianand bicycle infrastructure. The Plan is designed. to shift the way 
people travel away from use ofprivate vehicle~fo more sustainable modes a/transportation. . 

In additzon. to supporting the developme11.t of public transit; the Plan substantially decreases the 
ampunt ofparking required for both. residential· and office uses, whiph will discourage commuter 
traffic, in· conjunction with the City's existing· Transportation . Deman.d Management 
requirements. 

The Plari wiU also support growth in one of the most .transit-oriented locations in the regfon, 
thereby. accommodating growth in a place. where people can take. transit in lieu, ofdriving,. if this. 
growth is not accqmmodated. in Central Salvi.a, it -uJill occur in areas of the region: that crre not llS 
weU served. by trdnsit systems: This would increase qitywi.de and regi~al auto traffic, congestfon, 
and related impacts on safety; public heqlth, an4 environmental qualtty. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and 
service $ectors :fi;om displacement due to commercial office developmerit, and 
that future oppmtunities for res1dent employment and ownership in these 
sectors be enbartced. 

The Plan will protect the iniiustrial or servic.e sectors. The Plan includes a· 1ino net lass,,policy for 
production, distribution, and repair (PJJR) uses in .those areas where the industrially protective 
zonfog is being removed. The Plan requires tltaflarge office projects provide new PDR t,pace, 
either on-site, off-site, or by preservation of existing spaces otherwise at riskof displacement: The 
Plqn also includes incentives for riew d,evelopments to provide PD;R space at below~niarket rents; 
thereby serving a wider range of businesses and employees. 

6. That the City achieyes the greatest possible preparedness to protect against 
injury and loss of life in an earthquake. 

The Plan will iinprove preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life jn an earthquake. The 
Plan will facilitate a substantial amount of new construction that wilt comply with all current 
Building Code, Fire Code; and other applicable safety standqrds . . The Plan will also facilitate the 
sale of Transferable Development Rights from. historic. buildings, which will generatefunding that 
may be used to upgrade the structural resiliency of those buildings, 

7. ~at landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

The Plan will supp()rt preservation of over sixty structures not currently protected by local 
ordinance through designation under Artides 10 and 11 of the Planning Code. The buildings 
proposed for protection under the .Central SoMa Plari are Jhe best represi;ntation of the 
11,rchitectural, historical, and cµltural contribu.tions of the people of Central Solv1a, today ii.nd of 
generatfons past. Recognition, and preservation of ther,e properties supports the distinct. vibrancy 
and economy Of Centrql SoMa's built environme11t and its residents. The Pla:rt will provide access 
to process- and financial.;.based incenfroes for d.esigniited properties to help maintain the historic 
character ofthe Plan Area. Local designation will' require the Historic Preservation Commission 
and qther decision-makiiig .en.titifS to rev.iew changes that affect the historic clwracter of these 
buildings and ensure that only appropriate> compatible alterations are. made. The CFD under 
considerationfor inclusion in the. Central So Ma Plan would providefundingfor rehabilitation of 
the Old Mint. 

8. That our parks a,nd · open space and their acce.s$ to sunlight and vistas !Je 
protected from development. 

On balance, the Plan would not negatively affe1;:t the area's existing parks wnd open space or their 
access to sunlight. The Plan imposes height limits to direct the ccmstruction ofthe highest new 
buildings away from the e:xistiiig parks in and around the Plan Area, inclJt.ding Yerb!l Buena 
Gardem, South Park, Gene Friend Recreation Center, and Victoria ManafoDnwesPark. Any 
new shadow wm be limited and would. not substantially affect the use and enjoyment of parks and 
open spaces ir1 the Pian Area. Because the area is flat, there are no long-nmg~ City vistas from the 
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area's parks arzd open spaces, and the Plan .will not adversely affect p1lblic v(er.vs, Tlie Plan would 
requirf! large, non~residentitil projects to provicle publicly-access1ble open space, and will res.ult in 
a. net increase of public open space arul recreational facilities bi· qn area of the city substantially 
lacking sitch amenities, The. CFD under cons.ideration for irzclusion in the Central SoMa • Plan 
would provide an estimated $25 rnilliort .towards th,: creqtion a.nd enhancern,:n. t of open space and . .. 

recreational facilities; 

AND BE IT .. FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission fincls tha,t· the General ··Plan 
Amendments, including the Central SoMa Plan and associated ;ipprovals; are in general 
conformity with the General Plan. .3,s it is prpposed to be · amended. The General Plan 
Amendments, including the new Central· SoMa Plan and. proposed amendments to· applicable .. 
zoning controls, will articulate ancl implement many of the Goals, Objectives; and Policies 
described in the General Plan, including the Air Quality, Commerce and Industry,: Environmental 
Protection, Housing, Recreation and Open Space, Transportation, and. Url>an Design Elements. 
The General Phm Amendments are consistentwith the following Objectives and Policies of the 
General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended, as follows (note, staff comments are in italics): 

AIROUALITYELEMENT. 

• Objective 3: Decrease the air. quality impacts <?f deveiopment by coordination of 
land use and transportation d~cisions. . . . . . 

o Policy 3.1: Take advantage oHhe high density development in San 
Francisco to improve the transit infrastructw:e and also encourage high 
density and compact development where an extensive transportation 
infrastructure exists; 

o Policy 3.4: ~courage mixed land use developrnent near trarn,it lines ;,nd 
provide. retail and other. types of !')ervice. oriented m,es. withµ,. walkirig 
. distanceto minimize·automobile dependent development. 

o Policy 3;4: Continue past effotj:s and ex:istingpolicies to promofo new 
residential development in at1d close to the doivntowr{ area and other 
centers of employment; to reduce the .number of aufo ~ommute trips to 
the city and to improve tlie hqusing/job balance v.:jthin. the dty. · 

o Policy 3,6: Link land use decision making policies to the a.vail?bHity of 
transit artd consider the jmpacts of .these policies on the local and 
regional transportation system:. 

The Plan. supports this Objectfoe and. these. Pnlides · by directing substanti~l growth. to an area 
with sonie ofthe region's best transit, induding BART, Caltrain, and Mti:ni Metro (including.t'7.e 
n~ Ce.ntral Subway). 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Objective 1: Manage economic growth and change to ensure enhan~ement of tlie · 
total city living and working environment 

PLANNING DEPAflTIYl-1>NT 8 
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o Policy 1.3: Locate comm~rpal and industrial activities according to a 
generalized commercial and industrial.land use plan. 

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by continuing to locate com11iercia/and industrial 
activity in an area of the City where such activities have hifJtorically occurred and been peniiitte~ 
by zoning controls, in an area that is accessible by many nwdes of tr~nsportatio)1. from throughout 
the City and region. 

• Objective 2: Maintain and enhance a sound and diverse economic base and fiscal 
structure for the City, 

o Policy 2.1: Seek to.retain existing commercial and industrial activity and 
to attract new such activity to the city. 

o Policy 2.3: Maintain a favorabl.e social and cultural climate in the city in 
ordel'. to enhance its attractiveness as a firmfocation; 

The Plan supports this Objective and these PoUcies by enabUng the growth of r:ommercial activity, 
the preservation of industrial actiyity, and a range of otf1er economic; activities, qll in ti socially 
and culturally diverse and attractive area. 

·"· 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT 

• Objective 12: Establish the City and County of San Francisco as a model for 
energy management. 

o · Policy 12.1: Incorporate energy management practices into> building; 
facility, aµd fleet mai:nteri.~nce and operations, · ·· 

• Objective 15: Increase the energy efficiency ·of trarisportati911 and encourage land 
use patterns and methods of transpo1:tation which use less energy: 

o Policy 15.E Increase the use pf transpprtation aitematives to the 
automobile. 

o Policy 15.3: Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize fravel 
requirements among working, shopping, recreation, school arid 
childcare areas. 

• Objective 16: Promote the use of renewable energy sour.ces. 
o . Policy 16.1: Develop land use. policies that win encourage the use pf 

renewable energy sources, 

The Plm1 supports these Objectives and Policies byfacilitating the efficient and intelligent use of 
energy Jar bath of buildings: and tninsportatiQn. f()r buildings, the Plan requires that 100% of 
their electricity comes from renewable sources, and increases the number of buildings that are 
required to utilize solar power. For transportation, the Plan locates new development in an area 
where a high percentage of trips will be taken by energy efficient modes of transportation; 
including wiilking, bicycling, and tran.sit. 
HOUSING ELEMENT 

SAN fRANCISCO 

• Objective 1:Identify arld make availal,,le.for development adequate sites to meet 
the City's housing needs, especially perrr1:anently affordable housing. 
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o Policy 1.1: Plru:i for i:he ftlll range of l\ousing needs in the City aI).Q. . 
County of San Fran:dsco, especially affordable housing .. 

o Policy 1.2 Foc:us hom,ing growth and infrastructure-necessary to supp<>rt 
growth according to community plans. . 

o Policy 1,3: Work proactively to identify and Elecµre opportunity sites for 
permanently affordable housing. · · · 

o Policy.1.4: Ensure •community based ·planning processes are used to 
generate c:hanges to land use controls. 

o Policy 1.8: Promote mixed use development; and In.elude housing) 
particularly permanently affordable housing, in new comJllercial, 
institutional or other sing1e use development projects.· 

o Policy 1.10: Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, 
where households can easily rely on public transportation, walking and 
bicycling,£or the majority of daily trips. 

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies· by substantially increasing the amount of 
housing potentiatthrough a community based planningprocess, • ensuring that tiver 33%. of new 
units created pursuant to the Plan are affordable to low- and .moderate~income hoµ~eholds; and . 
doing so· in a location where new residents can rely · on public · transportation, walling, and 
bicyclingfor the majority of daily trips. Additionally; the Plan includes multipk.straJegie!i to 
secure permanently affordable housing sites; including as part of .new large commercial 
developments. 

• Objective 2: Retain existing housing units, and promote safety .an<liriai:rrt:enance 
standards, without jeopardizing affordability. 

o Policy2,1: Disc9urage the demolition of·sound·existing.hm,1.Eling, unless 
. i:he dem,olition 1"esults in a !le_t increase in affordable housing, 

• Objective 3: 'Frotect the affordability of the existing housing stock;· especially 
rental unj.ts. · · · · 

o Policy :,.2: Promote voluntary housing acquisiticm ancl rehabilitation to 

protect affordability for existing occupants. 
• Objective 7: _Secure :funding and resourcesfor permanently affordable housing, 

including innovative programs that are not solely reliant on traditional 
mechanisms or capitaI: · · . 

o Policy 7A: Facilitate affordc1ble __ housing development through• .. land 
subsidy programs,· such as land trusts and land· dedication, 

o • Policy 7.6: Acquire - and.· rehabilitate existing housing to_ maximize 
effective tise of affordable housing resources. 

The Plan supports t~se Objectives and Policies . by. niaintain~ng exfating prohibitions. and 
limitations on housing demolition, facilitating and funding acquisition and rehabilitation of 
existing housing to .create permanently affordable housing, and facilitating land dedicq.tion Jo; 
affordable housing. 

SAN FRANCISCO. 

• Obj'ective· 10:: ·Ensur.¢_ a. stteamtin~d, ·)~et· tborougll; and · ti-.an.Sparent d~cisiqn~ 
making process; 
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Policy 10.1: Create certainty in the development entitlement process, by 
providing clear community parameters for development and consistent 
application of these regulations. 
Policy 10.2; Implement planning process improvements to both reduce 
undue project. ~le1ays and provide clear information to support 
community review. 
Policy 10.3: Use best practices to reduce excessive time or redundancy in 
}ocal application of CEQA. 

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by creating clear controls for. housing, by 
limiting discretionary actions and streamlining the approval process for typical code-conforming 
projects, removing some requirements for Conditional Use permits, and enabling projects to 
utilize Community Plan Evaluations under CEQA. 

• Objective 11: Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San 
Francisco's neighborhoods. 

o Policy lLl: Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed 
housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility,• and innovative design, and 
respects existing neighborhood character. 

o Policy 11.7: Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving 
landmark buildings and ensuring consistency with historic districts. 

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by including design requirements and 
guidelines for new development; as well as protections for both historic buildings and distr.icts. 
The Plan also restricts consolidation of small lots in "fine~grained" areas containing chllracter~ 
enhancing buildings, 

• Objective 12: Balance housing growth with adequate infrastructure. that serves 
the City's growing population, 

o Policy 12.1: Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and 
environmentally sustainable patterns.of movement. 

• Objectiye 13: Prioritize sustainable development in planning for and constructing 
new housing. 

o Policy 13.1: Support "smart" regional growth that loc:ates new housing 
close to jobs and transit. 

o Policy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing 
with transportation in order to increase transit, pedestrian,. and bicycle 
mocle shan;. . . . 

o Policy 13A: Promote the l:lighestfeasible level of "gr~enll development in 
both private arid 01unicipc1lly-supported housing; . . . . 

The Plan. S1J.pports . these Objectives and. f'qlicies · by lQ~ating hr;mi;in.g and Job growth in. an /lrea 
with some of the best fy'a~sit access in the region, by funding improvem~rttsJ~r pecple walkiiig 
.and bicycling; and by proactively supporti1ig. e11.vironntental sustainability and. resilie11ce ;iii n¢rv 
buildingt and on p.u/,Ucly~owt:!ed rights-of-way an,d park$. Tlie CED under cqnsideration for 
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inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan w9it.ld also help fund these environmental sustainability .and 
resili~ce iinpro1Jements on publicly-owned rights· of way. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SP ACE ELEMENT 

• Objective 1: Ensure a well-maintained, highly utilized, and integrated open space 
system. 

o Policy 1.1: Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open 
spaces arid promote a v.rriety of reqeation and opeµspace uses1 where 
appropriate. 

o Policy 1.2: Prioritize · renovation in highly-utilized open spaces . and 
recreational facilities and in high needs areas. 

• Objective 2: Increase recreational and open space to meet the long-term needs of 
theGty and Bay region. 

o Policy 2.1: Prioritize acquisition of open space in high needs areas. 
o Policy 2.12: Expand the Privately-owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) 

requirement to new mixed-use development areas and ensure that 
spaces are truly accessible, functional and activated. 

The Plan supports these Objectives arid Policies by helping to fund the operations and 
improvement of existing parks and recreation centers while facilitating the development of new 
parks, recreation centers, and .POJJOS in this high~need area .. The CFD under consideration for 
inclusion. in the Central SoMa Plan would provide $25 million to fund the development of new 
parks; . recreation centers, and open spaces and would provide $20 million to fund the 
rehabilit11;tion, operations, and maintenance of existing parks and recreation centers. 

" Objective 3: Improve acces1,; and connectivity to open space. 
o Policy 3.1: Creatively develop existing publicly-owned tight-ofe'.ways and 

. streets into open spac:~. 

The Plan supports this Objective .and Policy by transforming part of an existing public right~of 
way (Blttxome Street) into· open space., The Plan requires mid-:-block alleys that will faciiitate the 
creation ofa networkof new pedestrian c01inections that are not accessible to motor vehicles, 

• Objective 5: EI1gage communiHes.in the stewardship oftheir recreation programs 
and open $pace$; 

o Policy 5;1: Engage communities in the design; programming and 
improvement of therr local open spaces~ and in the development of 
. recreational programs. 

the Plan supports this Objective and .. Policy by · continuing to ensure the role of community 
members in the design and programming of local open spaces, as. well as creating new open spaces 
that would -require community ste11Jardship. 

SAN FRA~CISCO 
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• Objective 6: Secure long-terµi resources and management for open space 
acquisition, and renovation, operations, and maintenance of recreational facilities 
and open space. 

o Policy 6.1: Pursue and develop innovative long-term funding 
mechanisms for maintenance, operation, renovation and acquisition of 
open space and recreation. 

The. Plan supports this Objective and Policy by using impact fees to fund the acquisition, 
construc.tion, and improvement of new operi space and recreational facilities. If adopted, the CFD 
under consideration for. inclusion in the Central So Ma Plan would also help fund the acquisition, 
construction, programming; and maintenance of these open spar;es and recreational facilities. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

• Objective 1: Meet the needs of all residents and visitors for safe, ~onvenient and 
inexpensive travel within San Francisco and between the city and other parts of 
the region while, maintaining the high quality living environment of the Bay 
Area. 

o Policy 1.3: Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the 
private automobile as the means of meeting San Francisco's 
transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. 

o Policy 1,6: Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each 
mode wheri and where it is most appropriate. 

o policy 1.8: Develop · a . flexible financing system for .. transportation in. 
which funds m<1y be allocated according to priorities and established 
policies without urinet:::essary restriction. . . 

• Objective2; Use the transportation system as a means for guiding development 
and improving the environment. 

o Policy 2.1: Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in 
the city and region as the catalyst for desirable development; and 
coordi11ate n:ew facilities with public and private development 

• Objective 11: Establish public transit and the primary mode of transportation in 
San Francisco and as a means. through which to· guide future development and 
improve regional mobility and air quality. . 

o Policy 11.2: Continue to favorinvestment in transit infrastructure and 
services. over investment in highway development and other facilities 
that accommodate the automobile. 

o Pc,licy 11.3: Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use 
with transit service, requiring that developers address transit concerns as 
well as rriitigatE! traffic problems. 

The plan supports these Objectives and Poluies by directing de'(Jelopment to an area with one· of 
the region's best trqnsit networks, including BART, Ca/train, and Muni Metro. (including the 
new Centrql Subway); as well as myriad bus lines serving all parts of the City and region. The 
City expects to allocate an estimated $500 million in revenues collected uiider f}ie Plan to 
enhancement and further expansion of the transit system. If adopted, the CFD under 

SAN FRANCISCO . 
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Resolution No. 20184 
II/lay 101 2018 

Case No. 2011 .. 1356g1Vff2.U 
General Plan Amen~nients 

consideratio1ifor inclU$ion in the Central So.Ma Plan would provide appro1.imately 0111!-third of 
this fundi1i:g to enhance regional transit systems and support extensive improvements to 

pedis.tr .. . · ian anfl bicycle infrastry_cture. The Plan supports walking and bicycling byfq.cilitating 
. . ' . . . 

impr9ve.me11ts to (lll ofthe neighborhood'1, major stre.ets. The Plan discoµrage!3 driving by reducing 
lanes and giving priorityfor the limited rights-of-way fo other modes of transportation. 

• Objective 16: Oevelop a.nd implement p:rogr.:u;ns that will efficiently manage the 
supply of parking at employment centers throughout the city so as' to discourage 
single-occupant ridership and .. encourage ridesharing; transit and other 
alternatives to the single-occupant automobile. 

o Policy 16.5:. Reduce· parking demand through limiting· the absolute 
amount of spaces and prioritizing the spacesfor short-term and ride­
share uses. 

The. Plan s1,1pports. this Objective and Policy by strictly limiting parking in new residential and 
non-midential developmer/t .and requiring the fall implementation of the City~s Transportation 
Demand Manageme11-f strqfegies;. which will discowage parking and.prioritize other means of 
. transportation, 

• Objective 1.8.: A,chiey~ streetsafetyfor all. .. . 
o Policy.18;1: Prioritize safety in decision making regarding transportation 

choices/and ensu:re safe mobility options for all in line with the City's 
commitment to elim¢ate traffic fatalities and seve:re :injuries . 

. • Objectivel9: Establish a street hierarchy system. in whic:h the function and design 
of each street are consistent with. the character and use of adjacentland. 

0 Pol~cy 19;2: Design: streets fo:r a level of tiaffit that serves, but will not 
c;nise a detrimental impact ori adjace11t land 11ses, nor eliminate the 
efficient ancfsafemovement of transitVehicles and bicycles. 

•• Objective 24: Design: every street in San Francisco for 1iafe and convenient 
walking. . .· . .. . . 

o :Policy 24;1: Every .surface street in San Francisco should. be designed 
consistent. with the Better Streets Plan for· safe and convenient walking, 
including sufficient. and··· continuous sidewalks and. safe pedestrian 
crossings at reasonable distances to encourage access and mobility for 

· · seriiors, people -with disabilities and chUdren. 
o Policy 24.2; Widen .sidewalks where intensive commer6at recreational, 

_ .. or .. institutional activity ··is present, sidewaiks · . are •. congested, where 
sidewalks are less than adequately wide to provide appropriate 
pedestrim:J. amenities, or where residential densities ;i.re high. 

o Policy 24.6: Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian·· crossings by 
minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk, to cross a street. 

o Policy 24.7: · Ensure safe pedestrian crossings at signaled intersections by 
providing sufficient• time .for pedestrians to cross streets at a moderate 
pace. 

14 
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Resolution No; 20184 
M,w 10, 2018 

Gase: No. ~()11.135!3EMTZU 
Gener.at Plan Amenoments 

The Plansupports these Objectives and Policies by facilitating improvements that will transform 
an area that is unpleasant and often unsafe for people walking, bicycli!ig, and taking transit into 
an area thatj!, safe and comfortable Jar all. This includes strategies to widen sidewalks, add mid­
block crossings, decrease the length of 9rosswalks, create protected bicycle lanes, and create 
protected bus lanes. The CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would 
also help fund irripr011ements to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. The Plan also includes the 
"Key Streets Guidance" that helps prioritize .street improvements where they are most needed. 

• Objective 25: Improve the ambience of .the pedestrian environment. 
o. Pqlicy 25.2: Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the 

infrastructure to support them. ·· 
o Policy 25.3: install pedestrian-'serving street furniture where appropriate. 
o Policy 25.4: Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 

The Plan ,;upparts this Objective and these Policies by requiring street trees and funding other 
greening and street furniture improvements. The CFD under considerationfor inclusion in the 
Central SoMa Plmi. would provide qdditianal funding for these improvements. Add#i.onally, the 
Plan include.s multiple strategies to preserve and enhance pedestrian-oriented building frontages, 
including requiring active cammercial r;,ses on many streets, banning and limiting· curb cuts, and 
restricting lot consolidatioil infine-grained, pedestrian:.arzented areas. . 

• Objective_ 2,9·:. Ensure .. that ~_icycles can. be used· safely· a_nd conveniently as a 
primary means oftransportation, as well as for recreational purposes. 

o Policy 29.l: Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and 
clevelop a well-marked, comprehensive system of bike routes in San 
Francisco, 

Th.e Flan supports this Qbjective mid Policy by facilitating the creation ofa number of protected 
/Jicycle lanes within a.nd adjacent to the Plan Area, thereby helping to expand and }ncrease the 
safety of the City's bicycle network. The CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central 
SoMa plan would provide additional funding for improvements to pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

• Objective 42; Enforce a parking and loading strategy for freight distribution to 
reduce congestion affecting other vehicular traffic and adverse impacts on 
pedestrian circulaHon .. 

o Policy 42.1: Provide Off-street facilities for freight loading and service 
vehicles on the site of new buildings sufficient to meet tlle demands 
generated by the intended uses. Seek opportunities to create new off:,. 
street loading facilities for existing buildings. 

o Policy 42.5: Loading docks and freight elevators should be located 
conveniently and sized sufficiently to maximize the efficiency of loading 
and unloading activity and to discourage deliveries into lobbies or 

. grotmd floor locations except at freight-loading facilities. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 15 
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R~~ollition No; 20184 
May ·1 O, iOt8 

Case Nq, 20f1.j;356.EMTZU 
· General Plan An:iendrnents 

Tlie. Plan supports tltis Objective and these Pqlicies by requiring new developm.ent t9 planfor 
parking and loading through developm,ent of a Drivewqy and Loading Operations Plan and 
coordinating with City agencies on mcmagementstrategiesfor mpvementof goods llnd people, 
both on-site and ofj-$ite, 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

• Objective 1: Emphasis of the c:haracteristic pattern whkh gives to the dty and its 
neighborhoods an image; a. sense of purpose, and a. means of orientation. 

o Polky 1.3: Recognize that buildin~s, when seen to~ether, produce a total 
effect, that characterizes the city and its districts; 

The flan supports this Objective and Policy through establishment of height and bulk limits that 
harmonize and reinforc:e the Jq_rge.r City cqrit1txt - including the evolving $kyline, centers of 
activity a11d access, ·an#. nat!lra[and manmade landma.rks - by supPorting the area's existing mid­
rise foHn with the addition of q_ limited number ojfowen; in appropriate locations. Additionally, 
the Plan supports 11tqfntaini11g the nei$hborltood cltaracter through gilidance on form .and 
niaterials provided in the "Guide to Urban Design/ · · · · 

• Objective 2: Coµv~rsation'of.resourc;es·. :whic;h provide ... a sense of,. nature, 
. continuity with the past, and freedom from overcro;wdip:g. · · 

o Policy 2>:1, Preserve notabie. la!ldmarks and areas of historic, architectural 
or aesthetic. value, and pro~ote the preservation of other buildings and 
featuresthat provide continuity with past development. . 

The, PlanSupports this Objective and Policy by supporf:ing the pieseroation of notable landmarks 
1111,r re~tricting lot cpn13olidation it/: areas. w]u"Jre bµild.ings. ,are historic or are otherwise. ilr;e,ned to 
enha.nce neighborhood cltaracter, 

• Objective 3: Moderation of major new development to complement> the · city 
pattern,: the resources to be conserved, and the neighborhood environment. 

. o :Policy 3.6: Relate the • bulk. of buildings to the previiiling scale of 
development to. avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in 

.· new construction. 
o Policy 3.7:. Recogni:z:e the !>pedal urban design problems posed in 

development of large properties. 

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy througlt establishment of height and bulk limits that 
ltannonize and reinforce the larger City context .,.. including the evolving ,skyline, centers of 
activity µnd access, and natural.and manrr(ade ~andmarks -:-. by supporting the area's existing mid­
rise form with the additipn ofa limited number of towers in appropriate locations. AdditionaUy, 
the Plan specifically addres13es development on the, area's largest sites through the "Key 
Development Sites Guidelines." 

SArl FRANCISCO . .. . . . 
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R~so!u.tion No, 40184 
May 10, 2018 

Case No. 2011.1~56EMTZU 
Gen:eral Plan Amendments 

AND BE 1T FlJRTHER RESQL VED, that ·the Commission adopts anci incorporates by rderence as 
though folly set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forthin Commission Motion No. 20182. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference as 
thoµgh fully set forth herein the Mitigation, Mof}itoring arid Reporting Program, the requirernents 
of which am made conditions of this approval. . . . 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Plarming Code Section 340(d); the P[anning 
Commission finds from the facts presented that the pu:Olic necessity, convenience, and general 
welfare require the proposed amendments to the General Plan .. 

AND BE IT FURTHERl{ESOLVED, thaUhe Commission adopts the G~neral Plan Amendments1 

the Central SoMa Plan, and the upciated map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas as 
reflected in an ordinance approved as tO form by the City Attom~y attached hereto as Exhibits 
Il.3, IL4, and JI.5, respectively; and incorporated herein by reference, and recommends their 
approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

lhereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was. adopted by t~e Commission at its meeting on 

May 10, 2018. f\ ' 
.. l 1 ·1 

AYES:· 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

'·"-' ·j . 

•(,~:~~4~.:) 
Jonas P. Ionln 
Commission Secretary 

Hillis, Melgar; Fon&, Johnson, KoJ:)pel, Moore, Richards 

None 

None 

May 10;2018 

·SAN FRANCISCO . . 
PLANN.INO DEPARTMENT 



885

EXHIBIT lt3 -
GENERAL PLAN 

AMENDMENTS DRAFT 
ORDI NAN CEO RD I NANCE 



886

FILE NO. ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [General Plan Amendments - Centra1·south Of Market Area Plan] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa) 

4 Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern 

5 portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, 

6 and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming amendments to 

7 the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban Design Element, 

8 the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; and making 

9 environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations, 

1 O and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 

11 Planning Code Section 101.1. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times}lew Romanfont. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

19 Section 1. Findings. 

20 (a) Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides that 

21 the Planning Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for 

22 approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan. 

23 (b) On ______ , 2018, the Board of Supervisors received from the Planning 

24 Department the proposed General Plan amendments, including the addition of the Central 

25 

Planning Commission 
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1 South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan. These amendments are on file with the Clerk of the Board 

2 

3 

of Supervisors in File No. ______ and are incorporated herein by reference. 

4 (c) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors 

5 fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed General Plan amendments, then the 

6 proposed amendments shall be deemed approved. 

7 (d) San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission 

8 may initiate an amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to, 

9 and incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further 

1 O provides that Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after 

11 · a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and 

12 general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the 

13 Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of 

14 Supervisors, which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote. 

(e) After a duly noticed public hearing on ______ , 2018, by Resolution 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

No. _____ , the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the proposed General 

Plan. Said motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in Board File No. 

______ and incorporated herein by reference. 

(f) On ______ , 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning 

20 . Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central 

21 SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. ______ , finding the Final EIR reflects 

22 the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 

23 accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of 

24 the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 

25 reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Planning Commission 
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1 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. 

2 Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of 

3 the Planning Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File 

4 No. ______ and are incorporated herein by reference. 

5 (g) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the 

6 General Plan as well as Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments related to the Central 

7 SoMa Area Plan. The proposed General Plan amendments are within the scope of the Project 

8 evaluated in the Final EIR. 

9 (h) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 

1 o the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's 

11 environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as 

12 well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation 

13 monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution _____ _ 

14 (i) The Planning Commission then adopted the proposed General Plan amendments 

15 by Resolution ______ , finding in accordance with Planning Code Section 340 that the 

16 public necessity, convenience, and general welfare required the proposed amendments. 

17 U) The letter from the Planning· Department transmitting the proposed General Plan 

18 amendments to the Board of Supervisors, the Final EIR, the CEQA Findings, the MMRP, the 

19 Central SoMa Area Plan and all other related General Plan amendments, and the Planning 

20 Commission's Resolution approving the proposed General Plan Amendments are on file with 

21 the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ______ . These and any and all other 

22 documents referenced in this Ordinance have been made available to the Board of 

23 Supervisors and may be found in either the files of the Planning Department, as the custodian 

24 

25 

of records, at 1650 Mission Street in San Francisco, or in File No. ______ with the 

Planning Commission 
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1 Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, and are 

2 incorporated herein by reference. 

3 (k) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 

4 environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 

5 and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 

6 them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 

7 (I) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 

8 endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 

9 and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 

10 other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 

11 (m) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the 

12 proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

13 significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 

14 identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 

15 circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be· undertaken that would require major 

16 revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial 

17 increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final El R, and no new information of 

18 substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1) 

19 the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final El R, (2) significant 

20 environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives 

21 found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or 

22 (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final 

23 EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 

24 (n) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the 

25 proposed General Plan amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience and general 

Planning Commission 
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1 welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____ and 

2 incorporates those reasons herein by reference. 

3 (o) The Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed General Plan amendments are, 

. 4 on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as amended by this Ordinance, and the 

5 priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning 

6 Commission Resolution No. ______ , and the Board hereby adopts those findings as 

7 its own. 

8 

9 Section 2. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Central SoMa Area Plan, an 

1 O amendment to the General Plan, as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the 

11 Planning Commission in Resolution No. ______ and as on file with the Clerk of the 

12 Board in File No. ------

13 

14 Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the East SoMa Area Plan, 

15 as follows: 

16 (a) Map 1, "Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas" is hereby amended by revising it 

17 in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(b) The East SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows: 

* * * * 

1. LAND USE 

* * * * 

Recently, this area has seen a vast amount of change, especially in housing 

development. Betwee,i 20()2 fflui 2006, GlJ.3!3~ximately 1,550 1ww residential '/;/;nits we1'0 eenst,·'/;f;efed, 

primarily as market 1'6fe ewnership and livolwerk lefts. Additionally, "dot com" businesses moved 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5 



891
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

into the area, many of which displaced existing jobs and residences. On occasion conflicts 

have arisen between some of these new office or residential uses and previously existing 

industrial uses, due to noise or other by-products of industrial businesses. This section 

addresses the need to retain space for existing businesses and residential uses, while 

allowing space for new development, especially affordable housing, to be built. 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 

ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTHER MIXED-USE 

DEVELOPMENT IN EAST SOMA WHILE MAINTAINING ITS EXISTING SPECIAL MIXED­

USE CHARACTER 

* * * * 

Senice Liglit Ind-ustritll (SLI) 

The existing SL! district genercilly cm?tered around 3rd and 4th Streets between Townsend and 

Harrison, was designed to protect andfacilitate the expansion o.fcommercial, manufacturing and other 

light industrial activities, as well as arts activities. However, the area has seen a significant amount o.f 

market rate live/work development, which formerly was not subject to the prohibition on market rate 

housing in this district. This mix of high end ownership housing and industrial uses has created a 

number of land use conflicts. 

An important new factor in thinking about the future of this area is the planned new Central 

Subway. The Central Subway, expected to be in operation by 2016, will extend the new surface light 

rail senrirtg Visitacion Valley, Bayview, Central W£tterfr'Ont tmd },fission Bay north underneath Fourth 

Street tl1rough So.Ma, Union Square and Chinatown. Stations will be de·veloped at Br-annan/Bryant 

Streets, Howard/Folsom Streets and},{arket Street/Union Square. 

For several reasons, it is diffKJult at present to arrive at appropriate new land use controls for 

this part ofEast So},1a: 1) The coming of the Central Subway gives new importance to the Fourth Street 

corridor as apote1?tial location for higher density uses. },fore information is needed particularly 

Planning Commission 
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about the city's &ffice space needs into the future before movingforwardon new !and use controls 

for this area. 2) }few development envisioned atang Fourth Street around the planned new rail stations 

should be planned very specifically to integrate with the stations. },fore information is needed on the 

exact locations and attributes o.fthese stations. 3) The Western So},1aplanningprocess will not be 

completed.for between one and two years a.ficr expected adoption o.fthis East So},1a Plan .. F'ourth Street 

serves as the boundmy between the two planning areas and SL! zoning currently exists on both sides o.f 

the boundaries. This part of the East SoMa Plan should be better integrated with, the emergiHg Western 

SoJ1a P [an. 

Rather than replacing the existing SL! wning in East SoMa, this Plan leaves the existing wning 

inplace to allow the Plamiing Department to develop a strategic set o.fland use controls better suited 

to P'ourth Street's future role as a major north south transit corridor. The process to de,'Clop new land 

use controls for this area should commence after adoption of the Eastern }leighborhood P !ans, but be 

coordinated with the Wi.!stem So}.1a Pl-an as ,,vell as a comprehensi';e study of the future growth needs 

of downtown. 

* * * * 

A{ixed Use Residenti«l (AW R) 

The existing "RSD" district, primarily between 5th and 6th aud .,%/som and Howard Streets, 

extending along Folsom to 3rd Street, currently serves as a significant housing opportunity area 

between the higher density Yerba Buena area and the taw scale, light industrial area of Wtitern SoJ1a. 

The new land use controls proposed in th:is plan, designated as "},fixed Use Residential, " will 1'Cplace 

#ze existing RSD district and continue to emphasize residential as a required component a.fall new 

development. Additionally, conditional use requirements #zatpreviously allowed a 40 foot height bonus 

for additional housing will be removed. Instead, heights will be increased, where appropriate, and the 

amount &}additional affordable housing required will be defined. (See the Housing Chapter for 

additional irtformation.) 

Planning Commission 
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* * * * 

South Park District (SPD) 

The South Park District is a small scale mixed use dis.trict surrounding South Park. The SPD is 

characterized by small scale, continuousfr011tagc commercial, retail and residential structures that 

ring the p&rk. The SPD will retain the majority of the existing controls, but in addition will allow small 

scale r>jfices uses. 

* * * * 

POLICY 1.1.1 

Retain the existing zoning in the SU zoned area efEast SoMa. Re'lisit land use controls in this 

area once more is known about future needs for downtmm San Francisco, the specific configuration of· 

the Central Subway and tlw outcome &jthe Western So},1aplanningprocess. Make land use decisions 

considering the context of East So Ma at multiple geographic scales, including the immediate 

neighborhood, all of So Ma, the city, and the region. 

* * * * 

POLICY 1.1.3 

Encourage housing development, especially affordable housing, by requiring housing 

and an in&eased inchtsionary requirement in the area between 5th and 6th and Folsom and Howard 

Streets, extendi19g along Folsom to 3rd Street by allowing residential uses everywhere in the P Zan Area 

and requiring substantial amounts of affordable housing. 

POLICY 1.1.4 

Retain the existing flexible zoning in the area currently zoned SbR:MUG, but also allow 

small offices. 

* * * * 

POLICY 1.1.9 

Planning Commission 
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Require active commercial uses and encourage a more neighborhood commercial 

character along 4th and 6th Streek 

2. HOUSING 

East SoMa has historically been a valuable source of sound, low-cost housing, due to 

its older housing stock and large number of rental properties. The area is, however, becoming 

less affordable - rents are rising, and the new housing being added to the area has been 

almost exclusively market-rate and owner-occupied. The 2000 census counted nearly 40% of 

households as financially burdened, meaning they pay housing costs equal to or exceeding 

30% of their household income, more than any other portion of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

and much more than across the City as a whole. Renters who made up almost 90% o_fEast 

So}.1a 's households at the last census and households composed of people new to the city such 

as immigrants, young people, artists and students, are especially financially burdened. 

* * * * 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN 

THE EAST SOMA IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES 

* * * * 

East So},{a has two zoning districts which ettrrently require greater afjordability than other 

districts in the City, and these greater qf.fordability requirements should be not only continued, but 

strengthened. 

1) In the existing RSD district, height increases arc enabled in exchange for additional 

affordable units. However, the current controls do not specify how much additional housing is 

appropriate, and as a result, developments in the RSD &jtcn do not maximize affordability within their 

project. Tightened requirements in the RSD would enable some certainty around the number o.f 

qffordablc housing units #wt would be produced. 

Planning Commission 
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2) In tlw existing SL! district, residential de,1elopment is only permitted ifit is JOO percent 

affordable. An exception is provided for SRO units, which are may be developedfor sak or rent at 

market rate. Eliminating this exception would help to inCl'ease opportunities for affordabk housing 

dewlopment in the SL! district afEast So.Ma. 

Single Resident Occupancy (SRO) units - defined by the Planning Code as units 

consisting of no more than one room at a maximum of 350 square feet - represent an 

important source of affordable housing in East SoMa, representing 25% of its housing stock. 

(As of 2008 there wereThere are an estimated 457 SRO Hotels in San Francisco with over 

20,000 residential units, with most located in the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, and South 

of Market). SRO units have generally been considered part of the city's stock of affordable 

housing, and as such, City law prohibits conversion of SROs to tourist hotels. SROs serve as 

an affordable housing option for elderly, disabled, and single-person households, and in 

recognition of this, the Plan adopts several new policies to make sure they remain a source of 

continued affordability. In recognition of the fact that SROs serve small households, the Plan 

exempts SRO developments from meeting unit-mix requirements. In recognition of the fact 

that SROs truly are living spaces, and to prevent the kind of sub-standard living environments 

that can result from reduced rear yards and open spaces, this Plan requires that SR Os 

adhere to the same rear yard and exposure requirements as other types of residential uses. 

Finally, the Plan calls for sale and rental prices of SROs to be monitored regularly to ensure 

that SROs truly remain a source of affordable housing, and that policies promoting them · 

should continue. 

* * * * 

POUCY2.1.3 

Eliminate thep1'01Jision in the existing SL! zoning ~Fhichpermits market rate SRO units. 

POLICY2.1.4 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 10 



896

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Ensure areas that were zoned to ensure greater affordability, such as the SL! and RSD, arc held 

to higher standards ofaffordability than traditional housing areas. 

* * * * 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF 

HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX and COMMUNITY SERVICES. 

The need for housing in East SoMa covers the full range of tenure type (ownership 

versus rental) and unit mix (small versus large units). While there is a market for housing at a 

range of unit types, recent housing construction has focused on the production of smaller, 

ownership units. Yet I).f).%a high percentage of residents in East SoMa are renters. The Housing 

Element of the City's General Plan recognizes that rental housing is more immediately 

accessible, and often more affordable than for-sale housing, and existing city policies regulate 

the demolition and conversion of rental housing to other forms of occupancy. New 

development in the East Soma area should provide rental opportunities for new residents. 

* * * * 

3. BUil T FORM 

* * * * 

Along with these challenges, East SoMa also has many unique places, including Seitth 

-P-erk, the South End historic district, and intimate neighborhood alleys that deserve 

celebration. The entire plan area is quintessentially mixed use, with housing and retail side by 

side with PDR and offices. The vision for development in East SoMa builds on this established 

pattern, emphasizing rather than diminishing its mixed use character, its definable 

development patterns, and its many historical structures. At the same time, the vision 

foresees a more pedestrian friendly environment, with new buildings framing the street that 

enhance the neighborhood's character and are constructed of quality and ecologically 

Planning Commission 
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sustainable materials. Fostering pedestrian interest is paramount -- dictating how buildings 

should meet the street, as well as their perceived size, scale and mass. An enjoyable, 

walkable, friendly, green, and definable urban fabric for residents and visitors alike should be 

the standard against which all proposals are weighed. 

* * * * 

POLICY 3.1.4 

Heights should reflect the importance of key streets in the city's overall urban 

pattern, while respecting the lower scale development that surrounds South P-ark and the 

residential enclaves throughout the plan area. 

* * * * 

South Park is cm oasis in an other.vise ,1c,y urban environment that is transitioningfrom its 

ind'iiStrialpast to its increasingly residential and mixed 'liSe future. It is a prime cxampk of how an 

intimate relationship between buildings, the street, and open spaces, can meld into a truly enjoyabk 

pedestrian environment. Beca'liSe afthis, building heights around South Park arc kept lower, 

maximizing sun access to the park, andpreserving the existing relationship between building height 

and street width. Similar logic dictates that dDevelopment along the many alleys, both in the 

Residential Enclaves and throughout the rest of East SoMa, should reflect the more intimate 

scale of these rights-of-way, ensuring a pedestrian-friendly, neighborhood-friendly, 

environment. 

* * * * 

POLICY 3.1.12 

Establish and require height limits and upper story setbacks to maintain 

adequate light and air to sidewalks and frontages along alleys. 

* * * * 

Planning Commission 
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Alley controls will apply to all the following streets and alleys within the plan area.,:. 

Ckmentina, Tehama, }Jinn.a, Natoma, 1Voss, Russ, Harriet, Shipley, Columbia Square, Cl-ara, 

Falmouth, },fffly, Welsh, Freelon, Zoe, Ritch, Clyde, South Park, Stm<rford, ... Ti'cderal, and De Boom 

Streets; Varney, Talbcr, andB,,>antPlaces; JackLondon andClydeAlkys. 

* * * * 

8. HISTORIC RESOURCES 

* * * * 

The South of Market Area has developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, and 

increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within this diverse mix of land uses, 

East SoMa is distinguished by the existence of individually significant properties. Within the 

East Soma Area Plan there are a number of City Landmarks, including the South End Historic 

District, the James Lick Baths/Peopk 's Laundry, Saint Patrick's Clmrch, the AudiffredBuilding, 

Oriental Warehouse, Rincon Annex, St. Joseph's Church, Edwin Kloc/C(Jrs Blacksmith, Rincon Hill, and 

a number ofprivate residences. Various other significant properties and districts relating to the 

Filipino and gay "leather" community have been identified through informational surveys and 

context statements. It is expected that additional historic surveys in the East Soma Area Plan 

will document a substantial number of previously unknown resources. 

* * * * 

Significant and Contribut01y Buildings in the South End Historic District 

LUST 0FSIGIVIFICA1VTBU1LDINGS LOG4TED OUTSIDE OF THE DESIGIVATED 

SOY+HEIVD HlSTOR:JGl}[S~ 

,4ssessoF 's BloclfJ{J;ot 

-3~7/JJ 

-3776/41 

-3777/48 
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EoF WSOMA~ 

E 

E 

w 

Address 

4 7-§. BFannan 8t. 

-§.39 B1''ffl'lt St. 

673 B1'•tmt St. 
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3520/300 

3J.17i13 

3520/30B 

3520/54 59 

3757/-67 

3520/51 

375§/27 

3731l94 

3731/7-4 

37-31,l128 149 

37-27/-14 

37-28,Lf.4 

3517/35. 

3§17/M 

37-28/89 

378e/2&3 3()7-

378e/15 

378§,12,4 
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-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

E 

E 

E 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

-W 

1477 1479 Emberly Alley (City 

'hff/'i(H/'/,fH',~ 17¥8. 199) 

l 400 ,.%/.som SI. 

l 477 Folsom St. (City 

'hti:/'/,(H/l(#'ff: ,7¥8. 199) 

1489 Folsom St. (City 

'hti:/'/,(fflUtrlf }lo. 199) 

1275 Hti:1'1"-iSOI'/, S/. 

14 40 He:rrison & 

7Heron& 

103§ How·e:rd SI . 

10 49 Howerd & 

1097- Howe:rd SI. 

112§ Howerd & 

123 4 Howerd & 

l 401 Howerd St. (City 

'hfH'/,(H/'/,fH'ff; }lo.120) 

I 415 Howerd & 

1 ;335 A1issien &. 

310 MWl'ifffHid& 

350 Thwnse1'/,d & 

410 Thwnse11d SI. 
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37-77/I E 5()() i%tff't>""1 & 

37g;z,t.52 139 E 6-()J. i%ttt'th & 

37-;]6,iJ_J_ E 182 Sheth & 

37-;]6,Q E I {)6- Shcb""i & 

37-52/1.;]4 E WI Sheth& 

378§,t.7 E 6-6-§ Sheth & 

3'7J4/.J8 E 33:§. &,,,enth Sf. 

37-;J!Jitg.J w 2().J. 1lJ,°[jnth & 

35()9/14 w I 6-§ Tend1 St. (City Landmark 

}le. 2 46-) 

352M93 Ill w 46-§ Tenb""i& 

3520/29 w 319 Eleventh St. (City 

Landmaf'k,Ve. 199} 

352{)/28A w 333 Eleventh St. (City 

Landmark }le. I 99} 

IL LIST OF COIVTRIBUTORYBUILDI1VGSLOG4TED WITHIN THEDESI~NATED SOUTH 

E,_7},[J) HJSTORJG DI-S.TR:Jt.T. 

Assessor'~ BloeklLet 

37-74/75 

3789ii:9-

3'7-7-M8 

3788/37 

37-74/15 
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In 274 -Bfflrman & 

In 2 '7J -BfflHHOl't 8/. 

3()() -BM1mart & 3()()-Brannai<t & 

In 3 (JI -B1'£tl'tfl€ll'l & 

In 333 -Bry,'t#if & 
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3774/7-§. U8 

3774/6'7-

3'7-89/l:(}. 

3'7-94/23 

3'7-94/1.§. 

3794,4 4 

3 '7-9 4,l/ () 

3'7-94,92 

3788/9 

3'7-94,QJ 

3'7-88,i'f),4 

3 788,LJ () 

3788,42 

3'7-64,l'l-J :l:9'7-

377.§.i4 

3'7-'7-.§.iQ 

3'7-'7-.§.iL4 

377#123 132 

B7'1-1l44 

3'7-7.§.i/§ 

3774,491 

3774,4.§. 
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ffl 3.§..§. B,'Yfint&. 

ffl 38.§. Bryt:H~t St. 

ffl .§.2 Gel:in P. Kelly St. 

ffl ! 28 King St. (City Landmark 

}le. 229) 

ffl 1 ()J Mwnsemi St. 

ffl l! 1 Mwnse,td St. 

ffl 1 H Mwnsend St. 

ffl ! 3.§. Mwnsend St. 

ffl 136 MwnsendSt. 

ffl 139 'Fewnsend St. 

ffl 1 4 4 'Fewnsend St. 

ffl ! 48 Mwnsend St. 

ffl 166 Few,tsend St. 

ffl 461 &eend St. 

ffl .§.()() &eend St. 

ffl .§.12&eend& 

ffl .§.22&eend& 

ffl .§.33 &eend St. 

ffl §J6&eend&. 

ffl .§. 4 4 &eend St. 

In .§. 4.§. &eend St. 

ffl .§..§..§.&eend& 
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37-74,LJf. In .§.99 &eerul· & 

3789/8 In 6(}!_ &eend & 

J.789,t.'7- In ~.§.&eend& 

3788,[Jg In e.J4Seeend-& 

3788,Q In e4() &eend-& 

378g,t.49 1-3 In 6.§.() &eertd-& 

3 78g,t.4J, 4 4 In e-1-() &eend & 

37-gg,4; In e-98 &ee,~d& 

3 789,{g.§.g 91-{ In e-99Seeend& 

J788,L4.§. In ~.§. Third-& 

3787/8 In e-e-0 Fhird & 

.].788,t.4{ In e-6.§. 'Fhif'fi. &. 

Jl-88,lf:.§. In e-8.§. 'Fhird- &. 

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by deleting the map of the South End 

Historic District found in Chapter 8 of the East SoMa Area Plan. 

Section 5. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Western SoMa Area 

Plan as follows: 

(a) Map 1, "Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas" is hereby amended by revising it 

in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 

(b) The Western SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows: 

'* * * * 

LAND USE 

Planning Commission 
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1 OBJECTIVE 1.5 

2 SUPPORT CONTINUED EVALUATI-ON OFLAZVD USES NEAR MAJOR TRANSIT 

3 INFRASTRUCTURE INRECOGlVITI-ON OF CITYWIDEAlVD REGI-01VAL SUSTAIJVABLE 

4 GROWTH1VEEDS. 

5 The et1Stemmostportion e>fthe pkm area is rich with existing andpla-mwdpublic transit 

6 infrastructure, including the SF.A1TA 's Central Subwayproject, Ca!:train (p!:annedfor impr-ovedHigh 

7 SpeedRai!: like sen1ice through e!:ectrification), andmyriadmuni tr-ansitservicesp!:annedfor 

8 enhancement. This area is also adjacent to existing burgeoning job, housing, and ilisitor areas in East 

9 Soma, Yerba Buena, Transit Center, and },fission Bay. The City must continue evaluating how it can 

1 0 best meet citywide and regional ofyectives to direct growth to tr-an.sit oriented locations and whether 

11 current controls are meeting identified needs. 

12 POLICYJ.5.1 

13 Continue to explore and re examine !:and use controls east of 6th Street, including as part o.fany 

14 future ei!aluation along the 4th Strcet corridor. 

15 TRANSPORTATION AND THE STREET NETWORK 

16 POLICY 4.23.2 

17 Create a visible pedestrian network that connects to other areas. 

18 It is important that pedestrian facilities not only feature connections within the area, but 

19 also links to surrounding areas (e.g., Downtown, East SoMa, Central So}.fa, Showplace 

20 Square, Mission and Market-Octavia). A network of way-finding signage should be introduced 

21 to help orient the pedestrian. 

22 

23 Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Commerce and 

24 Industry Element as follows: 

25 (a) Amend Map 1, "Generalized Commercial and Industrial Land Use Plan", as follows: 

Planning Commission 
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(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area; 

(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and 

(3) Add a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Area Plan." 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

(b) Amend Map 2, "Generalized Commercial and Industrial Density Plan," as follows: 

(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area; 

(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and 

(3) Add a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Area. Plan." 

9 Section 7. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as 

10 follows: 

11 (a) Amend Part II, Objectives & Policies, Map 1 as follows: 

12 (1) Remove the red boundary of the Central SoMa Plan, replace with a black 

13 boundary showing the adopted Plan area, and fill the area in red; and 

14 (2) In the legend remove the "Pending Adoption" text and icon. 

15 

16 Section 8. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Urban Design 

17 Element, as follows: 

18 (a) Amend Map 4 "Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings," as follows: in the 

19 notes area below the legend, add a note saying "Add a boundary area around the Central 

20 SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Plan." 

21 (b) Amend Map 5, "Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings," as follows: in the 

22 notes area below the legend, add a note saying "Add a boundary area around the Central 

23 SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Plan." 

24 

25 
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1 Section 9. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Land Use Index as 

2 follows: 

3 The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the amendments set forth 

4 in Sections 2 through 8, above. 

5 

6 Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

7 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

8 ordinance unsigned or does 

9 

1 O Section 11. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

11 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

12 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

13 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

14 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

15 the official title of the ordinance. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

-20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 
VICTORIA WONG 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\land\as2018\1200444\01254018.docx 
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Central SoMa Plan 

PLAN PURPOSE 

Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains 

a substantial amount of developable land. As such, the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate 

needed employment, housing, and visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a 

neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves 

over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the oppmtmlity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital 

neighborhood without losing what makes it special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the 

goals, objectives, and policies to guide this growth and evolution such that the results serve the best 

interests of San Francisco - in the present and the futme. 

PLAN AREA BOUNDARY 

The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street, 

exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan (see Figure A) whlch comprise much of the 

area north of Folsom Street. It is an "Eastern Neighborhoods Plan" comprised entirely of areas fonnerly 

pmt of the East SoMa Plan Area and Western SoMa Plan Area, whose boundaries shall be adjusted 

accordingly. The Central SoMa Plan Area boundaries were created to include areas within easy walking 

distance (i.e., two blocks) of the Central Subway's 4th Street alignment. 

PLANVISION 

The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a sustainable neighborhood by 2040, where the needs of 

the present are met without compromising the ability of futme generations to meet their own needs. The 

Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve sustainability in each of its aspects - social, economic, and 

environmental. Additionally, achieving sustainability in Central SoMa should complement movements 

towards sustainability in the city, region, nation, and planet. 

PLAN PHILOSOPHY 

Achieving neighborhood sustainability requires keeping what is already successful about the 

neighborhood, and improving what is not. On the sustainable side of the ledger, assets include the 

diversity of residents (in every sense), its central location complemented by abundant regional and local 

transit, the mlique character of the collection of buildings that constitute the neighborhood, its rich 

economic heritage as an industrial center for a centmy and more recently a hub of im1ovation in media 

and technology, and the cultmal and nightlife an1enities that make this a regional and worldwide 

destination. On the non-sustainable side of the ledger include an equally impressive and daunting list of 

challenges: rents that are unaffordable to the vast majority of residents and businesses; streets that are 

unsafe and unpleasant for people walking and bicycling; a distinct lack of green coupled with an noisy 

mid often polluted enviromnent; and land that is not effectively being utilized to provide space for jobs 

Central SoMa Area Plan 
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and housing in a fashion that can greatly reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases per person and add to 

the stock of space to help meet demand. 

PLAN STRATEGY 

Utilizing the Plan's philosophy to achieve the Plan's vision will require implementing the following three 

strategies: 

• Accommodate growth 

• Provide public benefits 

• Respect and enhance neighborhood character 

This Plan asserts that Central SoMa should play a major role in accmmnodating the City's share of 

anticipated regional growth in jobs and housing. Accommodating substantial growth here can help 

address the local and regional issues of high rents, sprawl, and congestion, and the global issue of 

greenhouse gas emissions. The addition of millions of square feet of residential and commercial space is 

certain to help relieve price pressure. Simultaneously, dense development in this transit-rich, temperate, 

and walkable neighborhood can drastically reduce the amount of greenhouse gas emission per person 

from both buildings ( e.g., for heating and cooling) and transportation (in terms of the amount of miles 

traveled in private vehicles), while reducing pressures for growth in more outlying areas of the region. 

While new growth can have economic and enviromnental benefits, new residents and workers also place a 

strain on the neighborhood's infrastructure. In an era where other levels of government are either 

unwilling or unable to fund the needs of its urban co111111unities, it is necessary that new growth address its 

own impacts. Fortunately, Central SoMa includes some of the world's most valuable land. The rents 

commanded by this land enable new development to ameliorate and mitigate its impacts while meeting 

other City objectives. New development does so through the direct provision of public benefits, tlu·ough 

the payment of impact fees, and through taxes. The public benefits created by new development can 

include affordable housing, transit service, parks and recreational amenities, safe and convenient streets 

for people walking and biking, child care, schools, community services, space for production, 

distribution, and repair jobs, preservation of cultural resources, and amenities to support environmental 

sustainability and resilience. 

Given the desirability of land in Central So Ma, there's likely demand for buildings of heights currently 

only seen in the downtown. While such heights could come with substantial public benefits, they could 

also come at the expense of what makes the neighborhood great in the first place - its character. And its 

character is a huge part of what makes the neighborhood socially and economically sustainable. Central 

SoMa should not be like downtown - just like it should not be like Mission Bay, or the Richmond, or any 

other neighborhood in San Francisco. It should just be the best Central SoMa it can be. Therefore, this 

plan attempts to both accommodate a substantial amount of growth and retain much of the character of 

the district. Respecting and enhancing the neighborhood's character includes measures such as requiring 

active ground floors that promote positive social interactions and conunerce, design requirements that 
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ensure ample light and air reach all sidewalks, and banning the consolidation of certain lots so as to 

maintain the diversity of buildings and building styles in the neighborhood. 

PLAN GOALS 

Implementing the Plan's strategy will require addressing all the facets of a sustainable neighborhood. 

Doing so can be accomplished by meeting all of the Plan's eight Goals: 

l. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 

2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents 

3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center 

4. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit 

5 .. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Oppmtunities 

6. Create an Enviromnentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 

7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 

8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and 

the City 

Each of these eight Goals receives its own chapter in the Central SoMa Plan. For each Goal there is a 

context section intended to explain existing conditions - and why meeting the Goal is necessary. There is 

also a list of the Objectives and Policies whose implementation would enable the Plan to meet the Goal. 

And finally there is a summary section that shows how meeting the Goal would help fulfill the Plan's 

vision. 

Central SoMa Area Plan 3 
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Goal #1: Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 

CONTEXT 

Since its inception, San Francisco has seen more than its share of tumultuous economic times: the Gold 

and Silver Rushes (and busts), the earthquake and fire of 1906, the influx of World War II, population 

decline due to suburbanization, the Dot Com boom and bust. They have all left lasting slwines and scars 

on this city. 

As of the wiiting of this Plan in 2017, San Francisco is having another one of those "moments". This 

moment reflects the culmination of major environmental, economic, and social trends that are 

simultaneously working at multiple geographic levels and timeframes. 

Environmentally, there is an increasing awareness of the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in 

· recognition of the consequences of climate change. At the State level, this led to the adoption of Senate 

Bill (SB) 375 in 2008. SB 375 mandated the State's regions identify how they would combine 

transportation investments and land use policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. At the regional level, 

this mandate led to the adoption of Plan Bay Area in 2013, which determined that meeting the State's 

targets would require densification and investment in "Priority Development Areas" that exhibit and/or 

have the potential to combine density of development with excellent transit service. At the local level, the 

City identified a number of such "Priority Development Areas" that span much of the eastern half of the 

city. 

Economically, there is the continuing national and regional shift from an economy based on things to one 

based on ideas. Nationally, in the aftermath of the Great Recession (2007-2009), job growth has been led 

by "knowledge" sector businesses such as high tech. These knowledge sector businesses tend to cluster in 

regions - and the Bay Area is the world's leading knowledge region. The result is that job growth in the 

Bay Area the past several years has nearly doubled that of the rest of the nation, and commensurately so 

has the demand for housing. Bay Area job growth has been particularly high in the last six years (2010-

2015), concurrent with the development of this Plan, as the region moved from the nadir to the peak of 

the cmTent business cycle. 

After rapid suburbanization in the decades after World War II, cities such as San Francisco have seen 

long-term population and job growth since the 1980s, despite temporary peaks and dips along the way. 

This trend has accelerated in recent years, as both "Millennials" and Baby Boomers have shown a strong 

preference for cities. This trend has focused demand on those portions of the Bay Area where jobs can be 

easily accessed by transit, daily needs can be met by walking, and there are a range of amenities and 

options nearby. In this largely suburban and auto-dependent region, many of the accessible and dynamic 

urban neighborhoods are in San Francisco. 
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Cumulatively, these trends have created an ongoing and strong demand for space in San Francisco. 

Accommodating this demand would require building additional space for jobs, housing, and other needed 

facilities. However, building in San Francisco is a challenging and time-consuming process. New 

buildings often require years of review and deliberation before they are even allowed to be constructed, 

and construction itself can take one to three years, depending on the size of the building. 

When demand is high relative to supply, the price inevitably goes up. In 2017, prices have risen to a level 

that is socially unsustainable- rents for housing are the highest in the country, and greatly exceed what 

can be afforded by the majority of today's San Franciscans. Rents for commercial space are similarly 

unaffordable, pushing out non-profit organizations, mom-and-pop businesses, artists and industrial 

businesses. 

To some degree, the intensity of this "moment" will pass when the current business cycle inevitably 

· cools. However, the other environmental, economic, and social factors that have created this moment are 

likely to persist over a longer timeframe than the typical 5-10 year business cycle. They are also national 

or even global forces exogenous to San Francisco - and thus the demand they exert are beyond the ability 

to control locally. 

By contrast, what is within our ability to control locally is increasing the capacity for jobs and housing in 

San Francisco, and to ensure that new growth provides public benefits to improve the lives of residents 

and workers. The City has been planning for such growth over the last 20 years, through major 

Redevelopment and Area Plans as Mis.sion Bay, Hunters Point, Rincon Hill, Eastern Neighborhoods, 

Market & Octavia, and the Transit Center District. The results of these Plans can be seen in the cranes and 

construction sites dotting San Francisco. However, there is still substantial demand for development of 

space for jobs.and housing in transit-rich, walkable, amenity-laden neighborhoods. 

Fortunately, Central SoMa is an appropriate location for such development. The area is served by some of 

the region's best transit, including BART and Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition to the 

Central Subway cunently under construction. Flat streets and a regular grid pattern can make destinations 

easy to reach for people walking and bicycling (as facilitated by improvements discussed in Goal #4). 

There is already an incredibly strong cluster of technology companies that new and growing companies 

want to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including thousands of residential units, local­

and regional-serving retail, cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/distribution/repair 

businesses. Simultaneously, there is substantial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa. There 

are numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped sites, such as surface parking lots and single-story 

commercial buildings. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the Plan's Goal of increasing the capacity for 

jobs and housing in Central SoMa. 
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Objective 1.1: Ensure that there is sufficient land area where space for jobs and housing can be 

built 

Central SoMa includes two types of areas: one that has always allowed development of new residential 

and non-residential space (including office), and one that has prevented the creation of new space since 

the late 1980s. To be able to increase the capacity for jobs and housing in Central SoMa, it is necessary to 

increase the area where new development can occur. 

Policy 1.1.1: Retain zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing. 

Central SoMa has large areas where development has historically been allowed to occur. The City should 

maintain the ability for development to occur in these areas. 

Policy 1.1.2: Limit zoning that restricts capacity for new iobs and housing. 

The Plan Area includes a substantial amount of area whose zoning generally does not allow either new 

housing or new commercial space such as office. These districts should be replaced with zoning that 

pennits new housing and office uses, except in limited locations as discussed in Goal #3. 

Objective 1.2: Ensure that developable land has, collectively, sufficient capacity for jobs and 
housing 

The amount of development allowed on a piece of land is controlled in a number of ways, foremost being 

the limits on how tall and how bulky a building can be, and secondarily through strict density controls. 

Policy 1.2. l: Set height limits on parcels as appropriate to fulfill this Objective. 

In Central SoMa, the typical height limit on the major streets has been 65-85 feet, although it has been up 

to 130 feet on a handful of parcels adjacent to the downtown. However, there are several areas along 

major streets where height limits have been held substantially lower -including as low as 30 feet along 

the freeway. Despite this, there are numerous locations where the wide streets and urban context support 

higher densities and building heights above 85 feet, as long as they are complemented by appropriate 

controls on building massing. To be able to increase the capacity for jobs and housing in Central SoMa, it 

is necessary to increase the allowable heights at these locations. 

Policy 1.2.2: Allow physical controls for height, bulk setbacks. and open space to detennine density. 

Throughout much of Central SoMa, residential developments are not subject to density controls, and the 

controls for non-residential uses are not a substantial impediment to the amount of development that can 

occur. However, density controls for non-residential uses would arbitrarily restrict development in excess 

of what is necessary to achieve a livable neighborhood and as called for through the Plan's urban design 

and building envelope controls. To be able to increase the capacity for jobs in Central SoMa, it is 
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necessary to lift these density controls in a way that supports development but still fulfills all of the 

design controls for new buildings articulated in Goal #8 of this Plan. 

Central SoMa Area Plan 7 



914

Goal #2: Maintain the Diversity of Residents 

CONTEXT 

SoMa has always played an important role in housing low- and moderate-income San Franciscans in 

various forms, from the single-room occupancy (SRO) hotels that historically primarily housed single 

men and residential towers dedicated to housing seniors, to the modest family-oriented housing that has 

lined the alleys. In more recent decades, a substantial amount of market-rate housing (generally affordable 

to those with higher incomes) has been created, as well as conversions of older warehouses. These 

buildings included condominiums, apartment buildings, and live-work lofts. The neighborhood also 

includes a homeless population, many of whom come to the neighborhood to use the services available 

here, including a large shelter currently located at 5th and Bryant Streets. 

The result is that today SoMa has an incredibly diverse population, in tenns of race, income, and unit size. 

This diversity is a critical part of its neighborhood character. Respecting this neighborhood character 

requires that the variety provided by the existing residents should be maintained, and that future 

development would replicate this pattern to the highest degree possible. However, doing so will be a 

substantial challenge, given current market conditions that favor those with higher incomes in the 

competition for both existing units and new units. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of maintaining the diversity of residents 

in Central SoMa. 

Objective 2.1: Maintain the existing stock of housing 

In the effort to address San Francisco's lack of housing, it is important to preserve as many of the existing 

units as possible. 

Policy 2.1.1: Continue implementing controls that maintain the existing supply of housing. 

The City's current policy is to limit the loss of housing due to the merger or demolition of units and the 

conversion of units to non-residential uses. The City should continue to implement these policies, and 

seek new strategies that accomplish their goal. 

Objective 2.2: Maintain the affordability of the existing housing stock 

Central So Ma contains a substantial stock of affordable housing, including 100 percent affordable 

buildings (mostly clustered around the Moscone Center in the fonner Yerba Buena Redevelopment Area) 

and rent controlled buildings (including many in the more residentially-focused area west of 5th Street 
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and north of the freeway). The Plan suppmis the preservation of this housing and the protection of tenants 

who occupy this housing. It also supports programs to expand the stock of affordable housing. 

Policy 2.2.1: Continue implementing controls and strategies that help maintain the existing supply of 

affordable housing. 

The City seeks to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing through measures that keep people 

in their homes, such as rent control and eviction protections. The City also seeks to ensure that affordable 

units stay both affordable and habitable, through such strategies as the Rental Assistance Demonstration 

Program. The City should continue to implement such policies and programs, and seek new strategies that 

accomplish their goal. 

Policy 2.2.2: Suppmi the conversion of existing housing into pennanently affordable housing. 

Through the "Small Sites" program, the City is currently seeking to expand the existing supply of 

affordable housing by purchasing units and making them permanently affordable. The City should 

continue to implement such programs, and seek new strategies that accomplish their goal. 

· Objective 2.3: Ensure that at least 33 percent of new housing is affordable to very low, low, and 
moderate-income households 

Through the adoption of Proposition Kin 2014, San Francisco has set a target that 33 percent of all new 

housing is affordable to ve1y low, low, and moderate income households. The Central SoMa Plan aims to 

ensure that new housing development meets this target through a number of mechanisms, including 

affordability requirements on new market-rate housing development and non-residential development and 

development of publicly-owned sites. 

Policy 2.3 .1: Set affordability requirements for new residential development at rates necessmy to fulfill 

this Objective. 

Housing in San Francisco is some of the most expensive in the nation, and new housing is unaffordable to 

a large percentage of the population. To promote income diversity of residents living in new housing, the 

City requires market-rate housing projects to provide affordable housing by paying a fee or, in the 

alternative, providing on-site or off-site affordable housing. Within the Plan Area, these affordable 

housing requirements should be set to ensure that that market-rate housing projects contribute their fair 

share towards meeting the City's overall affordability targets. 

Policv 2.3.2: Require contribution to affordable housing from commercial uses. 

Commercial uses, such as offices, hotels, and retail, generate a demand for a range of housing types, 

including affordable housing. The City already requires commercial development of 25,000 square feet or 

more to contribute to the development of affordable housing (typically through the payment of a fee). The 

Central SoMa Area Plan 9 



916

City should continue requiring that these commercial developments contribute to the development of 

affordable housing, and facilitate additional mechanisms to do so, such as provision of land for affordable 

housing. 

Policy 2.3.3: Ensure that affordable housing generated by the Central SoMa Plan stays in the 

neighborhood. 

New residential and commercial development in the Central SoMa Plan area will generate a substantial 

amount of affordable housing, either by paying a fee to the City, building it directly (within the building 

or nearby) or dedicating land for the City to build on. To fulfill the goal of maintaining the diversity of 

residents, it is necessary that any fees collected by the City be invested within or near the neighborhood. 

Additionally, any land dedicated to the City for affordable housing should similarly be within or near the 

neighborhood. 

Policy 2.3.4: Allow affordable housing sites to sell any unused development rights. 

Affordable housing development typically is built to heights of 85 feet or below, where it can benefit 

from cheaper construction costs. In areas where height limits exceed 85 feet, this means that the 

affordable housing is not utilizing its full development capacity. The City should support the financial 

feasibility of affordable housing developments by allowing affordable housing developments to sell their 

unused development rights. 

Objective 2.4: Support housing for other households that cannot afford market rate housing 

There is a large swath of the population whose income disqualifies them from "affordable" housing under 

existing programs at the federal, state and local levels, but who often cannot afford prevailing prices for 

market-rate housing. The lack of availability and production of housing affordable to these households is 

a large factor in the decrease in San Francisco's middle class in recent years. 

Policy 2.4. l: Continue implementing strategies that support the development of "gap" housing. 

The development of housing above moderate income is challenging, because such housing lacks access to 

federal tax incentives - often making it more expensive to build than affordable housing. That being said, 

the City has developed strategies to create more housing in this "gap," including through funding created 

through 20 l 5's Proposition A, the 2017 revisions to the affordable housing requirements for market-rate 

housing development, and down payment assistance loan programs. The City should continue to 

implement such strategies, and continue to seek new ways that accomplish their goaL 
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Objective 2.5: Support housing for a diversity of household sizes and tenures 

The diversity of SoMa's housing is not just about incomes, but the size and tenure of households as well. 

The Central SoMa Plan aims to ensure that new units are reflective of this broad mix. 

Policy 2.5.1: Continue requiring family-sized units. 

Central SoMa has traditionally been a neighborhood with a diverse mix of housing sizes, from small 

single-room-occupancy units to larger homes for families. By contrast, new development often wants to 

provide mostly smaller units (studios and one-bedrooms) that do not meet the needs of families. The 

City's current policy in Central SoMa is to require that new residential development contain a high 

percentage of family-sized units with two or more bedrooms. The City should continue to implement this 

policy, and seek new strategies that accomplish its goal. 

Policy 2.5.2: Continue to incentivize rental units. 

Rental housing provides greater access to the housing market than for-sale units, which typically require 

large down payments and long bank loans. Much of San Francisco's housing diversity is attributable to 

the fact that it is predominantly a rental city- almost two-thirds of households rent their homes. Yet in 

new housing, for-sale units are often more profitable, which drives the market to produce more of them. 

Recognizing this, the City has created incentives to produce rental housing, including having lower 

affordable housing requirements. The City should continue to implement this policy, and seek new 

strategies that accomplish its goal. 

Objective 2.6: Support services - schools, child care, and community services - necessary to serve 
local residents 

To maintain a diversity of residents it is necessary to provide the services they need; including schools, 

child care, and community services. The Central SoMa Plan aims to ensure that sufficient amenities are 

available to residents. 

Policy 2.6.1: Help fund public schools. 

The San Francisco Unified School District already collects impact fees from new development. This 

funding is utilized for capital improvements of existing schools and for new ones, including the proposed 

new school in Mission Bay. Development in the Plan Area should continue to contribute to the School 

District's funding. 

Policy 2.6.2: Help facilitate the creation of childcare facilities. 

San Francisco is suffering from a lack of licensed childcare. This is due to a lack of funding and a 

difficulty in finding space that meets the strict requirements for childcare centers. From the funding 
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standpoint, the City currently supports the creation of childcare through both the Child Care hnpact Fee 

and the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee. Development in the Plan Area should contribute to child care 

via these fees. From a space standpoint, the City should work with development in the Plan Area to 

promote the creation of new, appropriately designed childcare centers. 

Policy 2.6.3: Help facilitate the creation of new commm1ity services. 

"C01mnunity services" include space for non-profit and govenunent organizations that provide services to 

the commllllity, such as health clinics and job training. The City should support these uses in Central 

SoMa, including creation of an impact fee on new development to help provide collllllunity facilities and 

working with the Mayor's Office of Housing and Collllllunity Development to site those resomces. 
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Goal #3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center 

CONTEXT 

SoMa has been a commercial center for San Francisco for well over a century. Historically an industrial 

district, such businesses now sit cheek by jowl with offices, retail, hotels, and entertainment venues. This 

combination creates an environment that is both incredibly lively and unique in San Francisco. 

Moving forward, Central SoMa is also well positioned to be a center for job growth. As discussed in Goal 

#1, it is well located, being served by some of the region's best transit and having a lot of developable 

land. Much of that demand will be for office-oriented jobs, particularly in the "knowledge-sector" 

industries that drive our economy. However, in allowing for that growth it is important that the 

neighborhood maintains and grows its other sectors. By doing so it can sustain its unique diversity of 

economic activities and the liveliness that SoMa is known for. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of facilitating an economically 

diversified and lively jobs center. 

Objective 3.1: Ensure the Plan Area accommodates significant space for job growth 

As discussed.in Goal #1, San Francisco has an affordability crisis for both residential and non­

residential uses. This crisis is due to robust regional economy and commensurate demand for commercial 

space for those jobs and housing for the workers. Previous City planning efforts have attempted to 

address the housing crisis by identifying areas to meet our housing needs - including over 100,000 units 

by 2040. 

By contrast, previous planning efforts have not identified areas to meet the expected jobs growth of at 

least another 100,000 jobs in the same timeframe. Accommodating these jobs in transit-rich job centers 

has impotiant social, economic, and enviromnental benefits. Being in job centers enables the companies 

and workers to benefit from the synergies of co-location and infrastructure. Locating jobs near transit 

reduces car usage and thus greenhouse gas emissions and traffic congestion - even to a higher degree than 

locating housing near transit ( commuters are most likely to use transit when stations are very close to 

their jobs than when transit is very close to their homes but their jobs are more distant). 

Central SoMa is well positioned to accommodate a substantial amount of jobs that would otherwise go to 

more suburban, car-oriented locations. The Plan Area has some of the best transit in the region, being 

proximal to two regional train lines (BART and Caltrain), Muni Metro (including the under-construction 
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Central Subway), and myriad regional and local bus lines. By being located between the existing jobs 

centers of downtown and Mission Bay, the Plan Area not only is proximal to other jobs, but actually 

better ties those two areas together. The 2017 update to Plan Bay Area even more greatly emphasizes San 

Francisco as a preferable place regionally to grow jobs as well as housing, and within the City this Plan 

Area sits within a regionally-recognized Priority Development Area that is particularly ideal for jobs 

compared to other parts of the City and region. The success of the region in meeting its state-mandated 

environmental (i.e., GHG) goals and its mobility goals hinges on directingjob growth to these transit­

served areas. 

While accoll1ll1odating the growth of jobs is important, it is just as important that these are "good jobs" 

that pay a living wage. Many of the office jobs in the tech sector and even the PDRjobs are ce1iain to be 

good jobs, particularly in that they pay well relative to education. However, it is important that the City 

supports good jobs across all sectors, including construction workers, hotel workers, and other 

professions. 

Policy 3. l. l: Require non-residential uses in new development on large parcels. 

Many of the parcels of land in Central So Ma are quite large - reflecting its industrial heritage. And like 

industrial development of the past, modem companies seek buildings with large floors, which facilitate 

flexibility and intra-company communication. Given the limited availability of such large parcels in the 

city near excellent local and regional transit, and the need to identify appropriate transit-served space for 

job growth, the City should promote non-residential development at these locations. Even if 

circumstances, such as market or broader regulatory factors, require forgoing near-term development on 

these major parcels, ensuring that these parcels are "land-banked" for significant jobs-oriented 

development is a necessary long-term strategy for the economic and environmental health of the city and 

region. These large parcels need not be exclusively non-residential, but they should feature a significant 

percentage ( e.g. at least half) of non-residential and job space. 

Policy 3.1.2: Limit restrictions on non-residential development. 

Central SoMa includes areas whose zoning precludes non-residential development beyond ground floor 

retail, so as to direct new development towards being residential. While housing is still appropriate in 

these locations, the City should support the development of significant non-residential uses in these areas 

as well, given their adjacency to the downtown and to excellent transit (including Central Subway and 

Cal train). 

Policy 3.1.3: Suppmi living wage jobs across all sectors 

The City ah'eady implements multiple programs that facilitate living wage jobs for workers. This includes 

job training programs to help prepare local residents for jobs in growing sectors such as construction, ' 

health care, hospitality, and technology. This also includes the City's First Source Hiring Program (which 
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requires that developers, contractors, and employers utilize good faith efforts toward employing 

economically disadvantaged San Franciscan residents in new entry-level positions on applicable projects) 

and Local Hire program (that requires hiring of local residents for locally-funded construction projects). 

The City should continue to implement such policies and programs, and seek new strategies that 

accomplish their goal, such as working to support unionization of hotel workers and implementation of 

2017 Assembly Bill 73, which allows streamlined approval of ce1iain residential projects that pay 

prevailing wage to construction workers. 

Objective 3.2: Support the growth of office space 

About 60 percent of all jobs in the city are located in offices - and the percentage is growing (in keeping 

with national trends). There is a wide range of jobs that utilize office space, including technology, non­

profits ( civic, advocacy, community service, research), legal, finance, and the administrative side of all 

industries, just to name a few. Additionally, a lot of other jobs, including many scientific and "hands-on" 

kinds of jobs depend on significant amounts of office space as pmi of their operations to function 

effectively. 

Policy 3.2. l: Facilitate the growth of office. 

The City should support the development of office space in Central SoMa. Office space typically has a 

high amount of jobs per squm·e foot, and thus benefits from proximity to the neighborhood's excellent 

transit. This office space can also support the success of these knowledge-sector companies that are 

driving the overall economy (including the need for local-serving jobs throughout the city, like health 

cm·e, education, and retail). Increasing the supply of office space will also suppo1i non-profits and other 

organizations that have been challenged to find space in the city, forcing some to move elsewhere in the 

Bay Area (such as Oakland) or out of the region altogether. 

Objective 3.3: Ensure the removal of protective zoning does not result in a loss of PDR in the Plan 

Area 

The production, distribution, and repair (PDR) sector is critical to San Francisco. Compa11ies in the PDR 

sector tend to provide high-paying jobs for people without a four-year college degree. PDR also provides 

economic diversity and therefore greater ability to weather recessions. PDR companies also serve the 

needs of local residents and businesses after all, you cannot offshore your auto repair or your parcel 

delivery service. 

As discussed above, SoMa's legacy is as a home for blue-collar jobs. Over the decades, the nature of the 

economy - local, regional a11d national - has changed, being more service-oriented than production­

oriented. The PDR sector in Central SoMa is emblematic of the neighborhood's cultural history. 
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Policy 3.3 .1: Maintain zoning that restricts non-PDR development in ce1tain locations. 

Central SoMa contains substantial areas that protect PDR uses by not allowing office or housing. As 

discussed in Goal #1, the Plan is proposing to allow new development in much of this area. However, the 

City should maintain some of this PDR-protective zoning along the freeway west of 4th Street, because of 

its proximity to other PDR areas to the west and lot configuration and location that is challenging for 

other development. 

Policy 3.3.2: Limit conversion of PDR space in fonnerly industrial districts. 

The Central SoMa Plan is intended to facilitate the development of new construction of housing and 

office in areas where they currently are not allowed. However, where existing buildings are to remain in 

these areas, the City requires (through approval of Proposition X in 2016) that some amount of PDR 

space are maintained. Similarly, when new buildings are constructed, the City requires that some amount 

of replacement PDR space is provided. The City should continue to maintain the requirement to maintain 

and/or provide PDR space. 

Policy 3.3.3: Require PDR space as part oflarge commercial development. 

Given the amount of new development expected, maintaining the existing PDR presence in Central So Ma 

will necessitate requiring PDR space as part of new development, regardless of whether PDR space exists 

on the site prior to redevelopment. Such PDR space can be designed to be highly compatible with large 

commercial space, given the larger floors, building materials that are less conductive of sound and 

vibration, and higher tolerance for truck deliveries at all hours. The City should consider alternative 

means of satisfying this requirement, such as allowing off-site construction of PDR space and/or 

protection of existing PDR space at risk of displacement due to being located in districts that do not 

protect PDR. 

Policy 3.3.4: Provide incentives to fund, build, and/or protect PDR. 

Existing measures to support PDR include protecting industrial land, providing technical and real estate 

assistance to PDR businesses, funding arts organizations and programs through.the existing 1 % Art 

Program's Public Ati Trust, and supporting new construction through creative mechanisms that leverage 

local and federal funding. The City should continue its commitment to the PDR sector, and explore new 

strategies to build and/or protect PDR space, such as requiring higher ceiling heights in development 

containing PDR 

Objective 3.4: Facilitate a vibrant retail environment that serves the needs of the community 
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Central SoMa already contains a diversity of retail uses, including stores, restaurants, and personal 

services like beauty salons and dry cleaners. These help meet the needs of residents, workers, and visitors. 

They also provide a level of positive activity on the streets that make them safer and more pleasant. 

Policy 3.4.1: Allow retail throughout the Plan Area. 

Currently, retail uses can be located anywhere in the Plan Area, and this allowance should continue. 

Policy 3.4.2: Require ground-floor retail along important streets. 

Retail uses are currently required at the ground floors of buildings on 4th Street between Bryant and 

Townsend Streets, and on 6th Street between Market and Folsom Streets. The City should extend this 

requirement along important pedestrian thoroughfares, including Folsom Street and the rest of 4th Street. 

Policy 3.4.3: Support local, affordable, c01mnunity-serving retail. 

One of the many unique characteristics of the neighborhood is its diversity of retail offerings, in terms of 

types, prices, and independence. By contrast, new developmerit often will seek to fill its retail space with 

chain stores, businesses aimed at higher income clientele, and/or businesses that cater to tourists and other 

visitors. While such uses have a place in the neighborhood, the City should ensure that there is also space 

for those retail uses that are local, contribute to neighborhood character, affordable, and/or community 

serving. This should be done by considering limitations on formula retail and stand-alone big box stores 

and by requiring micro-retail in larger development sites. 

Objective 3.5: Support development of hotels 

Hotels are important to the wellbeing of San Francisco - enabling our tourism sector to flourish while 

also supporting impo1iant civic functions through room taxes. Simultaneously, hotels can make very good 

neighbors, providing lively ground floors, near 24-hour activity, and customers for local shops and 

restaurants. Hotels are particularly important in Central SoMa, given the area's proximity to the Moscone 

Convention Center and its transit accessibility. 

Policy 3.5.1: Allow hotels throughout the growth-oriented parts of the Plan Area. 

CUITently, there are parts of the Plan Area where hotels are not permitted, even if they otherwise allow 

residential and commercial growth. Where hotels are permitted, they are typically restricted to "boutique" 

sizes of 75 rooms or less. However, the City is in need of multiple new hotels to meet demand, 

particularly new "conference sized" hotels of at least 500 rooms plus meeting facilities. As such, the City 

should support increasing the area where hotels are pennissible to include those areas where new growth 

is anticipated, and to remove the cap on room count. 

Objective 3.6: Recognize the importance of nightlife uses in creating a complete neighborhood 
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Nightlife is an essential pait of what makes Sa11 Francisco a lively, world-class city. SoMa has a long 

tradition of being a destination for nightlife, reflecting its central location and industrial legacy with 

flexible building types, historically cheaper rents and relatively fewer residential neighbors .. Even as the 

neighborhood evolves, it is important to ensure that these uses can continue to thrive as a place for people 

to have fun, while being mindful of the potential for conflicts between these and sensitive uses like 

housing. 

Policy 3.6.1: Allow nightlife where appropriate. 

Currently, many nightlife uses are permitted in much of the Plan Area, including restaurants, bars, and 

venues for arts perfonnances. Nightclubs are pennitted in the area west of 4th Street and south of 

Harrison, and are permissible with a Conditional Use Permit in much of the rest of the neighborhood. The 

City should support continuing allowances for nightlife uses. 
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Goal #4: Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and 
Transit 

CONTEXT 

Central SoMa is served by a widely spaced grid of major streets that fonn large blocks, often subdivided 

by narrow streets and alleys in patterns that vaty from block to block. While the natrnw streets and alleys 

typically serve only very local needs, the continuous grid of major streets connects city neighborhoods 

at1d li11ks the city to the region via Interstates 80, 280 and 101. The major streets in SoMa have multiple 

lanes, widely spaced traffic signals, at1d are often one-way- all strategies to move automobiles and trucks 

through the district at rapid speeds. 

While the existing street pattern still works for traffic circulation in off-peak hours, as traffic congestion 

has worsened over the decades, these streets are now often snarled with automobiles, trucks, transit, at1d 

taxis/ridesharing services. The resulting traffic is a substantial source of air and noise pollution and 

disproportionate rates of traffic injury, degrading the quality oflife for residents, workers and visitors to 

the area. 

Whether at congested times or not, the present design of the major streets does not serve pedestrians well 

and will certainly not accommodate the pedestrian needs of the new residents, workers and visitors 

contemplated by this Plan. Design that primarily accommodates the needs of motor vehicles relegates the 

needs of people walking to a secondary status. The result is unsafe at1d unpleasant conditions for 

pedestrians: many sidewalks do not meet minimum city standards; signalized or even marked crosswalks 

are few and far between; many crosswalks at major intersections are closed to pedestrians; and long 

crossing distances increase expostire to traffic. The combination of high traffic speeds and volumes at1d 

poor pedestrian infrastructure is reflected in the high rate of pedestrian injuries seen throughout the Plan 

Area .. 

The existing conditions are also quite poor for people riding bicycles, and discourage others from cycling 

in this neighborhood. On most streets, bicycles are expected to share lanes with much heavier and faster 

moving motor vehicles. Where bicycle lanes exist, they place cyclists between moving traffic and parked 

cat·s and do not protect cyclists from right-turning vehicles at intersections. Insufficient facilities for 

people riding bicycles are reflected in the high rate of injuries to bicyclists seen throughout the Plan Area. 

For people on tratisit, the story is more mixed. The Plan Area is well served by regional trat1sit systems 

with dedicated rights-of-way, such as BART and Caltrain. Transit service to the neighborhood will be 

greatly improved with the completion of the Central Subway project, providing frequent and rapid north­

south service through the heatt of Central So Ma. Myriad local at1d regional bus lines serve the area. 

However, those buses that share the street network with other vehicles are often delayed by traffic. 
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As San Francisco continues to grow, conditions will only worsen unless substantial changes are made 

both to the design of the streets and to the way people travel. The Central SoMa Plan provides a timely 

opp01tunity to rethink how people get to and move through the neighborhood. Pedestrian improvements 

combined with traffic calming could enhance both livability and public health. With a comprehensive 

network of high-quality bicycle routes, the area's flat topography and relatively good weather could 

encourage more bicycling, relieving some demand on transit and for additional car trips. The dense 

network of transit options makes the neighborhood a great candidate for even higher ridership, if proper 

measures are put into place to enl1ance the reliability and speed of transit. As well, while the 

neighborhood continues to grow, investment in additional capacity and new connections will be needed to 

enhance and expand the existing transit network to meet the needs of the future. All of these 

improvements rely on shifting the way people travel from private automobile into these other modes. 

The goal of providing safe and convenient transpo1tation in Central SoMa is admittedly daunting, 

considering the existing conditions. Fortunately, several other complementary strategies being 

implemented or undertaken by the City support this effort, in both the near and long tenn, including: 

• The Better Streets Plan, which facilitates improvements to sidewalks and other pedestrian 

amenities; 

• The Bicycle Plan, which delivers improvements in the bicycle network; 

• Vision Zero, which provides infrastructure improvements at key locations designed to minimize 

conflicts between motor vehicles and people walking and bicycling; 

• Muni Forward, which implements local transit improvements; 

• The aforementioned Central Subway, which will connect BART and Caltrain (in addition to 

running from Chinatown to the Bayview); 

• The electrification of Caltrain, which will facilitate more frequent service; 

• The implementation of High Speed Rail service to San Francisco, creating convenient 

connections between the economic centers of the State; and 

• The implementation of the City's Transportation Demand Management program. 

Multiple major studies and transportation planning efforts will inform future transportation 

investment. These studies will identify future investments necessaiy to support the continued 

evolution of So Ma and prioritize the public benefit resources that come out of the Plan. These 

include: 
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• Co1mect SF: This effort, launched in 2016, will produce a 50-year vision of the City's 

transportation network and will culminate in a new, updated Transportation Element of the 

General Plan and a refreshed set of major investment priorities. 

• Core Capacity Study: This regional study led by the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (MTC) was started in 2015. It is investigating near, medium and long-term 

strategies to meet the growing heeds of transportation connections between San Francisco 

and the East Bay (i.e., the Transbay conidor) as well as core aspects of travel to and from the 

"Core" of San Francisco (which includes downtown, SoMa, and Mission Bay). 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of providing safe and convenient 

transp01iation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit. 

Objective 4.1: Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking environment on all the streets in 

the Plan Area 

As a major convention and tourism destination, employment center, and residential area, Central SoMa 

attracts thousands of people daily, the overwhelming majority of whom will either begin or end their trip 

as pedestrians. And as anticipated development occurs, new workers, visitors and residents will join the 

thousands already there and place additional demand on the already inadequate pedestrian infrastructure. 

A transfonnation of the streets and sidewalk will be required to accommodate people on foot and give 

them enjoyable paths to travel,· linger, shop, and socialize. Streets are not just for movement, but for 

slowing down to socialize and take in the rhythms of the City. A complete, high quality, walking network 

is necessary to make all aspects of the transportation system function well. 

Policy 4.1.1 Ensure streets throughout the Plan Area are designed in accordance with the City's Vision 

Zero policy. 

Vision Zero is San Francisco's road safety policy. The City adopted Vision Zero as a policy in 2014, 

conunitting to build better and safer streets, educate the public on traffic safety, enforce traffic laws, and 

adopt policy changes that save lives. The goal is to create a culture that prioritizes traffic safety and to 

ensure that mistakes on roadways do not result in serious injuries or death. The result of this collaborative 

citywide effort will be safer more livable streets as San Francisco works to eliminate traffic fatalities by 

2024. Vision Zero recommends that streets be improved with safety treatments that include but are not 

limited to: new traffic signals; leading pedestrian intervals; paint treatments such as continental 

crosswalks; comer sidewalk extensions; turn restrictions; protected bicycle facilities and 

audible/accessible pedestrian signals. The City should implement all improvements in Central SoMa in 

keeping with the vision and strategies of Vision Zero, with particular focus on any High Injmy Conidors. 

Policy 4.1.2: Ensure sidewalks on major streets meet Better Streets Plan standards. 
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Adequate sidewalk width is an essential ingredient in making walking a safe, convenient, and attractive 

transportation option. In addition to accommodating pedestrian movement, sidewalks should be wide 

enough for amenities such as trees or other landscaping and fixed or moveable seating. The Better Streets 

Plan recommends fifteen feet as the optimal sidewalk width for most major streets in the Plan Area, with 

twelve feet as the minimum. Some locations that attract extremely high pedestrian volumes ( e.g. next to 

transit stops or large office buildings) should have even wider sidewalks than fifteen feet in order to 

maintain safe and pleasant walking conditions. Most major streets in the Plan Area do not meet even the 

minimum recommended sidewalk width. The City should improve the major streets such that they all 

meet Better Streets Plan standards. 

Policy 4.1.3: Prohibit new curb cuts on key major streets and limit them elsewhere. 

In sensitive places, access to parking and loading degrades the pedestrian experience, transit operations, 

bicyclist safety, and general circulation. Additionally, curb cuts remove valuable sidewalk space for trees, 

bicycle parking, landscaping, and other amenities. For these reasons, curb cuts should be limited along 

major streets, and off-street parking and loading should be accessed from alleys and narrow streets, where 

conflicts are reduced. 

Policy 4.1.4: Provide signalized crosswalks across n1aior streets. 

Long distances between crosswalks inconvenience people walking and reduce the viability and 

attractiveness of walking as a transportation option. They also provide powerful incentives for some 

pedestrians to risk crossing against traffic, and are thus a serious safety concern. The current practice of 

providing signalized crosswalks at intersections of two major streets means that crosswalks are usually 

over 800 feet apart on major east-west streets, and 550 feet apart on major north-south streets. North of 

Market Street, an area renowned worldwide for its walkability, crosswalks are at most 425 feet apart in 

the east-west direction and not more than 275 feet apart in the north-south direction. To create a more 

pedestrian~friendly enviromnent, the City should provide an additional signalized crosswalk roughly 

halfway between each major intersection, wherever possible. This would produce distances between 

crosswalks roughly equivalent to those found north of Market Street. In addition, providing crosswalks at 

the intersections of major and narrow streets would enhance the role of the nanow streets in the 

pedestrian network. 

Policy 4.1.5: Ensure there are crosswalks at all signalized intersections. 

Several signalized intersections of major streets in the area prohibit people walking from crossing one leg 

of the intersection, resulting in inconvenient and potentially tmsafe detours for pedestrians in dense areas 

and along major corridors, such as 3rd and 4th Streets. Existing City policy recommends opening such 

closed crosswalks. The City should open closed crosswalks in the Plan Area whenever possible. 

Policy 4.1.6: Ensure there are safe intersections at freeway ramps. 
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The Plan Area has five :freeway ramps: four serving I-80 at each intersection of 4th, 5th, Harrison, and 

Bryant Streets, and one serving I-280 at 6th and Brannan. Each of these intersections presents challenges, 

as cars used to traveling unobstructed at rapid speeds suddenly enter a street grid with more complex 

traffic patterns and must be attentive to people walking and bicycling. The City should work with 

Caltrans to improve these transitions to better serve the needs of all modes of transportation. 

Policy 4. I. 7: Provide corner sidewalk extensions to enhance pedestrian safety at crosswalks, in keeping 

with the Better Streets Plan. 

Sidewalk comer extensions ("bulb-outs") shorten the length of crosswalks and make pedestrians waiting 

to cross more visible to drivers. The Better Streets Plan recommends installing sidewalk corner extensions 

on certain street types to enhance safety and to provide additional space for amenities such as benches and 

landscaping. The City should work to implement this recommendation of the Better Streets Plan. 

Policy 4.1. 8: Ensure safe and convenient conditions on narrow streets and alleys for people walking. 

SoMa's narrow streets and alleys provide an important, quieter alternative to walking on the busier major 

streets. Yet many of these streets do not have inviting environments for people on foot, including 

insufficient ( or even absent) sidewalks. On these streets, the City should enhance and improve the 

experience for people walking. 

Policy 4.1.9: Ensure there are street trees and street furnishings on sidewalks wherever possible, in 

keeping with the Better Streets Plan. 

Landscaping and street furnishings, such as fixed or moveable seating, are important in creating an 

inviting enviromnent for walking and public life. The Better Streets Plan discusses strategies for locating 

amenities to create attractive and functional pedestrian environments. The City should continue 

implementing its recommendations in the Plan Area. 

Policy 4.1.10: Expand the pedestrian network wherever possible through creation of new narrow streets, 

alleys, and mid-block connections. 

Existing City policy and zoning regulations require midblock paths through large lots in certain zoning 

districts. These requirements should be retained where they exist and extended to any new zoning districts 

created in Central SoMa. 

Policy 4.1.11: Use public art, lighting. and other amenities to improve the pedestrian experience beneath 

elevated :freeways. 

The unwelcoming enviromnent beneath the freeway creates an imposing physical and psychological 

barrier that divides the Plan Area into two halves. This noisy, dark, car-d01ninated enviromnent makes 

walking from one side of the :freeway to the other an unpleasant or even intimidating experience. The City 
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should use public a1i, enhanced lighting, and other streetscape amenities to help improve this dreary 

condition. To facilitate the addition of art, the City should also encourage new development to locate their 

required public mi in this area. 

Objective 4.2: Make cycling a safe and convenient transportation option throughout the Plan Area 
for all ages and abilities 

As a mode of trm1sportation, bicycles have many advantages: they require no fuel, produce no emissions, 

and facilities to accmmnodate their use are generally less expensive and space intensive than other 

transportation modes. Central SoMa (and SoMa in general) is flat, sunny, m1d well situated for bicycle 

travel, and thus has a much higher bicycle mode share than other parts of the City despite poor cycling 

infrastructure. The use of bicycles can be increased with the provision of a comprehensive network of 

safe m1d convenient bike routes, as well as destination an1enities such as secure parking and shower 

facilities. 

Policy 4.2.1: Ensure that the bicycle network is in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and 

Bicycle Strategy. 

Within the Plan Area, as of 2017 there are bicycle lanes on 2nd, Howard, Folsom, and Townsend Streets. 

These bicycle routes within and leading to the Plan Area should be provided with best-practice safety 

features in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and Bicycle Strategy, including but not limited 

to protected bicycle lanes, dedicated signals at signaled intersections, turn boxes, and high-performance 

pavement materials and signage. 

Policy 4.2.2: Minimize gaps in the existing bicycle net\vork by providing bicycle routes through the Plan 

Area, designed for safety in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and Bicycle Strategy. 

In order to ensure that cycling is an attractive transportation option, people must be able to cycle close to 

their destination safely. In the north-south direction, the bicycle network as of 2017 includes two-way 

facilities on 2nd and 5111 Streets, which are more than half a mile apart. Given the density of housing, jobs 

and visitor destinations in the area, this gap should be filled with new routes on 3rd and/or 4th Streets. In 

the east-west direction, the bicycle network as of 2017 includes two-way facilities on Townsend Street 

m1d on the Folsom/Howard couplet, which similarly are more than half a mile apaii. This gap should be 

filled, potentially with a new two-way route on Brannan Street. All new bicycle routes should be provided 

with state-of-the-art safety features in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and Bicycle 

Strategy, with particular focus on any High Injury Corridors, including but not limited to protected cycle 

tracks, dedicated signals at signaled intersections, turn boxes, and high-perfonnance pavement materials 

and signage. 

Policy 4.2.3: Provide additional bicycle infrastructure, such as bicycle parking. to support ridership. 
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In addition to safe and convenient cycling routes, increasing the proportion of trips taken by bicycles 

depends on other supportive facilities including bicycle parking. The City should study additional 

methods for increasing on- and off-street bicycle parking. Space needs for bike-sharing stations should 

also be considered a key component in the design of streets as well as major new developments and open 

spaces. 

Objective 4.3: Ensure that transit serving the Plan Area is adequate, reliable and pleasant 

Public transportation is fundamental to accommodating the movement oflarge populations of workers 

and residents to, within and through the City. The levels of density and activity proposed for Central 

SoMa are possible only when the majority of its workers, visitors, and residents use transit to move about. 

A circulation network that prioritizes transit will support the creation of the public spaces, walking 

enviromnent and bicycle network that are envisioned for the area. Moreover, several Central SoMa streets 

are part of the central hub of San Francisco's and the region's ti'ansit network, and service delays or 

problems in the Plan Area can radiate throughout the network. For these reasons it is critical to facilitate 

transit movements in the area. 

Policy 4.3.1: Provide a robust network of lanes that are exclusively for transit. 

Dedicated transit lanes expedite surface transit movement, improve transit travel time, and support more 

efficient operating costs by allowing for more reliable and consistent headways, especially during peak 

hours. Existing dedicated transit lanes within the plan area are located along portions of 3rd, 4th and 

Mission Streets. The City should provide new dedicated transit lanes on other major streets in the Plan 

Area as necessary. Such dedicated transit lanes should be designed with "self-enforcing" elements, 

wherever possible, to discourage or prevent use by unauthorized private vehicles. These include curbs, 

channelizers and colored or textured pavements. 

Policy 4.3.2: Suppmi funding for maintaining a state of good repair of the existing fleet and 

infrastructure. 

As the Plan Area develops, it will contain a higher percentage of the city's jobs and residents than it does 

today. As such, it should contribute commensurately to ensuring that the existing fleet and infrastructure 

is able to move those workers and residents throughout the city. 

Policy 4.3.3: Support funding to implement the Muni Forward program. 

The Muni Forward program is the City's ongoing effo1i to modernize and rationalize the transit system, 

including an emphasis on the most heavily traveled lines. Many of these heavily traveled lines serve 

Central SoMa. As such, new development in the Plan Area should contribute their share towards 

implementing the Muni Forward program. 
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Policy 4.3.4: Suppo1t funding to meet future needs for local and regional transit service to the Plan Area. 

As a jobs center, a substantial portion of workers coming to Central SoMa will do so from the 

surrounding counties. Many of these workers will rely on transit systems that even today are facing 

capacity constraints - including BART, which is the regional transit workhorse, especially in the 

Trans bay corridor. Caltrain too, which directly serves the Plan Area, is straining under booming ridership. 

As such, development in Central SoMa should support necessary transit investments, serving as a source 

of local money to advance critical improvements in expanding service and capacity to serve SoMa and to 

leverage larger regional, state, and federal contributions for major projects. 

Policy 4.3.5: Study adjustment of transit services to serve the demand from the increase in jobs and 

housing in the neighborhood. 

As the area develops, transit service needs are likely to evolve as well. As such, the City should study 

adjustments to the transit network and levels of service to the Plan Area to ensure that it adequately serves 

evolving needs, paiticularly in the area south of the freeway, which is expected to experience the most 

growth and transformation from low-intensity to high-density uses. 

Objective 4.4: Encourage mode shift away from private automobile usage 

Implementing the Objectives above cai1 provide the physical improvements necessaiy to encourage 

efficient and environmentally sustainable modes of transportation, and commensurate reduction in private 

automobile trips. This mode shift will also require providing only as much parking as is appropriate for 

the urban context and availability of transportation alternatives. Other strategies should also provide 

incentives to choose more sustainable modes of transportation. 

Policy 4.4.1: Limit the ainotmt of parking in new development. 

The availability and price of parking play an important role in individual mode choice - plentiful and 

cheap parking encourages automobile use. Existing off-street parking maximums should be retained and 

strengthened, reflective of the plentiful availability of transit options and investments planned and 

underway. 

Policy 4.4.2: Utilize Transpo1tatio11 Demand Management strategies to encourage use of alternatives to 

the private automobile. 

The City has successfully used Transportation Demand Management (TDM) tools in the downtown area 

to achieve very high pedestriai1, trai1sit and bicycle mode shai·es, and in 2017 expanded TDM 

requirements to the whole city. Development in Central SoMa should employ TDM measures for all new 

development, such as parking management and pricing, free or discounted transit passes, coordination of 
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private shuttle services, and coordination of car sharing and bicycle sharing distribution, discounts, and 

related programs. 

Objective 4.5: Accommodate regional, through, and delivery traffic where necessary, but mitigate 
the impacts of such traffic on local livability and circulation 

For the foreseeable future, some streets in Central SoMa will serve as citywide and regional auto 

connections, mainly because of their relation to freeway access points. There is also pressme on the 

streets caused by demand from ride sharing and e-commerce. These important demands on the street 

should be balanced with other necessary street functions. 

Policy 4.5.1: Maintain the ability of certain streets to accommodate through-traffic while ensuring they 

meet minimum needs for safety and comfmi of all road users. 

Bryant and Harrison Street should continue to accommodate through-traffic in SoMa. However, . 

increasing livability and protecting local circulation on these streets may require some reduction in 

vehicle capacity, a reduction that may to a certain extent be balanced by shifting local travel to other 

modes. 

Policy 4.5.2: Design buildings to accommodate delivery of people and goods with a minimum of conflict. 

The movement of people and goods will continue to be important in the neighborhood. The rise of ride 

sharing has created new demands to accommodate convenient loading at both residential and non­

residential buildings. The uptick in internet sales means residential buildings will need to accommodate 

increased deliveries. Additionally, Central SoMa will continue to be a neighborhood with many 

businesses, and these businesses will need loading capacity for goods. All of these trends are supportive 

of the goal of enabling people to live without private automobiles. The City should ensure that loading is 

considered and prioritized in the context of street redesign projects and on-street parking management. 

Off-street loading facilities, particularly for larger projects, should not compromise the interface of 

buildings with the public realm. 
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Goal #5: Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities 

CONTEXT 

Central SoMa currently suffers from a shortage of public parks and recreational opportunities relative to 

number of residents, workers and visitors to the area. This is largely due to its industrial history. Within 

the Plan Area there is only one outdoor recreational space: South Park. There are also smaller indoor and 

outdoor passive spaces as well as private indoor gyms. Importantly, there are three large public facilities 

just outside the Plan Area that serve the people of Central SoMa: Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend 

Recreation Center, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park. Given the superior public transit in Central SoMa, 

area residents have access to a broad range of other recreational opportunities in the City. However, given 

the length of blocks and limited number of facilities, substantial portions of the Plan Area lack easy 

access to playgrounds, public sports courts, and quiet spaces for more contemplative activities. 

By increasing the population in Central SoMa, the need for parks and recreational oppmiunities will only 

increase. Fortunately, the Central SoMa Plan presents an excellent opportunity to build new parks and 

recreational facilities, provide the funding to maintain them, and the activity to keep them well used. 

Seizing these opportunities will require dedicated and strategic focus. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of offering an abundance of parks and 

recreational opportunities in Central SoMa. 

Objective 5.1: Maximize the benefit provided by existing parks and recreational facilities 

The existing parks in and around Central SoMa, though modest in size, provide impo1iant resources. 

However, they will need investment to enhance their long-term viability. It is also likely that new parks 

and recreational opportunities will not be built until several years after adoption of the Plan. Therefore, it 

is necessary to ensure that existing parks and recreational centers are optimized. 

Policy 5.1.1: Support funding for the rehabilitation of Gene Friend Recreation Center. 

The Gene Friend Recreation Center is a park and recreational center at the northwest corner of 6th and 

Folsom Streets, just outside the Plan Area. It serves the residents and workers of SoMa with indoor and 

outdoor basketball, weight room, lawn area, playground, and indoor space for dancing, art, and events. 

The Recreation and Parks Department is currently developing a renovation plan to update the facilities 

and increase capacity. As an important resource for the community, new development in Central SoMa 

should contribute to the funding of this important project. 

Policy 5.1.2: Support ft.mding for improved programming at Victoria Manalo Draves Park. 
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Victoria Manalo Draves Park lies half a block west of the Plan Area between Folsom and Harrison 

Streets. At 2.5 acres, the park is the largest green space in the SoMa neighborhood and enjoys abundant 

sm1.light due to its southern orientation and wide street frontages. Despite the opportunity, it is clmently 

not being utilized to its full potential, often due to a lack of programming and other fonns of activation. 

Added density will increase the demand for outdoor recreation and green spaces. To best utilize this 

resource, new development in Central SoMa Plan should contribute funding to the programming and 

reconfiguration of this park in order to maximize active uses. 

Policy 5 .1.3: Explore funding for the rehabilitation of Y erba Buena Gardens. 

Y erba Buena Gardens the name for a series of parks, recreational spaces, and cultural amenities built atop 

the Moscone Convention Center, spanning the two blocks between 3rd Street and 4th .Street from Mission 

Street to Folsom Street, as well as additional space north on the north side of Mission Street. Recreational 

amenities in Yerba Buena Gardens include large plazas, lawns, gardens, a playground, a bowling alley, a 

skating rink, and a historic carousel. These amenities directly serve the northern part of the Plan Area, in 

addition to being a regional and even international attraction. 

At the time of the writing of this Plan in 2017, responsibility for maintenance, capital investment, and 

operations of Y erba Buena Gardens is being transferred from the Office of Community Investment and 

Infrastructure (successor to the Redevelopment Agency) to other City agencies. This transfer includes the 

loss of some existing funding streams and uncertainty about future funding streams. As t)le City identifies 

and implements funding strategies for Y erba Buena Gardens, it should explore the role of new 

development in Central SoMa in contributing to the lasting wellbeing of this world-class attraction. 

Policy 5.1.4: Explore additional strategies to fund existing parks and recreation centers. 

In addition to City money, there are often other sources available to fm1d existing parks and recreation 

centers. This includes federal and state funding, as well as other grants and potential partnerships; The 

City should explore ways to receive this money in support of the parks and recreation centers that serve 

Central SoMa. 

Objective 5.2: Create new public parks 

New public parks- in Central SoMa are needed to provide much needed green space, a respite from the 

busy streets, and opportunities for active recreation for children, adults, and even dogs. 

Policy 5.2.1: Create a new public park in the highest growth portion of the Plan Area. 
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Most of the new development of jobs and housing proposed by the Plan is slated to occur in the southwest 

portion of the Plan Area, generally between the I-80 freeway and Townsend Street west of 3rd Street. 

CwTently, this area does not have any public parks. The City has identified an opportunity for a park on 

the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan Streets making use of the publicly-owned parcel at 

639 Bryant Street, which is used by SFPUC as a storage lot. A park on the interior of this site could, like 

South Park, be accessed by numerous streets and alleys and activated by adjacent uses such as grmmd 

floor retail and PDR. The City should work towards the creation of a park at this location. 

Policy 5.2.2: Create a new linear park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th Street. 

Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th Streets offers an opportunity to repurpose underutilized street right­

of-way as a new park. Bluxome Street is functionally an alley and does not serve major circulation 

purposes, but is extraordinarily wide (70') compared to other SoMa alleys (typically 35'-40'). The wide 

street is currently devoted primarily to angled parking. The City should rebalance the right-of-way 

allocation by expanding the pedestrian area on one side of the street and consolidating the vehicular area 

to two lanes of traffic and one parallel parking lane. This would allow nearly one-half acre of open space 

to be created on the block. Coordination with the adjacent development will provide a strong connection 

to this space and help make it successful. 

Policy 5.2.3: Pursue the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa to serve the burgeoning 

greater SoMa area. 

In many neighborhoods, a large multi-acre park serves as the common gathering and recreational center 

for the whole corn1mmity and helps define the neighborhood (e.g., Washington Square for North Beach, 

Alamo Square for the Western Addition, Bernal Heights Park for Bernal, and Dolores Park for the 

Mission and Castro). These Parks provide relief from the urban enviromnent that only a large space can. 

Y erba Buena Gardens and Victoria Manalo Draves currently play that role in SoMa, but as the 

neighborhood grows the need for a new large park will also grow. The City should pursue the creation of 

such a signature, neighborhood-defining park within the vicinity of Plan Area, such as on a p01iion of the 

Caltrain Railyards. 

Objective 5.3: Create new public recreational opportunities 

Public recreational facilities, such as spaces for athletics and cultural activities, are essential outlets for 

residents and workers to engage in fun, exercise and stimulating activity. Facilities for active recreation, 

such as basketball cowis and skateparks, can be located in parks, but they can also be in buildings or 

other spaces not suitable for traditional neighborhood parks. As such, with forethought and creativity, 

there are more opportunities for incorporating recreational facilities into this highly urban area. 

Policy 5.3.1: Increase the amount of public recreation center space. including the creation of a new public 

recreation center. 
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The Plan Area is presently served by the Gene Friend Recreation Center at 6th and Folsom just outside 

the Plan boundary. However, as the residential and worker population grows in the greater SoMa 

neighborhood, there will likely be demand for an additional Recreation Center. The City should pursue 

the creation of such a facility within or near the Plan Area to serve this expected demand and coordinate 

the amenities and offerings with those available at Gene Friend. 

Policy 5.3.2: Develop public recreational facilities under the I-80 freeway. 

There is currently ample unutilized land under I-80 between 4th and 6th Streets. With such projects as the 

SoMa West Skatepark and Dog Run, the City has demonstrated that a public recreational facility under a 

freeway can simultaneously meet the community's recreational needs and create safer and more pleasant 

conditions for pedestrians. As such, the City should work with Caltrans to pursue the potential for 

providing similar facilities underneath I-80. 

Objective 5.4: Utilize the street right-of-way for additional green spaces, gathering and recreational 

opportunities 

In a dense neighborhood such as Central SoMa, it is important to utilize every opportunity to provide 

respites and gathering spaces. One opportunity to do so is by utilizing space on the narrow streets and 

alleys, including new mid-block connections .. 

Policy 5.4. l: Where appropriate, promote pedestrian-only or shared-street design concepts for narrow 

streets, alleys, and mid-block connections. 

Central SoMa's narrow-streets and alleys are important for pedestrian circulation, but often carry a low 

volume of cars. Even more of these public rights-of-way will be created as part of the development of 

large parc:ds in the Plan Area. Where appropriate, these areas should be designed to be pedestrian-only or 

"shared streets," where vehicular use is minimized. On such streets, the City should increase green spaces 

and provide amenities for gathering, such as benches and tables. Where streets are fully pedestrian-only, 

the City could provide additional recreational amenities, such as playgrounds. 

Policy 5.4.2: Improve 2nd and Folsom Streets as Green Connections per the City's Green Connections 

Plan. 

The Green Connections plan aims to increase access to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront by 

envisioning a network of "green connectors" city streets that will be upgraded to make it safer and more 

pleasant to travel to parks by walking, biking, and other forms of active transportation. Within the Central 

SoMa plan area, 2nd and Folsom Streets are identified as Green Connections. These streets should be 

improved in accordance with the Green Connections Design Toolkit. 

Objective 5.5: Augment the public open space and recreation network with privately-owned public 

open spaces (POPOS) 
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Plam1ing Code requirements adopted in the Eastern Neighborhoods in 2008 require all non-residential 

development to provide open space, but unlike the Downtown, none of this space has been required to be 

publicly accessible. By contrast, privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) have been a staple of the 

downtown for over 30 years, providing important gathering places and interesting public spaces. 

However, by nature of their upper-floor location and limited hours, their primary function has been to 

serve the daytime needs of downtown office workers. The Recreation and Open Space Element, updated 

in 2014, specifically recommends expanding the POPOS requirements outside the Downtown to other 

mixed use areas, like Central SoMa, in order to augment the open space and recreation system. 

Policy 5.5.1: Require new non-residential development and encourage residential development to provide 

POPOS that address the needs of the community. 

To help address the demand for parks and recreational amenities created by new development, POPOS 

should be required in new non-residential development and encouraged in new residential development. 

These POPOS should be designed to help meet the needs of the community through such strategies as 

being at street level, inviting, open extended hours, and featuring needed amenities like play areas, 

community gardens and dog runs. The City should preference that these POPOS be open to the sky, 

except where there are particularly unpleasant environmental conditions, the outdoor space would 

undermine the experience for people walking, or where they provide an active recreational amenity that 

will benefit from being indoors. POPOS can also contribute to the environmental sustainability goals by 

managing storm water and providing other enviromnental benefits. 

Objective 5.6: Ensure the neighborhood's parks and recreation offerings function as a network and 
complement the facilities of the broader SoMa area 

The implementation of the Objectives and Policies described above will result in a substantial increase in 

the amount of space dedicated to parks and recreational facilities within Central SoMa. To maximize their 

value to the community, it is important that these spaces function as a network that systematically 

addresses needs. 

Policy 5.6.1: Design the parks and recreational opportunities in a systematic mam1er to serve the 

community's needs. 

There are many different needs that can be addressed by parks and recreation facilities. This includes 

playgrounds for children of varying age groups, fields and courts for playing sports, dog play areas, multi­

purpose recreation buildings to serve a variety of activities, and passive spaces for multiple kinds of social 

gathering and personal time. The parks and recreational facilities cun-ently serving Central SoMa should 

be programmed to address this diversity of needs that will continue to evolve with time, tastes, and 

population changes. This would entail developing and implementing a parks and recreation strategy for 

the Plan Area and/or larger South of Market area. This strategy could identify the neighborhood needs in 
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the context of both existing and planned facilities and population, as well as identifying potential 

locations to meet these needs. 
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Goal #6: Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 

CONTEXT 

Central SoMa is poised to become a truly sustainable (healthy, green, efficient), resilient, and regenerative 

neighborhood where urban development gives more to the environment than it takes. In such a 

community, buildings use 100 percent greenhouse gas-free energy (much ofit generated within the 

neighborhood); carbon emissions and fossil fuels are completely eliminated; non-potable water is 

captured, treated, and re-used within the district to conserve potable water and eliminate waste; nature is a 

daily experience, with greening and biodiversity thriving on streets, buildings, and parks; and zero solid 

waste is sent to the landfill. 

To achieve this bold vision, the City is committed to advancing livability and environmental performance 

through innovative and neighborhood-scale systems, projects, and programs. Creative partnerships 

between residents, organizations, businesses, and government entities help ensure sustainability targets 

are achieved and progress is tracked over time. The results will be palpable to the daily experiences of 

people living, working, and visiting the neighborhood, and will place Central SoMa at the forefront of 

action on global climate change. 

All of this will require an intentional and substantial shift from today's conditions and business-as-usual 

approaches. At a time of ever-increasing awareness of the threats of climate change, considerable 

greenhouse gas emissions are generated from inefficient and fossil-fuel based energy use in buildings and 

vehicle transportation. While recent drought conditions have heightened concerns about the City's water 

supply, a substantial amount continues to be wasted every day through inefficient use and disposal. 

Reflective of its industrial and auto-dominated history, the neighborhood is severely lacking in quality 

pedestrian enviromnents and nature. With substantial low-lying areas built on fill, the neighborhood is 

also at risk from earthquakes and flooding, which could be exacerbated by sea level rise in the long term. 

And while the City is a world leader in waste diversion from landfills, there is still work to be done at the 

very local level to achieve our goal of 

zero waste. Finally, Central SoMa has been identified by the State's Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment's Cal Enviroscreen tool as an area disproportionately exposed to and at risk from higl1 

pollution levels, in part because of its proximity to an elevated, regional freeway corridor. Because the 

area also includes a higl1er proportion of disadvantaged residents, it is especially important that the 

Objectives and Policies of the Plan incorporate enviromnentaljustice considerations that help protect the 

community from poor health. These include efforts to improve air quality, as well to create public 

facilities, facilitate access to healthy food, provide safe and sanitary housing, promote physical activity, 

and foster civic engagement. 

While the litany of environmental challenges is daunting, there is also tremendous opportunity in Central 

SoMa. Implementation of this Plan will result in a substantial number of new buildings, infrastructure 
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investment, and public benefits within the Plan Area, leading to dramatic opporttmities for significant 

improvements to environmental quality. Given current State and City regulations, new buildings are 

required to be greener and more resilient than buildings from earlier eras. However, additional cost­

effective regulations for new development, such as living roofs and the use of 100 percent greenhouse 

gas-free electricity can help ensure that individual projects are environmentally sustainable and resilient 

to a degree that provides restorative benefits to the larger neighborhood. Similarly, implementation of this 

Plan will result in a re-envisioning of the streets, sidewalks, and open spaces of the Plan Area-not only 

to be more vibrant and safer, but also to complement the neighborhood's enviromnental health and 

resilience. Strategies include the incorporation of beneficial elements, such as trees, green infrastructure 

for stormwater management, and energy efficient street lights. Finally, the Plan establishes a framework 

for innovation, to enable the latest and greatest technologies and design approaches to be applied to the 

built environment, like passive design and district-scale utility systems that service multiple buildings to 

heighten efficiencies. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES TO FULFILL THIS GOAL 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the Plan's Goal of creating an enviromnentally 

sustainable and resilient neighborhood in Central SoMa. 

Objective 6.1: Develop a comprehensive strategy for creating an environmentally sustainable and 

resilient neighborhood 

In many policy areas, the City is a national and global leader in environmental sustainability and 

resiliency. That being said, many of the City's policies and programs are implemented independently 

from one another. Moving from current conditions to an enviromnentally sustainable and resilient 

neighborhood will necessitate a huge shift in existing practices across a number of topic areas. Achieving 

this shift will require the establislunent of a comprehensive strategy that can serve as a blueprint over 

many years of implementation. By focusing on the neighborhood scale, the City can be more targeted and 

oppo1iunistic than citywide strategies, while benefiting from economies of scale not available at the level 

of the individual buildings. Coordinated implementation can also leverage neighborhood-scale resources 

and expertise, by providing a platform for community members, institutions, and businesses to engage 

with city leaders and utility providers to meet ambitious sustainability goals and tangible quality of life 

improvements. 

Policy 6.1.1: Create an implementing entity within the City.Currently, numerous City departments are 

involved in implementing disparate strategies aimed at meeting San Francisco's myriad of environmental 

sustainability and resiliency goals. Neither the goals nor the strategies are typically neighborhood-specific 

or approached in relation to each other, so opportunities for efficiency and co-benefits are often missed. 

To ensure the effective implementation of the City's comprehensive strategy, an implementing entity 

should be identified within the City's govenunent. This entity will be able to operate at the neighborhood 

level across all topic areas, and thus be able to identify possible synergies and unique opportunities that 
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would not be apparent under the existing system. This team would work closely with all relevant agencies 

and community partners to facilitate the sharing of knowledge and to realize District-specific strategies. 

Policy 6.1.2: Provide guidance to private and public entities 

Effective implementation will require the ongoing participation of a number of public and private entities. 

To coordinate their actions, the City should create a sustainable neighborhoods guide, including the 

vision, objectives, policies, and implementation measures necessary to create an enviromnentally 

sustainable and resilient neighborhood, as well as technical resources; precedents, and guidelines. Such a 

document should aim to facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the issues and the strategies 

proposed to address them, whereas such information is ctmently diffused across multiple documents and 

agencies. 

Policy 6.1.3: Ensure that environmental sustainability and resiliency is considered holistically in public 

investment decisions. 

The City has multiple bodies designed to guide investment in public areas, including street improvements 

and the creation and improvement of parks. The City should make sure that the goal of environmental 

sustainability and resiliency is factored into all of these decisions for Central SoMa by including the 

implementing team into relevant processes, such as the Interagency Plan Implementation Team (IPIC) 

and the Streets Design Advisory Team (SDAT). 

Policy 6.1.4: Ensure that property owners. developers, and tenants have the opportunity to maximize 

environmental sustainability and resilience. 

The City has an important role in shaping new residential and c01runercial development to ensure that it 

meets development and design standards. The City should leverage its involvement in this process to 

provide advice, direction, and encouragement to new development to maximize its environmental 

sustainability and resilience. The City should also work proactively with owners of existing buildings as 

to their role in the neighborhood's environmental sustainability and resiliency, including opportunities to 

invest in efficiency upgrades through green technologies and techniques, and to engage residents, 

workers, and visitors on how individual actions cumulatively have major impacts. 

Policy 6.1.5: Continue to evolve the requirements and reco1runendations with chamring needs and 

technologies. 

Achieving true environmental sustainability and resiliency will require a major shift in the way we 

cmTently treat energy, water, refuse, landscaping, etc. In implementing this comprehensive strategy, it 

may become apparent that ce1iain necessaiy strategies are not economically, physically, or 

technologically possible at a given time. However, there is rapid irmovation occurring globally in the field 

of sustainability, as populations around the world struggle with similar issues as Central SoMa. As such, 
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the City should continue to monitor changes in the field, educate partners, and upgrade requirements as 

necessary, to help fulfill the vision of this Goal. 

Objective 6.2: Minimize greenhouse gas emissions 

Global climate change, caused by excess greenhouse gas emissions, may be the single largest 

environmental issue for the present century. It is already affecting weather patterns and ecosystems, 

causing sea level rise, and population migrations. No single entity is responsible for climate change, and 

no single entity can solve it-the collective action of billions of people across the planet is required. 

Recognizing this concern, San Francisco has established aggressive goals for reduction of greenhouse 

gases. Compared to 1990 levels, the City already achieved its target of20 percent reduction by 2012 and 

25 percent reduction by 2017, and is seeking to reach 40 percent reduction by 2025 and 80 percent 

reduction by 2050. The City is aiming for all buildings to use 100 percent renewable electricity by 2030 

and to reduce energy consumption in existing commercial buildings by 2.5 percent annually. The City 

also wants to shift transportation away from automobile usage, having already met its goal that 50 percent· 

of all trips within San Francisco be taken by other means by 2017, and seeking to reach 80 percent by 

2050. 

To help meet th~se targets, the City has instituted a suite of requirements. The City can build on these 

measures in Central SoMa through targeted strategies on buildings, utilities, and transportation. These 

additional measures are necessary to help San Francisco and the State meet its aggressive targets for 

reducing greenhouse gases. Increased greening in the Plan Area, as discussed under Objective 6.4 below, 

will also support the reduction of greenhouse gases. 

Policy 6.2. l: Maximize energy efficiency in the built environment. 

In San Francisco, about half of all greenhouse gas emissions are produced by building systems and 

equipment (e.g., heating, cooling, appliances, lighting, etc.). The easiest way to reduce building emissions 

is by increasing the efficiency of energy use. As such, the City should continue implementing current 

measures for new and existing buildings, such as 1) requiring all newly constructed buildings (and major 

renovations) to meet or exceed California's Title-24 Energy Code by up to 10 percent; 2) requiring all 

existing commercial buildings larger than l 0,000 square feet of conditioned space to complete energy 

benclnnarking, have an energy audit conducted by a qualified professional, and share key data about 

building performance with the City; and 3) requiring homes to be retrofit with energy efficiency measures 

at the time of sale. The City should also ensure that buildings have every opportunity to exceed existing 

requirements, and should seek new ways to fu1ther increase efficiency. The City should also ensure that 

street lighting is as efficient as possible. 

Policy 6.2.2: Maximize onsite renewable energy generation. 
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Renewable energy harnesses the sw1, wind, and movement of water without depleting the source. The 

field of local renewable energy generation is rapidly evolving, and solar energy is already an 

economically viable alternative to non-renewable energy sources such as fossil fuels. Recognizing this, 

the City recently passed legislation that requires most new development projects to include solar 

installations on 15 percent of their roof area (photo voltaic and/or solar thermal hot water). Because 

Central SoMa's buildings and climates are especially suited to solar power, the City should expand this 

potential to larger roof areas and building facades. To exemplify the maximization of onsite renewable 

energy generation, the City could undertake a demonstration project on a public building within the Plan 

Area. 

Policy 6.2.3: Satisfy 100 percent of electricity demand using greenhouse gas-free power supplies. 

After maximizing energy efficiency and onsite renewable energy generation, many buildings will still 

need to purchase electricity. Any purchase of electricity from greenhouse gas-emitting sources ( coal, 

. natural gas, etc.) will contribute to climate change, even if that electricity is generated far from San 

Francisco. As such, the City should require that buildings in Central SoMa purchase the remainder of 

their electricity from greenhouse gas-free power sources. 

Policy 6.2.4: Explore strategies to reduce fossil fuel use in buildings. 

In addition to electricity, buildings use fossil fuels such as natural gas and oil for heating, cooling, and 

cooking. The City should explore economically viable alternatives to these fossil fuels, and potentially 

develop requirements for all-electric systems and/or use ofrenewable energy sources in lieu of these 

fossil fuels. 

Policy 6.2.5: Minimize transportation-based greenhouse gas emissions. 

In San Francisco, moving people and goods generates about 40 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions. 

The City has already instituted numerous strategies to shift travel mode away from private automobiles, 

such as investing in new transp01tation infrastructure (e.g., the Central Subway and new bicycle lanes) 

and requiring large development to provide shuttles, transit passes, and/or other strategies to reduce 

driving, while simultaneously constraining supply tlnough the reduction of parking allowed in new 

development. The City should continue implementing these measures. In addition, the City should seek 

ways to fmiher minimize transpo1iation-based greenhouse gas emissions in Central SoMa, such as 

facilitating electric vehicle use through the provision of an1ple charging stations and other infrastructme, 

and exploring ways to curb emissions from idling trucks. 

Central SoMa Area Plan 38 



945

Objective 6.3: Minimize water waste 

The recent multi-year severe drought conditions in California only exacerbate the need to address the 

extreme inefficiencies of our current patterns of water use and vulnerability of our potable water supplies. 

Recognizing this, the City and State have both developed targets around water usage. The State has 

established a goal of20 percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020 from the per capita urban water 

use in 2010-a target that San Francisco has already achieved through strategies discussed in the policies 

below. 

The Central SoMa Plan Area is well positioned to lead the City's effort towards a more sustainable water 

policy, due to factors such as: 

• The large amount of new development that can utilize the best technologies and practices for 

water efficiency, as well as implement on-site infrastructure systems for non-potable water 

capture, storage, and re-use systems; both within individual buildings and ideally between 

multiple projects. 

• The large number of streetscape projects will provide nmnerous opporhmities to implement 

technologies and best practices for capturing, treating, and reusing storm water as a non-potable 

water source for irrigation and street cleaning. 

Policy 6.3 .1: Efficiently use potable water. 

Because there will always be a demand for potable water for drinking, bathing, and cooking, and because 

water is a precious resource, it is imperative that it is used in the most efficient way possible. The City 

already requires that all new buildings install efficient fixtures; that existing prope1iies repair plumbing 

leaks and replace inefficient plmnbing fixtures (toilets, urinals, faucets, and showerheads) with high­

efficiency models by 2017 or upon major improvements; and that all projects with 1,000 square feet or 

more of new or modified landscape area design, install, and maintain efficient irrigation systems, utilize 

low water-use plantings, and calculate a water budget. The City should continue implementing these 

requirements, and should seek additional strategies to increase potable water efficiency and conservation 

in Central SoMa. 

Policy 6.3.2: hlcrease non-potable water use in buildings. 

Upwards of75 percent of building functions do not require potable water, including toilet flushing, 

irrigation, and building cooling systems. Since 1991, the City has required new construction and major 

alterations in large parts of the city (including all of Central SoMa) to install dual plumbing ("purple 

pipes") for use with future recycled water sources. h1 2015 the City started requiring the largest of these · 

buildings (250,000 square feet and greater) to start capturing and treating non-potable water onsite and 

utilizing it via the dual plumbing system, and for buildings 40,000 square feet or more to study the 
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potential to do so. The City should continue these requirements, and seek ways to make this requirement 

more efficient by linking multiple buildings into the same non-potable system, an opportunity which is 

particular to Central SoMa due to the large scale of future development and the concentration of major 

new development in a small geographic area. The City should also explore additional ways to shift from 

potable to non-potable water use in building. 

Policy 6.3 .3: Increase non-potable water use in parks, open spaces, sidewalks, and streets. 

Landscaping and street cleaning are two water-intensive uses for which non-potable water could be 

substituted for potable water. In major public open spaces in Central SoMa, the City should capture and 

use stonnwater for irrigation and toilet flushing. The City should also install sufficient non-potable water 

filling stations to satisfy all street cleaning needs in the neighborhood. 

Objective 6.4: Support biodiversity, access to nature, and a healthy ecosystem 

Reflecting its urbanized, industrial past, there is ve1y little natural habitat or greening in Central SoMa. 

Nearly 90 percent of the neighborhood is covered in impervious surfaces, and there is substantially less 

tree coverage in SoMa than elsewhere in the city. Additionally, the existing plants in the Plan Area are 

generally not supportive of local wildlife, such as birds and butterflies. As a result, today's residents, 

workers, and visitors have ve1y little access to nature, which studies have shown is essential to mental and 

physical health and to human development. 

The City has ve1y few targets and programs regarding biodiversity and natural habitat. Present 

requirements of new development are limited to street tree planting and bird-safe building design. In 

Central SoMa, there is an opportunity to greatly surpass existing requirements, by maximizing the 

quantity and quality of greening in both public spaces ai1d private property. 

Policy 6.4.1: Maximize greening of parks, streets, and other publicly-accessible spaces. 

The City's Urban Forest Plan seeks to maximize street trees and sidewalk gardens. The City's Better 

Streets Plan already requires that new development provide street trees eve1y 20 feet. The City should 

continue this policy, while following the Urban Forest Plan by filling in the gaps along street :frontages 

where new development is not occurring. The City should pay special attention to greening eff01is around 

the freeway corridor, which could provide substantial benefits in terms of air quality, habitat creation, and 

beautification. The City should also require that open spaces are maximally greened, including within 

privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) that are to be provided as part of new commercial 

development. 

Policy 6.4.2: Maximize greening ofrooftops and walls. 

Central SoMa Area Plan 40 



947

Buildings cover well over half of the land in Central SoMa and typically have large flat roofs. Almost all 

the roofs and walls of these buildings are devoid of any plant life. This provides a tremendous opportunity 

for greening and biodiversity - particularly from new buildings, which can be designed appropriately to 

handle the logistics of watering atid soil loads. The City should therefore require a substantial portion of 

the roofs of new buildings be "living," including locally appropriate plants, open space, stormwater 

management, and urba11 agriculture. To demonstrate the feasibility a11d efficacy of such living roofs, the 

City should build a "demol).stration" roof on a public building within the Plan Area. To maximize 

efficient use of space, the City should also encourage living walls on buildings wherever possible. 

Policy 6.4.3: Ensure that greening supports habitat and biodiversity. 

· Supporting biodiversity and access to nature requires not only quantity of greening, but quality and 

location. As such, the City should ensure plantings in the neighborhood's new buildings, open spaces, 

sidewalks, and streets are native, habitat supportive, and climate appropriate species. In addition, 

individµal green areas should be planned with consideration of adjacent opportunities to create green 

co1111ections and corridors. The City should also continue implementing its la11dmark bird-safe buildings 

standards. 

Objective 6.5: Improve air quality 

San Francisco's air quality has improved over the past decades, in part due to cleaner fuels and trends 

away from an industrial economy. Additionally, the State, region, and City have all developed regulations 

and implementation strategies to reduce impacts from a myriad of containinants from a range of sources 

(such as vehicles, construction practices, a11d off-gassing materials). That being said, relative to other 

neighborhoods, Central SoMa has a high volume of emissions from car and truck traffic both from its 

surface streets, which have been designed primarily for heavy vehicular traffic, a11d the elevated regional 

freeway that bisects it. There are also higher building emissions from diesel generators and fire pumps 

relative to less developed neighborhoods. Commensurately, the area has a higher incidence of air 

pollution-related hospitalization rates. Additionally, there is the potential for higher heat levels due to the 

high concentrations of constructed, non-reflective surfaces and lack of greenery in the neighborhood. 

These areas continue to be concerns that the City should seek to address. 

Policy 6.5.1: Support a reduction in vehicle miles traveled. 

As discussed thoroughly in Goal #4, a key priority is to shift travel demand in Central SoMa towards 

tra11sit and non-polluting modes such as walking a11d bicycling. While such measures are impo1iant to the 

efficiency, safety, and attractiveness of the transportation network, they simultaneously have a · 

tremendous benefit in improving local air quality. The City should make sure that the air quality benefits 

of such transp01iation improvements are prominently featured in a11y discussion of the merits of these 

policies. 
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Policy 6.5.2: Utilize greening to reduce pollution and heat. 

In addition to beautification and biodiversity benefits, many trees and plants are natural filters for 

pollution and capable of absorbing heat. The City should therefore support substantial greening efforts in 

Central SoMa that maximize air quality improvements, as discussed under Objective 6.4 above. 

Policy 6.5.3: Improve air quality around the freeway. 

Given the sheer volume of vehicles and its elevated nature, the area around the I-80 freeway continues to 

have the worst air quality in the Plan Area related to pollutants, including fine and ultra-fine pmiiculate 

matter. The City should work diligently to improve the air quality in this area, through such measures as 

reducing emission sources, intensive greening in and around the corridor, and technological solutions, 

such as air filtering systems and material surfaces. 

Policy 6.5.4: Utilize healthier buildings materials and technologies that improve indoor and outdoor air 

quality. 

Building materials and operations cm1 off-gas toxins and pollutants that impact health. The City already 

has standards for building interiors that require the use of zero or low-emitting materials and requires 

enhanced filtration systems for areas of poor air quality, such as Central SoMa. The City should continue 

these policies, and should provide expertise to buildings in Central SoMa for regarding additional ways 

that buildings can support healthy indoor and outdoor air quality through filtration systems and other 

evolving technologies. 

Objective 6.6: Ensure a flood-resilient neighborhood 

Portions of Central SoMa already experience frequent urban flooding during extreme storms. Climate 

change is expected to exacerbate flooding by increasing the severity of stonns and by raising the overall 

sea level. Low-lying portions of Central So Ma (particularly the southwest portion of the Plan Area) are 

susceptible to both temporary flooding and pemmnent inundation. This area lies on the nmih shore of 

Mission Bay at the end of the historic Hayes Creek and marsh. Simultaneously, the area is adjacent to 

Mission Creek, which is expected to rise (along with the Bay) several feet by the end of the century and 

potentially place parts of Central SoMa below future sea level. 

In part to reduce flooding impacts and avoid combined sewage discharges into the Bay, the SFPUC has 

been unde1iaking a $20 billion Sewer System Improvem~nt Program. It will upgrade conventional piped 

systems ("grey infrastructure") for reliability and regulatory compliance while implementing innovative 

"green infrastructure" projects (typically rain gardens and bioswales that use soil and plants to restore and 

mimic natural processes) to manage stonnwater in a manner that creates healthier urban environments. In 
2016, the City also released a Sea Level Rise Action Plan to establish a baseline understanding of end-of­

century vulnerability and outline immediate next steps for improving the capacity to adapt in areas near 
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the Bay and ocean. Both efforts recognize the need to improve local flood-resilience in Central SoMa, 

while pursuing larger citywide strategies and measures. In general, Central SoMa's infill nature, with a 

mix of new and existing buildings, makes adaptation more complicated than at some of the City's 

wholesale redevelopment sites along the waterfront. 

Policy 6.6.1: Develop a comprehensive sea level rise and flood management strategy for Central SoMa 

and adjacent at-risk areas. 

To address risks to the neighborhood, the City should develop a comprehensive sea level rise and 

flooding strategy for Central SoMa and areas similarly affected by Mission Creek. This can be done as 

part of, or folded into, the City's larger effmi to create a citywide Adaption Plan for Sea Level Rise and 

Urban Flooding. It should include a hydrology study and a strategy for stormwater storage and 

conveyance, as well as design guidelines for flood-resistant buildings. 

Policy 6.6.2: Reduce building vulnerability to sea level rise and extreme storms. 

The City already requires buildings to manage a portion of their stormwater on site, and to comply with 

City's Floodplai11 Management Ordinance and Building and Subdivision standards. The City should to 

continue to implement these requirements and efforts to reflect future sea level rise conditions in adopted 

100-year flood levels. In the meantime, due to the rapid pace of development in Central SoMa, the City 

should create neighborhood-specific flood resistant design guidelines for buildings. These design 

guidelines should be reflective of Qther City goals, such as ensuring vibrant sidewalks and active ground 

floors. 

Policy 6.6.3: Maximize storm water and flood management using streets, sidewalks, and open spaces. 

Major storms have shown that they can overwhelm the City's combined sewage and stormwater system, 

forcing polluted water to stay on the surface and/or discharge into the Bay. Recognizing this, the city's 

streets and sidewalks should be designed to effectively convey stonnwater to centralized storage facilities. 

Simultaneously, landscaping in the sidewalks and in open spaces should be designed to include green 

infrastructure that slows flows and enhances water quality. 

Objective 6.7: Maximize earthquake resilience 

Earthquake preparedness has been a policy focus for over a hundred years. Given the opportunity 

provided by the large number of new buildings, Central SoMa should be at the forefront of emihquake 

resilience. 

Policy 6. 7 .1: Ensure the ability of new and existing buildings to withstand a major seismic event. 

San Francisco's Building Code includes strict measures to ensure seismic preparedness and safety. The 

City should continue implementing these measures. The City should also make property owners aware of 

Central SoMa Area Plan 43 



950

ongoing City efforts towards seismic preparedness,! such as the soft-story ordinance and comprehensive 

Resilient SF strategy. 

Policy 6.7.2: Secure sufficient power and water supplies to withstand a 72-hour emergency. 

The best place to house people after a major seismic event ( or other disaster) is in their own homes, or at 

least in their own neighborhoods. Working populations also need the ability to temporarily reside in their 

office buildings for up to 72 hours, ifneeded. Doing so requires that these buildings not only withstand a 

disaster, but have sufficient power and water to weather the first few days after the event. The City should 

explore strategies for supporting such onsite capacity in Central SoMa, including district scale energy. 

Objective 6.8: Help achieve zero solid waste 

Through its recycling and composting programs, San Francisco met the State-mandated 50 percent 

landfill diversion by 2000 and achieved the locally mandated 75 percent landfill diversion by 2010. The 

City has a zero waste target by 2020 and should utilize Central SoMa as a model for how to achieve this 

goal. 

Policy 6.8.1: Maximize recycling and composting of solid waste from all buildings. 

Meeting a goal of zero solid waste requires that individuals sort and dispose of their refuse into 

recyclables, compostables, and trash. To overcome the behavioral challenges in achieving this goal, the 

City requires that buildings provide adequate and equally accessible space onsite for the collection, 

sorting, and storage of all three streams, and requires that all multi-family residential and commercial 

buildings have on-site staff to facilitate source separation and tenant education. The City should continue 

enforcing these requirements, and should further facilitate this process by developing refuse facilities 

design guidelines for new buildings. 

Policy 6.8.2: Maximize recycling and reuse of construction and demolition materials. 

All buildings that are required to comply with the Green Building Code and/or LEED must already 

recycle 75 percent of their construction and demolition debris. The City should continue to implement this 

requirement and seek ways to encourage all other buildings to improve diversion rates, in part through on­

site sorting in advance of collection. 

Policy 6.8.3: Reduce litter in streetscapes and parks. 

In terms of volume, litter is a minimal pmt of the waste stream. However, it is the most visible form of 

solid waste, and therefore should be reduced to the greatest degree possible in the neighborhood. To do 

so, the City should establish tamper-proof, durable, and well-designed refuse systems for sidewalks, 

parks, and open spaces in Central SoMa. All privately-owned public open spaces should be required to 

provide three-stream collection systems. 
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Goal #7: Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 

CONTEXT 

SoMa was once the domain of longshoremen, warehousemen, merchant mariners, day laborers, 

immigrant farm workers, and other manual workers (most of whom were men) who contributed 

immeasurably to the prosperity and economic development of the West. Many were newcomers­

beginning with the Irish, Germans, and Scandinavians in the nineteenth century. These groups were 

followed by waves of Greeks, Eastern European Jews, Ukrainians, and Japanese during the early 

twentieth century. Dustbowl refugees arrived during the Depression, and Central Americans, African­

Americans, and Filipinos took up residence during the post-World War II era. 

The industrialization of SoMa was the result of the neighborhood's proximity to the waterfront, in 

addition to its regional highway and rail links, and has been referred to as San Francisco's back porch­

the place where the unglamorous service businesses and industrial enterprises could conveniently set up 

shop. The topography of South of Market allowed for flat and wide thoroughfares, making the 

transportation of goods via wagon and eventually train and truck much easier. 

During the Gold Rush era, SoMa served as the most productive industrial zone on the West Coast. In the 

years following the gold rush, the area evolved into a mixed-use neighborhood. This is in part attributed 

to the fact that residential uses were developed in conjunction with industrial facilities, to provide 

convenient access for industrial workers who could not yet afford public transit. 

The 1906 earthquake and fire destroyed almost every building and structure in SoMa and dramatically 

changed the socio-economic characteristics of the entire area. After the 1906 earthquake, economic forces 

led to the reconstruction of the neighborhood as a predominantly light industrial district, which caused the 

residential population to plummet. In its place, SoMa developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry, 

and increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. 

The ongoing evolution and reinvention of SoMa has resulted in many important tangible and intangible 

cultural assets. There are several historic districts and a myriad of individually significant buildings. The 

neighborhood has been an important center for two culturally important c01mnunities: Filipinos and the 

lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) community. Additionally, there are many 

impotiant businesses, organizations, festivals and events, and communities. 

Collectively, these cultural assets create an inimitable sense of place and a connection to its past, as well 

as a social and economic fabric that can be shared across generations. Protecting this cultural heritage, 

particularly as the neighborhood changes and develops, is necessaiy to safeguard the neighborhood's 

unique identity and to ensure a high quality-of-life for its current and future inhabitants. Doing so requires 
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thoughtful strategies that, properly implemented, encourage a deeper awareness of our shared and multi­

faceted history while conveying a sense of what is possible in the future. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of preserving and celebrating the 

neighborhood's history. 

Objective 7.1: Ensure that the history of the neighborhood is adequately documented 

Adequately documenting the neighborhood's history requires recording Central SoMa's rich history via 

both a historic context statement and survey. 

Policy 7.1.1: Complete and adopt a Central SoMa Historic Context Statement. 

Historic Context Statements are documents that chronicle the historical development of a neighborhood. 

A Central SoMa Historic Context Statement should be completed and adopted to record the important 

history of this neighborhood in one place. 

Policy 7.1.2: Complete and adopt a Central SoMa Historic Resources Survey. 

Assessing the value of a building, landscape, or feature requires a Historic Resources Survey to determine 

whether it is significant for local, state, or national historical registers. The research and analysis 

contained in such a Survey is helpful to the Planning Department, community, property owners, and 

decision-makers, as the documentation provides up-front information about a property's historic status. 

Such a Historic Resources Survey should be undertaken in Central SoMa. 

Objective 7.2: Support the preservation, recognition, and wellbeing of the neighborhood's cultural 

heritage resources 

The term "cultural heritage" is understood to mean tangible properties or intangible assets that express the 

ways of living developed by a community and passed on from generation to generation. These elements 

are rooted in the community's history and are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of 

the community. Tangible cultural heritage includes objects, buildings, sites, structures, cultural 

landscapes, or districts that are significant in architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 

educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of San Francisco, the state of California, or the 

nation. Intangible cultural heritage includes the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, or 

skills that co1mmmities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their cultural heritage. 

Intangible cultural heritage, transmitted from generation to generation, is constantly recreated by 

communities and groups in response to their enviromnent, their interaction with nature and their history, 

and provides them with a sense of identity and continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural diversity 
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and human creativity. These two categories of cultmal heritage resomces - "tangible" or "intangible" 

require different approaches for identification, protection, and management. 

Policy 7 .2.1: Facilitate the creation and implementation of a SoMa Pilipinas - Filipino Cultmal Heritage 

Strategy. 

The South of Market is home to the largest concentration of Filipinos in San Francisco, and is the cultural 

center of the regional Filipino community. The Filipino community has deep roots in the neighborhood, 

beginning in the 1920s and becoming a predominant presence in the 1960s. The Filipino culture is a 

critical part of the neighborhood's diversity, strength, and resilience. Having survived Redevelopment in 

the l 960s- l 980s, the c01mnunity is still subject to the threat of displacement given the current market 

forces that are driving up housing and commercial rents. To rectify this issue, in 2016 the City created 

SoMa Pilipinas - Filipino Cultural Heritage District. This CHD includes all of Central SoMa north of 

Brannan Street, and extends into other parts of SoMa as far west as 11th Street. Because of its substantial 

overlap with the Plan Area, the Planning Department should collaborate with the community to develop 

and implement a strategy to stabilize, promote, and increase the visibility of SoMa's Filipino community. 

Policy 7.2.2: Facilitate the creation and implementation of other social or cultural heritage strategies, such 

as for the LGBTQ community. 

Through its long and tumultuous history, Central SoMa has been home to many important social and 

cultural communities. The City should continue exploring opportunities to recognize and support these 

c01mnunities, whether through neighborhood-specific programs or as part of citywide efforts. For 

example, the Historic Preservation Co1mnission adopted the Citywide LGBTQ Historic Context 

Statement in 2015. The LGBTQ community also has a long-standing presence in SoMa (e.g., by 1956, the 

two most prominent national organizations dedicated to improving the social status of gays and lesbians 

were both headqumtered within the Central SoMa). This Historic Context Statement can be used by 

community history advocates and the Planning Depmtment to provide a foundation for the protection, 

identification, interpretation, and designation of hist01ically and culturally significm1t LGBTQ-related 

sites mid places, within SoMa and citywide. 

Objective 7.3: Ensure the neighborhood's tangible and intangible industrial and arts legacy is not 
lost 

Central SoMa has been an important industrial area since the Gold Rush. Much of the industrial jobs are 

now gone, due to the overall shift in the American economy towards services and the movement of many 

of those remaining industrial companies to the periphe1y of the city and region. Yet there is still an 

importm1t blue-collar presence in Central SoMa reflected not only in its buildings but in the surprising 

diversity of practices, knowledge, and skills still extm1t, from the Flower Matt to auto repair shops to 

metal fabricators to aitists' studios. 
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Policy 7.3.1: Implement strategies that maintain PDR jobs in the neighborhood. 

As Central SoMa continues to grow, there is potential for its PDRjobs to be priced out. The City should 

help maintain the neighborhood's share of PDRjobs (as discussed in more detail in Objective 3 of Goal 

#3). Maintaining PDRjobs helps support the preservation ofintat'1gible heritage assets, such as the 

practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, or skills represented within SoMa's current and legacy 

industrial uses. 

Policy 7.3 .2: Support the preservation of buildings and features that reflect the industrial and arts legacy 

of the neighborhood. 

Protecting the neighborhood's industrial legacy is not just about the people working there, but also the 

context of where the work and daily life occuned. As such,.important historic industrial buildings and 

features should be preserved and maintained in confonnance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards 

and via the mechanisms described elsewhere in this Goal. 

Objective 7.4: Prevent demolition of or insensitive alterations to cultural heritage resources in the 

built environment 

San Francisco's heritage is visible in its historic built environment, which includes objects, buildings, 

sites, structures, and landscapes. These resources provide visual and tangible continuity to the events, 

places, people, and architecture of San Francisco's storied past. Culturally significant buildings contribute 

to the City's diverse housing and commercial stock, and to the human scale and pedestrian orientation of 

its neighborhoods. These buildings are also important to quality-of-life in the City, and they help to make 

it attractive to residents, visitors, and businesses. Because of their importance, the Central SoMa Plan 

aims to prevent the demolition or insensitive alteration that would undennine the contributions that these 

cultural heritage resources make to the neighborhood and the City. 

Policy 7.4. i: Protect Landmark-worthy cultural heritage properties through designation to Article 10 of 

the Planning Code. 

Article 10 of the Planning Code contains a list of individual resources and districts that are protected City 

Landmarks. The Plan Area currently contains 29 such buildings, which are designated as either individual 

Landmarks or contributors to a Landmark District. The City has identified six buildings as eligible 

individual Landmarks and 11 additional buildings that are eligible contributors to a Landmark District, 

based upon review of the existing cultural resource surveys and conununity outreach effmis. These 

buildings should be protected through designation in Article 10 of the Planning Code. 

Policy 7.4.2: Protect"Sign1ficant" and "Contributory" cultural heritage properties tlu·ough designation to 

Article 11 of the Planning Code. 
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Article 11 of the Planning Code contains lists of individual buildings and districts considered historically 

and architecturally significant and contributing buildings in the downtown area. The City should extend 

Planning Code Article 11 designations into the Plan Area, to afford qualifying buildings the benefits, such 

as the ability to participate in the City's "Transfer of Development Rights" (TDR) program, once 

designated. The City has identified 27 buildings as eligible "Significant" or "Contributory" buildings, 

based upon review of the existing cultural resource surveys and community outreach efforts. 

Objective 7.5: Support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and maintenance of cultural heritage 
properties 

Preserving cultural resources requires more than just legal protections it requires a plan, funding 

sources, and a supportive body of experts, community members, and decision-makers. Fortunately, there 

is a wide variety of local, state, and federal mechanisms that can facilitate and encourage the preservation 

and rehabilitation of cultural resources. 

Policy 7.5.1: Support funding for the rehabilitation of the Old Mint. 

The City-owned Old Mint at 5th and Mission is one of San Francisco's most significant buildings. A 

survivor of the 1906 earthquake and fire, it was listed as a National Historic Landmark, the National Park 

Service's highest honor, on July 4, 1961. It is also in a state of significant disrepair and in need of 

substantial and immediate rehabilitation. Funding generated from the Central SoMa Plan should 

contribute, as part of a broader community partnership, to identify a program strategy, to fund a 

rehabilitation and restoration plan, and to ensure it remains a facility for public use. 

Policy 7.5.2: Enable "Significant" and "Contributing" buildings underbuilt per applicable zoning to sell 

Transferable Development Rights. 

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) is an effective method for creating economic benefit for buildings 

designated "Significant" or "Contributing" in Article 11 of the Plamung Code. It creates economic value 

for buildings by enabling them to sell unused development rights where there is a difference between 

what is allowed and the actual size of the building. In San Francisco, this tool has primarily been utilized 

in the downtown (C-3) zoning districts and adjacent districts. The City should extend this tool into the 

Plan Area. Facilitating the TDR program would support the protection of these buildings by reducing 

development pressure and providing an economic incentive for the preservation and maintenance of 

designated cultural resources. 

Policy 7.5.3: Require large new development projects to purchase Transferable Development Rights. 
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In addition to extending the right to sell TDR to Central SoMa, major new developments should be 

required to purchase TDR as well. As such, this would create a mechanism by which new developments 

in Central SoMa directly support the preservation and maintenance of the neighborhood's historic 

buildings. 

Policy 7.5.4: Support additions over wholesale demolition to preserve cultural heritage properties. 

Regardless of historic designation status, the City should support new development and the preservation 

of cultural heritage properties though application of Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards. Supporting sensitive, well-designed additions to historic buildings is one way to increase 

square footage and to benefit from the preservation of cultural resources. As such, the City should support 

additions rather than wholesale demolition when such demolitions are physically feasible. 

Policy 7.5.5: Encourage the use of existing strategies and incentives that facilitate the preservation and 

rehabilitation of designated cultural heritage properties. 

Cultural heritage properties already benefit from. a wide range of strategies and incentives to support 

preservation and maintenance. This includes measures to increase available revenue, including the Mills 

Act, Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives, and fa9ade easements. This also includes additional 

flexibility from. Planning Code and Building Code requirements through exemptions granted by the 

Zoning Administrator or via application of the California Historic Building Code. The City should 

continue encouraging the application of these strategies and incentives to Central SoMa's cultural 

resources. 

Objective 7.6: Support retention of fine-grained developed pattern and character-enhancing 
buildings 

Buildings that have cultural heritage significance are not the oruy buildings of merit in Central SoMa. 

There are many buildings that exhibit high levels of visual cohesion and contextual architectural 

expression. Collectively, these buildings also form development patterns that are emblematic of the 

history of SoMa and that make the neighborhood visually interesting. 

Policy 7.6.1: Restrict the consolidation of small- and medium-sized lots with character-enhancing 

buildings. 

The Plan Area has myriad development patterns, ranging from "fine-grained" blocks where the lots are as 

little as 25 feet wide, to monumental blocks where individual lots are hundreds offeet in length. The most 

pleasant blocks to experience are presently those areas where the pattern of fine-grained parcels is 

combined with older buildings that eru1ance, individually and as a group, the character and activity of 

SoMa. As such, these historic development patterns should be preserved by restricting the consolidation 

of these lots into larger lots. 
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Policy 7.6.2: Incentivize retention of character-enhancing buildings. 

Character-enhancing buildings received a "6L" California Historic Resources Status Code (CHRSC) in 

the historic survey. As such, these buildings were detennined not to be eligible for the same level of 

protection as historically or architecturally significant resources. However, because they are character­

enhancing, the City should consider strategies to incentivize their retention. 

Central SoMa Area Plan 52 



959

Goal #8: Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City 

CONTEXT 

While many existing residential, historic, public, and large commercial buildings in Central SoMa are 

likely to remain in the foreseeable future, there is also a substantial amount of land on which new 

development is likely to occm. 

New buildings and landscapes will change the neighborhood in many ways. The design of ground floors 

can control how interesting and safe a street will be for people walking. The size and massing of buildings 

as perceived from the street can be inviting if scaled appropriately, alienating if too small or too far 

removed, or intimidating if too large, looming or impervious. The collection of the buildings as viewed 

from the dist~nce can either enhance or detract from the overall skyline and sense of the City's landscape. 

The architecture cif a building can either engage people with intimate details and support a feeling of a 

cohesive and dynamic neighborhood or only coolly express its own internal interests without emichiri.g its 

context. 

Within the existing neighborhood, there are already numerous good and bad examples for each of these 

issues. The goal of the Central So Ma Plan is to ensme that each new building enhances the character of 

the neighborhood and the city as a whole by having engaging ground floor, appropriate scale, great 

archit~cture and a beneficial contribution to the skyline. 

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of ensming that new buildings enhance 

the character of the neighborhood and the city. 

Objective 8.1: Ensure that the ground floors of buildings contribute to the activation, safety, and 
dynamism of the neighborhood 

The most important part of a building is the ground floor, where it interfaces with the street and other 

public spaces. Most people never actually go inside or assess the vast majority of the buildings they 

encounter - but they are, often subconsciously, aware of how the ground floors shape their daily 

experience of the neighborhood. People will seek out streets that feel interesting and richly textured, 

enabling them to engage with friends, people-watch, view items in shop windows or activity inside 

businesses, and safely avoid undesired encounters. 

Policy 8.1.1: Require that ground floor uses actively engage the street. 
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When ground floors are dominated by internally oriented or non-public uses like parking and offices, 

people walking by or in adjacent public spaces do not feel the ability to engage with their environment 

and feel socially discom1ected and disinterested. Recognizing this, the City has already instituted 

requirements for ground floors, such as that they must be lined with active uses, and not with parking or 

storage. The City also requires a high amount of building transparency on the ground floor, high ceilings, 

and supports frequent placement of doors. The City should consider additional measures to increase 

ground floor activity, such as requiring retail in certain locations (as discussed in Goal #3), allowing 

production, distribution, and repair uses (PDR) if they properly activate the street, and prohibiting uses on 

the ground floor that do not interface well with the street, such as offices. 

Policy 8.1.2: Design building frontages and public open spaces with furnishings and amenities to engage 

a mixed-use neighborhood. 

As discussed elsewhere in this document, Central SoMa is one of the most lively and diverse 

neighborhoods in the City, containing residents, many different kinds of work activities, and visitors at all 

hours of the day. Buildings and open spaces should reflect and enhance this experience through the design 

and inclusion of amenities. Projects should include fixtures, furnishings, art, utilities, and prograniming at 

the ground floor or adjacent open space to invite and support more active and consistent use of public 

areas including alleys, open spaces, and sidewalks. These smaller elements help connect interior and 

exterior uses and support more impromptu and flexible activities on the ground floor that can evolve with 

the neighborhood. 

Policy 8.1.3: Ensure buildings are built up to the sidewalk edge. 

When buildings are set back from the sidewalk- such as in a suburban strip mall environment - people 

on foot feel exposed on both sides and detached from their sun-oundings, leaving adjacent street traffic as 

the defining experience. By contrast, most buildings in Central SoMa should be at the property line, or set 

back in instances where there is opp01iunity and desire to widen the sidewalk or create public space for 

active usage. In the case of purely residential buildings with walk-up units, the ground floors should be 

designed in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines, such as incorporating 

setbacks to allow for livable interior spaces, stoops, landscaping, and appropriate public-private transition. 

Policy 8.1.4: Minimize parking and loading entrances. 

Frequent parking and loading entrances diminish the ability to have active, safe, and dynamic ground 

floors - pmiicularly on retail-focused streets. Therefore, parking and loading entrances in buildings 

should be limited, and as necessmy directed towards the nmTow streets and alleys with fewer pedestrians 

and fewer retail uses. 

Objective 8.2: Ensure that the overall development pattern is complementary to the skyline 
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San Francisco is renowned for its physical beauty and unique sense of place. These qualities are defined 

by buildings and streets laid upon hills and valleys, the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean, and 

signature landmarks poised at picturesque locations. The city's urban fonn at this scale is an essential 

characteristic of San Francisco's identity and should be enhanced by the Central SoMa Plan. 

Policy 8.2.1: Set height limits, bulk controls, and architectural guidelines mindful of important views. 

From other vantage points, the proposed heights in Central SoMa should be subservient to the dramatic 

hills around it - including the built "hill" of the downtown high-rise district. Changes proposed in the 

northwest and southeast part of the Plan Area should be in keeping with the buildings immediately 

adjacent and/or within a block. In the southwest part of the Plan Area, there is a potential to create a new 

development pattern that would become, for the first time, noticeable from a distance. However, this new 

pattern should consist of a small cluster of buildings spaced apart from each other and achieving heights 

half as high, at most, of buildings downtown. As such, this area would serve as more of a "foothill," 

complementing rather than detracting from the overall skyline. The tallest of these buildings should 

demarcate the 4th and Townsend intersection, identifying the Caltrain station and intersection of multiple 

light rail lines as a key node of city importance, and serve to distinguish the area on the skyline through 

both height and distinctive architecture. 

Objective 8.3: Reinforce the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise district with tangible "urban 
rooms" 

The diversity of buildings in Central SoMa is reflective of the many roles it has played in the city's 

history. One of the most common building forms is the "mid-rise" building of five to eight stories (65 to 

85 feet), characteristic of its industrial and warehouse legacy. These mid-rise buildings have proven to 

have great longevity, because their large floors and high ceilings are attractive to a range of uses. This 

includes modem office uses, which desire flexibility with workspace arrangements that accommodate 

expansive collaborative and informal environments, while simultaneously discouraging the proliferation 

of individual offices. 

In SoMa, these mid-rise buildings create a comfortable "urban room" - which is when the perceived 

height of the building is approximately equivalent to the width of the street. In the Plan Area, major 

streets are 82.5 feet wide and the narrow minor streets are typically 35 feet wide. This combination of 

mid-rise buildings whose heights are similar to the street width sets Central SoMa apart from adjacent 

high-rise districts. 

Policy 8.3.1: Set height limits to enable mid-rise development. 

Cunently, height limits on major streets are too low to support mid-rise development. These height limits 

should be adjusted to enable mid-rise development, except where there is an important civic asset that 

lower heights would benefit. 
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Policy 8.3.2: Require new buildings to reinforce the urban room. 

Buildings in Central SoMa should be designed to be mindful of creating and preserving the urban room. 

This predominantly requires that buildings have a strong presence along the street, rather than being set 

back off the property line - a condition which diminishes its boundary and thus its feeling as a "room." 

Policy 8.3.3: Require buildings whose height exceeds the street width to step back at the upper stories. 

Buildings that exceed the height of the urban room will contribute to the neighborhood's mid-rise 

character if the predominance of their mass and height is not visible or dominant from the street. 

Additionally, there should be sufficient light, air, and sense of openness between buildings. Therefore, the 

City should require massing and design strategies that reduce the apparent mass of buildings above a 

height of 85 feet and should require adequate spacing between towers. 

Policy 8.3 .4: Limit the distribution and bulk of new towers and focus them at important nodes. 

By efficiently using land, new towers (i.e., buildings taller than 160 feet in height) are helpful to fulfilling 

the Plan's goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (as discussed in Goal #1). However, as a 

mid-rise district, such towers should not be permitted to dominate the landscape. To do so, the number of 

towers should be limited. Additionally, these towers should be located at impo1tant nodes in the Plan 

Area, such as the intersection of the Central Subway and Cal train and the intersection of 5th and Brannan. 

Policy 8.3.5: Limit heights in areas with a high concentration of historic buildings and areas of unique 

character. 

The southeastern pmtion of the Plan Area features two unique concentrations of historic resources - the 

South Park block and the western portion of the South End Historic District. In order to preserve the 

unique character and scale of these areas, the City should not increase height limits in either, including the 

area identified for expansion of the South End Historic District (as discussed in Goal# 7). 

Policy 8.3.6: Minimize the impact of shadows on public spaces to the extent feasible, balanced with other 

core objectives. 

Sunlight is an important factor in people's attraction to and enjoyment of public spaces. Planning Code 

Section 295, adopted pursuant to Proposition K in 1984, protects Recreation and Park Department parks 

from new shading that might be significant and adverse to the use of those parks. South Park is the only 

Recreation and Park Department property in the Plan Area. However, there are other important public 

open spaces that require attention as well, despite a lack of formal protection. The City should propose 

height districts to minimize shadow impacts on South Park, Y erba Buena Gardens, and the Bessie 

Carmichael School yard. On other public spaces, patticularly new spaces either discussed in Goal #5 or 

those that may be created in the future, shadows should be minimized to the degree that such sculpting of 
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the buildings does not sacrifice other important Plan objectives, especially those regarding optimizing 

land use. These future open spaces will be funded and activated by new development, without which they 

would not exist, and are being proposed in the context of the Plan's overall urban fonn and land use 

parameters. Some shading from buildings enabled by this Plan is inherent in the creation of these open 

spaces. As such, new buildings should be sculpted to maximize sunlight to these spaces without unduly 

impacting the development capacity of the sites intended by this Plan. 

Policy 8.3.7: Utilize new buildings to diminish the dominant presence of the freeway in the 

neighborhood. 

The elevated I-80 freeway slices through the Plan Area. While the freeway structure is relatively low (30-

50 feet), it looms large above the low-slung buildings on either side and creates a physical and 

psychological divider of the neighborhood. Where the City is increasing development potential, it should 

allow buildings to be taller than the freeway. This will help diminish the presence of the freeway while 

integrating the areas on either side. 

Objective 8.4: Ensure that narrow streets and alleys maintain their intimateness and sense of 

openness to the sky 

Every block in Central SoMa is blessed with one or more narrow streets and alleys, whose widths are 

typically 35 feet or less. The patterns and layouts of these streets changes from block to block, creating 

unique and distinguishing configurations. 

Historically, the buildings along these narrow streets and alleys have been lower in height - reflecting 

their smaller scale "urban room." The result is that the alleys have provided a sense of openness, 

intimateness, and reprieve in this dense neighborhood of wide streets and large buildings. The scale of 

these streets is an essential ingredient to the livability of the district. 

Policy SA 1: Require new buildings facing alleys and nan·ow streets to step back at the upper stories. 

While a central tenet of the Plan is support for increasing capacity for housing and jobs in the 

neighborhood, the intent of this Plan is also to ensure that the narrow streets and alleys maintain their 

sense of openness to the sky and lower scale so that future generations can continue to enjoy their benefit. 

Therefore, the City should ensure that new buildings facing alleys and narrow streets step back at the 

upper stories. As well, in parts of the Plan Area that contain high concentrations of older and small-scale 

residential uses along alleys ( e.g., the northwest pmt of the Plan area), building height limits should be 

kept relatively lower than on the major streets surrounding them. 

Objective 8.5: Ensure that large development sites are carefully designed to maximize public 

benefit 
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Central SoMa includes a number of large, underutilized sites (parcels or groups of adjacent parcels that 

are 30,000 to well over 100,000 square feet) that represent a substantial portion of the overall 

development in the Plan Area. Because of their size, these sites have the potential to deliver substantial 

public benefits if carefully designed. 

Policy 8.5.1: Provide greater direction and flexibility for large development sites in return for improved 

design and additional public benefits. 

The City should develop guidelines and requirements for large development sites where there is potential 

for additional public benefits and where alternative organization or massing on the site would better 

achieve the goals of the Plan. These guidelines and requirements should lay out how these specific sites 

could provide desirable community benefits, such as public open space and recreational facilities, 

dedicated sites for affordable housing development, and other benefits critical to achieving the goals of 

the Plan. 

Policy 8.5.2: Limit the length of new buildings. 

Development on large lots could lead to buildings that have very long street frontages. Such buildings can 

have a negative impact on the surrounding environment by feeling too imposing or creating a sensation of 

monotony or homogeneity to the street environment. The City already has controls to prevent such 

conditions by requiring mass reductions for buildings longer than 200 feet and mid-block alleys on lots 

longer than 300 feet. The City should continue to implement these controls in Central SoMa. 

Objective 8.6: Promote high quality architecture that enhances the neighborhood 

Perhaps the most lasting aspect of a building is its architecture - its fo1111, materials, prograimning, and all 

the other ways it engages people. Achieving high quality architecture in Central SoMa is critical, given its 

central location, the substantial number of new buildings expected ( some of which will be quite large), 

and the rich history and diversity of the buildings in the neighborhood. 

Policy 8.6.1: Confonn to the City's Urban Design Guidelines. 

The City is in the process of adopting Urban Design Guidelines that will apply to all new development 

within San Francisco. These Guidelines will give direction on a number of important design issues, 

including site design, massing, open space, fenestration and facade development, and ground floor design. 

To promote design excellence, at a minimum all projects in Central SoMa should confonn to the City's 

Urban Design Guidelines. 

Policy 8.6.2: Promote innovative and coi1textually-appropriate design. 

Central SoMa is ctmently an organic collection of buildings built at different scales, in different times and 

for different purposes. It is also a neighborhood steeped in a history of invention and creativity, including 
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in technology, industry and the arts. Given this eclectic and im1ovative environment, new development in 

Central SoMa should promote iooovative design that also respects its context. This iooovation can be 

evident in the choice or choices of materials, structure, sustainability features, fonn, landscape, and 

expression of uses or concept. 

Policy 8.6.3: Design the upper floors to be deferential to ipe "urban room". 

As discussed above, the height limits and bulk controls in Central SoMa will supp01i its character as a 

mid-rise district with a strong urban room. The architecture, including mateiials, facade patterns, and 

proportions, of new development should be designed to reinforce this character. 

Policy 8.6.4: Design buildings to be mindful of wind. 

Like much of San Francisco, Central SoMa is subject to strong winds, which generally emanate from the 

west. Tall buildings and exposed structures can strongly affect the wind environment for pedestrians. A 

building that stands alone or is much taller than the surrounding buildings can intercept and redirect winds 

that might otherwise flow overhead and bring them down the vertical face of the building. These winds 

and resulting turbulence may create conditions that are unpleasant on the neighborhoods sidewalks, 

streets, and open spaces. The City should require that buildings be designed to minimize new wind 

impacts at the ground level. 

Policy 8.6.5: Ensure large projects integrate with existing urban fabric and provide a varied character. 

Central SoMa has a number of large development sites due to the area's industdal legacy. Many of these 

sites could feature multiple sizable buildings. Due to their scale, development on these sites has the 

potential to dominate and stand apmi from their sunoundings and form homogeneous and insular 

collections of buildings or campuses. Instead, projects proposed on these sites should be designed to 

integrate with the surrounding urban fabric, reflecting and enhancing the existing development patterns. 

Additionally, they should provide a vmied character and avoid design cues that suggest a "campus" 

enviromnent. 

Objective 8.7: Establish clear rules for development 

In developing new buildings, there are instances in which a flexible process creates a lack of clarity for all 

parties - community, developers, and the City - as to what is possible. While in some cases this may lead 

to superior outcomes, in many cases the only result is distrust and m1ce1iainty until a decision is made 

very far into the process, resulting in lost time and money. The Plan would not be considered successful if 

neither the commmlity nor property owners have ceiiainty about how development will proceed and have 

certain guarm1tees regarding physical, programmatic and public benefit parmneters. 
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Policy 8. 7.1: Whenever possible, delineate via the Planning Code what is allowed and not allowed in new 

development. 

To maximize certainty for all parties, the rules for new development should be unambiguously established 

in the Planning Code. This can be accomplished by minimizing allowance for exceptions and exemptions 

from Planning Code controls, and by clearly laying out conditions and criteria for when exceptions to the 

basic controls may be warranted- particularly on large sites (as discussed above). Open-ended, subjective 

conditions allowing exceptions for "design excellence" or ill-defined "public benefits" should be avoided 

in favor of objective criteria and clear direction. 
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EXHIBIT ltS -
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Map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas 

This map is intended to replace Map 1 of the East So Ma Area Plan (per Section 3(a) of the 

General Plan Amendments) and Map 1 of the Western So Ma Area Plan (per Section S(a) of the 

General Plan Amendments). 

Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTM,ENT 

Pr~ject Name: 

Record No,: 
Staff Contact: 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No" 20185 

HEARING DATE MAY 10, 2018 

CentrJ;1l So.Ma Plan ~ Planning Code and Administra,tive Cod~. 
Amendments 
20ll.1356EMIW [Board File. No 180184] 
Steve Wertheim, Principal. ];'lanner, Cityw:id,e Planning 
(415) 558~6612; ste~e.wertheim@sfgov.org 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND RECOMMENDING TIIAT THE BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS APPROVE AMENDMENTS WITH MODIFiCATIONS TO THE SAN . -.. ·.. ,,. ·---. . . .. . . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . 

FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE TO GIVE EHECT TO . . .- . . .. . . . . . . ... · . . . . . . . 

THE CENTRAL SOUTH OF MAJ1KET AREA PLAN~ AND MAKING FINDINGS OF.PUBLIC 
NECESSITY; CONVENIENCE( AND WELFARI\ FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE 
GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101;1, A1:'l:0 FiNpINGS UN:DER THE 
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QlJALITYACT. 

WHEREAS1 on February 27, 20i8, Mayor Mark Fan:ell _and Supervisor Jane Kirn introdiic:ed.an 
ordinance fol'.Planning Code;and Administrative Code Amendments pursµant .to the Central, 
Smith of Market ,Plan {"Central SoMa Plan''). · 

WHERE}\S, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on February 27, 2018; the $an Francisco 
Board of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code and Administrative Code 
Amendments: 

WHEREAS, on April. 10, 2018, Miiy-or Mark Farrell ari.d Supervisor jane Kim :introduced a 
substitute .ordinance.for: Planning Code and, Administrative Code Amendments pursuant to· the. 
Central S0t1th of Market Plan ("C::entralSoMaPlan"). 

WHEREAS, ptirsuant to Planning Code $ecti~n ;302(b), on April 10, 2018; th~ San Fr~dsco BocJ.rd 
of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Plannii1$ ·· Code ;md Administrative Code 
Amendments. . . 

WHEREAS~ this Resolution·adopting andreco~mending that·the Board of.Supervisors approve 
the Planning Code and Administrativ<! Code Amendments :is :a companion to other legislative 
approv:als relating to the Central SoMa Plan, including recornmendafioi.1.s that the. Board of 
Supervisors approve General Plan Amendments, Zoning Map Amendments, and .. an 
Implementation ProgJ:am. 

wv1I\N.sfp!anrdng.org 

J 650 Mission St 
Suite 400· 
San Francisco, 
CA ~4103:2479 

Reception; 
415.5l;i8.6376 . 

.Fax:: 
415,558,640~ 

Planning 
Information: 
415.~58,6377 
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Resolution No. 20185 
May 10, 2018 

Gase No. 2011;1356EM!ZU 
PlannJng Code and Administrative Code Amenc:tm~nts 

WHEREAS, The Planning Code and Aclministrlltive Code Amendments, together with proposed 
General Plan and Zoning Map Amendments and the Implementation Program document, 
provide a corpprehensive set ofp9licies and implementation progrc1mming to realize the yision of 
the. Plan. The Planning Commission incorporates by reference the general findings and overview 
concerning the Central SoMa Plan a~ set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184 
governing General Plan Amendments, 

WHEREAS, the Planning Code governs permitted land uses and planning standards in the City. 
The main function of the Administrative Code is to provide for the legislative basis for, direction 
to, and limitations on e:x:e<:t1tive agencies of the City and the performance of their duties that are 
not addressed in the Charter or other City codes. Thus, conforming amendments to the Planning 
Code and Administrative Code are required in order to implement the Plan. An ordinance, 
attached hereto as ExhibitUL3, has been drafted to revise the Administrative Code and Planning. 
Code to implement the proposed Central SoMa Plan. and its related documents. This ordinance 
amends Administrative Code Section 35; adds Planning Code Sections 128.1, 132.4, 175.1, 249.78, 
263.32, 263.33, 26334, 413.7, 432, 433, and 848; amends Sections 102, 124, 134, 135, 135.3, 138, 140, 
145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 153, 155, 163, 169.3; 181, 182, 201,206.4, 207.5, 208; 211.2, 249.36, 
249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1, 270, 270.2, 303.1, 304, 307, 329, 401, 411A.3, 413.10; 415.3, 415.5, 415.7; 
417.5, 419, 419.6, 423.l, 423.2, 423,3, 423.s, 426,427, 4292, 603, 608.1, 802.1, 802'4, 803.3, 803.4, . . 

803.5, 803.9, 809, 813, 825, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846; 847, 890.37, 890.116, and 890.124; arid 
removes Sections 263.11, 425, 8025, 803.8, 815, 816; 817, and 818, to implementthe Area Plan. The 
City Attorney's Office has reviewed the draft ordinance .and approved it as to form. A 
memorandum summarizing additional proposals to amend the Planning C~de and 
Administrative Code Amendments since consideration by the Planning Commission on March 1, 
2018 is attached hereto as ExhibitTII,6. 

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Environmental Impact Reportfor the Central SoMa Plan ("Final EIR") and 
f.ound the Final EIR to be adequate, accur. ate, and objectiv .. e, thus refl. ec:ting the indepen. den .. t.· 

a11alysis and judgment of the Department .and the Commission, and that thE:! summary of 
comments and responses contained no significant revisions fo the Drart EIR, and by Motion No. 
20182 certified theFinal EIR for the Central SoMa Plan as accurate, complete,. and in compliance 
with CEQJ\, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 oftheSan Francisco Administrative Code. 

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA 
Findings, including a statement of overriding considE!rations, and a<ioption of a Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program("MMRP"), und~ Case No. 2011. 1356E, for approval of th.e 
Central SoMa Plan. 

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, the Conunission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularly scheduled meeting on Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments. · 

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and 
recommending that the Board · of Supervisors approve the Planning Code and Administrative 
Code Amendments. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT· 2 
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Resolution •.NQ.2()185 
!\llay 191 201a 

Case No. 201, 1.1 :356EM!ZU 
Pl<,111nln9 Qoc:!.e and Aclrninl!:itraUve C9de: Amendments 

NOW, TIIEREFORE,. BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Planning Code 
and Aclministrative Code Amendments for the following reasons: 

1. The Planning Code am} Administrative Code Amendments will help implement .the 
Centr.al SoJvra Plan, which will acc;ommodate development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs 
cq:id 8,300 housing units by removing much of tlle Plan Ar.ea's i11dustrially-protective 
zonmg and ipcreasing height limits on many of the Plan Area's parcels, 

2. The· Planning Code and · Administrative Code Amendments will help implement the 
Central So Ma Plan, which will maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more 
than 33% of nev.r housing units are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, 
and by requiring that these new units be built in SoMa. 

3. The Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement the 
Central So Ma Plan, which will facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center 
by i:eqttiring most large sites to be jol>s-:oriented, by requiring production, distribution, 
and repair uses in many projects1 and by allowing retail, hotels; arid entertainment uses 
in much of the Plan Area.·· 

4. The Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will helpimplemenf th~ 
Central SoMa Plan, which will provide safe .and convenient transportation by furiding 
capital projects that wiUirnprove conditions for people walking, bicycling, and· taking 
transit 

5. The Plaru1ing Code ahd Administrative Code Amendments will help implement· the 
Centrnl SoMa Plan, which will offer parks and recreational opportunities by funding the 
construction. and improvement of parks. and recre<1.tion centers ih the area and requiring 
large, non~resicl.ential projects to provide publicly-accessible open space. 

6. The Planning Code and Administrative Code Ai:nendme.nts will help implement the 
. Central SoMa: Plan, which will create an ~nviroriJ:nentally sustainable and resilient 
neighborhood by requiring green roofs and use of non-greenhouse gas emitting. energy 
sources. A proposal.to include a Mello-lfoos Community Facilities District ("CFO") in the 
Central SoMa Plan is. also unqer consideration: Jhis CFO would provide funding for 
environmental sustainability and resilience strategies to improve air quality, provide 
biodiversity,. and help manage stormwater. The CFO would also help to create an 
environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood. . 

7. The Planning . Code i:l!lc;l Administrative. Code A.mendm.ents .. will . help . 4nplernent the. 
C~ntrai S'oMa. Pian,. which will preserve and cele.brate the neighborhood's cultural. 
herita:ge by helping ~o w:nd the rehapilitation and. maintenartce of p.istoric.buil~ings. The 
gp •under· consideration for addition ~o the Central SoMa Plan. would. provide fun~iing 
to' help pr~serve the Oh;f Mint .and for cultural and social. progra,juriing £or. the 
neigl)borlwod'~. extsting :residents .. ~nd organizations~ The CPD would also .help to 
pr¢serve and celebtate the neighbo~hood's .cultural heritage.. . 

• S/<N: FRAN.CISCO . . 
.PLAN~INO PliIPARTMl!.N,:'. 3 
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Resolution No. 20185 
May 10, 2018 

Case No. 2011.1356EMIZ:U 
Planning Code anc:I Administrative Code Ameridments 

8.. The, Planning Code a_nd Adm:inistrati".'e Code Arnendm:en:ts will help implement the 
Central SoMa Plaµ, whicl1. will ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the 
neigltborhoodall.d the City by implementing design controls that would generally help 
protect the neighborhoqd' s mid-rise character and street fabric, c:re11te a ·strong. street 
wall, a:rtd facilitate inn,9vative yet contextual architecture, 

AND BE IT FURTHER llESOL VED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference 
as thqugh fully set forth l).er~iil the CEQA :Findings set fortl1 Jn Commission Resolution No. 
2,0J83. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Co!llmiss.ion adopts and :incorporates by reference 
as though fully set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 
requirements of which are made conditions of this approvaL 

AND BE IT· FURTHER RESOLVED;. that the Commission finds the Planning Code and 
Administrative Code Amendments are .in general conformity :with the General Plan as set forth in 
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184. . 

AND BF:, JT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the <Commission finds the Planning Code and 
Administrative Code Amendments are in general.conformity with Planning Code Section 1()1.1 

as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that.the Cornmissio~ adopts the Planning Code and 
Administrative Code Amendments .as reflected in an ordinanc::e approved as to form by the City 
Attorney attiched hereto as. Exhibit IIL3, and jncorpornted herein by reference, and xecomrnend~ 
their approV:al with modifications .by the Boe1rd .. 0£ Supervisors. The proposed IYiodificati911s c1.re 
as follows: · · · · 

• 128.l(c): Reverse the terms I/Development Lot'' and "Transfer Lot". 
• 132.4(d)(1){B)(iv): Increase aUowedstreetwalia:rchitecturalmodulation from five feet to eight 

feet. · 
• 135;3: Clarify.that satisfaction of POPOS undet 138 satisfies the open space requirements of 

135.3,• 
• 138(a)(2): Eliminate therequiremenffor retail uses to provide I'OP0S; 
• 138(d)(2), (2)(A), (2)(B), @d (e)(2): Update refe:rence~ to point to appropriate subsections. 
• 138(d)(2)(E)(i): Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a cantilevered portion of the 

building if the building is atJeast20 feet above grade. ·. · .· · · 
• 138( d)(2)(F)(ii): Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling height ofless than 20 feet, 
• 140(a): In the Central So:tvia, sup~· allo.y units above 85' in height to i:neet ,exposure 

requirements if they are 15' back from the property line; aUow 10% of units at or below 85' to 
have an exposure of 15' x15' 111sfoac:i ()f 25' x25'; and. do not require the incrn.i.se in setback at 
every horizontal dimension that i:rlcreases of 5' at eac:h s11bsequentfloor; · · 

.. 154 and 155: Allow approval of the "Driveway and Loadirtg Operations Plans" (DLOP} per 
Section 155(u) to meet the freightloading requirements ofSections 152.1, 154. And 155. · 

" 155(r)(2)GJ): Update reference to pointto 329(e)(3)(B). 
• l55(u): R~quire a Passenger Loading Plan,per the MMIU>. 

SAN FR.ANCISCO . . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Resolution. No. 20185 
IV!ay 10,~018 

· C~se No. ,201J,135egMIZ:tJ 
P!<c111t!l119 Cog~ and Agrninistr.:itive Code Amendments 

• 169.3: Ame11d the TDM language t() require p:rojects that submitted applications befQre 
September 4, 2016 to meet 7!5% of the TDM requirements. 

• 249.78(c)(1) artd 329(d): Allow ''active uses" to only b~ to a depth of10 feet from the street (as 
opposed to .the current standard of 25 feet) for l)micro-retail uses on minor streets, 2) along 
min.or streets as there is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at corners for lots less than 50 feet in 
width . . . 

• 249..78(c:)(1)(D): Add tl:iat hotels are illlowed as an active commercial use per 145,4(c). 
• 249,78(c)(S)(B): Expand, the ~es allow~d to fulfill the PDR rnquiren:ients of large office 

projects to also foclude. nonprofit community services, city~owned public facilities, and 
Legacy. Busiilesses. ... . . . . . . . . 

• 263.32, 263.33, 263,34: Clarify that projects that comply with these sections do not need. a 
Conditional Use approval. . . . . . . 

• 2.63,32(1:>){l): Oarjfy that ,sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for tj:us 
Special f:IeightException . . • . . . . • . 

• 263.32(c)(3): Oru:ify th.at sites that. utilize this Special ~eight Exception to exceed 160 feet are 
still subject to conb'ols in Section 27() for mid..:risf! projects mid not towers, 

• Table 270(h): ForPei:ry Street; make the Base }foighf"nop.e". 
• 329( d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant exceptions fo:r wind per the controls 

contained in Section 249:78(d)(7). . · . 
• 329( d): Add a subsection referenc:ing the ability tci grant tower separation exceptions per th,e 

confrol,s containe.d in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B). ·. . . . . · · 
• 329(d): Addia subsection enabling exceptio:nsfor theJreightloading requirements of Sections 

154and '155. · 
• 329(d): Adel• a .subsection allowing for exceptions for exposure requirements under. Section 

140 ... 

• .329(e)(2): Add Block 9786 Lot 322 as a Key pite . . .. 
• 329( e)(3): Oarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in 329( 4)'. 
• 32.9(e)(3)(A): Includedonation of land for af':fordable housing and construction of affordable 

units as qualified amenity.. . . . . . . . ... 
• 329(e)(3)(B): Limit certain:exceptions to specific Key Pevelopment Sitesr as discussed in the 

Key 1Jt:!velopment Sites Guidelines, 
• 406: Include a waiver that allciws.land dedication of space.for and c9nstruction of a public 

park ori. Block· 3777 to count against various fees, including the TSF a11cl Central SoMa Fee 
(such a waiver already exists for the EastemNeighborhoodsinfrastructure Impact Fees). 

• 411A: · .. Provide a· $5/ gsf exception from · the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for 
projects within .the · Central SoMa. sun. (pending . the . adoption . of. a $5 / gsf increase by 
prnposed legisfatiop. c::ontained in Board File N o .. 180117). 

• 4,18.7(c1.); Updc1.te Soly!a Stal:>ilization :Funcl to allow f~nding to c1.ccrue from the Central SoMa 
Cornnninity Facilities District. 

• 434: Adda Section thatdescribes the purpose/ appli.capility, and requirements of the Central 
So1v1a)vfeI1o-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD)'. This CPD should be c1.pplicable to 
projects that (1) · includes ne'\o\T construction or net additions of more than 40,0!JQ gross square 
feet; (2) the project site includes residential deyeloplllent in CentralSoMa Development Tiers 
B and C and· non-residential development in Central .EioMa Dev~lopment Tier C; and (3) the 
project proposed p;rojectis greater, in terms of square footage, thanwhat would have been 
allqwed without the Central SoMa Plan. .. . . 

• 848: Add a cross~refe:rertce in the CMUO table to the residential lot coverage req1,1irements in 
249.78 . 

. SAN fRANGISCO .. 
PLMINING O.EPARTM.laNT 5 
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Resqluti(:m No. 20185 
May 10, 2U18 

Case No. 2011.1356EM!ZU 
Planniog Code and Administrative yode Am.endments 

• Administrative Code lOE:2: Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC to create two CACs -
one for the three SoMaPlan Areas (E~t SoMa, Central So1,1a, ancl:Western SoMa) \illd one 
for the Qther three Pl\ill Areas (Mitision, S_howplace Squ,a,re/Pot:re:ro Hill, and· Central 
Waterfront): · · 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Res9Iuti911 was ~cl opted hy the Comm_issi911 c1t its meeting on 
May 10, 2018. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

N \ 
c~ ib.-l -·~. 
':,~ c~~ 

Jonas I'. Ionin 1 -· 
Commission Secretary 

Hillis; Melgar, Fong, Johnson, K.oppel, fyfoore; Richards 

None 

None 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6 
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1 

2 

FILE NO. 180184 ORDINANCE NO. 

[Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan] 

3 Ordinance amending the Administrative and Planning Codes to give effect to the 

4 Central South of Market Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its 

5 western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern 

6 portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally 

7 jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by 

8 Townsend Street; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality 

9 Act, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations; and making findings 

10 of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

11 Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under 

12 Planning Code, Section 302. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }lew Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 

(a} On ______ , 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning 

22 Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central 

23 South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. _____ , finding that 

24 the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San 

25 Francisco, is adequate, accurate, and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 Draft EIR, and that the content of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR 

2 was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 

3 (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code 

4 Regs. Section 15000 et seq.),. and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the 

5 Planning Commission Motion and the Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File 

6 No. ______ and are incorporated herein by reference. 

7 (b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the 

8 Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the 

9 Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and 

1 O Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project 

11 evaluated in the Final EIR. 

12 (c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 

13 the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's 

14 environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as 

15 well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation 

16 monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. _____ _ 

17 (d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ____ _ 

18 recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and 

19 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

20 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

21 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

22 the Board of Supervisors in File No. _____ , and is incorporated herein by reference. 

23 (e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that this 

24 Planning Code Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the 

25 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2 
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1 reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. ______ , and the Board 

2 incorporates such reasons herein by reference. 

3 (f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 

4 environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 

5 and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 

6 them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this ordinance. 

7 (g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 

8 endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 

9 and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 

1 O other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 

11 (h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the 

12 proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

13 significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 

14 identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 

15 circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major 

16 revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial 

17 increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of 

18 substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1) 

19 the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant 

20 environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives 

21 found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or 

22 (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final 

23 EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 

24 

25 Section 2. General Findings 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3 
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1 (a) Findings Regarding Setback Requirement on Fourth Street. The increased 

2 development in Central SoMa is likely to cause congestion and crowding for pedestrians on 

3 the Central SoMa Plan Area's sidewalks, particularly near the intersection of the Central 

4 Subway and Caltrain, due to the increased concentration of commuters using Muni and 

5 Caltrain at that location. In inost of the Plan Area, pedestrian congestion will be ameliorated 

6 by widening sidewalks to the widths identified in the Better Streets Plan, pursuant to Planning 

7 Code Section 138.1. However, the sidewalks on 4th Street between Bryant and Townsend · 

8 Streets cannot be widened to the extent recommended by the Better Streets Plan because 

9 the Central Subway will run at grade in the middle of the street. Therefore, requiring the 

1 O buildings on 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street be set back five feet at 

11 ground level will alleviate this impact to pedestrian congestion and crowding. 

12 (b) Findings Regarding Micro-Retail Uses in the Central SoMa Special Use District. 

13 The Plan seeks to provide small retail spaces, referred to as "micro-retail," to ensure that 

14 space is available for small, non-Formula Retail establishments, which are more likely to offer 

15 non-traditional and unique merchandise for residents and visitors. The micro-retail space 

16 requirements provide for a diversity of retail land uses, which will help preserve Central 

17 SoMa's distinct neighborhood character and help fulfill the City's Priority Policy of the General 

18 Plan that existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and that 

19 opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail 

20 establishments be enhanced. In addition, the Board hereby incorporates by reference and 

21 adopts the findings set forth in Planning Code Section 303.1 (a), which further support the 

22 provision of non-Formula Retail micro-retail spaces in the Central SoMa Plan Area. 

23 (c) Findings Regarding Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS). 

24 (1) Adequate open space is of vital importance to the desirability of downtown 

25 and South of Market as a place to visit, work or shop. 
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1 (2) New non-residential development increases demands on the City's existing 

2 limited parks, recreational facilities, and open spaces, contributing to overcrowding of those 

3 facilities. 

4 (3) Publicly-accessible open space and recreation facilities are essential to 

5 creating and maintaining an attractive central business district and to generally create an 

6 environment appealing for workers, shoppers, and visitors. The economic sustainability and 

7 well-being of the City is dependent on the reputation of its commercial and visitor areas as 

8 pleasant and amenity-filled. Businesses choose to locate in San Francisco because of its 

9 balance of high-accessibility to other businesses and services and its livability. The skilled 

1 O and creative workforce sought by businesses growing in San Francisco values spending time 

11 in an interesting and amenity-filled walkable urban environment. These spaces directly 

12 enhance the economic value of the commercial properties themselves. 

13 (4) New non-residential development increases the demand for parks, 

14 recreational facilities, and open space. These amendments provide for open space 

15 demanded as a result of new non-residential development. These amendments also provide 

16 for a reduction in open space requirements where recreational and open space amenities are 

17 provided by other means. Also, to ensure that these publicly accessible spaces mitigate the 

18 impacts described above, truly supplement the public open space system, and provide 

19 welcoming environments to all members of the public, indoor and upper-story spaces are 

20 discouraged in favor of outdoor, street-level spaces, except where a specific recreational 

21 amenity is provided that is necessarily indoors or the project location makes outdoor space 

22 undesirable (e.g., adjacent to a freeway). Further, limited amounts of food and beverage 

23 service retail are permitted in larger spaces created pursuant to this ordinance to ensure that 

24 these spaces are active and attractive to workers, visitors, and shoppers, as well as provide 

25 some revenue for the property owners. 
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1 (5) To ensure that the requirements of this ordinance provide sufficient flexibility 

2 for project sponsors to address the context of their particular sites and address the impacts of 

3 their developments, project sponsors are given options to meet the requirements other than 

4 by setting aside space on their project sites. These options include (depending on zoning 

5 district) provision of off-site open space and payment of fees in lieu of providing any space. 

6 Reasonable geographic latitude is given in provision of off-site spaces. In-lieu fee amounts 

7 are set based on the reasonably comparable costs of acquiring land in the area of the 

8 development and improving the property to the same high standard of investment as would be 

9 expected in a highly-trafficked public space in a high-density urban area (i.e., significantly 

1 O higher cost per square foot for more intensive amenity, hardscape, and engineering 

11 investment than relatively cheaper expansive lawns and landscape areas common in less 

12 dense more outlying neighborhoods). These in-lieu fees are based on costs identified in 

13 Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee 

14 Nexus Study by Hausrath Economics from April 2012. 

15 (6) The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis (2014) ("LOS 

16 Analysis"), p. 22, concludes that four acres of open space are necessary for every 1,000 

17 . "Service Population Units." Each employee is equivalent to 0.19 "Service Population Units" 

18 (Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and EDU Factors Study," A Report to City of 

19 Phoenix Planning Department, Sept. 1998, cited in San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

20 (2014) at p. 14 n. 22.) Thus, every 1,000 additional employees creates a demand for 0.76 

21 acres of open space (4.0 acres/1,000 employees x 0.19 = 0.76 acres/1,000 workers). 

22 (7) Development under the Central SoMa Plan is expected to add 8.5 million 

23 gross square feet (gsf) of new non-residential building space, based on the Planning 

24 Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018). 

25 
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1 (8) This 8.5 million gsf would result in approximately 40,000 jobs (assuming an 

2 employment density of approximately 220 gsf per worker). ("Central SoMa Growth Allocation 

3 by TAZ-August 2016.") 

4 (9) Because, as noted above, every 1,000 additional employees creates a 

5 demand for 0.76 acres of open space, the Central SoMa Plan would create demand for an 

6 additional 30.4 acres of open space. 

7 (10) The San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (2014) ("Citywide Nexus 

8 Analysis"), at p. 15, states that the cost to construct new open space is approximately $10.3 

9 million per acre. Therefore providing 30.4 acres of new open space in Central SoMa would 

10 cost the City approximately $313 million. 

11 (11) Non-residential development projects in Central SoMa pay the Eastern 

12 Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Fee), of which 6% is dedicated to open space. As 

13 of 2018, the maximum Fee paid by non-residential uses was $19.81 per gsf; 6% of which is 

14 $1.19 per gsf. As such, non-residential projects in Central SoMa are expected to generate 

15 approximately $10 million towards open space, leaving an unfunded portion of nearly $300 

16 million. 

17 (12) The Central SoMa Plan POPOS program would yield approximately four 

18 acres of open space, based on the proposed requirement of 1 gsf of POPOS for every 50 gsf 

19 of non-residential development and the expectation of 8.5 million of gsf of non-residential 

20 development. At a cost of $10.3 million per acre, these four acres of POPOS would be the 

21 equivalent of approximately $40 million of additional open space fees. 

22 (13) Therefore, expanding the POPOS requirement to the Central SoMa Plan 

23 Area is an essential part of the City's overall strategy to meet the demand for open space 

24 generated by new residents and workers. 

25 
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1 Section 3. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising Chapter 35, to 

2 read as follows: 

3 

4 CHAPTER 35: RESIDENTIAL, HOTEL. AND INDUSTRL4LPDR COMPATIBILITY AND 

5 PROTECTION 

6 SEC. 35.1. SHORT TITLE. 

7 This Chapter 35 may be referred to as the Residential and IndustrialPDR Compatibility 

8 and Protection Ordinance . 

. 9 SEC. 35.2. DECLARATION OF POLICY. 

1 O It shall be the policy of the City and County of San Francisco .cct!Ji.to protect its 

11 existing and future industrial businessesProduction, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses from 

12 potentially incompatible adjacent and nearby development provided that such industrial Uses 

13 are conducted and maintained in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and 

14 standards and in accordance with all applicable federal. state, and local laws and regulations. 

15 The City and County o.fSan Francisco encourages the use of best available control technologies 

16 and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce the potential for 

17 incompatibility with other uses, including residential. 

18 Furthermore, it shall be the policy of the City and County &}San Francisco to support the 

19 health, safety, and welfare offerotect the future residents of and overnight visitors to 

20 industriallndustrial. PDR, and mixed-use neighborhoods by providing for a notification process 

21 so that such residents and overnight visitors are made aware of some of the possible 

22 consequences of moving to or staying in ffl't industrial or mixed use such neighborhoods and by 

23 encouraging and, ifpossible, requiring, features in any new residential or hotel construction 

24 designed to promote the compatibility of residential and hotel and adjacent or nearby industrial 

25 PDR uses. 
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1 SEC. 35.3. DEFINITIONS. 

2 For the purposes of this Chapter 35, the following definitions shall apply. 

3 (a) 'S4djacent Property" means all real property inside or within 150:feet o.fan Industrial Use 

4 Zoning District. 

5 fb)-"Eligible IndustrialPDR Use" means any legally existing, including legally non-

6 conforming, or future IndustrialPDR Use, conducted or maintained for industrialPDR purposes,. 

7 in a manner consistent ~11itl1 proper and accepted customs a,9d standards, as established and followed 

8 by similar industri:alPDR uses in the same neighbor-hood ifsueh uses exist, and in accordance with all 

9 applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 

10 "Hotel Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section I 02. 

11 fe)-"IndustrialPDR Use" means any industrial use asis as defined in the Planning Code 

12 Section I 02., including, but not limited to, Automotive as defined in Planning Code Section 223, Animal 

13 Services as defi1qed in P tanning Code Section 22 4, Wholesaling, Storage, Distribution and Open Air 

14 Handling o}Materials and Equipment as de-fined in P fanning Code Section 225, Manufacturing and 

15 Processing as de-fined in Planning Code Section 226. Other Uses as defined in Planning Code Section 

16 22 7, and Light Manufacturing. Wholesale Sales, Storage as defined in Planning Code Section 890. 54. 

17 b7pon adoption of the permanent Eastern Neighborhoods Zoning ContJ'Ols. "Industrial Use" shall also 

18 include Production, Design, and Repair Uses ("PDR Uses''), as defined in the z,oning controls, 

19 including, but not limited to, Publishing, Audio/Visual, Arts, Fashion, Transport, Food/Event, Interior 

20 Design. Construction, Equipment, ~Motor Vehicles, and Other PDR uses. 

21 {d)-"JndustrialPDR Use Zoning District" means a zoning district designated in Planning 

22 Code Section 201 as an Industrial District, Production Distribution Repair District. or Eastern 

23 Neighborhoods Mixed Use DistrictC },,{ (Hea-vy· Commercial), MI (Light Industrial), u;. 2 (Heavy 

24 Industrial), SPD (South Park), RSD (Residential/Service },fixed Use), SLR (Service/Light 

25 Industrial/Residential Mixed Use), SL! (Ser;ice/Light Industrial), SSO (Ser;ice/Seconda1y O.ff+ee), or 
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1 A1B CI (},fission Bay Commercial Industrial). [lpon adoption oftltc pcrrnancnt Eastern }leighborhoods 

2 Zoning Controls, "Industrial Use Zoning District" shall also include a zoning district within the 

3 Eastern }leighborhoods Plan Arca in which FDR is a principally permitted use, including, but not 

4 limited to, zoning districts designated PDR Zone, Employment and Business Dcwloprncnt Zone, or 

5 Urban },1ixed Use Zone. 

6 "Property" means all real property inside a PDR Use Zoning District. 

7 (ef-"Residential Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section I 02mcans the use e.fany real 

8 property as a dwelling unit or units, regardless of whether it is a primary residence. 

9 (B-"Transfer" means, but is not limited to, the followiltg: sale or lease. 

10 "Transferee" means a purchaser or lessee of all or any portion ofa Property, and includes but 

11 is not limited to the purchaser or lessee's partners, assigns. successors, representatives, and heirs. 

12 "Transferee" shall not mean a guest at a Hotel or Motel. 

13 "Transferor" means an owner of a Property who sells or leases all or any portion oft he · 

14 structure to a Transferee, and includes but is not limited to the owner's partners, assigns, successors, 

15 and representatives. 

16 SEC. 35.4. PROTECTION OF !1VDUSTRL4LPDR USES. 

17 No Eligible htdustrialPDR Use shall be or become a public or private nuisance i(the 

18 P DR Use operates in compliance with the Municipal Code and state and federal law. and with the 

19 terms o(its permitsduc to any changed condition in Acijaccnt Property after the Industrial Use has been 

20 in operation for more than two years ifit was not a nuisance at the time it was established. 

21 SEC. 35.5. EXEMPTIONS AND NONAPPLICATION. 

22 (a) The provisions of Section 35.4 shall not apply whenever a nuisance results from 

23 the negligent, improper, or illegal operation of any IndustrialPDR Use. 

24 

25 
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(b) This Chapter 35 is not intended to supere~ede or limit any other provisions of the 

Municipal Code with regard to the regulation and control of fl'ldustrialPDR Uses, including, but 

not limited to, Article 11 of the Health and Safety Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 35.6. NOTICE REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY FOR 

RESIDENTIAL USE. 

(a) Notice Requirement. The ([ransferor of Adjacent Property for Residential Use or 

Hotel Use must provide notice to the tlJansferee as follows. 

(1) Timing of Disclosure. For all transfers of Adjacent Property having any 

Residential Use or Hotel Use, the t.Iransferor shall provide the disclosure described in 

S~ubsection 35.6(a)(2) on a written document. This notice shall be provided for a lease prior to 

the tenant(s) signing athe lease,. or for a purchase agreement for the transfer of the Adjacent 

Property at the time required by California Civil Code Section 1102.3. 

(2) DisclosureContents of Disclosure Notice. The disclosure shall include a 

citation to this Section 35.6, a copy of this Chapter 35 as is in effect when the disclosure notice is 

provided, and a written statement containing substantially the following language in at least 12-

point font:. 

"DISCLOSURE OF ADJACENTNEIGHBORJNG INDUSTRL4LPDR USES 

You are purchasing or leasing property in an area that permits Production, Distribution, and 

Repair (P DR) Uttses, as defined in P fanning Code Section I 02that HU:i)' be adjacent to an existing 

industrial use. IndustrialPDR Uuses may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort arising 

from Industrialtheir operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust, 

chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations, which may 

occur throughout the day and night. One or more of these types of inconveniences may occur 

even if the industria!PDR Uuse is operating in conformance with existing laws and regulations 
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1 and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of such use. Ifyou live near 

2 industrial uses, youYou should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as 

3 normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed industria!PDR and 

4 residential Ui:ises. A PDR Ui:ise shall not be considered a public or private nuisance ifit operates in 

5 compliance with the Municipal Code and state and federal law, and with the terms ofits 

6 permitsTransferor shall maintain a eopy of this disclosure in the transferor's records for not less thaH 

7 two years, mid a eopy shall be provided to the City or tlw tra:wferee upon request." 

8 (b) Affidavit of Disclosure. 

9 (]) Contents of Affidavit. The (['ransferor shall make and sign, upon penalty of 

1 O perjury, an affidavit containing the following information, with appropriate terms to be inserted in 

11 place ofthe bracketed language, as specified: statirtg that the traHSjcrorpr-mided the disclosure 

12 required by this Section and shall attach a copy o.fthe notice actually provided; provided, however, 

13 that the attachment need not also include a copy of the then current text of this Chapter. This aff+davit, 

14 with the attached notice provided, shall be maintained in the traHsjcror's records for not less than two 

15 years, and a copy shall be provided to the City or the transferee upon request. 

16 (A) the identities of the Transferor and any entity on whose behalf the 

17 Transferor is acting,· 

18 (B) the identity of the Transferee; 

19 (C) the address, including unit number, of the portion of the Pro;ect being 

20 transferred; 

21 (D) whether the Transfer is a sale or lease; and 

22 (E) the following language: 

23 "I have provided to the [purchaser or lessee 7 the disclosure required by San Francisco 

24 Administrative Code Chapter 35. Attached is a true and correct copy of the notice provided to the 

25 (purchaser or lessee 7. 
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1 J declare under penalty o{periury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 

2 true and correct. Executed on [datel in [city and state 7." 

3 (2) Affidavit Transmitted to the Planning Department. The Transferor shall transmit 

4 to the Planning Department, by any means acceptable to the Planning Department, the affidavit and a 

5 copy of the disclosure notice provided to each Transferee; provided however, that the attachment need 

6 not also include a copy of the then-current text ofthis Chapter 35. This transmittal must occur within 

7 90 days oft he transfer. Upon request of the Transferee, the Transferor shall also provide a copy of this 

8 affidavit, with an attached copy of the disclosure notice referenced in the affidavit, to the Transferee. 

9 (3) Affidavits Available to the Public. Pursuant to state and local law, upon request, 

10 the Planning Department shall provide a copy of the affidavit and attached notice to any member of the 

11 public. 

12 (4) Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Condominium Proiects. Jfthe 

13 Property will be subdivided into condominiums, the requirements ofthis Section 35. 6(k) shall be 

14 included as terms ofthe Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (''CC&Rs") that will be filed with the 

15 State and that govern owners ofthe property. Upon request, a copy ofthe CC&Rs shall be provided to 

16 the Planning Department. 

17 

18 

19 

20 
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* * * * 

( e) This Cht1pter shall not create any pri-vate righi of action against the City. The City shall 

have no duty or liability based on any failure to achieve the disclosure required by this Cht1pter or 

based on the City's failure to prosecute.Enforcement. The Planning Department shall enforce this 

Section 35.6 through the application of Planning Code Sections 176 and 176.1. 

SEC. 35.7. PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND COMMISSION REVIEW OF 

RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS. 

The Planning Department and Commission shall consider, among other 

considerationsfactors, the compatibility of uses when approving Residential Uses and Hotel Uses 
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1 in P DR Use Zoning Districts adjacent to or near existing Industrial Uses and teshall take all 

2 reasonably available means through the City's design review and approval processes to 

3 ensure that the design of such new residential and hotel development projects is sensitive to 

4 both the existing and future IndustrialPDR Uses in these Districts and the future residents and 

5 overnight visitors of the new development. Such considerations.factors may include, among 

6 others: 

7 (a) The proposed project's consistency with the Industrial Area Design Guidelines; 

8 (b) The proposed project's overall design, acoustical treatment, and ventilation to 

9 achieve interior noise levels and ventilation compatible with residential standards; and 

1 O (c) The location of non-habitable spaces or spaces such as closets, bathrooms, 

11 kitchens, and/or landscaping so that such spaces may provide a buffer between the proposed 

12 habitable residential areas and any common property line with IndHstrialPDR Uses. 

13 SEC. 35.8. SEVERABILITY. 

14 In the event that a court or agency of competent jurisdiction holds that a Federal or 

15 State law, rule, or regulation invalidates any clause, sentence, paragraph, or section of this 

16 Chapter 35 or the application thereof to any person or circumstances, it is the intent of the 

17 Board of Supervisors that the court or agency sever such clause, sentence, paragraph, or 

18 section or application thereof so that the remainder of this ordinance Chapter shall remain in 

19 effect. 

20 SEC. 35.9. NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION AGAINST CITY. 

21 This Chapter 35 shall not create anyprivate right of action against the City. The City shall have 

22 no duty or liability based on any failure to achieve the disclosure required by this Chapter or based on 

23 the City's failure to enforce or prosecute pursuant to this Chapter. 

24 

25 
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Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 128.1, 132.4, 

175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432,433, and 848; revising Sections 102, 124, 

134,135,135.3, 138,140,145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152,152.1, 153,155,163,169.3, 181,182, 

201, 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1, 270, 270.2, 303.1, 304, 

307,329,401, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 419,419.6, 423.1, 423.2, 423.3, 

423.5, 426, 427, 429.2, 603, 608.1, 802.1, 802.4, 803.3, 803.4, 803.5, 803.9, 809, 813, 825, 

840,841,842,843,844,845,846,847,890.37, 890.116, and 890.124; and deleting Sections 

263.11, 425, 802.5, 803.8, 815, 816, 817, and 818, to read as follows: 

SEC.102. DEFINITIONS. 

* * * * 

Floor Area, Gross. In Districts other than C-3, CMUO. and the Van Ness Special Use 

District, the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured 

from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the centerlines of walls separating two 

buildings. Where columns are outside and separated from an exterior wall ( curtain wall) that 

encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged that the curtain wall is clearly 

separate from the structural members, the exterior face of the curtain wall shall be the line of 

measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each floor shall also be counted. 

In C-3 and CMUO Districts and the Van Ness Special Use District, the sum of the gross 

areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured along the glass line at windows 

at a height of four feet above the finished floor and along a projected straight line parallel to 

the overall building wall plane connecting the ends of individual windows, provided, however, 

that such line shall not be inward of the interior face of the wall. 

(a) Except as specifically excluded in this definition, "Gross Floor Area" shall include, 

but not be limited to, the following: 

* * * * 
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(7) In districts other than C-3 and CMUO Districts, floor space in accessory 

buildings; and 

(8) In C-3 and CMUO Districts, any floor area dedicated to accessory or non­

accessory parking, except for bicycle parking, required off-street loading, and 

accessory parking as specified in subsection (b)(7); and 

* * * * 

(b) "Gross Floor Area" shall not include the following: 

* * * * 

(4) Mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas necessary to the 

operation or maintenance of the building itself (A) if located at an intermediate story of the 

building and forming a complete floor level; or (B) in C-3 and CMUO Districts, if located on a 

number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor level, provided that the 

mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas are permanently separated from occupied 

floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an average floor as determined 

by the Zoning Administrator; 

* * * * 

(7) In C-3 and CMUO Districts, floor space dedicated to parking which does not 

exceed the amount principally permitted as accessory, and is located underground. 

* * * * 

(13) Ground floor area in the C-3-0, C-3-0(SD), C-3-S, C-3-S(SU), end-C-3-G,_ 

andCMUO Districts devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service; 

* * * * 

(16) Floor area in C-3, S0utl1 (}j}Jarlw0,1ixed Use Districts, and Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts devoted to child care facilities, provided that: 
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(A) Allowable indoor space is no less than 3,000 square feet and no 

more than 6,000 square feet,end,:_ 

(B) The facilities are made available rent free,-tmd,:_ 

(C) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to 

the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops, or public parks may be used if they meet 

licensing requirements for child care facilities,,:_ and 

(D) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as 

there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by the Planning 

Commission that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a 

facility described in &§'.Ubsection @.(17) below dealing with cultural, educational, recreational, 

religious, or social service facilities; 

(17) Floor area in C-3, South &jAfarket },fixed Use Districts, and Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational, 

religious, or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee 

covering actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are: 

(A) Owned and operated by a nonprofit corporation or institution; or 

(B) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit 

corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this &§:Ubsection shall 

be counted as Occupied Floor Area, except as provided in &§:Ubsections(a) through (f) in the 

definition for Floor Area, Occupied, for the purpose of calculating the freight loading 

requirements for the project; 

* * * * 

SEC. 124. BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO. 

(a) Except as provided in &§'.Ubsections (b), (c), (d), (e),. and (I) of this Section 124, the 

basic Floor Area Ratio limits specified in the Zoning Control Table for the district in which the 
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1 lot is located, or in Table 124 below, shall apply to each building cir development in the 

2 districts indicated. 

TABLE 124 

BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITS 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

District Basic Floor Area Ratio Limit 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

RSB,-SPD, NC-1, NCT-1, NC-S 

Haight 

Inner Clement 

Inner Sunset 

North Beach 

Outer Clement 

Sacramento 

24th Street-Noe Valley 

West Portal 

* * * * 

Sb-R, 8bl 

SSQ end in e 4() eF §.() feet height disf:Fiet 

' 
SSQ end in e eJ eF 8() feet height disf:Fiet 
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\ SSO &ui in a 130 feet height diatriet 4.5 to I 

* * * * 

* * * * 

U) Within the any RSD, SPD, SLR, SL!or SSO District, Live/Work Units constructed 

above the floor area ratio limits in Section 102 (Floor Area Ratio, subsection (b )(19)) of this 

Code shall be subject to the following conditions and standards: 

(1) Considering all Dwelling Units and all Live/Work Units on the lot, existing and 

to be constructed, there shall be no more than one Live/Work Unit and/or Dwelling Unit per 

200 square feet of lot area, except that, for projects in the RSD District ~vhich will exceed 40 feet in 

height, and therefore arc rcq1;drcd to obtain conditional '/;/;SC approval, the allo~vablc density for 

Dwelling Units andLivc/Work Units shall be established as part ofthc conditional '/;/;SC detcnnination; 

and 

* * * * 

SEC. 128.1. TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS IN THE CENTRAL SOMA 

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to use Transferable Development Rights to 

facilitate the economic viability of buildings that are of civic importance, that are not built to their full 

development potential, and that are within the Central SoMa Special Use District, established in 

Section 249. 78. 

(b) Definitions. 

"Development Lot." A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District to which 

Transferable Development Rights may be transferred. 

"Preservation Lot." A parcel ofland within the Central SoMa Special Use District on 

which exists (1) a Significant or Contributory Building, as designated pursuant to Article 11 ofthis 
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Code; or (2) a structure designated as an individual landmark or as contributory to a historic district 

designated pursuant to Article 10 of this Code. The boundaries oft he Preservation Lot shall be the 

boundaries of the Assessor's Lot on which the building is located at the time the ordinance making the 

designation is adopted unless boundaries are otherwise specified in that ordinance. 

"Transfer Lot." A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District from which 

Transferable Development Rights may be transferred. 

"Transferable Development Rights (TDR)." Units of allowable Gross Floor Area that 

may be transferred, pursuant to the provisions of this Section and Article 11 of this Code, from a 

Transfer Lot to increase the allowable Gross Floor Area ofa development on a Development Lot. 

"Unit o(TDR." One unit ofTDR is one square foot of Gross Floor Area. 

(c) Applicability. TDR may be transferred from a Development Lot to a Transfer Lot, sub;ect to 

the requirements set forth in this Section 128.1. 

0) The maximum TDR available for transfer from a Transfer Lot consists of the 

difference between the allowable Gross Floor Area on the Transfer Lot and the actual Gross Floor 

Area of the development located on the TransferLot. For purposes of this Section, the allowable Gross 

Floor Area of the Transfer Lot is as follows: 

(A) 3. 0 Floor Area Ratio for pro;ects in height districts of 40 to 49 feet; 

(B) 4.0 Floor Area Ratio for pro;ects in height districts of50 to 59 feet; 

(C) 5.0 Floor Area Ratio for pro;ects in height districts of60 to 69 feet; 

(D) 6. 0 Floor Area Ratio for pro;ects in height districts of 70 to 85 feet; and 

(E) 7.5 Floor Area Ratio for pro;ects in height districts over 85 feet. 

(2) TDR may not be transferred for use on any lot on which there is a Significant or 

Contributory building designated pursuant to Article 11 or any building designated pursuant to Article 

1 O; provided that this restriction shall not apply if the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the 

additional space resulting from the transfer of TDR is essential to make economically feasible the 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 20 



996

1 reinforcement of a Significant or Contributory building designated pursuant to Article 11 to meet the 

2 standards for seismic loads and forces o(the Building Code, in which case TDR may be transferred for 

3 that purpose, provided that the pro;ect sponsor has satisfied all other requirements of this Section and 

4 Article 11, including but not limited to the requirements ofSections 1111 through 1111.6. 

5 (3) Notwithstanding any other provision ofthis Section 128.1, development on a 

6 Development Lot is limited by the provisions of this Code, other than those on floor area ratio, 

7 governing the approval ofpro;ects, including but not limited to the requirements relating to height, 

8 bulk, setback, sunlight access, and separation between towers, and any limitations imposed pursuant to 

9 Section 329 review applicable to the Development Lot. 

10 (d) Controls. The transfer ofTDR shall be allowed only under the following circumstances: 

11 (J) The Transfer Lot is a Preservation Lot or consists of a building all of the housing 

12 units of which are Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401. 

13 (2) The purchaser of the TDR is a Development Lot as defined in Section 128 and 

14 128.1. 

15 (e) Additional Requirements. Pro;ects transferring TDR pursuant to this Section 128.1 are 

16 sub;ect to the requirements of Planning Code Section 128(e) through a>. 
17 SEC.132.4. SETBACKS,STREETWALLARTICULATION,AND TOWER SEPARATION 

18 IN THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

19 (a) Purpose. The controls in this Section 132.4 are intended to ensure that new buildings in the 

20 Central So Ma Special Use District contribute to the activation, safety. and dynamism of the 

21 neighborhood. help create a strong urban room, and facilitate a substantial amount of!ight and air to 

22 the neighborhood's ma;or streets. 

23 (k) Definitions. The definitions of Section 102 shall apply, as well as the following additional 

24 definitions. 

25 "Mid-Rise Building." A building above 85 feet and up to 160 feet in Height. 
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1 "Mid-Rise Portion." The portion of a Mid-Rise Building above 85 feet in Height. 

2 "Separation." The distance, measured horizontally, between the outside surfaces of the 

3 exterior walls ofthe sub;ect buildings. 

4 "Tower." Any building taller than 160 feet in Height. 

5 "Tower Portion." The portion of a Tower above 85 feet in Height. 

6 (c) Applicability. The controls in this Section 132. 4 apply within the Central SoMa Special Use 

7 District. established in Section 249. 78. 

8 (d) Controls. 

9 (I) Streetwall. 

1 O (A) Requirements. Buildings shall be built up to the street- or alley-facing 

11 property line up to 65 feet in Height, subiect to the controls ofSection 261.1 as applicable. except as 

12 provided in subsection (B) below. 

13 (B) Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the requirements of 

14 subsection (A). any building may be recessed from the property line as follows: 

15 (i) To the extent necessary to accommodate any setback required by this 

16 Code; 

17 (ii) For portions o[residential buildings with walk-up dwelling units that 

18 have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Guidelines.· 

19 (iii) For publicly-accessible open space built pursuant to the 

20 requirements ofSection 138; or 

21 (iv) For building facade architectural articulation and modulation up to 

22 a maximum depth of 5 feet. 

23 (2) Setbacks. 

24 (A) For Mid-Rise Buildings in the CS Bulk District. as defined in Section 270(h), 

25 the following requirements apply: 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 22 



998

1 {i) Along all street- and alley-facingproperty lines, a 15-foot setback is 

2 required for the Mid-Rise Portion for at least 60 percent of the frontage length. This setback may be 

3 reduced for obstructions permitted by Section 136; 

4 {ii) Along all interior property lines. a 15-foot setback is required for the 

5 Mid-Rise Portion for the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced for obstructions permitted 

6 according to Section 136. 

7 (B) For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all property lines, a 15-foot 

8 setback is required for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced for 

9 obstructions permitted according to Section 136. 

1 O (C) Along 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street, building 

11 facades on new development shall be set back from the street-facing property line by a minimum depth 

12 offive feet to a minimum height of25 feet above sidewalk grade. This setback shall be designed as an 

13 extension oft he sidewalk, free of columns or other obstructions, except as allowed according to Section 

14 136, and shall generally be available to the public at all times for pedestrian circulation. 

15 (3) Building Separation. 

16 (A) The Tower Portion ofa pro;ect shall have a horizontal separation of at least 

17 115 feet from the Tower Portion of any other Tower. 

18 (B) Through the procedures of Section 329, the Planning Commission may 

19 reduce the separation required under subsection (A) ifit finds that a Tower pro;ect meets all of the 

20 hllowing criteria: 

21 {i) The Tower Portion ofthe pro;ect has, at a minimum, a horizontal 

22 separation of at least 85 feet from the Tower Portion of any other Tower; 

23 {ii) The maximum floor area of any floor ofthe Tower Portion of the 

24 pro;ect is no more than 10,000 gross square feet: 

25 
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1 (iii) · The maximum height of the uppermost building element or mass. 

2 occupied or unoccupied, ofthe Tower has a difference ofat least 50 feet in Height from the maximum 

3 height of the uppermost element of any other Tower within 115 feet of horizontal distance: and 

4 (iv) The Tower Portion ofthe pro;ect is designed so as to maximize 

5 apparent distance and architectural differentiation from any other nearby Tower. 

6 (C) The Tower Portion ofapro;ect shall have a horizontal separation ofat least 

7 30 feet from any Mid-Rise Portion on the same development lot, except that a bridge between the 

8 Tower Portion and the Mid-Rise Portion may be permissible up to a height of] 30 feet if the bridge is 

9 no more than one story in height, is set back a minimum of] 5 feet from any property line, and is 

10 visually subordinate to the buzldings it connects. 

11 (D) Any development containing both a Tower Portion and Mid-Rise Portion 

12 shall be designed to emphasize a visual distinction between the Tower and Mid-Rise Portions as 

13 separate structures. * * * * 

14 SEC.134. REAR YARDS, R, NC, C, SPD, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED, 

15 AND RED-MX, RSD, SLR, SUA1VD SSO DISTRICTS. 

16 The rear yard requirements established by this Section 134 shall apply to every 

17 building in the districts .listed below. To the extent that these provisions are inconsistent with 

18 any Special Use District or Residential Character District, the provisions of the Special Use 

19 District or Residential Character District shall apply. These requirements are intended to 

20 assure the protection and continuation of established midblock, landscaped open spaces, and 

21 maintenance of a scale of development appropriate to each district, consistent with the 

22 location of adjacent buildings. 

23 (a) Basic Requirements. The basic rear yard requirements shall be as follows for the 

24 districts indicated: 

25 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 24 



1000

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(1) RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RM-3, RM-4, RC-3, RC-4, NC Districts other 

than the Pacific Avenue NC District, C, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED, RED­

MX, and SPD, RSD, SLR, SL! and SSO Districts. The minimum rear yard depth shall be equal 

to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but in no case less than 

15 feet. For buildings containing only SRO Units in the South of,\farket Mixed Use and Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 25% of the 

total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but the required rear yard of SRO 

buildings not exceeding a height of 65 feet shall be reduced in specific situations as described 

in S§:ubsection (c) below. 

* * * * 

(C) RC-3, RC-4, NC-3, NCT-3, Broadway, Fillmore Street NCT, Hayes­

Gough NCT, Japantown, SoMa NCT, Mission Street NCT, Polk Street, Pacific Avenue, C, 

M, SPD, RSD, SLR, SU, SSO, MUR, MUG, MUO, and UMU Districts. Rear yards shall be 

provided at the lowest story containing a Dwelling Unit, and at each succeeding level or story 

of the building. In the Hayes-Gough NCT, lots fronting the east side of Octavia Boulevard 

between Linden and Market Streets (Central Freeway Parcels L, M, N, R, S, T, U, and V) are 

not required to provide rear yards at any level of the building, provided that the project fully 

meets the usable open space requirement for Dwelling Units fJef' pursuant to Section 135 of 

this Code, the exposure requirements of Section 140, and gives adequate architectural 

consideration to the light and air needs of adjacent buildings given the constraints of the 

project site. 

* * * * 

(c) Reduction of Requirements in RH-2, RH-3, RTO, RTO-M, RM-1,. and RM-2 

Districts. The rear yard requirement stated in Par-agrY1ph subsection (a)(2) above and as stated 

in Paragraph subsection (a)(1) above for SRO buildings located in either the Sauth ofMarket 
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},fixed Use or the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts not exceeding a height of 65 feet, 

shall be reduced in specific situations as described in this S1ubsection (c), based upon 

conditions on adjacent lots. Except for those SRO buildings referenced above in this 

paragraph whose rear yard can be reduced in the circumstances described in S1ubsection (c) 

to a 15-foot minimum, under no circumstances, shall the minimum rear yard be thus reduced 

to less than a depth equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot on which the building is 

situated, or to less than 15 feet, whichever is greater. 

* * * * 

SEC.135. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP 

HOUSING, R, NC, MIXED USE, C, AND M DISTRICTS. 

Except as provided in Sections 134.1, 172,_ and 188 of this Code, usable open space 

shall be provided for each dwelling and each group housing structure in R, NC, C, Mixed Use, 

and M Districts according to the standards set forth in this Section 135 unless otherwise 

specified in specific district controls elsewhere in this Code. 

* * * * 

(d) Amount Required. Usable open space shall be provided for each building in the 

amounts specified herein and in Tables 135A and B for the district in which the building is 

located; provided, however, that in the Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts, open space 

shall be provided in the amounts specified in Section 825 of this Code. 

In Neighborhood Commercial Districts, the amount of usable open space to be 

provided shall be the amount required in the nearest Residential District, but the minimum 

amount of open space required shall be in no case greater than the amount set forth in Table 

135A for the district in which the building is located. The distance to each Residential District 

shall be measured from the midpoint of the front lot line or from a point directly across the 

street therefrom, whichever requires less open space. 
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* * * * 

(5) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. 

(A) Minimum amount. 

(i) Dwelling units, excluding SRO dwelling units. The minimum 

amount of usable open space to be provided for use by each dwelling unit shall be as 

specified in Table 135B. 

{ill_:FergGroup housing structures and, including SRO dwelling 

units,:. t.Ihe minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall 

be one-third the amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Table 135B. 

(BJ Compliance. 

(i) Privately-owned public open space. Usable open space 

requirements in these areas may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space 

as specified in Table 135B. 

(ii) Towers in the CMUO District. Residential developments taller than 

160 feet shall provide on-site at least 36 square feet per unit or bedroom of the open space requirement 

o(Table 135B. Any additional open space required pursuant to Table 135B may be satisfied through 

payment of the fee established in Section 427. 

(iii) Payment in case of Variance or exception. Pro;ects granted a 

usable open space Variance pursuant to Section 305 or an exception through Section 329 shall pay the 

.fee established in Section 427 for each square foot ofuseable open space not provided. 

* * * * 

TABLE 135 A 

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP HOUSING 

OUTSIDE THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICT 

District I Square Feet .fif-Qf.Usable J Ratio of Common Usable 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 27 



1003

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Open Space Required ~ Open Space That May Be 

for Each Dwelling Unit If All Substituted for Private 

Private 

* * * * 

C-3, C },{, SLR, SU, SSO, M-1, 36 1.33 

M-2 

* * * * 

9 * * * * 

10 (h) Publicly-Accessible Usable Open Space Standards. In DTR Districts and the 

11 Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, some or all of the usable open space 

12 requirements may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Any space 

13 credited as publicly-accessible usable open space, where permitted or required by this Code, 

14 shall meet the following standards: 

15 (1) Types of Open Space. Open space shall be of one or more of the following 

16 types: 

17 (A) An unenclosed park or garden at street grade or following the natural 

18 topography, including improvements to hillsides or other unimproved public areas; 

19 (B) An unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and 

20 landscaping and no more than 10 percent of the total floor area devoted to facilities for food or 

21 beverage service, exclusive of seating areas as regulated in Section 138(d)f.9; 

22 (C) An unenclosed pedestrian pathway which complies with the 

23 standards of Section 270.2 and which is consistent with applicable design guidelines. 

24 · (D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian 

25 amenities that result in additional pedestrian space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width 
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and conform to the Better Streets Plan and any other applicable neighborhood streetscape 

plans JJf*pursuant to Section 138.1 or other related policies such as those associated with 

sidewalk widenings or building setbacks, other than those intended by design for the use of 

individual ground floor residential units; and 

(2) Standards of Open Space. Open space shall meet the standards 

described in Section 138(d)(J) through (11) o.fthis Code. 

(3) Maintenance. Maintenance requirements for open space in. these areas are 

subject to Section 138(h) of this Code. 

(4) Informational Plaque. Signage requirements for open space in these areas 

are subject to Section 138(i) of this Code. 

(5) Open Space Provider. Requirements regarding how to provide and 

maintain open space are subject to Section 138(f) of this Code. 

(6) Approval of Open Space Type and Features. Approval of open space in 

these areas is subject to requirements of Section 138( d) of this Code. 

* * * * 

SEC.135.3. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLING UNITS, 

GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS WITHIN THE SOUTH OFA1ARKET, EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS. 

(a) Amount of Open Space Required. All newly constructed structures, all structures 

to which gmssjloor areaGross Floor Area equal to 20% pacent or more of existing grossjloor 

are-aGross Floor Area is added, and all structures in the SSO and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed 

Use Districts within which floor area is converted to office use other than office use accessory 

to a non-office use shall provide and maintain usable open space for that part of the new, 

additional or converted square footage which is not subject to Sections 135.1 and 135.2 as 

follows: 
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1 MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OTHER THAN 

2 DWELLING UNITS, GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS IN THE SOUTH OF 

3 1~1ARKET, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS 
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Use Square Feet of Useable Open Space 

Required 

* * * * 

},1anufecturing and light industrial, storege 1 sq. ft. per 120 gross sq. ft. ofoccHpiedfloor 

without distribution facilities, end lilw uses in the eree o.fnew or edded squere footege 

South oj}derket 1\1:heed the f)istricts 

* * * * 

Office uses, es defined in 890. 70, in the South of I sq. ft. per 90 sq. ft. of occupiedfloor aree of· 

MErket i.med the f>istricts ne',11, comerted or added square footege 

* * * * 

* * * * 

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the open space requirements of this Section 135.3 may 

be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Such open space is subject to the 

following: 

(A) The amount of open space required pursuant to Table 135.3 may be 

reduced by 33% percent if it is publicly accessible usable open space. 

(B) Publicly accessible usable open space is required to meet all 

requirements specified in Section 135(h) of this Code. 

(C) Up to 50%percent of the publicly accessible open space may be 

provided off-site, subject to Section 329 o.fthis Code for projects to which that Section applies 

and Section 307(h) for other projects. Any such space shall meet the publicly accessible open 
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space standards set forth in Section 135(h) and be provided within 800 feet of the project. The 

publicly accessible off-site usable open space shall be constructed, completed, and ready for 

use no later than the project itself, and shall receive its Certificate of Final Completion from 

the Department of Building Inspection prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Final 

Completion or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the project itself. This subsection (C) 

shall not apply to pro;ects in the CMUO District, and instead such pro;ects shall comply with Section 

* * * * 

SEC. 138. PRIVATELY-OWNED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (POPOS) REQUIREMENTS 

INC 3 DISTRICTS. 

{gj__Requirement Applicability. The followingpro;ects shall provide open space in the amount 

and in accordance with the standards set forth in this Section: 

(1) In C-3 Districts, any pro;ect proposing new construction o(An applicant for a 

permit to construct a new a Non-Residential building or an addition of Gross Floor Area equal to 

20 percent or more of an existing Non-Residential building (hereinafter "building';. Institutional 

uses in C-3 Districts are exempt from the requirements ofthis Section 138.in C 3 Districts shallprovide 

open space in the amount m1d in accordance with the stmidards set forth in this Section. All 

determinations concerning the adequacy of the amount of open space to be provided and its compliance 

with the requirements ofthis Section shall be made in accordance with thepro';lisions &/Section 309. 

(2) In the CMUO District, any pro;ect proposing new construction or an addition of 

50,000 gross square feet or more o(Non-Residential use. Institutional and PDR uses in the CMUO 

District are exempt from the requirements of this Section 138. 

(b) Amount Required. Except in the C 3 O(SD) District, oOpen space shall be provided 

in the amounts specified in Table 138 below for all uses except (i) Residential Uses, which shall be 

govemed by Section 135 of this Code and (ii) Institutional Uses. 
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Table 138 

Minimum Amount of Open Space Required 

Use District Ratio of Square Feet of Open Space to Gross Floor Area With Open 

Space Requirement 

C-3-0 1:50 

C-3-R 1:100 

C-3-G 1:50 

C-3-S 1:50 

C-3-0 (SD) 1:50 

CMUO 1 :50; however, eve1y square foot of the following amenities shall count as 1.33 

square feet towards meeting the requirements of this Section: (1) playgrounds; (2) 

communitJ!_ gardens; {;3) Sf!.ort courts; and (4) dog runs. 

(c) Location. The open space required by this Section may be on the same site as 

the buikiingpro;ect for which the permit is sought, or within 900 feet of it on either private 

property or, with the approval of all relevant public agencies, public property, provided that all 

open space required by this Section for a wo;ect within the C-3 District shall musi be located 

entirely within the C-3 District. Pro;ects within the CMUO District may wovide the Of!.en space 

required by this Section within one-half mile of the wo;ect if the required Of!.en Sf!.ace is on f!.ublicly­

owned land underneath or ad;acent to the I-80 freeway. Open space is within 900 feet of the 

building for which the permit is sought within the meaning of this Section if any portion of the 

buikiingpro;ect is located within 900 feet of any portion of the open space. Off-site open space 

shall be developed and open for use prior to issuance of a first certificate of occupancy, as 

defined in Section 401 of this Code, of the buiklingpro;ect whose open space requirement is 
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1 being met off-site. Failure to comply with the requirements of this subsection shall be grounds 

2 for enforcement under this Code, including but not limited to the provisions of Sections 176 

3 and 176.1. 

4 (d) Types and Standards of Open Space. 

5 (I) C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts, :EgXcept as otherwise provided in S~ubsection 

6 (cfj, the project applicant may satisfy the requirements of this Section by providing one or more 

7 of the following types of open space: A plaza, an urban park, an urban garden, a view terrace, 

8 a sun terrace, a greenhouse, a small sitting area (a ~snippet..'..'._), an atrium, an indoor park, or a 

9 public sitting area in a galleria, in an arcade, in a public street or alley, or in a pedestrian mall 

1 O or walkway, as more particularly defined in the table entitled "Guidelines for Open Space" in 

11 the Open Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto, provided that the 

12 open space meets the following minimum standards. The open space shall: 

13 (.J.A.) Be of adequate size; 

14 (.Jll.) Be situated in such locations and provide such ingress and egress 

15 as will make the area easily acces.sible to the general public; 

16 (JC) Be well-designed, and where appropriate, be landscaped; 

17 (4D) Be protected from uncomfortable wind; 

18 (J.E_) Incorporate various features, including ample seating and, if 

19 appropriate, access to food service, which will enhance public use of the area; 

20 (G:fJ Have adequate access to sunlight if sunlight access is appropriate 

21 to the type of area; 
I 

22 (-7G) Be well-lighted if the area is of the type requiring artificial 

23 illumination; 

24 (8H) Be open to the public at times when it is reasonable to expect 

25 substantial public use; 
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1 (9-D Be designed to enhance user safety and security; 

2 · (M.Jj If the open space is on private property, provide toilet facilities open 

3 to the public; and 

4 (MK) Have at least 75 percent of the total open space approved be open 

5 to the public during all daylight hours. 

6 (2) CMUO District. In the CMUO District. a proiect shall satisfy the requirements 

7 listed below. as well as the approval process described in subsection (f): 

8 (A) Proiects shall meet the minimum standards of subsection (e)(l ). 

9 (B) Proiects may provide open spaces outdoors or indoors. or may pay the in-

10 lieu fee as set forth in Section 427 and subiect to Commission review pursuant to (f) below, except that 

11 development on sites of 40. 000 square feet or more and located south of Bryant Street shall provide the 

12 required open space outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu fee. 

13 (C) All open space provided shall be at street grade up to an amount that equals 

14 15 percent of the lot area. Any additional required open space may be provided above street grade. 

15 (D) All open space shall be publicly accessible. at a minimum. from 7 AM to 

16 6P M every day. 

17 (E) All outdoor open space provided at street grade, except space provided 

18 underneath the I-80 freeway. shall meet the following requirements: 

19 (i) The open space shall be open to the sky. except for obstructions 

20 permitted by Section 136; 

21 (ii) Any buildings on the subiect property that directly abut the open 

22 space shall meet the active space requirements of Section 145.1; and 

23 (iii) The open space shall be maximally landscaped with plantings on 

24 horizontal and vertical surfaces, subiect to the appropriate design for circulation routes and any 

25 recreational or public amenities provided. 
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1 (F) All indoor open spaces provided at street grade shall: 

2 0) Have a minimum area of2.500 square feet: 

3 (ii) Have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of20 feet; 

4 (iii) Provide openings directly to a sidewalk or other publicly-accessible 

5 outdoor space and, weather permitting, be accessible without the need to open doors; 

6 (iv) Be situated, designed, and programmed distinctly from building 

7 lobbies or other private entrances to the building: 

8 (G) All spaces shall include at least one publicly-accessible potable water 

9 source convenient for drinking and filling of water bottles. 

10 (H) Any food service area provided in the required open space shall occupy no 

11 more than 20% ofthe open space; 

12 al Any restaurant seating shall not take up more than 20% of the seating and 

13 tables provided in the required open space; and 

14 (J) All spaces shall facilitate three-stream waste sorting and collection. 

15 (e) Approval of Open Space Type and Features. 

16 (I) In C-3 Districts. +fhe type, size. location. physical access, seating and table 

17 requirements, landscaping, availability of commercial services, sunlight and wind conditions 

18 and hours of public access shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with the provisions 

19 of Section 309, and shall generally conform to the "Guidelines for Open Space" in the Open 

20 Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto. 

21 The Commission may, by resolution, declare certain types of open space ineligible to 

22 meet the requirements ofthis Section 138. either throughout C-3 Districts, or in certain defined 

23 areas, if it determines that a disproportionate number of certain types of open space, or--th£d 

24 an insufficient number of parks and plazas, is being provided in order to meet the public need 

25 
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1 for open space and recreational uses. Such resolution may exempt from its application 

2 projects whose permit applications are on file with the Planning Department. 

3 Over time, no more than 20 percent of POPOS in the spaceprmided under this Section 

4 .J-J-8.C-3 Districts shall be indoor space and at least 80 percent shall be outdoor space. Once an 

5 indoor space has been approved, another such feature may not be approved until the total 

6 square footage of outdoor open space features approved under this subsectionSection exceeds 

7 80 percent of the total square footage of all open spaces approved under this 

8 subsectionSection. 

9 (2) In the CMUO District. all determinations concerning the adequacy ofthe location, 

1 O amount. amenities. design. and implementation of open space required by this Section shall be made in 

11 accordance with the provisions of Section 329 and subsection (e). above. As part of this determination. 

12 the Planning Commission shall consider the ability of the open space to meet the open space, greening. 

13 and community needs ofthe neighborhood, as follows: 

14 (A) Location. The provision of outdoor space, including off-site. should be 

15 given preference over the provision o[indoor space and/or the payment oft he in-lieu fee. The 

16 Commission may approve the provision o[indoor space and/or the payment of the in-lieu fee only 

17 where the provision of outdoor space would: 

18 (i) Be sub;ect to substantially negative or unpleasant environmental 

19 conditions. such as noise, wind or lack of access to direct sunlight: and/or 

20 (ii) Where provision ofthe open space outdoors would substantially 

21 degrade the street wall or otherwise undermine the pedestrian experience. 

22 (B) Amenities. The type of amenities provided shall take into consideration and 

23 complement the amenities currently and foreseeablyprovided in nearby publicly-accessible open 

24 spaces and recreational facilities. both publicly and privately owned, with a preference given to 

25 provision of amenities and types of spaces lacking or over-utilized in the area. 
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* * * * 

SEC. 140. ALL DWELLING UNITS IN ALL USE DISTRICTS TO FACE ON AN OPEN 

AREA. 

(a) Requirements for Dwelling Units. With the exception &/Dwelling Ut~its in SRO 

buildings in the South ofMarke0,1ixed Use Districts, iln each Dwelling Unit in any use district, the 

required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing Code) of at least 

one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of 

Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face directly onto an open area of one of the following 

types: 

(1) A public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet 

in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements of this Code; provided, that if such windows 

are on an outer court whose width is less than 25 feet, the depth of such court shall be no 

greater than its width; or 

(2) An open area (whether an inner court or a space between separate 

buildings on the same lot) which is unobstructed (except for fire escapes not projecting more 

than necessary for safety and in no case more than four feet six inches, chimneys, and those 

obstructions permitted in Sections 136(c)(14), (15), (16), (19), (20) and (29) of this Code) and 

. is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the Dwelling Unit in 

question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every 

horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor, except for SRO buildings in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, which are not required to increase five feet in every 

horizontal dimension until the fifth floor of the building. 

* * * * 

SEC.145.1. STREET FRONTAGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL, 

RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 
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(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to preserve, enhance, and promote 

attractive, clearly defined street frontages that are pedestrian-oriented and fine-grained, and 

whiehthat are appropriate and compatible with the buildings and uses in Neighborhood 

Commercial Districts, Commercial Districts, Residential-Commercial Districts, and Mixed Use 

Districts. 

* * * * 

(c) Controls. The following requirements shall generally apply, except for those 

controls listed in subsections (1) Above Grade Parking Setback and (4) Ground Floor Ceiling 

Height, which only apply to a "development lot" as defined above. 

In NC-S Districts, the applicable frontage shall be the primary facade(s) whiehthat 

containI customer entrances to commercial spaces. 

* * * * 

(4) Ground Floor Ceiling Height. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in 

this Code: 

(A) All ground floor uses in UMU Districts shall have a minimum floor-to­

floor height of 17 feet, as measured from grade. Ground floor Residential Uses shall also be 

designed to meet the City's Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines. 

(B) Ground floor Non-Residential Uses in all C-3, NCT, DTR, Chinatown 

Mixed Use, RSD, SLR, SL!, SPD, SSG;-RED-MX, WMUG, MUG, MUR, WMUO,_ and MUO 

Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade. 

* * * * 

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES. 

(a) Purpose. To support active, pedestrian-oriented commercial uses on important 

commercial streets. 
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(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to the following street 

frontages. 

* * * * 

(7) Fourth Street, between Folsom Bryant and Townsend Streets in the SL! and 

CMUO Districlfr; 

* * * * 

(28) Any street frontage that is in the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial 

District; end, 

(29) Pacific Avenue, between Van Ness Avenue and Jones Street, on lots 

where the last known ground floor use was a commercial or retail use:-;_ 

(30) Folsom Street, between 4th and 6th Streets in the CMUO and MUG Districts; 

(31) Second Street, on the west side, between Dow Place and Townsend Street in the 

CMUO District; 

(32) Third Street, between Folsom Street and Townsend Street in the CMUO and C-3-0 

Districts; 

(33) Brannan Street, between Third Street and Fourth Street, in the CMUO District; 

(34) Townsend Street, on the north side, between Second Street and Fourth Street. 

* * * * 

SEC. 151.1. SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES IN 

SPECIFIED DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

Table 151.1 

OFF-STREET PARKING PERMITTED AS ACCESSORY 

Use or Activity 
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or Space Devoted to Off-Street Car 

Parking Permitted 

RESIDENTIAL USES 

* * * * 

Dwelling Units and SRO Units in Sfl,-SALI, P up to one car for each four Dwelling or 

SSQ,--MUG outside o{_the Central SoMa SUD, SRO Units; C up to 0. 75 cars for each 

WMUG, MUR, MUO, WMUO, SPD Districts, Dwelling Unit, subject to the criteria and 

except as specified below conditions and procedures of Section 

151.1(e) or (f); NP above 0.75 cars for each 

Dwelling or SRO Unit. 

Dwelling Units in Sfl,-SALI, SSQ,--MUG P up to one car for each four Dwelling Units; 

outside o[_the Central SoMa SUD, WMUG, C up to one car for each Dwelling Unit, 

MUR, MUO, WMUO, and SPD Districts with subject to the criteria and conditions and 

at least two bedrooms and at least 1,000 procedures of Section 151.1 (e) or (f); NP 

square feet of Occupied Floor Area above one car for each Dwelling Unit. 

* * * * 

Dwelling Units in MUG District within the P up to one car for each two Dwelling Units: NP 

Central SoMa SUD and the CMUO Districts above 0.50 cars for each Dwelling Unit. 

* * * * 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3 

* * * * 

Entertainment, Arts,. and Recreation Uses Category 

Arts Activities, except theaters and 

. auditoriums 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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transporffltion pl'Ograms may be requil'Cdper 

-eetlOn 1 -1.1 -'-. 8, . 1.§.1 169 

* * * * 

Sales and Services Category 

* * * * 

All retail in the Eastern Neighborhoods P up to one for each 1,500 square feet of 

Mixed Use Districts where any portion of the Gross Floor Area. 

parcel is within the CMUO District or is less 

than 1/4 mile from Market, Mission, 3rd 

Streets and 4th Street north of Berry Street, 

except grocery stores of over 20,000 gross 

square feet. 

* * * * 

Office uses in DTR, SSQ,-SPD, MUG, P up to 7% of the Occupied Floor Area of 

WMUG, MUR, WMUO, and MUO Districts such uses and subject to the pricing 

conditions of Section 155(g); NP above. 

Office uses in the CMUO District Pup to one car per 3,500 square feet of 

Occuu_ied Floor Area. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

(f) Small Residential Projects in MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED, 

RED-MX and SPD Districts. Any project that is not subject to the requirements of Section 

329 and that requests residential accessory parking in excess of what is principally permitted 

in Table 151.1 shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator subject to Section 307(i). The 

Zoning Administrator may grant parking in excess of what is principally permitted in Table 
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151.1, not to exceed the maximum amount stated in Table 151.1, only if the Zoning 

Administrator determines that: 

* * * * 

SEC.152. SCHEDULE OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES 

IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3,AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE 

DISTRICTS, OR SOUTH OFJl{ARKETA/IXED USE DISTRICTS. 

In districts other than C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, tmd the 

South of},1arket Mixed Use Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the 

minimum quantities specified in the following table, except as otherwise provided in Section 

152.2 and Section 161 of this Code. The measurement of Occupied Floor Area shall be as 

defined in this Code, except that nonaccessory parking spaces and driveways and 

maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted. 

Table 152 

OFF-:STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (OUTSIDE C-3,AND EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, A1VD SOUTH OFMARKETJI/IXED USE 

DISTRICTS) 

* * * * 

SEC.152.1. REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE 

VEHICLE SPACES IN C-3,AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, 

A1VD SOUTH OFA{ARKET,1/IXED USE DISTRICTS. 

In C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and South of},1arket,\1ixed Use 

Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the minimum quantities specified 

in the following Table 152.1, except as otherwise provided in Sections 153(a)(6), 161, and as 

stated below in this Section 152.1. Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, including 

Table 152.1, no building in the C-3-0(SD) district shall be required to provide more than six 
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1 off-street freight loading or service vehicle spaces in total. The measurement of Occupied 

2 Floor Area shall be as defined in this Code, except that non-accessory parking spaces and 

3 driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted. 

4 For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts that are subject to 

5 Section 329, the Planning Commission may waive these requirements fJf*pursuant to the 

6 procedures of Section 329 if it finds that the design of the project, particularly ground floor 

7 frontages, would be improved and that such loading could be sufficiently accommodated on 

8 adjacent Streets and Alleys. For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts 

9 that are not subject to Section 329, the Zoning Administrator may administratively waive these 

1 O requirements pursuant to Section 307(h) and the criteria identified above which apply to 

11 projects subject to Section 329. 

12 Table 152.1 

13 OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (IN C-3,AND EASTERN. 

14 NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, AND SOUTH OFAfARKETA1IXED USE 

15 DISTRICTS) 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Use or Activity 

' 

* * * * 

Wholesaling, manufacturing, 

and all other uses primarily 

engaged in handling goods, 

and Live/Work Units within 

existing buildings, within 

Eastern Neighborhoods 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Gross Floor Area of 

Structure or Use (sq. ft.) 

0 -10,000 

10,001 - 50,000 

Over 50,000 

Number of Off-Street 

Freight Loading Spaces 

Required 

0 

1 
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Mixed Use Districts,--end 

South of},{arkct }.fixed Use 

Di-stt'iets 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC.153. RULES FOR CALCULATION OF REQUIRED SPACES. 

(a) In the calculation of off-street parking, freight loading spaces, and bicycle parking 

spaces required under Sections 151, 152, 152.1, 155.2, 155.3 and 155.4 of this Code, the 

following rules shall apply: 

* * * * 

(6) In C-3, MUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO. and UMU, and South of},fark:etDi-smets, 

substitution of two service vehicle spaces for each required off-street freight loading space 

may be made, provided that a minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are 

provided for freight loading. Where the 50 percent allowable substitution results in a fraction, 

the fraction shall be disregarded. 

* * * * 

SEC.155. GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF 

OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOAD1NG2. AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES. 

Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shall meet the following 

standards as to location and arrangement. In addition, facilities which are not required but are 

actually provided shall meet the following standards unless such standards are stated to be 

applicable solely to required facilities. In application of the standards of this Code for off-street 

parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the Municipal 

Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the Better 

Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final authority 
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for the application of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations and 

interpretations in furtherance of the stated provisions of this Code shall, however, rest with the 

Planning Department. 

* * * * 

(d) Enclosure of Off-Street Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces Required. All off-' 

street freight loading and service vehicle spaces in the C-3, DTR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, 

MUG, WMUG, and MUR, and South ofNfarketMixed Use Districts shall be completely enclosed,. 

and access from a public Street or Alley shall be provided by means of a private service 

driveway, which that is totally contained within the structure. Such a private service driveway 

shall include adequate space to maneuver trucks and service vehicles into and out of all 

provided spaces, and shall be designed so as to facilitate access to the subject property while 

minimizing interference with street and sidewalk circulation. Any such private service driveway 

shall be of adequate width to accommodate drive-in movement from the adjacent curb or 

inside traffic lane but shall in no case exceed 30 feet. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an 

adjacent Street or Alley is determined by the Zoning Administrator to be primarily used for 

building service, up to four off-street freight or loading spaces may be allowed to be 

individually accessible directly from such a Street or Alley, pursuant to the provisions of 

Section 309 in a C-3 District, the provisions of Section 307(g) in a South of},1.arkct Mixed Use 

District, the provisions of Section 309.1 in a DTR District, the provisions of Section 329 for 

projects subject to Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO, WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District, or 

by administrative decision of the Zoning Administrator for projects that are not subject to 

Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO, WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District. 

* * * * 

(g) Parking Pricing Requirements. In order to discourage long-term commuter 

parking, any off-street parking spaces provided for a structure or use other than Residential or 
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Hotel in a C-3, DTR, SSG,SPD, MUG, WMUG, MUR, CMUO, WMUO, or MUO District, 

whether classified as an accessory or Conditional Use, whiehthat are otherwise available for 

use for long-term parking by downtown workers shall maintain a rate or fee structure for their 

use such that the rate charge for four hours of parking duration is no more than four times the 

rate charge for the first hour, and the rate charge for eight or more hours of parking duration is 

no less than 10 times the rate charge for the first hour. Additionally, no discounted parking 

rate shall be permitted for weekly, monthly or similar time-specific periods. 

* * * * 

(r) Protected Pedestrian-, Cycling-, and Transit-Oriented Street Frontages. In 

order to preserve the pedestrian character of certain downtown and neighborhood commercial 

districts and to minimize delays to transit service, garage entries, driveways or other vehicular 

access to off-street parking or loading (except for the. creation of new publicly-accessible 

Streets and Alleys) shall be regulated on development lots as follows on the following Street 

frontages: 

(1) Folsom Street, from Essex Street to the Embarcadero, not permitted except 

as set forth in Section 827. 

(2) Not permitted: 

* * * * 

(N) 3rd Street, in the UMU districts for 100 feet north and south of 

Mariposa and 100 feet north and south of 20th Streets, and 4th Street between Bryant and 

Townsend in the SLI and MJJO District, 

* * * *. 

(Y) 2nd Street from Market to F'olsom Townsend Streets, 

* * * * 

(CC) Buchanan Street from Post Street to Sutter Street-L 
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(DD) Grant Avenue between Columbus Avenue and Filbert Street, 

(EE) Green Street between Grant Avenue and Columbus/Stockton, 

(FF) All Alleys within the North Beach NCO and the Telegraph Hill-North 

Beach Residential SUD'1. 

249. 78(e)(3), 

(GG) Howard Street from 5th Street to 13th Street, 

(HH) Folsom Street fi-om 2nd Street to 13th Street, 

OD Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, 

(JJ) Townsend Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, except as set forth in Section 

(KK) 3rd Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street, 

(LL) 4th Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street, and 

(MM) 6th Street from Folsom Street to Brannan Street. 

(3) Not permitted except with a Conditional Use authorization, except that in the 

C-3-0(SD) and the CMUO Distric~, the Planning Commission may grant such permission as 

an exception pursuant to Section§'. 309 or 329 in lieu of a Conditional Use authorization where 

the amount of parking proposed does not exceed the amounts permitted as accessory 

according to Section 151.1. 

* * * * 

and Taylor Streets~,. 

* * * * 

(I) 1st, Fremont and Beale Streets from Market to Folsom Street, tmd 

(J) The eastern (water) side of The Embarcadero between Townsend 

(K) Harrison Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, 

(L) Bryant Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, and 

(M) 5th Street from Howard Street to Townsend Street. 
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(u) Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) in the Central SoMa Special Use 

District. 

(I) Pu,pose. The purpose ofa Driveway Loading and Operations Plan {DLOP) is to 

reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations. including loading activities. and pedestrians, 

bicycles. and vehicles. and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new loading 

demand 

(2) Applicability. Development pro;ects of more than 100,000 net new gross square 

feet in the Central SoMa Special Use District. 

(3) Requirement. Applicable pro;ects shall prepare a DLOP for review and approval 

by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any 

guidelines issued by the Planning Department. 

* * * * 

SEC.163. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND 

TRANSPORTATION BROKERAGE SERVICES IN COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE 

DISTRICTS. 

(a) Purpose. This Section 163 is intended to €fS-Sffl"6 ensure that adequate services are 

undertaken to minimize the transportation impacts of added office employment and residential 

development in the downtown and South of Market area, in a manner consistent with the 

objectives and policies of the General Plan, by facilitating the effective use of transit, 

encouraging ridesharing, and employing other practical means to reduce commute travel by 

single-occupant vehicles. 

(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to any project meeting one· 

of the following conditions: 

* * * * 
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(4) In the case of the SSfh WMUO, CMUO, or MUO District, where the 

occupied square feet of new, converted or added floor area for office use equals at least 

25,000 square feet. 

* * * * 

SEC.169. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM. 

Sections 169 through 169.6 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 169") set forth 

the requirements of the Transportation Demand Management Program (TOM Program). 

* * * * 

SEC. 169.3. APPLICABILITY. 

* * * * 

( e) Operative Date. 

(1) Except as described in subsection (4) below, Development Projects with a 

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before 

September 4, 2016 shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target, as defined in the Planning 

Commission's Standards. 

(2) Except as described in subsection (4) below, Development Projects with no 

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before 

September 4, 2016, but that file a Development Application on or after September 5, 2016, 

and before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of such target. 

{ll_Development Projects with a Development Application on or after January 1, 

2018 shall be subject to 100% of such target. 

(4) Development Pro;ects within the Central SoMa Special Use District that have a 

Central SoMa Development Tier o(A, B, or C. as defined in Section 423.2, regardless of the date filed 

of any Development Application or Environmental Application, shall be sub;ect to I 00% of such target. 

* * * * 
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1 SEC. 175.1. EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE CENTRAL SOMA ZONING CONTROLS. 

2 (a) Intent. It is the intent of this Section 17 5.1 to provide for an orderly transition from prior 

3 zoning and planning requirements to the requirements under the Central SoMa Controls. without 

4 impairing the validity of.Prior actions by the City or frustrating completion of actions authorized prior 

5 to the effective date of those Controls. 

6 (lz) Definitions. The following definitions shall apply to this Section 17 5.1: 

7 O) "Central SoMa Controls" shall mean all Ordinances adopted in furtherance of the 

8 Central SoMa Area Plan, including but not limited to Ordinance Nos. , and associated 

9 amendments to the Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code. 

10 (2) "Development Application" is defined in Planning Code Section 401. 

11 (3) "Proiect Approval" shall mean any required approval or determination on a 

12 Development Application that the Planning Commission, Planning Department, or Zoning 

13 Administrator issues. 

14 (4) "Code Conforming Profoct" shall mean a development proiect for which all 

15 required Dev_elopment Applications could have received Proiect Approval under the Planning Code 

16 immediately prior to the effective date of the Central SoMa Controls. 

17 (c) Applicability. A Code Conforming Proiect within the Central SoMa Special Use District 

18 may elect to be exempt from the Central SoMa Controls and instead be subiect to those controls in 

19 place immediately prior to the effective date of the Central SoMa Controls. if at least one Development 

20 Application for such proiect was filed before February 15. 2018 and the proiect receives its first 

21 ProiectApproval by December 31, 2019. 

22 SEC.181. NONCONFORMING USES: ENLARGEMENTS, ALTERATIONS AND 

23 RECONSTRUCTION. 

24 The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to 

25 enlargements, alterations and reconstruction: 
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* * * * 

(f) Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Certain Mixed-Use Districts. A nighttime 

entertainment use within the RS:D;--MUG, or MUR, or SLR Districts may be enlarged, intensified, 

extended,. or expanded, including the expansion to an adjacent lot or lots, provided that: ( 1) 

the enlargement, intensification, extension, or expansion is approved as a conditional use 

pursuant to Sections 303 and 316 of this Code; (2) the use as a whole meets the parking and 

signage requirements, floor area ratio limit, height and bulk limit, and all other requirements of 

this Code whiehthat would apply if the use were a permitted one; and (3) the provisions of 

Section 803.5(b) of this Code are satisfied. 

* * * * 

SEC.182. NONCONFORMING USES: CHANGES OF USE. 

The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to changes of 

use: 

(a) A nonconforming use shall not be changed or modified so as to increase the 

degree of nonconformity under the use limitations of this Code, with respect to the type of use 

or its intensity except as provided in Section 181 for Nighttime Entertainment uses within the 

m,-MUG, or MUR, or SLR Districts. The degree of nonconformity shall be deemed to be 

increased if the new or modified use is less widely permitted by the use districts of the City 

than the nonconforming use existing immediately prior thereto. For purposes of this Section, 

intensification of a Formula Retail use as defined in Section 178(c) is determined to be a 

change or modification that increases the degree of nonconformity of the use. 

(b) Except as limited in this S§'.Ubsection, a nonconforming use may be reduced in size, 

extent or intensity, or changed to a use that is more widely permitted by the use districts of the 

City than the existing use, subject to the other applicable provisions of this Code. Except as 

otherwise provided herein, the new use shall still be classified as a nonconforming use. 
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* * * * 

(3) A nonconforming use in any South of},1arket },1ixed Use District may not be 

changed to an Office, Retail, Bar, Restaurant, }lighttime Entertainment, Adult Entertainment, Hotel, 

}.1otel, bm, hostel, or },1ovie Theater use in any district where such use is otherwise not permitted or 

conditional, except as provided in Subsection (f) below. 

* * * * 

(f) Once a nonconforming use has been changed to a principal or eConditional -uUse 

permitted in the district in which the property is located, or brought closer in any other manner 

to conformity with the use limitations of this Code, the use of the property may not thereafter 

be returned to its former nonconforming status, except that within any South &}Market }.fixed Use . 

District, any area occupied by a nonc01tfonning Office use that is changed to an arts, home and/.or 

business sen,1ice use falling ',Yithin the definition a.fan Arts Activity in Section I 02 or :wning categories 

.816. 42 through 816. 47 or a wholesale, storage, or light manufacturing usefalling within zoning 

categories 816. 64 through 8 ! 6. 67 shall be allowed to return to its former nonconforming Office use. 

Upon restoration of a previous nonconforming use as permitted above, any modification, 

enlargement, extension, or change of use, from circumstances that last lawfully existed prior 

to the change from office use, shall be subject to the provisions of this Article, and the 

restored nonconforming use shall be considered to have existed continuously since its original 

establishment, prior to the change to Office use, for purposes of this Article. 

* * * * 

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS. 

In order to carry out the purposes and provisions of this Code, the City is hereby 

divided into the following classes of use districts: 

* * * * 
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(:Also see See. 80J.5} 

RSf) Re-sidentiel: Ser''ifiee f)i-st-riet (f)efirted irt See. 84.§.) 

Sf.R SeF,1ieel.fight Jndu-striebtR.e-siderttiel: f)i-swiet (f)efirted in See. 8.J. e) 

SH Ser.•ieel.f ight !-ndu-stf'iel: f)i-striet (f)efined in See. 8.J. 'l) 

S8f) Ser,;ieelSeeende:r'Y Qffiee f)i-stf'iet (f)efined in See. 848) 

* * * * 

Eastern IVeighbor!toods Afixed Use Distriets 

(Also see See. 80J. I) 

CMUO Central SoMa Mixed Use - O{JJ.ce District CDefi.ned in Sec. 8481 

SPD South Park District (Defined in Sec. 814) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

In addition to the classes of use districts in the above table, the following terms shall 

apply: 

"R District" shall mean any RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-1 (S), RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, 

RM-4, RTO, RTO-M, RC-1, RC-2, RC-3 or RC-4 District; 

"M District" shall mean any M-1 or M-2 District; 

"PDR District" shall mean any PDR-1-B, PDR-1-D, PDR-1-G or PDR-2 District; 

"RH District" shall mean any RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-1 (S), RH-2, or RH-3 District; 

"RM District" shall mean any RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, or RM-4 District; 

"RTO District" shall mean any RTO or RTO-M District; 

"C-3 District" shall mean any C-3-0, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S District. For the purposes 

of Section 128 and Article 11 of this Code, the term "C-3 District" shall also include the South 

of Market Extended Preservation District designated on Section Map SU03 of the Zoning 

Map; 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 53 



1029

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

"NCT District" shall mean any district listed in Section 702.1 (b), including any NCT-1, 

NCT-2, NCT-3, and any Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area 

name; and 

"Mixed Use District" shall mean all Chinatown Mixed use, South of},{arket }.fixed Use, 

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed use, and Downtown Residential Districts. 

* * * * 

SEC. 206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM. 

(a) Purpose and Findings. This Section 206.J._1. describes the 100 Percent Affordable 

Housing Bonus Program, or "100 Percent Affordable Housing Program". In addition to the 

purposes described in Section 206.1, the purpose of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing 

Program is to facilitate the construction and development of projects in which all of the 

residential units are affordable to Low and Very-Low Income Households. Projects pursuing a 

development bonus under this 100 Percent Affordable Program would exceed the City's 

shared Proposition K housing goals that 50% of new housing constructed or rehabilitated in 

the City by 2020 be within the reach of working middle class San Franciscans, and at least 

33% affordable for low and moderate income households. 

* * * * 

(b) Applicability. A 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project under this Section 

206.J._1. shall be a Housing Project that: 

* * * * 

(3) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under the 

provisions of California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq., Planning Code Sections 

207, 124(f), 304, ~or any other state or local program that provides development 

bonuses; 

* * * * 
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SEC. 207.5. DENSITY OF DWELLING UNITS IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(a) The dwelling unit density in the Chinatown Mixed Use District shall be at a density 

ratio not exceeding the amount set forth in the specific district tables in Article 8. 

(b) Except as indicated in Paragraph (c) belew, the dwelling unit density in the South &j 

},farket },fixed Use Districts shall be as specified in the specific district tables in Article 8. 

(c) There shall be no density limit for single room occupancy (SRO) units in any South of 

},farket ,\fixed Use District. 

-(d;)--There shall be no density limit for any residential use, as defined by Section 

890.88 in any DTR district. 

(ef) There shall be no density limits for any residential use, as defined by Section 

890.88, in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. 

* * * * 

SEC. 208. DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR GROUP HOUSING OR HOMELESS 

SHELTERS. 

Except for Single Room Occupancy Units in the South, o.fMarket Mixed Use Districts, tlhe 

density limitations for Group Housing or Homeless Shelters, as described in Sections 102, 

790.88(b) and (c) and 890.88(b) and (c) of this Code, shall be as follows: 

(a) For Group Housing, the maximum number of Bedrooms on each Lot shall be as 

specified in the Zoning Control Table for the District in which the Lot is located, except that in 

RTO, RTO-M, RCD, UMU, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED, RED-MX, SPD, 

DTR, and all NCT Districts the density of Group Housing shall not be limited by lot area, and 

except that for Lots in NC Districts, the group housing density shall not exceed the number of 

Bedrooms permitted in the nearest R District provided that the maximum density not be less 

than the amount permitted by the ratio specified for the NC District in which the lot is located. 

For Homeless Shelters, the maximum number of beds on each lot shall be regulated 
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fHH'pursuant to the requirements of the Standards of Care for City Shelters contained in 

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article XIII, in addition to the applicable requirements of the 

Building Code and Fire Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 211.2. CONDITIONAL USES, P DISTRICTS. 

The following uses shall require Conditional Use authorization from the Planning 

Commission, as provided in Section 303 of this Code, unless otherwise permitted under 

Section 211.1 of this Code: 

* * * * 

(b) For P Districts located within the right-of-way of any State or federal 

highway: 

(1) Parking lot or garage uses when: (A) adjacent to any Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the South o.f}.1arke0,1ixed Use District, or (B) within the 

Market and Octavia Plan Area. 

* * * * 

SEC. 249.36. LIFE SCIENCE AND MEDICAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

(a) Purpose. The Life Science and Medical Special Use District is intended to support 

uses that benefit from proximity to the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) campus 

at Mission Bay. These uses include medical office and life science (biotechnology) uses. 

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Life Science and Medical Special Use District 

are shown on Sectional Map No. 8SU of the Zoning Map. Generally, the area borders 

Mariposa St. on the north, 23rd St. on the south, 1-280 to the west, and 3rd St. to the east. 

Within this area, the Dogpatch Historic District is generally excluded. 

(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code currently applicable shall continue to 

apply, except as otherwise provided in this Section: 
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(1) Medical Services. Medical services, including medical offices and clinics, 

as defined in Section 890.114, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size 

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning 

controls (Sec. 803.9(-hi)). For the purposes of this Section, a medical service use may be 

affiliated with a hospital or medical center as defined in 890.44. 

(2) Life Science Offices. Office uses that contain Life Science facilities, as 

defined in Section 890.53, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size 

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning 

controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(hi)). 

(3) Life Science Laboratories. Laboratories that engage in life science 

research and development, as defined in Section 890.52, are a principally permitted use and 

are exempted from use size limitation, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and 

vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(h.t)). 

* * * * 

SEC. 249.40. POTRERO CENTER MIXED-USE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

(a) Purpose. The Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District is intended to 

facilitate the continued operation of the shopping center located at 2300 16th Street, which is 

characterized by large formula retail sales and services, while providing an appropriate 

regulatory scheme for a potential phased mixed-use redevelopment of the shopping center in 

the future. 

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District 

shall consist of Assessor's Block 3930A, Lot 002 as designated on the Zoning Map of the City 

and County of San Francisco and generally bound by Bryant Street to the west, 16th Street to 

the south, Potrero Avenue to the east, and Assessor's Blocks 3931A, 3921A and 3922A to the 

north. 
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(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code shall continue to apply, except for 

the following: 

(1) Floor Area Ratio. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) set forth in Section 

124 shall not apply to Retail Sales and Services uses or to Gym uses. The maxim Lim FAR for 

Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym uses shall not exceed 3.0:1. 

(2) Use Size Limitations for Retail Sales and Services and Gyms. The use 

size limitations and ratio requirements applicable to Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym 

uses of Sections 121.6(a), 803.9(-ig), 843.45 and 843.51 shall not apply. Retail Sales and 

Service uses and Gym uses are principally permitted, and the replacement of one such use or 

tenant by another such use or tenant in an existing store or gym, regardless of its size, is 

permitted. Newly constructed space for Retail Sales and Service uses or Gym uses larger 

than 25,000 gross square feet per use or the expansion of an existing Retail Sales and 

Services use or Gym use by more than 25,000 new gross square feet per use shall require 

conditional use authorization pursuant to the provisions of Section 303. 

* * * * 

SEC. 249.45. VISITACION VALLEY/SCHLAGE LOCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

A Special Use District entitled the "Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Special Use District" 

is hereby established for a portion of the Visitacion Valley neighborhood and the Schlage Lock 

site within the City and County of San Francisco, the boundaries of which are designated on 

Sectional Map SU 10 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County of San Francisco, and which 

includes properties generally fronting Bayshore Boulevard between Tunnel Avenue in the 

north and the San Francisco/San Mateo County line in the south, and properties fronting 

Leland Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Cora Street. The following provisions shall 

apply within the Special Use District: 

* * * * 
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1 (e) Controls in Zone 1. Development in Zone 1 of the Special Use District shall be 

2 regulated by the controls contained in this Section 249.45(e) and the Design for Development. 

3 Where not explicitly superseded by definitions and controls established in this Section 

4 249.45(e) or the Design for Development, the definitions and controls in this Planning Code 

5 shall apply except where those controls conflict with the Development Agreement. The 

6 following shall apply only in Zone 1 of the Special Use District: 
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* * * * 

(2) Use Requirements. 

* * * * 

(C) Prohibited Uses. The following uses shall be prohibited within this Special 

Use District: 

(i) Auto repair services; 

(ii) Office, except in existing buildings or as an accessory use to other 

permitted uses. The floor controls set forth in Section 803.9(h.t) for the MUG zoning 

designation shall not apply to office use in the Old Office Building or to the existing building 

located on Assessor's Block and Lot No. 5100-007; 

* * * * 

SEC. 249. 78. CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. · 

(a) PU1pose. In order to implement the goals, ob;ectives, and policies of the Central So Ma 

Plan (Ordinance No. , on file with the Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No. 

), the Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD) is hereby established. 

(b) Geography. The SUD is within the South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood, and its 

boundaries generally run from 2nd Street to the east to 6th Street to the west, and from Townsend 

Street to the south to an irregular border that generally follows Folsom, Howard. and Stevenson Streets 

to the north, as more specifically shown on Sectional Maps 1 SU and 8SU of the Zoning Map. 
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(c) Land Use Controls. 

O) Active Uses. The controls o(Section 145.1 and 145.4 shall apply, except as 

specified below: 

(A) Active uses. as defined in Section 145.1, are required along any outdoor 

publicly-accessible open space; 

(B) An office use. as defined in Section 890. 70. is not an "active use" on the 

ground floor; 

(C) POPOS. as defined in Section 138. is an "active use" on the ground floor; 

(D) Production. Distribution. and Repair uses, as defined in Section 102, shall 

be considered an "Active commercial use, " as defined in Section 145.4(c). 

(E) Notwithstanding the P DR exemption found in Section 145.1 (c)(6), P DR uses 

shall meet the transparency and fenestration requirements contained in that Section. 

(2) Nighttime Entertainment. Nighttime Entertainment uses are principally permitted. 

regardless ofthe underlying zoning district. in the area bounded by 4th Street. 6th Street, Bryant Street, 

and Townsend Street. 

(3) Hotels. Hotels shall not be subiect to the land use ratio requirements o(Section 

803.9(g). 

(4) Micro-Retail. "Micro-Retail" shall mean a Retail Use. other than a Formula Retail 

Use, of no greater than 1,000 gross square feet. 

(A) Applicability. Micro-Retail controls shall apply to new development 

pro;ects on sites of20, 000 square feet or more. 

(B) Controls. 

(i) Amount. Applicable development pro;ects are required to have at 

least one Micro-Retail unit for every 20,000 square feet o(site area, rounded to the nearest unit. 
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1 (ii) Location and Design. All Micro-Retail units shall be on the ground 

2 floor, independently and directly accessed from a public right-of-way or publicly-accessible open 

3 space, and designed to be accessed and operated independently from other spaces or uses on the 

4 sub;ect property. 

5 (iii) Type. Formula Retail uses, as defined in Section 303.1, are not 

6 permitted as Micro-Retail. 

7 (5) PDR Requirements. In addition to the requirements of Section 202.8, the following 

8 shall apply to any newly constructed pro;ect that contains at least 50,000 gross square feet of office: 

9 (A) The pro;ect shall provide an amount of PDR space that is the greater oft he 

10 following: 

11 (i) the square footage of PDR space required by the controls of Section 

12 202.8, or 

13 (ii) on-site dedication of space for P DR Uses equivalent to 40 percent of 

14 the lot area, in which case for purposes ofthis section, land dedicated to a building whose housing 

15 units consist entirely ofAfferdable Housing Units as defined in Section 401, publicly accessible open 

16 space and mid-block alleys that are fully open to the sky except for obstructions permitted pursuant to 

17 Section 136, and ground floor space dedicated to child care are exempted from calculation of the lot 

18 area. 

19 (B) In the alternative, the project sponsor may provide either of the following: 

20 (i) Establishment otfsite, through new construction. addition, or change 

21 of use, ofa minimum ofl50 percent ofgross square feet ofthe on-site PDR requirement. Such otfsite 

22 P DR shall be located within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, 

23 Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue; or 

24 (ii) Preservation ofexistingPDR uses otfsite, at a minimum of200 

25 percent of the on-site requirement, for the life of the pro;ect that is sub;ect to the requirements of this 
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1 subsection (6) or for 55 years. whichever is less. This off-site PDR shall be located on one or more lots 

2 in the area bounded by Market Street. the Embarcadero. King Street. Division Street. and South Van 

3 Ness Avenue. The P DR space preserved off-site shall not include any ·space already required to be 

4 preserved pursuant to this Section or Section 202.8. 

5 (C) The PDR requirements of this sub.section may be reduced by 25 percent for 

6 any pro;ect sub;ect to any contract or agreement meeting the requirements of California Civil Code 

7 Section J 954.28(d). including but not limited to a development agreement approved by the City under 

8 California Government Code Section 65864 et seq. if pursuant to the terms of such agreement. the 

9 required replacement space is rented. leased. or sold at 50 percent below market rate for PDR space 

10 .for a period ofnot less than 55 years or the life of the pro;ect, whichever is less. Such restrictions on 

11 the rent, lease, or sale price shall be recorded on the sub;ect property as a Notice of Special 

12 Restrictions. 

13 (D) Anypro;ect that meets the requirements of this Section 249. 78 and the PDR 

14 replacement requirements of Section 202. 8 shall not be sub;ect to the Conditional Use Authorization 

15 required by Section 202.8. 

16 (6) Use on Large Development Sites. 

17 (A) Applicability. South of Harrison Street on sites larger than 40,000 square 

18 :feet that entail new construction or an addition of] 00. 000 square feet or more. 

19 (B) Requirement. At least two-thirds of the Gross Floor Area of all building 

20 area below 160 feet in height shall be non-residential. 

21 (d) Urban Design and Density Controls. 

22 (I) Design o{Buildings. New construction shall comply with the "Central SoMa Guide 

23 to Urban Design" as adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission. 

24 (2) Floor Area Ratio. There shall be no maximum Floor Area Ratio limit for lots 

25 within the CMUO. MUG. and WMUO Districts in this SUD. 
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1 (3) Living and Solar Roofs and Renewable Energy. 

2 (A) Definitions. For the purpose ofthis subsection. all terms shall be as defined 

3 in Sections 102 and 149. 

4 (B) Applicability. Any development that meets all o(the following criteria: 

5 (i) The development lot is 5. 000 square feet or larger: and 

6 (ii) The building constitutes a Large Development Pro;ect or Small 

7 Development Pro;ect under the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Secs. 147-

8 147.6),· and 

9 (iii) The building height is 160 feet or less. 

10 (C) Requirements. 

11 (i) Notwithstanding the requirements o(Section 149. at least fifty 

12 percent of the roof area shall be covered by one or more Living Roofs. 

13 (ii) Residential pro;ects sub;ect to this subsection (d) (3) shall comply 

14 with Green Building Code Section 4.201.2, which sets forth requirements for solar photovoltaic systems 

15 and/or solar thermal systems. 

16 (iii) Non-residential pro;ects shall comply with Green Building Code 

17 Section 5.201.1.2. which sets forth requirements for solar photovoltaic systems and/or solar thermal 

18 systems. 

19 (iv) All proiects shall commit, as a condition of approval, to sourcing 

20 electricity from 100% greenhouse gas-free sources. 

21 (v) The Living Roof shall be considered in determining compliance with 

22 the Stormwater Management Ordinance. 

23 (vi) The Planning Department, afi;er consulting with the Public Utilities 

24 Commission and the Department of the Environment, shall adopt rules and regulations to implement 

25 
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1 this subsection 249. 78(d)(3) and shall coordinate with those departments to ensure compliance with the 

2 Stormwater Management Ordinance. 

3 (D) Waiver. Jfthe pro;ect sponsor demonstrates to the ZoningAdministrator's 

4 satisfaction that it is physically infeasible to meet the Living Roof requirements as written for the 

5 pro;ect in question, the Zoning Administrator may, in his or her sole discretion and pursuant to the 

6 procedures set forth in Planning Code Section 307(h), reduce the requirements stated in subsection (C) 

7 from fifty percent to thirty-three percent. 

8 (4) Lot Coverage. For residential uses, the rear yard requirements of Section 134 of 

9 this Code shall not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential levels, except that on 

1 O levels in which all residential units face onto a public right-of-way, I 00 percent lot coverage may 

11 occur. The unbuilt portion ofthe lot shall be open to the sky except for those obstructions permitted in 

12 yards pursuant to Section J 36(c) of this Code. Where there is a pattern of mid-block open space for 

13 ad;acent buildings, the unbuilt area of the new pro;ect shall be designed to ad;oin that mid-block open 

14 space. 

15 (5) Lot Merger Restrictions. 

16 (A) Applicability. Lots that meet both of the following criteria shall be sub;ect 

17 to the lot merger restrictions of this Section: 

18 (i) Lots containing one or more buildings with California Historic 

19 Resources Status Code I, 2. 3, 4, 5, or 6L, as identified in a survey adopted by the Historic 

20 Preservation Commission: and 

21 (ii) Lots with any single sireet frontage under 200 feet in length. 

22 (B) Control. Any lot to which this subsection is applicable shall not merge with 

23 an adfocent lot in such a way that any existing street frontage of under 200 feet is increased to 200 feet 

24 in length or longer. 

25 (C) Exemptions. 
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1 (i) The street frontages of!ots abutting the north side of Perry Street are 

2 exempt from this control. 

3 (ii) On blocks of!ess than 200 feet in length between streets or alleys, an 

4 applicable lot may merge with an ad;acent non-applicable lot if the non-applicable lot is a corner lot. 

5 (6) Open Space. A pro;ect whose housing units consist entirely o[Affprdable Housing 

6 Units. as defined in Section 401. shall provide at least 36 square feet of usable Open Space. as set forth 

7 in Section 135. per unit unless the profoct is located directly ad;acent to a publicly-owned park in 

8 which case such profoct shall not be required to provide usable Open Space. 

9 (7) Wind. 

10 (A) Ap_plicability. This subsection shall apply to new buildings above 85 feet in 

11 Height and additions to existing buildings that result in a building above 85 feet in Height. 

12 (B) Definitions. 

13 "Comfort Level" means ground-level equivalent wind speeds ofl 1 miles 

14 per hour in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven miles per hour in public seating areas 

15 between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. when occurring for more than 15 percent ofthe time year round. 

16 "Equivalent Wind Speed" means an hourly mean wind speed adiusted to 

17 incorporate the effects of gustiness or turbulence on pedestrians. 

18 "Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind 

19 speed of26 miles per hour for more than nine hours per year per test location. 

20 "One-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind 

21 speed of26 miles per hour for more than one hour per year per test location. 

22 "Substantial Increase" means an increase in wind speeds of more than 

23 six miles per hour for more than 15 percent of the time year round. 

24 (C) Controls for Wind Comfort. 

25 
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1 (iJ Pro;ects may not result in wind speeds that exceed the Comfort Level 

2 at any location. 

3 (ii) Profocts may not cause a Substantial Increase in wind speed at any 

4 location where the existing or resulting wind speed exceeds the Comfort Level. 

5 (iii) Pursuant to Section 329. the Planning Commission may grant an 

6 exception to the standards of subsections (i) and (ii) above as applied to a pro;ect ifit finds that the 

7 pro;ect meets the following criteria: 

8 (aa) It has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce wind 

9 speeds through such means as building sculpting and appurtenances, permanent wind baffling 

1 0 measures, and landscaping: and 

11 (bb) Reducing wind speeds further would substantially detract 

12 from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage of the profoct. 

13 (D) Controls for Hazardous Winds. 

14 (i) Pro;ects shall not result in net new locations with an exceedance of 

15 the One-Hour Hazard Criterion. except as allowed by the Planning Commission based on criteria 

16 described in subsection (ii) below. 

17 (ii) Pursuant to Section 329. the Planning Commission may grant an 

18 exception to the standard of subsection (i) above as applied to a proposed pro;ect if it finds that the 

19 proposed profoct meets all of the following criteria: 

20 (aa) The pro;ect does not result in net new locations with an 

21 exceedance of the Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion: 

22 (bb) The pro;ect has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce 

23 hazardous wind speeds, such as building sculpting and appurtenances. permanent wind baffling 

24 measures. and landscaping: and 

25 
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1 (cc) Meeting the requirements o(subsection (i) would detract 

2 from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage ofthe proiect. 

3 (iii) No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be 

4 permitted for any proiect that causes net new locations with an exceedance in the Nine-Hour Hazard 

5 Criterion. 

6 (E) Guidelines. Procedures and methodologies for implementing this 

7 subsection shall be issued by the Department. 

8 (8) Ground Floor Heights. FDR space provided at the ground floor that is subiect to 

9 the requirements of Section 202.8 or 249. 78(c)(5) shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of] 7 feet. 

1 0 as measured 6-om grade. 

11 (e) Community Development Controls. 

12 (1) Affordable Housing Funds. Affordable Housing Fees for proiects within the 

13 Central SoMa Special Use District shall be deposited in the Central SoMa Affordable Housing Fund 

14 and shall be expended within a limited geographic area, as specified in Administrative Code Section 

15 10.100-46. 

16 (2) Land Dedication. 

17 (A) Residential proiects in this SUD may opt to fulfill the Inclusionmy Housing 

18 requirement of Section 415 through the Land Dedication alternative contained in Section 419. 6. 

19 (B) Non-Residential proiects in this Special Use District may opt to fulfill their 

20 Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee requirement of Section 413 through the Land Dedication alternative 

21 contained in Section 413. 7. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(3) TDR Requirements for Large Development Sites. 

(A) Applicability. This control applies to proiects that: 
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(i) Are located in Central SoMa Development Tier C. as defined in 

Section 423.2: 

(ii) Contain new construction. or addition. of50.000 non-residential 

gross square feet or greater; and 

(iii) Have a Floor Area Ratio of3:1 or greater. 

(B) Requirement. 

(i) A proiect subiect to this subsection (4) will be considered a 

"Development Lot, " pursuant to Section 128.1: 

(ii) To exceed a Floor Area Ratio of 3: 1. a Development Lot shall 

acquire one Unit of TDR from a Transfer Lot. as defined in Sections 128 and 128.1. up to a Floor Area 

Ratio of 4.25:1. Above 4.25:1. the acquisition of additional TDR is not required. 

* * * * 

SEC. 260. HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT. 

* * * * 

(b) Exemptions. In addition to other height exceptions permitted by this Code, the 

features listed in this subsection (b) shall be exempt from the height limits established by this 

Code, in an amount up to but not exceeding that which is specified. 

(1) The following features shall be exempt; provided the limitations indicated for 

each are observed; provided further that the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed 

in this subsection (b)(1) shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof above 

which they are situated, or, in C-3 Districts, and in the Rincon Hill Downtown Residential 

District, where the top of the building has been separated into a number of stepped elements 

to reduce the bulk of the upper tower, of the total of all roof areas of the upper towers; and 

provided further that in any R, RC-3, or RC-4 District the sum of the horizontal areas of all 

such features located within the first 10 feet of depth of the building, as measured from the 
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front-wall of the building, shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof in such 

first 10 feet of depth. 

As an alternative, the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed in this 

subsection (b)(1) may be equal to but not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area permitted 

for buildings and structures under any bulk limitations in Section 270 of this Code applicable 

to the subject property. 

Any such sum of 20 percent heretofore described may be increased to 30 

percent by unroofed screening designed either to obscure the features listed under (A) and 

(B) below or to provide a more balanced and graceful silhouette for the top of the building or 

structure. 

* * * * 

(E) In any C-3 District and the CMUO District, enclosed space related to the 

recreational use of the roof, not to exceed 16 feet in height. 

(F) Rooftop enclosures and screening for features listed in subsections (b)(1 )(A) 

and (B) above that add additional building volume in any C-3 District except as otherwise 

allowed in the S-2 Bulk district according to subsection (M) below, or the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or South &j},!:arket Mixed Use District. The rooftop 

enclosure or screen creating the added volume: 

(i) shall not be subject to the percentage coverage limitations 

otherwise applicable to this Section 260(b) but shall meet the requirements of Section 141; 

(ii) shall not exceed 20 feet in height, measured as provided in 

subsection (a) above; 

(iii) may have a volume, measured in cubic feet, not to exceed 

three-fourths of the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas multiplied by the maximum 

permitted height of the enclosure or screen; 
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(iv) shall not be permitted within the setbacks required by 

Sections 132.1, 132.2, and 132.3; 

(v) shall not be permitted within any setback required to meet the 

sun access plane requirements of Section 146; and 

(vi) shall not be permitted within any setback required by Section 

261.1. 

* * * * 

(L) {Reser,;ed.] In the Central SoMa Special Use District, additional building 

volume used to enclose or screen from view the features listed in subsections (b)(1 ){A) and (b)O )(B) 

above. The rooftop form created by the added volume shall not be sub;ect to the percentage coverage 

limitations othenvise applicable to the building. but shall meet the requirements of Section 141: shall 

not exceed 10 percent of the total height of any building taller than 200 feet: shall have a horizontal 

area not more than 100 percent oft he total area of the highest occupied floor; and shall contain no 

space for human occupancy. The features described in subsection (k)(J )(B) shall not be limited to 16 

.feet for buildings taller than 200 feet. but shall be limited by the permissible height of any additional 

rooftop volume allowed by this subsection (L). 

* * * * 

(2) The following features shall be exempt, without regard to their horizontal 

area, provided the limitations indicated for each are observed: 

* * * * 

(0) 4dd"{ f b "Id" 1 . 1 l . 1 {fi ./', b t1 l . 2 ~0:,-onau10:ng l/.ezg,1i, up to a 1/.ezgl/.t 0 ;rve Jeet a ove11e otllenvzse 

appUcabfo heiglzt Umit, where the uppermostfloor &jthe buikiing is to be occupied solely by fh;e/work 

units located within a South of}.1:arket District. 

(:Pf-Enclosed recreational facilities up to a height of 10 feet above the 

otherwise applicable height limit when located within a 65-U Height and Bulk District and either 
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an MUO or SSO District, and only then when authorized by the Planning Commission as a 

Conditional Use pursuant to Section 303 of this Code, provided that the project is designed in 

such a way as to reduce the apparent mass of the structure above a base 50=foot building 

height. 

(ft£) Historic Signs and Vintage Signs permitted pursuant to Article 6 of 

this Code. 

(RQ) In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, enclosed utility 

sheds of not more than 100 square feet, exclusively for the storage of landscaping and 

gardening equipment for adjacent rooftop landscaping, with a maximum height of 8 feet above 

the otherwise applicable height limit. 

(SB.) Hospitals, as defined in this Code, that are legal non-complying 

structures with regard to height, may add additional mechanical equipment so long as the _new 

mechanical equipment 1) is not higher than the highest point of the existing rooftop enclosure, 

excluding antennas; 2) has minimal visual impact and maximum architectural integration; 3) is 

necessary for the function of the building; and 4) no other feasible alternatives exist. Any 

existing rooftop equipment that is out of service or otherwise abandoned 'l'l'/:'l:;t;'jshall be removed 

prior to installation of new rooftop equipment. 

* * * * 

SEC. 261.1. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR NARROW STREETS AND ALLEYS 

IN, RTO, NC, NCT, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND SOUTH OF 

MARKETAfIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(a) Purpose. The intimate character of narrow streets (rights-of-way 40 feet in width 

or narrower) and alleys is an important and unique component of the City and certain 

neighborhoods in particular. The scale of these streets should be preserved to ensure they do 
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1 not become overshadowed or overcrowded. Heights along alleys and narrow streets are 

2 hereby'limited to provide ample sunlight and air, as follows: 

3 (b) Definitions. 

4 (1) "Narrow Street" shall be defined as a public right of way less than or equal 

5 to 40 feet in width, or any mid-block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width created 

6 under the requirements of Section 270.2. 

7 (2) "Subject Frontage" shall mean any building frontage in an RTO, NC, NCT or 

8 Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District that abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60 

9 feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet. 

1 O (3) "East-West Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those 

11 created pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true east-

12 west orientation or are otherwise named herein: Elm, Redwood, Ash, Birch, Ivy, Linden, 

13 Hickory, Lily, Rose, Laussat, Germania, Clinton Park, Brosnan, Hidalgo, and Alert Streets. 

14 (4) "North-South Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets. except those created 

15 pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true north-south orientation. 

16 (c) Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RTO, NC, NCT, and 

17 Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, aHdSouth of}JarkeOJixed Use Districts. Notwithstanding the 

18 foregoing, in the CS Bulk District these controls shall only apply on certain frontages as described in 

19 Section 270(h). 

20 (d) Controls. 

21 (1) General Requirement. Except as described below, all rr~ubject}Eroritages 

22 shall have upper stories set back at least 1 O feet at the property line above a height equivalent 

23 to 1.25 times the width of the abutting nli_arrow rr~reet. 

24 (2) Southern Side of East-West Narrow Streets and, within the Central SoMa 

25 Special Use District, all North-South Narrow Streets. All rr~ubject}Erontages on the southerly 
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side of an East-West Narrow Street and, within the Central SoMa Special Use District, all Sub;ect 

Frontages on a North-South Narrow Street shall have upper stories which are set back at the 

property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plane defined by an angle of 45 

degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line (as illustrated in 

Figure 261.1A.) No part or feature of a building, including but not limited to any feature listed 

· in Sections 260(b), may penetrate the required setback plane. 

(3) Northern Side of all Narrow Streets with the Central So Ma Special Use District. 

Sub;ect Frontages in a 65- or 85- foot Height district are required to meet Apparent Mass Reduction 

requirements, as defined in Section 270(h), as follows: 

(A) All Sub;ect Frontages in a 65-foot Height district are required to have an 

Apparent Mass Reduction offifiypercent. as measured utilizing a Base Height of35 feet. 

(B) All Sub;ect Frontages in a 85-foot Height district are required to have an 

Apparent Mass Reduction o(seventy percent, as measured utilizing a Base Height of35 feet. 

(J1.) Mid-block Passages. Subject}Erontages abutting a mid-block passage 

provided fJffpursuant to the requirements of Section 270.2 shall have upper story setbacks as 

follows: 

* * * * 

SEC. 263.11. SPECL4L HEIGHTEXCEPTI01VS: SOUTH OFAfARKETRSD 40 Xl85 B 

HEIGHT DISTRICT. 

(a) General. hi the 40 X/85 B Height and Bulk District, as designated on Sectional },1ap }le. 

HTOJ &}the Zoning },fap, located within the boundaries of the South e.fMarket RSD District, height 

exceptions abe..,,e the 40 foot base height to a maximum &j 85 feet may be apprmed in accordance with: 

the Conditional Use procedures and criteria provided in Sections 3 03 et}thJs Code, and the criteria and 

conditions set forih below. 
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1 (b) Reduction of Shadows on Certain Public, Publicly Accessible, or Publicly Financed or 

2 Subsidized Private Open Space. 

3 (I) New buildings or additions subject to thJs Section shall be sh€lped to reduce 

4 substantial shadow impacts onpublieplams, parks or other nearby publicly accessible orpublicly 

5 financedprh1ate open spaces. The criteria set forth in Section 1 47 of this Code shall be HSed to assess 

6 the shadow impacts &jnew building development over 40 feet in height. 

7 (2) To the extmt that height above 40 feet on lots 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 20A, 21, 22, 2 4, 25, 

8 26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 3 4, 91 and 92 of-Assessor's Block 3733 and on lots 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 23, 2 4, 26, 27, 

9 28, 32, 33, 36 and 95 o}Assessor's Block 3752 would create adverse impact on light and air to 

1 0 adjacent residential HSes and/or sunlight access to residential open spaces, such additional height shall 

11 not be perniitted 

12 (c) Reduction of Ground Le..,el Wind Currents. New buildings or additions subject to this 

13 Section shall be sh€lped, or other wind baffling measures shall be adopted, so that the development will 

14 not caHSe ground level wind currents to exceed, more than 10 percent of the time year round, between 

15 7:00 a.m. and 6:00p.m., the comfort level o.fl 1 m.p.h. equivalent wind speed in areas o.fsubstantial 

16 pedestrian HSe fflld seve11 m.p. h. equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. When pre existing 

17 ambient wind speeds exceed the conifort level, the building or addition shall be designed to reduce the 

18 ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements. 

19 {!it is shown that a building or addition cannot be sh€lped or wind baffling measures cannot be 

20 adopted to meet the foregoing requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainly building 

21 form and without unduly restricting the development potential of the building site in question, and/or it 

22 is concluded that, because of the limited amount by which the conifort le·;,1el is exceeded, the limited 

23 f.ocation in which the conifort level is exceeded, the limited time during which the conifort level is 

24 exceeded, or tlie addition is insubstfflitial, an exception nwy be granted as part ofthe conditional HSe 

25 
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1 process, allo~11ing the buikl:ing or addition to add to the amount of time that the comfort lewl is 

2 exceeded by the least practical amount. 

3 }lo exceptio11 shall be allowed and no buikl:ing or addition shall be permitted that causes 

4 equivalent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hacard k;el of26 miles per hour for a single hour o.fthe 

5 year-: 

6 For the purposes o_fthis Section, the term "equivalent wind speed" shall mean an hourly mean 

7 wind speed adjusted to incorporate the effects &/gustiness or turbulence on pedestrians. 

8 (d) Construetien of Live/Work Units Above the 40 Foot Base Height Limit. Uve/work units 

9 may be relied upon to qualify for a height exception under this Section only if: 

10 (I) Each non residential use within each indi1;idual hve/work unit is limited to an 

11 activity permitted within the district or conditional within the district and specifically approved as a 

12 conditional use; 

13 (2) Each live/work unit is su.fficiently insulated for noise attenuation between units to 

14 insure that noise shall not exceed the acceptable decibel levels established.for residential use as 

15 specified in the San Francisco 1'1oise Control Ordinance; and 

16 (3) The project satisfies the open space, parking andji'Ciglzt loadingpmvisiorzs &jthis 

17 Code without administrative exceptions. 

18 (e) Affordability. In determining whether to allow a height exception under this Section the 

19 P fanning Commission shall, in addition to the criteria set forth in Section 303(c) of this Code, consider 

20 the extent to which the project seeking the exception will include 1'Csidential and Uvelwork units 

21 ceffordable to low income and moderate income househokl:s. The City P lmming Commission may 

22 impose conditions on the apprmal &jadditio1wl heightpursuant to this Subsection to assure housing 

23 affordability and the enforceability and enforcement of housing affordability and use provisions, which 

24 may include, but need not be limited to, a requirement that a mi1iimum statedpereentage ofthe total 

25 number of units approvedpursuant to this Section remain affordable to househokl:s whose incomes are 
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not greater than a statedpercentage ofa defined median income for a period o.fnot less than a stated 

number o.fyears. 

(1) The property owner shall submit an annual report to the City, along with a fee 

whose anwunt shall be determinedperiodically by the City Plenning Commission, to cover costs o.fthe 

enforcement of the affordability <>}designated units. The fee shall not exceed the amount of those costs. 

The report shall state rents, annual household income, number of adults and children living in each 

designated unit, and such other information as the City may require. 

* * * * 

SEC. 263.32. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: PERMITTED BUILDING HEIGHTS IN 

THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

(a) Purpose. The provision of affordable housing, public open space, and recreational 

amenities are encouraged in the Central SoMa Special Use District to achieve the policy ob;ectives of 

the Central SoMa Plan. To facilitate the creation of these amenities, additional height may be allowed, 

as long as it does not result in a net increase in development potential for the primary pro;ect as set 

.forth in subsection (c), below. 

(b) Applicability. This Section shall apply to anypro;ect that: 

0) Provides housing units consisting entirely of on-site or off-site Affordable Housing 

Units as defined in Section 401; or 

(2) Provides land for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreational amenities, 

which land that-the City deems suitable for such use, taking into consideration size, configuration, 

physical characteristics, physical and environmental constraints, access, location, ad;acent use, and 

other relevant planning criteria. 

(c) Controls. An additional 25 feet of height above the otherwise applicable height limit is 

permitted for applicable development pro;ects sub;ect to the following conditions: 
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1 (I) The development capacity of the primary pro;ect shall not be increased due to the 

2 provision of the additional height as compared to the development capacity achievable without the 

3 special height exception. For purposes of this section, the development capacity ofthe primarypro;ect 

4 shall be calculated as the Gross Floor Area of development proposed on the site, less: 

5 (A) Any Gross Floor Area constructed in the pro;ect providing housing units 

6 consisting entirely o[Atfordable Housing Units, as defined in Section 40 I; 

7 (B) Any Gross Floor Area ofpotential development o[land dedicated to the City 

8 for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249. 78(e)(2), as determined by the Planning Department; 

9 (C) Any Gross Floor Area ofpotential development o[land dedicated to the City 

10 .for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreation centers, as determined by the Planning 

11 Department; and 

12 (D) Any Gross Floor Area constructed as a publicly-owned recreation center. 

13 (2) The additional height shall not cause any new or substantially increased significant 

14 impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels related to wind and shadow that would 

15 not have occurred without the additional height, as determined by the Environmental Review Officer. 

16 (3) A pro;ects utilizing a height exemption pursuant to this Section 263.32 may add 25 

17 feet above the otherwise applicable Height limit for purposes of calculating its Apparent Mass 

18 Reduction pursuant to Section 270(h). 

19 SEC. 263.33. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: VASSAR AND HARRISON STREETS. 

20 (a) Pu,pose. To facilitate the provision o[increased affordable housing and a large hotel 

21 proximate to the Moscone Convention Center. 

22 (b) Applicability. Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lots 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099, JOO, IOI, 

23 and 105. 

24 (c) Controls. 

25 (I) The applicable lots shall have a base height limit of] 30 feet. 
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1 (2) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3 7 63. Lot I 05. the Height limit shall be 

2 200 feet for a proiect that includes a hotel of not less than 400 guest rooms. 

3 (3) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763. Lots 078. 079. 080. 080A. 081. 099. 

4 I 00. and I OJ. the Height limit shall be 350 feet for a proiect that includes affordable housing in an 

5 amount that is equal to or greater than 110% of the requirement set forth in Section 415. 

6 SEC. 263.34. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: FOURTH AND HARRISON STREETS 

7 (a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision of affordable housing. 

8 (b) Applicability. Assessor's Block No. 3762. Lots 106. 108. 109. 112.-116. and 117. 

9 (c) Controls. 

10 O) Lots I 08. I 09. 117. and portions of Lot 116 shall have a base height limit of 85 feet, 

11 as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HTO I of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San 

12 Francisco. 

13 (2) Lots I 06, 113 and portions of Lots 112 and 116 shall have a base height limit of 

14 130 feet, as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HTOI of the Zoning Map of the City and County of 

15 San Francisco. 

16 (3) The Height limit shall be 160 feet for a proiect that dedicates land for the provision 

17 of affordable housing, pursuant to Section 419. 5(a)(2)(A) and (C) through (]). 

18 SEC. 270. BULK LIMITS: MEASUREMENT. 

19 (a) The limits upon the bulk of buildings and structures shall be as stated iri this 

20 Section and in Sections 271 ahd 272. The terms "height," "plan dimensions," "length" and 

21 "diagonal dimensions" shall be as defined in this Code. In each height and bulk district, the 

22 maximum plan dimensions shall be as specified in the following table, at all horizontal cross-

23 

24 

25 

sections above the height indicated. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

District Symbol 

on Zoning Map 

* * * * 

cs 

7 * * * * 

Height Above Which Maximum Plan Dimensions (in feet) 

Maximum Length Diagonal 

Dimensions Apply (in Dimension 

feet) 

This table not aJ212.licable. But see Section 270(hJ 

8 (h) CS Bulk District. In the CS Bulk District, the bulk limits contained in this subsection 

9 270(h) shall apply. 

10 (1) Definitions. For purposes of this subsection. the definitions of Section I 02 and the 

11 following definitions apply unless otherwise specified in this Section: 

12 Apparent Mass Reduction. The percentage of the Skyplane that does not include 

13 the Proiected Building Mass from the sub;ect lot. For purposes of calculating Apparent Mass 

14 Reduction. any portion of the Proiected Building Mass that proiects above the Height limit shall be 

15 added to the proiection within the Skyplane. 

16 Base Height. The lowest Height from which the Skyplane is measured. 

17 Lower Tower. The lower two-thirds of the Tower Portion of a Tower. rounded 

18 to the nearest floor. 

19 Maior Street. 2nd Street, 3rd Street, 4th Street, 5th Street. 6th Street, Mission 

20 Street, Howard Street. Folsom Street. Harrison Street, B1yant Street, Brannan Street, and Townsend 

21 Street. 

22 Mid-Block Passage. Any passage created pursuant to Section 270.2. 

23 Narrow Street. A right-of-way with a width of 40 feet or less and more than 60 

24 feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet. 

25 
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1 Proiected Building Mass. The portion ofthe subiect building that proiects into 

2 the Skyplane as viewed from the most directly opposite property line. This volume includes all parts 

3 and features of a building. including but not limited to any feature listed in Section 260(b). 

4 Skyplane. 

5 (i) A plane along each street-facing property line of the subiect lot 

6 extending: 

7 (aa) · Vertically from the Base Height up to the Height limit for the 

8 subiect lot: and 

9 (bb) Horizontally for the length of the street-facingproperty line. 

1 O {ii) The figure below illustrates how a skyplane is to be measured: 

11 /// 

12 /// 

13 /// 

14 /// 

15 /// 

16 /// 

17 /// 

18 /// 

19 /// 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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__ _ _ Fwr\ tim S\f'..:.11,1 bJ W'='.l~nf o.':. ;:i~n"°t-el.111:o~n U1o:i 53Sil 
fle\ght,11HJl1elg.'1\U11c·.-~r<i1.,1t,.,1nd?-:,s;:. 

(~mir.tlt/1;;-l.1!.c<s,xlk:nPoirl!.tod::tc,mu1ctJ-.c.arc-Jol 
l''TIJocledBuU1~1:;f.iman,h!!~i-wle..1l<. 

_ Da;,twrr.11~ lntel!:'~t'1,xi port.ii.,,. c,n thi! Sk~-p!u,::.l'i· prc1Je::Ung · 
l•r¥.;-;; r1vt'1 lfr. t1j:p,.( fflil!,"".; IC V;a 1Cl'P°lc:' c!l'"'.:::'Jj ,v.10;., lf1!<~1rlc':t 

Tower. Any building taller than 160 feet in Height. 

Tower Portion. The portion of a Tower above 85 feet in Height. 

Upper Tower. The upper one-third oft he Tower Portion of a Tower, rounded to 

the nearest floor. 

(2) Apparent Mass Reduction. Pro;ects in the CS Bulk District are subiect to the 

Apparent Mass Reduction controls of Table 270(h). as well as the setback requirements of Section 
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Table 270(/i) 

Ae:earent Mass Reduction 

Building Side o[_the Street 

~rontage 

Matar Street Southeast and 

southwest 

Mator Street Southeast and 

southwest 

Matar Street Northeast and 

northwest 

Matar Street Northeast and 

northwest 

Matar Street All 

Narrow Street Southeast and 

southwest 

Narrow Street Northeast and 

northwest 

Narrow Street All 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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Height Base Height 

District 

130 feet 85 feet 

160 feet 85 feet 

130 feet 85 feet 

160 feet 85 feet 

Above 160 feet 85 feet 

--

160 feet and 35 feet 

less 

135 feet and 35 feet 

160 feet 

Above 160 feet 35 feet 

A72.72.arent Mass Reduction 

67% 

80% 

50% 

70% 

None (gr the Tower 

Portion, as defi.ned in 

Section 132.4. 80% (gr the 

remainder ofthe building. 

using a Height limit o[_I 60 

feet (gr eureoses o{_this 

calculation. 

The controls o{_Section 

26]; 1 Cd2C22 shall ff/2[!.lJ!.. 

85% 

None (gr the Tower 
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16 

Mid-Block 

Passage 

Perry Street 

Other Street 

All All 

Northwest All 

All All 

17 (3) Bulk Controls for Buildings Towers. 

None 

35 feet 

Width ofthe 

abutting 

street 

18 (A) Maximum Floor Area for the Tower Portion. 

Portion, as deil_ned in 

Section 132.4. 85% (gr the 

remainder of the building, 

using a Height limit of] 60 

feet {gr purposes of this 

calculation. 

The controls ofSection 

261.1 Cd2C32 shall a12,plv. 

The controls of Section 

261.1 CdlCJ 2 shall a12,plv. 

Same as the Apparent 

Mass Reduction for 

r2.ro[ects along Ma[or 

Streets in the same height 

district and on the same 

side of the street. 

19 (i2 For residential and hotel uses, the maximum Gross Floor Area o(anv 

20 floor is 12,000 gross square feet. 

21 {ii) For all other uses. the maximum Gross Floor Area of any floor is 

22 17,000 gross square feet and the average Gross Floor Area for all floors in the Tower Portion shall not 

23 exceed 15. 000 gross square feet. 

24 (B) Maximum Plan Dimensions for the Tower Portion. 

25 {i) The maximum length shall be 150 feet. 
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(ii) The maximum diagonal shall be 190 feet. 

(iii) For buildings with a Height of250 .feet or more, the average Gross 

Floor Area of the Upper Tower shall not exceed 85 percent of the average Gross Floor Area of the 

Lower Tower, and the average diagonal of the Upper Tower shall not exceed 92.5 percent of the 

average diagonal of the Lower Tower. 

(4) Exceptions. Except as specifically described in this subsection (h) and in Section 

329(e), no exceptions to the controls in the CS Bulk District shall be permitted. The procedures for 

granting special exceptions to bulk limits described in Section 272 shall not apply. 

* * * * 

SEC. 270.2. SPECIAL BULK AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT: MID-BLOCK 

ALLEYS IN LARGE LOT DEVELOPMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED 

USE DISTRICTS, SOUTH OF MARKET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT, FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT, 

REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, SOUTH OFAfARKETi~fIXED USE DISTRICT, C-3 

DISTRICT, AND DTR DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

(c) Applicability. This Section 270.2 applies to all new construction on parcels that 

have one or more street or alley frontages of over 200 linear feet on a block face longer than 

400 feet between intersections, and are in the C-3 Districts, if located south of Market Street, 

or in the South of},1arke0,{ixcd Use Districts, South of Market Neighborhood Commercial 

Transit District, Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Regional 

Commercial District, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or DTR Districts, except for 

parcels in the RH DTR District, which are subject to Section 827. 

* * * * 

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES. 
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* * * * 

(b) Definition. A Formula Retail use is hereby defined as a type of retail sales or 

service activity or retail sales or service establishment that has eleven or more other retail 

sales establishments in operation, or with local land use or permit entitlements already 

approved, located anywhere in the world. In addition to the eleven establishments either in 

operation or with local land use or permit entitlements approved for operation, the business 

maintains two or more of the following features: a standardized array of merchandise, a 

standardized facade, a standardized decor and color scheme, uniform apparel, standardized 

signage,. a trademark or a servicemark. 

* * * * 

(e) Conditional Use Authorization Required. A Conditional Use Authorization shall 

be required for a Formula Retail use in the following zoning districts unless explicitly 

exempted: 

* * * * 

(12) The C-3-G District with frontage on Market Street, between 6th Street and 

the intersection of Market Street, 12th Street and Franklin Street-; and 

(13) The Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office District as defined in Section 848, except for 

. those uses not permitted pursuant to subsection (f) below. 

(f) Formula Retail Uses Not Permitted. Formula Retail uses are not permitted in the 

following zoning districts: 

* * * * 

(9) Chinatown Mixed Use Districts do not permit Formula Retail uses that are 

also Restaurant or Limited-Restaurant uses as defined in Sections 790.90 and 790.91:-; and 

(10) Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office District does not permit Formula Retail Uses that 

are also Bar, Restaurant, or Limited Restaurant Uses as defined in Section I 02. 
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* * * * 

SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS. 

In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the DTR 

Districts, or tl'ie South o.f},farket },fixed Use Districts, the Planning Commission may authorize as 

conditional uses, in accordance with the provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit 

Developments subject to the further requirements and procedures of this Section. After review 

of any proposed development, the Planning Commission may authorize such development as 

submitted or may modify, alter, adjust or amend the plan before authorization, and in 

authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as provided in Section 303(d). The development 

as authorized shall be subject to all conditions so imposed and shall be excepted from other 

provisions of this Code only to the extent specified in the authorization. 

* * * * 

SEC. 307. OTHER POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR. 

In addition to those specified in Sections 302 through 306 of this Code, the Zoning 

Administrator shall have the following powers and duties in administration and enforcement of 

this Code. The duties described in this Section shall be performed under the general 

supervision of the Director of Planning, who shall be kept informed of the actions of the 

Zoning Administrator. 

* * * * 

(g) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative 

Review in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and the &ui!i &JA.farket A.fixed Use Districts. 

The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from rear yard, open space and 

wind and shadow standards as authorized in the applicable sections of this Code, when 

modification of the standard would result in a project better fulfilling the criteria set forth in the 
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applicable section. The procedures and fee for such review shall be the same as those which 

are applicable to Variances, as set forth in Sections 306.1 through 306.5 and 308.2. 

(h) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative 

Review. The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from certain standards 

specifically identified below, in Section 161, or elsewhere in this Code when modification of 

the standard would result in a project fulfilling the criteria set forth below and in the applicable 

section. 

(1) Applicability. 

* * * * 

(E) Better Roofs; Living Roof Alternative. For projects subject to 

Section 149 and 249. 78{d)(3), the Zoning Administrator may waive portions of the applicable 

requirements as provided in Section 149(e) and 249. 78(d)(3)(D), respectively. 

* * * * 

SEC. 329. LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS 

MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to ensure that all large projects proposed 

in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts are reviewed by the Planning Commission, 

in an effort to achieve the objectives and policies of the General Plan, the applicable Design 

Guidelines, and the purposes of this Code. 

(b) Applicability. This Section applies to all projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Mixed Use Districts, except projects in the Western SoMa Special Use District, that are subject 

to Section 823(c)(.J.2.J J), that meet at least one of the following criteria: 

(1) Outside the Central SoMa Special Use District. 

.G1l_ The project includes the construction of a new building greater than 

75 feet in height (excluding any exceptions permitted pe-t'pursuant to Section 260(b)), or 
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includes a vertical addition to an existing building with a height of 75 feet or less resulting in a 

total building height greater than 75 feet; or 

(2-Jl..) The project involves a net addition or new construction of more than 

25,000 gross square feet. 

(2) Within the Central SoMa Special Use District. 

(A) The pro;ect includes the construction ofa new building greater than 85 feet 

in height (excluding any exceptions permitted pursuant to Section 260(b_V, or includes a vertical 

addition to an existing building with a height of 85 feet or less resulting in a total building height 

greater than 85 feet; or 

(B) The pro;ect involves a net addition or new construction of more than 50,000 

gross square feet. 

* * * * 

(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this Section 329, 

projects may seek specific exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for below: 

* * * * 

(12) Where not specified elsewhere in this S~ubsection (d), modification of other 

Code requirements whieh that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit Development 

(as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the property is located,. 

except that such modifications shall not be permitted for pro;ects in the Central SoMa Special Use 

District. 

(e) Exceptions for Key Sites in Central SoMa. 

(I) Purpose. The Central SoMa Plan Area contains a number o[large, underutilized 

development sites. By providing greater flexibility in the development of these sites, the City has an 

opportunity to achieve key ob;ectives ofthe Central SoMa Plan and to locate important public assets 

that would othenvise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa. 
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(2) Applicability. The controls discussed below apply to the following lots, as identified 

in the Key Site Guidelines adopted by the Central SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No. • on file 

with the Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No. ): 

(A) The southwest corner of the intersection of 5th Street and Howard Street, 

consisting of Block 3732. Lots 003, 004. 005, 099, 100, 145A. 146. and 149. as well as any other 

parcels included as part of the same development application for one ofthese lots: 

(B) The southeast corner of the intersection of 4th Street and Harrison Street. 

consisting ofBlock 3762, Lots 106. 108, 109, 112, 116. and 117; 

(C) The southwest corner of the intersection of 2nd Street and Harrison Street. 

consistingofBlock3763.Lots001. 078. 079. 080, 080A. 081. 099.100.101. 105,112. and 113. 

(D) The northeast corner of the intersection of 4th Street and Brannan Street, 

consisting ofBlock 3776, Lot 025: 

(E) The northeast corner of the intersection of 5th Street and Brannan Street, 

consisting ofBlock 3777. Lots 045. 050. 051, and 052: 

(F) The southern half ofthe block north of Brannan Street between 5th Street 

and 6th Street. consisting ofBlock 3778, Lots 001B. 002B. 004. 005. 047. and 048: 

(G) The southeast corner of the intersection of 5th and Brannan Streets. 

consisting ofBlock 3786. Lots 036 and 037; and 

(H) The northeast corner ofthe intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets. 

consisting of Block 3787, Lots 026, 028. 050, 161, 162, 163, and 164. 

(3) Controls. Pursuant to this Section 329(e) and the Key Site Guidelines adopted as 

part of the Central SoMa Area Plan. the Planning Commission may grant exceptions to the provisions 

of this Code as set forth below for pro;ects that provide qualified amenities in excess of what is 

required by the Code. 
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(A) Qualified Amenities. Qualified additional amenities provided by these Key 

Sites include: affordable housing beyond what is required under Section 415 et seq.; P DR at a greater 

amount and/or lower rent (tfqualifying for a permitted exception for commercial rent control under 

applicable provisions of state law) than is otherwise required under Sections 202.8 or 249. 78(c)(5); 

public parks. recreation centers, or plazas; and improved pedestrian networks. 

(B) Exceptions. Upon consideration of qualified amenities in excess of what is 

required by the Code, the Planning Commission may grant one or more exceptions to the following: 

the streetwall, setback, or tower separation controls established in Section 132.4; protected street 

frontages in Section 155(r); the setback requirements of Section 261.1; bulk controls established in 

Section 270(h); the lot merger restrictions established in Section 249. 78(d)(5); the PDR requirements 

established in Section 249. 78(c){5); the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky established in 

Section 138(d)(2)(B); or the commercial orientation oflarge sites established in Section 249. 78(c)(6). 

(4) Determination. In granting such exceptions, the Planning Commission shall 

determine that the provision of the proposed amenities and exceptions would meet the following 

criteria: 

(A) The amenities and exceptions would, on balance, be in conformity with and 

support the implementation of the Goals, Objectives, and Policies o(the Central SoMa Plan. 

(B) The amenities would result in an equal or greater benefit to the City than 

would occur without the exceptions, and 

(C) The exceptions are necessary to facilitate the provision o{important public 

assets that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa. 

(ejJ Hearing and Decision. 

* * * * 

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 
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In addition to the specific definitions set forth elsewhere in this Article, the following 

definitions shall govern interpretation of this Article: 

* * * * 

"Designated affordable housing zones." For the purposes of implementing the Eastern 

Neighborhoods CommunityimprovementsPublic Bene:fits Fund, shall mean the Mission NCT 

defined in Section 754 and those Mixed Use Residential Districts defined in Section 841 that are 

located within the boundaries &/either the East SoMa or W-estern So},,fa Plan Areas. 

* * * * 

"Eastern Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPuhlic Benefits Fund." The fund into 

which all fee revenue collected by the City from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee is 

deposited. 

* * * * 

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF. 

* * * * 

(ct) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective 

Date of Section 411A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval 

process at the effective date of Section 411A, except as modified below: 

(1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective 

date of this Section shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate 

applicable perpursuantto Planning Code Sections 411.3 (e) and 409, as well as any other 

applicable fees. 

(2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review 

application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such 

application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows; except as described in subsection (3) below: 
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(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable 

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees. 

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject to 

the TSF but pay the applicable TIDF rate p&pursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 

409, as well as any other applicable fees. 

(3) Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental 

review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after July 22, 

2015, an.d have not received approval of any such application, as well as proiects within the 

Central SoMa Special Use District that have a Central SoMa Development Tier of A. B. or C. as 

defined in Section 423.2. regardless oft he date filed of any Development Application, shall be subject 

to the TSF as follows: 

(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the applicable 

residential TSF rate, as well as any other ·applicable fees. 

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100% of 

the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees. 

* * * * 

SEC. 413. 7. COMPLIANCE BY LAND DEDICATION WITHIN THE CENTRAL SOMA 

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

(a) Controls. Within the Central SoMa Special Use District, proiects may satisfy all or a 

portion of the requirements ofSection 413.5. 413.6 and 413.8 via dedication oflandwith equivalent or 

greater value than the fee owed pursuant to Section 413 et seq. 

(b) Requirements. 

(1) The value of the dedicated land shall be determined by appraisal. Prior to issuance 

by DBI ofthe first site or building permit for a development proiect sub;ect to Section 413.1 et seq. the 

sponsor shall submit to the Department, with a copy to MOHCD. a self.-contained appraisal report as 
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defined by the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice prepared by an MA.I appraiser 

of the fair market value of any land to be dedicated by the sponsor to the City and County of San 

Francisco. 

(2) Proiects are sub;ect to the requirements ofSection 419.5(a)(2)(A) and {C) through 

* * * * 

SEC. 413.10. CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND. 

All monies contributed pursuant to Sections 413. 6 or 413. 8 or assessed pursuant to 

Section 413.9 shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("Fund"), 

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49. The receipts in the Fund collected 

under Section 413et seq. shall be used solely to increase the supply of housing affordable to 

qualifying households subject to the conditions of this Section. The fees collected under this 

Section may not be used, by way of loan or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general 

overhead, or similar expense of any entity. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development ("MOHCD") shall develop procedures such that, for all projects funded by the 

Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, MOHCD requires the project sponsor or its successor in 

interest to give preference in occupying units as provided for in Administrative Code Chapter 

47. 

Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e)(I ). all monies contributed pursuant to the Jobs-Housing Linkage 

Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District shall be paid into the Citywide 

Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for. Such funds shall be 

expended within the area bounded by Market Street. the Embarcadero. King Street. Division Street. 

and South Van Ness Avenue. 

* * * * 

SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION. 
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* * * * 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (3) below, aA-ny development project that has 
-

submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016 shall 

comply with the Affordable Housing Fee requirements, the on-site affordable housing 

requirements or the off-site affordable housing requirements, and all other provisions of 

Section 415.1 et seq., as applicable, in effect on January 12, 2016. For development projects 

that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application on or after January 1, 

2013, the requirements set forth in Planning Code Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7 shall 

apply to certain development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more during a limited 

period of time as follows. 

* * * * 

(3) During the limited period of time in which the provisions of Section 415.3(b) 

apply, the following provisions shall apply: 

{dl Eor any housing development that is located in an area with a 

specific affordable housing requirement set forth in an Area Plan or a Special Use District, or 

in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, with the exception of the UMU Zoning 

District or in the South of Market Youth and Family Zoning District, the higher of the affordable 

housing requirement set forth in such Area Plan or Special Use District or in Section 415.3(b) 

shall apply:-,:_ 

(B) Development proiects that are within the Central SoMa Special Use 

District; that are designated as Central SoMa Development Tier A. B, or C, as defined in Section 

423.2; and that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016 

shall be subiect to the affordable housing requirements set forth in Sections 415. 5, 415. 6, and 415. 7 

that apply to proiects that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application on or after 

Janua,y 13, 2016 and before December 31, 2017; and 
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{Q_Any affordable housing impact fee paid pursuant to an Area Plan or 

Special Use District shall be counted as part of the calculation of the inclusionary housing 

requirements contained in Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq. 

* * * * 

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE. 

* * * * 

(f) Use of Fees. All monies contributed pursuant to the lnclusionary Affordable 

Housing Program shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("the Fund"), 

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49, except as specified below. The Mayor's 

Office of Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD") shall use the funds collected 

under this Section 415.5 in the following manner: 

* * * * 

(2) "Small Sites Funds." 

(A) Designation of Funds. MOHCD shall designate and separately 

account for 10% of all fees that it receives under Section 415.1 et seq.· that are deposited into 

. the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49, 

excluding fees that are geographically targeted such as those referred to in Sections 

249.78(e)(l), 415.5(b)(1),. and 827(b)(1), to support acquisition and rehabilitation of Small Sites 

("Small Sites Funds"). MOHCD shall continue to divert 10% of all fees for this purpose until 

the Small Sites Funds reach a total of $15 million,. at which point, MOHCD will stop 

designating funds for this purpose. At such time as designated Small Sites Funds are 

expended and dip below $15 million, MOHCD shall start designating funds again for this 

purpose, such that at no time the Small Sites Funds shall exceed $15 million. When the total 

amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq. totals less than $10 million over 

the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD is authorized to temporarily divert funds from the 
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Small Sites Fund for other purposes. MOH CD fl'f/;fSfshall keep track of the diverted funds, 

however, such that when the amount of fees paid to the City under Section .415.1 et seq. 

meets or exceeds $10 million over the preceding 12-month period, MOH CD shall commit all of 

the previously diverted funds and 10% of any new funds, subject to the cap above, to the 

Small Sites Fund. 

* * * * 

(4) Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e)(l ). all monies contributed pursuant to the 

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and collected within the Central So Ma Special Use District 

shall be paid into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted 

for. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street. the Embarcadero. King 

Street. Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue. 

* * * * 

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE. 

* * * * 

(c) Location of off-site housing: 

(1) Except as specified in subsection (ii) below. t+he off-site units shall be located 

within one mile of the principal project.,:, 

(2) Proiects within the Central SoMa SUD must be located within the area bounded by 

Market Street, the Embarcadero. King Street. Division Street. and South Van Ness Avenue. 

* * * * 

SEC. 417.5. USE OF FUNDS. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee shall be paid 

into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for. 

MOH shall expend the funds according to the following priorities: First, to increase the supply 

of housing affordable to qualifying households in the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas; 
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second, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households within 1 mile of 

the boundaries of the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas; third, to increase the supply of 

housing affordable to qualifying households in the City and County of San Francisco. The 

funds may also be used for monitoring and administrative expenses subject to the process 

described in Section 415.5(e). All monies contributedpursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 

Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District 

shall be paid into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted 

for. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street. the Embarcadero. King 

Street. Division Street. and South Van Ness Avenue. 

* * * * 

SEC. 419. HOUSING REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECTS IN THE UMU ZONING DISTRICTS OF THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS 

AND THE LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE UMU DISTRICT, MISSION NCT 

DISTRICT, AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

Sections 419.1 through 419.6, hereafter referred to as Section 419.1_et seq., set forth 

the housing requirements for residential development projects in the UMU Zoning Districts of 

the Eastern Neighborhoods and the Land Dedication Alternative in the UMU District. Mission 

NCT District. and Central SoMa Special Use District. The effective date of these requirements 

shall be either December 19, 2008, which is the date that the requirements originally became 

effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any. became effective. 

* * * * 

SEC. 419.6. LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE MISSION NCT DISTRICT 

AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 
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(a) Mission NCT District. The Land Dedication alternative is available for any project 

within the Mission NCT District under the same terms and conditions as provided for in 

Section 419.5(a)(2)(A)-(J). 

(b) Central SoMa Special Use District. The Land Dedication alternative is available for 

pro;ects within the Central SoMa Special Use District under the same terms and conditions as provided 

.for in Section 419.5(a)(2), except that in lieu of the requirements of Table 419.5, proiects may satisfy 

the requirements of Section 415. 5 by dedicating land for affordable housing if the dedicated site will 

result in a total amount of dedicated Gross Floor Area that is equal to or greater than 45% of the 

potential Gross Floor Area that could be provided on the principal site. as determined by the Planning 

Department. Any dedicated land shall be within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero. 

King Street. Division Street. and South Van Ness Avenue. 

* * * * 

SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

(a) Purpose. The Board takes legislative notice of the purpose of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area Plan as articulated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan of the San 

Francisco General Plan. San Francisco's Housing Element establishes the Eastern 

Neighborhoods as a target area for development of new housing to meet San Francisco's 

identified housing targets. The release of some of the area's formerly industrial lands, no 

longer needed to meet current industrial or PDR needs, offer an opportunity to achieve higher 

affordability, and meet a greater range of need. The Mission, Showplace Square - Potrero Hill, 

Central SoMa. East SoMa, Western So Ma and Central Waterfront Area Plans of the General 

Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plans) thereby call for creation of new zoning intended 

specifically to meet San Francisco's housing needs, through higher affordability requirements 

and through greater flexibility in the way those requirements can be met, as described in 
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Section 419. To support this new housing, other land uses, including PDR businesses, retail, 

office and other workplace uses will also grow in the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

This new development will have an extraordinary impact on the Plan Area's already 

deficient neighborhood infrastructure. New development will generate needs for a significant 

amount of public open space and recreational facilities; transit and transportation, including 

streetscape and public realm improvements; community facilities and services, including child 

care; and other amenities, as described in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

Improvements Program, on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081155. 

A key policy goal of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans is to provide a significant 

amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate and middle income families and 

individuals, along with "complete neighborhoods" that provide appropriate amenities for these 

new residents. The Plans obligate all new development within the Eastern Neighborhoods to 

contribute towards these goals, by providing a contribution towards affordable housing needs 

and by paying an Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee. 

* * * * 

SEC. 423.2. DEFINITIONS. 

(ef---ln addition to the definitions set forth in Section 401 of this Article, the following 

definitions shall govern interpretation of Section 423.1_et seq. 

{gJ Eastern Neighborhoods Base Height. The Height limit immediately prior to the adoption 

o{the following: 

{I) The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (Ordinance No. 298-08. on file with the Clerk of 

the Board o{Supervisors in File No. 081153 ), regardless of subsequent changes in the Height limit, for 

parcels within the East SoMa Plan Area at the time ofplan adoption: 
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1 (2) The Western SoMaArea Plan (Ordinance No. 41-13. on file with the Clerk of the 

2 Board of Supervisors in File No. 130001 ). regardless of subsequent changes in the Height limit. for 

3 parcels within the Western SoMa Area Plan at the time ofplan adoption; or 

4 (3) Ordinance No. 13-14 (on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

5 131161 ). regardless of subsequent changes in the Height limit, for parcels added to the East SoMa 

6 Plan Area by Ordinance No. 13-14. 

7 (b) Central SoMa Base Height. 

8 {I) For all parcels except those described in subsection (2) below. the Height limit 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

established by the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No. . on file with the Clerk of the Board 

ofSupervisors in File No. ). regardless of subsequent changes in the Height limit. 

(2) Exception for Narrow Sites. Pro;ects on parcels in the CS Bulk District. as defined 

in Section 270. with a Height limit greater than 85 feet and with no street or alley frontage greater than 

100 feet shall be considered for the purposes of Section 423 et seq. to have a Height limit of 85 feet 

regardless ofthe parcel's actual Height limit. 

(c) Eastern Neighborhoods Fee Tiers. 

(1) Tier 1. 

· (A) All development on sites whiehthat received a height increase of eight 

feet or less, received no height increase, or received a reduction in height, as measured from 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart of the Eastern }leighborhoods Plan (onfik with the Ckrk 

o.fthe Board e>}Supervisors in F'ik No. 08115 4) or the Western So}Ja Community Plan (onfik with the 

Ckrk o_ft,",e Board o.fSupervisors in File ,Vo. 130001); 

(B) The residential portion of all 100% affordable housing projects; 

. (C) The residential portion of all projects within the Urban Mixed Use 

(UMU) district; and 

(D) All changes of use within existing structures. 
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1 (2) Tier 2. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites 

2 not listed in subsection (1) above whiehthat received a height increase of nine to 28 feet,_ as 

3 measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart ofthe Eastern }leighborhoods Plan (onfile 

4 wit,li the Clerk of the Board ofSupervisors in Ale 1Vo. 081154) or the WTJstern SoMa Community Plan 

5 (onfile wit,li t,lie Clerk of the Boanl o.fSbtpervisors in File }lo. 130001); 

6 For the purposes o.fthis Section, increase in heights in the Wl,1UG District in 

7 Assessor's Blocks 3 733 and 3 752 shall be measured by the base height (as defined in Section 263.11) 

8 prior to the effective date oft.lie WTJstern So},{a Plan (Ordinance No. Ord. 42 13); 

9 (3) Tier 3. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites 

1 O not listed in subsection (1) above whiehthat received a height increase of 29 feet or more,. as 

11 measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart ofthe Eastern }leighborhoods Plan (onfile 

12 wit,li the Clerk oft.lie Board &}Supervisors in File }lo. 081154) or t,lie Western SoMa Community Plan 

13 (on file with the Clerk &jthe Board ofSupen·isors in File }lo. 130001). 

14 For purposes of this Section, increase in heights in the },{UR District shall be 

15 measured by the base height (as defined in Section 263.11) prior to t,lie effective date of the Eastern 

16 lveighborhoods (Ordinance 1\To. 298 08). 

17 (d) Central SoMa Fee Tiers. For all applicable projects. the following Fee Tiers apply: 

18 (I) Tier A. 

19 (A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO or 

20 WMUO with a Height limit at or below 45 feet, pursuant to the adoption o(the Central SoMa Area 

21 Plan (on file with the Clerk of the Board o(Supervisors in File No. ). 

22 (B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of] 5 feet 

23 to 45 feet pursuant to the adoption o(the Central So Ma Area Plan (on file with the Clerk of the Board 

24 

25 

o{Supervisors in File No. 

(2) Tier B. 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

). 

Page 101 



1077

1 

2 

3 

(A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SL! to either CMUO or 

WMUO with a Height limit of between 46 and 85 feet. pursuant to the adoption of the Central So Ma 

Area Plan (on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ). 

4 @) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of 46 feet 

5 to 85 feet pursuant to the adoption of the Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk of the Board 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

of Supervisors in File No. ). 

(3) Tier C. 

(A) For All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SL! to either CMUO or 

WMUO with a Height limit above 85 feet. pursuant to the adoption of the Central SoMa Area Plan (on 

file with the Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No. ). 

11 (B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of more 

12 than 85 feet pursuant to the adoption of the Central So Ma Area P !an (on file with the Clerk of the 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Board of Supervisors in File No. ). 

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPACT FEE. 

* * * * 

(d) Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. 

Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In 

such a case, the City may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor 

and issue a fee waiver for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee from the 

Planning Commission, subject to the following rules and requirements: 

(1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement 

unless the proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Program and where they substitute for 

improvements that could be provided by the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 102 



1078

1 

2 

3 

4 

5. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 423.5). The City may reject in-kind improvements 

if they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans 

(Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero 

Hill), by the lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 of the Administrative 

Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization 

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements 

programming. No physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the 

Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind 

Improvements Agreement. 

* * * * 

(f) Waiver or Reduction of Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver 

or reduction of impact fees, pursuant to~ Section 406 of this Article. Additionally,pr'</ect 

spo12sors with a development project located within an applicable San Francisco Redevelopment 

Project Area may reduce their required contribution to the Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefits 

Fund by halfofa-ny total sum that they would otherwise be required to pay under this Section, if the 

sponsor 

(1) hasfiled itsfirst application, including an emironmental e,;aluation 

application or any other Planning Department or Building Department application before the effective 

date ofSection 423.1 et seq. and 

(2) prmides the Zoning Administrator with ~~'ritten e1ddence, supported i,q 

writing by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, that demonstrates the annual tax increment 

which could be generated by the proposedproject would support a minimum future bondi12g capacity 

equal to $10,000,000 or greater.office pro;ects under 50,000 square feet, other non-residential 

pro;ects, and residential proiects in the Central SoMa Special Use District may reduce their required 

contribution to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fund as follows: for every gross 
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square foot of PDR space required by Planning Code Section 202.8. the pro;ect may waive payment for 

.four gross square feet ofthe Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. 

* * * * 

SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS 

FUND. 

* * * * 

(b) Use of Funds. The Fund shall be administered by the Board of Supervisors. 

(1) All monies deposited in the Fund or credited against Fund obligations shall 

be used to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop public open space and 

recreational facilities; transit, streetscape and public realm improvements; and child care 

facilities. Funds may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or publicly­

accessible. 

(A) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be 

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Tc;1ble 423.5. 

(B) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones (}rfission 

NCTand},fUR, as defined in Section 401}, shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type 

as described in Table 423.5A. 

* * * * 

(c) Funds shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described below: 

(1) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be allocated to accounts 

by improvement type according to Table 423 .. 5. Funds collected from MUR Zoning Districts 

outside of the boundaries of either the East SoMa or Western SoMa Area Plans shall be 

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5. 
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(2) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones,. (Mission }lCTand 

}rfUR Use Districts within the boundaries o.feither the East So},fa or W~stern So}.1a Area Plans (as 

defined in Section 401), shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described in 

Table 423.5A. For funds allocated to affordable housing, MOH shall expend the funds as 

follows: 

(A) All funds collected from projects in the Mission NCT shall be 

expended on housing programs and projects within the Mission Area Plan boundaries. 

(B) All.fimds collectedfromprojects in the AfUR [Jse Districts within the 

boundaries of either the East So},fa or Western Soi.fa Area Pla,2s shall be expended on housing 

programs andprojects within the boundaries of5th to 10th Streets/Howard to Harrison Str~ets. 

* * * * 

SEC. 425. ALTERlvA TIVE A1EAIVS OF SATISFYING THE OPE1VSPACE 

REQUIREA1ENTIN THE SOUTH OFA1ARKETA1IXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(The effective date &/these pro1,7isions shall be either April 6, I 990, the date that it originally 

became effectbe, or the date a subsequent modification, ifany, became cffecti-,,·e.) 

If it is thejudgment of the Zoning Administrator that an a-pen space satisfying the requirements 

and standards &}subsections (b) and (c) of Section 135. 3 of this Code cannot be created because of 

constraints ofthe de,,•elopmer:lf site, or because the project cannotprovide safe, comenient access to the 

public, or because the square footage o_fo-pen space is not suffJCient to pro';?ide a usable open space, the 

Zoning Administrator may (i) authorize, as an eligible type of open space, a pedestrian mall or 

walkwt1)' withi,2 apublic right ofwc1y which is impmvedwitlipaving, landswping, and street furniture 

C1J3Propriate for creating an attractive area for sitting and ~valking, or (ii) ~vaive the requirement that 

a-pen space be provided upon pt1yment to the Open Space F'und ofa fee of$. 80 for each square foot &f 

a-pen space otherwise required to be prmided. These amounts shall be adjusted annually effective April 

I st &jeach cakndar year by the percentage of change in the Building Cost Index used by the San 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 105 



1081

1 Francisco Bureau of Building Inspection. This payment shall be paid in full to the City prior to the 

2 issuance ofany temporary or other certificate &/occupancy f-'or the subject property. Said.fee shall be 

3 used.for the purpose of acquiring, designing, impro.Jing and/or maintaining park land, park.facilities, 

4 and other open space resources, which is expected to be used solely or in substantial part by persons 

5 who live, work, shop or otherwise do business in the South &j},1arket Base District, as that District is 

6 defined in Section 820 a/this Code and identified on Sectional }Jap 3SU of the Zoning },1ap o.fthe City 

7 and Co'linty a/San F·N:mcisco. Saidfee, and any interest accrued by such fee, shall be usedfor tlw 

8 p'ttrpose stated hCJ'ein unkss it is demonstrated that it is no longer needed 

9 SEC. 426. ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF SATISFYING THE NON-RESIDENTIAL 

10 OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE 

11 DISTRICTS. 

12 (The effective date of these provisions shall be either December 19, 2008, the date that 

13 they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became 

14 effective.) 

15 In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, except for the CMUO District, the 

16 usable open space requirement of Section 135.3 may be satisfied through payment of a fee of 

17 $76 for each square foot of usable open space not provided pursuant to that Variance. In the 

18 CMUO District, the usable open space requirement of Section 135.3 and the POPOS requirement of 

19 Section 138 may be satisfied through payment of a fee of $890 for each square foot ofrequired usable 

20 open space not provided. +hisThese fee~ shall be adjusted in accordance with Section 423.3 of 

21 this Article. +hisThese fee~ shall be paid into the Recreation and Open Space subset of the Eastern 

22 Neighborhoods CommunitylmprovementsPublicBenefits Fund, as described in Section 423 of 

23 this Article. Said,fee shall be used.for the purpose o.facq'liiring, designing, and improvingpark land, 

24 parkj'acilities, and other open space reso'lirces, which is expected to be itSed solely or in substantial 

25 
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part by persons who live, work, shop or othemise do business in the Eastern l'kighborhoods },fixed 

Use districts. 

SEC. 427. PAYMENT IN CASES OF VARIANCE OR EXCEPTION FOR REQUIRED 

RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE. 

(a) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Mixed Use Districts, except for the CMUO District, shouki a Variance from usable open space 

requirements for residential uses be granted by the Zoning Administrator, any pro;ect that obtains a 

Variance pursuant to Section 305, or an exception be granted.for tlwse projects subject pursuant to , 

!he-Section 329 process, to provide less usable open space than otherwise required by Section 135 

shall pay a fee of $327 shall be required for each square foot of usable open space not provided 

pursuant to that Variance. In the CMUO District, any pro;ect that obtains a Variance pursuant to 

Section 305, an exception pursuant to Section 329, or chooses the in-lieu option pursuant to Section 

135(d)(5)(B)(ii) shall pay a fee of$890 for each square foot of required useable open space not 

provided. ±hisThese fee~ shall be adjusted in accordance with Section 423.3 of this Article. 

±his These fee~ shall be paid into the Recreation and Open Space subset of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods CommunitylmprovementsPublic Benefits Fund, as described in Section 423 of 

this Article. Saidfee shall be userfjor thepwpose ofacquiring, designing, and irnprovingpark land, 

park facilities, and other open space resources, which is expected to be used solely or in substantial 

part by persons who live, work, shop or otherwise do business in the Eastern }leighborhoods },1ixed 

Use Districts. 

* * * * 

SEC. 432. CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FEE AND FUND. 

Sections 432.1 through 432.4 set forth the requirements and procedures for the Central SoMa 

Community Services Facilities Fee and Fund. 

SEC. 432.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS. 
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(a) Purpose. New development in Central SoMa will increase the resident and employee 

populations, generating new demand for use of community service facilities. such as cultural facilities, 

health clinics. services for people with disabilities. and iob training centers. New revenues to fund 

investments in community services are necessary to maintain the existing level of service. This fee will 

generate revenue that will be used to ensure an expansion in community service facilities in Central 

SoMa as new development occurs. 

(b) Findings. In adopting the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No. • on file with the 

Clerk oft he Board of Supervisors in File No. ). the Board of Supervisors reviewed the 

Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study, prepared by Economic & Planning Systems and 

dated March 2016. The Board of Supervisors reaffirms the findings and conclusions of this study as 

they relate to the impact of new development in Central So Ma on community services facilities. and 

hereby readopts the findings contained in the Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study. 

SEC. 432.2. APPLICATION OF FEES. 

(a) Applicable Proiects. The Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee is applicable to 

any development proiect in the Central SoMa Special Use District that: 

(]) Is in any Central SoMa Tier. pursuant to Section 423; and 

(2) Includes new construction or an addition of space in excess of800 gross square feet. 

(b) Fee Calculation. For applicable proiects. the Fee is as follows: 

(I) For Residential uses, $1.30 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet. 

net replacement ofgross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use ofgross square feet from 

PDR uses. 

(2) For Non-residential uses, 

(A) $1. 75 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net 

replacement ofgross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use ofgross square feet from PDR 
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1 (B) $0.45 per gross square foot of net replacement ofgross square feet from 

2 Residential uses or net change of use ofgross square feet from Residential uses. 

3 (c) Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. Protect 

4 sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case. the City 

5 may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the 

6 Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee from the Planning Commission. sub;ect to the 

7 .following rules and requirements: 

8 0) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the 

9 proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa 

10 Community Improvements Program and substitute for improvements that could be provided by the 

11 Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 432.4). 

12 The City may reiect in-kind improvements if they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the 

13 Central SoMa Plan. by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 of the 

14 Administrative Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization 

15 processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No 

16 physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City 

17 Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind Improvements Agreement. 

18 (2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation, 

19 content, approval process. and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of 

20 Sections 423.3(d)(2) through 423.3(d)(5). 

21 (d) Timing of Fee Payments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection 

22 Unit at DBI at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document. with 

23 an option for the protect sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance ofthe first certificate of 

24 occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in 

25 accordance with Section I 07 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 
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(e) Waiver or Reduction of Fees. Development pro;ects may be eligible for a waiver or 

reduction ofimpact fees, pursuant to Section 406. 

SEC. 432.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES 

(a) Determination of Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of 

Section 432 et seq. to any development proiect requiring a first construction document and if Section 

432 et seq. is applicable, the Department shall determine the amount ofthe Central SoMa Community 

Services Facilities Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition of approval for 

issuance ofthe first construction document for the development proiect. The proiect sponsor shall 

supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination. 

(b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBL Prior to the issuance of a 

building or site permit for a development pro;ect sub;ect to the requirements o(Section 432 et seq., the 

Department shall notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI ofits final determination of the 

amount of the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fees required, including any reductions 

calculated for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement, in addition to the other information required by 

Section 402(b) of this Article. 

(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance of the First 

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI shall provide notice in writing 

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate of occupancy for any 

development proiect sub;ect to Section 432 et seq. that has elected to fulfill all or part ofits Central 

SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. !(the 

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any ofthe terms of the In­

Kind Improvements Agreement,· the Director of DBI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy 

until the proiect complies with the requirements o(Section 432 et seq., either through conformance with 

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment o(the remainder ofthe Central SoMa Community 
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1 Services Fac;ilities Fee that would otherwise have been required, plus a deferral surcharge as set forth 

2 in Section 107A.13.3.1 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

3 (d) Process for Revisions of Determination of Requirements. In the event that the Department 

4 or the Commission takes action affecting any development pro;ect sub;ect to Section 432 et seq. and 

5 such action is subsequently modified. superseded. vacated. or reversed by the Department or the 

6 Commission. Board of Appeals. the Board of Supervisors. or by court action. the procedures of Section 

7 402(c) of this Article shall be followed. 

8 SEC. 432.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FUND. 

9 (a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special purpose entitled the 

10 Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development 

11 Fee Collection Unit at DBI pursuant to Section 432.3(b) shall be deposited in a special fund 

12 maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund are to be used solely to fund public 

13 infrastructure sub;ect to the conditions of this Section. 

14 (b) Expenditures from the Fund shall be administered by the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

15 Community Development, or its successor. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

16 Development or its successor shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations governing the 

17 Fund. 

18 (1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, engineer. and develop 

19 community services facilities. including cultural/arts facilities. social welfare facilities. and community 

20 health facilities. in the Central SoMa Special Use District as established in the Central SoMa Plan and 

21 the Central So Ma Plan Implementation Program Document and supported by the findings of the 

22 Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study. 

23 (2) Funds may be used for administration and accounting of.fund assets. for additional 

24 studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document, and to defend the 

25 Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee against legal challenge. including the legal 
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costs and attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration of this fund includes time and 

materials associated with reporting requirements. facilitating any necessary or required public 

meetings aside from Planning Commission hearings. and maintenance of the fund. Monies from the 

Fund may be used by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses for the purpose of 

revising the fee. and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between 

development and the need for public facilities and services if this is deemed necessary. Monies used for 

the purposes consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent ofthe total fees collected. 

All interest earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities 

(3) The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development shall report annually 

to the Board of Supervisors on the current status of the fund, the amounts approved for disbursement. 

and the number and types of housing units or households assisted. 

(4) All funds are ;ustified and supported by the Central SoMa Community Facilities 

Nexus Study, adopted as part of the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No. . on file with the 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. ). Implementation ofthe Fee and Fund are 

16 monitored according to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Monitoring Program required by the 

17 Administrative Code Section 1 OE. 

18 SEC. 433. CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE AND FUND. 

19 Sections 433.1 through 433.4 set forth the requirements and procedures for the Central SoMa 

20 Infrastructure Impact Fee and Fund. 

21 SEC. 433.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS. 

22 (a) Purpose. New development in the Central SoMa Plan Area will increase the resident and 

23 employee populations, generating new demand for use of community-serving infrastructure such ·as 

24 transit, complete streets. and recreation and open space. New revenues to fund investments in this 

25 infrastructure are necessa,y to maintain the existing level of service. This fee will generate revenue that 
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will be used to ensure an expansion in community-serving infrastructure in Central SoMa as new 

development occurs. 

(k) Findings. The Board of Supervisors reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (''Nexus Analysis"). the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of 

Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. and the Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Nexus Study ([SF Nexus Study). dated May, 2015. on file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 

150149 and 150790. and, pursuant to Section 401A. adopts the findings and conclusions ofthose 

studies and the general and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation and 

Open Space Findings. Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Bicycle Infrastructure Findings. and 

Transit Findings. and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees under 

this Section. 

SEC. 433.2. APPLICATION OF FEES. 

(a) Applicable Proiects. The Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee is applicable to any 

development pro;ect in the Central SoMa Special Use District that: 

(1) Is in any Central SoMa Tier, pursuant to Section 423; and 

(2) Includes new construction or an addition of space in excess of 800 gross square feet. 

(k) Fee Calculation. For applicable proiects, the Fee is as rollows: 

{I) For Residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier B. $20. 00 per gross square foot of 

net additional gross square feet, net replacement ofgross square feet from P DR uses, or net change of 

use o(gross square feet from P DR uses. 

(2) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are seeking an 

Office Allocation of50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements of Planning Code 

Section 321. $21.50 per gross square root of net additional gross square feet. net replacement ofgross 

square feet from PDR uses. or net change of use ofgross square feet from PDR uses. 
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1 (3) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are not seeking an 

2 Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements of Planning Code 

3 Section 321: 

4 (A) $41.50 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net 

5 replacement ofgross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use ofgross square feet from PDR 

6 uses,· 

7 (B) $21.50 per gross square foot of net replacement of gross square feet from 

8 Residential uses or net change of use of gross square feet from Residential uses. 

9 (4) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an Office 

10 Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements of Planning Code Section 

11 321, $20.00 per gross square foot ofnet additional gross square feet, net replacement ofgross square 

12 .feet from PDR uses, or net change of use ofgross square feet from PDR uses. 

13 (c) Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. Pro;ect 

-14 sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City 

15 may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the 

16 Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee from the Planning Commission. sub;ect to the following rules 

17 and requirements: 

18 (1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the 

19 proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa 

20 Community Improvements Program and substitute for improvements that could be provided by the 

21 Central SoMa Infrastructure Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 433.4). The City may re;ect 

22 in-kind improvements if they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Central SoMa Plan. 

23 by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 ofthe Administrative Code), the 

24 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee. or other prioritization processes related to 

25 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No physical improvement or 
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1 provision of space othen,vise required by the Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for 

2 consideration as part of this In-Kind Improvements Agreement. 

3 (2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation, 

4 content, approval process, and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of 

5 Sections 423.3(d)(2) through 423.3(d)(5). 

6 (d) Timing of Fee Payments .. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection 

7 Unit at DBI at the time of and in no event later than issuance ofthe first construction document. with 

8 an option for the pro;ect sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of 

9 occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in 

10 accordance with Section I 07 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

11 (e) Waiver or Reduction of Fees. Development pro;ects may be eligible for a waiver or 

12 reduction o[impact fees, pursuant to Section 406. 

13 SEC. 433.3. IMPOSITIONOFCENTRALSOMAINFRASTRUCTUREIMPACT FEE. 

14 (a) Determination o{Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of 

15 Section 433.2 et seq. to any development pro;ect requiring a first construction document and, i(Section 

16 433.2 et seq. is applicable. the Department shall determine the amount o(the Central SoMa 

17 Infrastructure Impact Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition of approval for 

18 issuance o{the first construction document for the developmentprofrct. The pro;ect sponsor shall 

19 supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination. 

20 (b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBL Prior to the issuance ofa 

21 building or site permit for a development pro;ect sub;ect to the requirements of Sections 433 et seq .. the 

22 Department shall notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI of its final determination of the 

23 amount of the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fees required. including any reductions calculated 

24 .for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. in addition to the other information required by Section 

25 402(b) of this Article. 
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1 (c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance of the First 

2 Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI shall provide notice in writing 

3 or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate ofoccupancy for any 

4 development pro;ect sub;ect to Section 433 et seq. that has elected to fulfill all or part o[its Central 

5 SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. ![the 

6 Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any oft he terms of the In-

7 Kind Improvements Agreement. the Director of DBI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy 

8 until the pro;ect complies with the requirements of Section 433 et seq., either through conformance with 

9 the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment of the remainder o[the Central SoMa Infrastructure 

10 Impact Fees that would otherwise have been required. plus a deferral surcharge as set forth in Section 

11 107A.13.3.1 ofthe San Francisco Building Code. 

12 (d) Process for Revisions of Determination of Requirements. In the event that the Department 

13 or the Commission takes action affecting any development pro;ect sub;ect to Section 433 et seq. and 

14 such action is subsequently modified. superseded. vacated. or reversed by the Department or the 

15 Commission. Board of Appeals. the Board of Supervisors. or by court action. the procedures of Section 

16 402(c) of this Article shall be followed. 

17 SEC. 433.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FUND. 

18 (a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special purpose entitled the 

19 Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development Fee 

20 Collection Unit at DBI pursuant to Section 433.3(b) shall be deposited in a special fund maintained by 

21 the Controller. The receipts in the Fund to be used solely to fund Public Benefits sub;ect to the 

22 conditions ofthis Section. 

23 (b) Expenditures from the Fund shall be recommended by the Interagency Plan Implementation 

24 Committee for allocation and administration by the Board of Supervisors. 

25 
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(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, engineer, and develop 

community public transit as established in the Central SoMa Plan and the Central SoMa Plan 

Implementation Program Document. 

(2) Funds may be used for administration and accounting offund assets, for additional 

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document, and to defend the 

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee against legal challenge. including the legal costs and 

attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration of this fund includes time and materials 

associated with reporting requirements, facilitating any necessary or required public meetings aside 

from Planning Commission hearings, and maintenance ofthe fund. Monies from the Fund may be used 

by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses for the purpose ofrevising the fee, 

and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between development and 

the need for public facilities and services if this is deemed necessary. Monies used for the purposes 

consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent of the total fees collected. All interest 

earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund. 

(3) All funds are ;ustified and supported by the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (''Nexus Analysis"), and the Transportation Sustainability Fee 

Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, on file with the Clerk of the Board in Files Nos. 

150149 and 150790. Implementation of the Fee and Fund are monitored according to the Eastern 

Neighborhoods P Zan Monitoring Program required by Section 1 OE of the Administrative Code. 

SEC. 429. ARTWORKS, OPTIONS TO MEET PUBLIC ART FEE REQUIREMENT, 

RECOGNITION OF ARCHITECT AND ARTISTS, AND REQUIREMENTS. 

(The effective date of these requirements shall be either September 17, 1985, the date 

that they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became 

effective.) 

* * * * 
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SEC. 429.2. APPLICATION. 

This section shall apply to: 

(a) all projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of floor area in 

excess of 25,000 square feet to an existing building in a C-3 District; and 

(b) all non-residential projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of 

floor area in excess of 25,000 square feet and that have submitted their first complete 

Development Application on or after January 1, 2013 on the following parcels: 

(1) all parcels in RH-DTR, TB-DTR, SB-DTR, SL!, SLR, SSO, C }.f; UMU, WMUG, 

WMUO and SALi Districts; 

(2) properties that are zoned MUG, ·cMUO, or MUO, or},fUR and that are north 

of Division/Duboce/13th Streets; and 

(3) all parcels zoned C-2 except for those on Blocks 4991 (Executive Park) and 

7295 (Stonestown Galleria Mall). 

For the purposes of this Section, a "Development Application" shall mean any 

application for a building permit, site permit, environmental review, Preliminary Project 

Assessment (PPA), Conditional Use, or Variance. 

* * * * 

SEC. 603. EXEMPTED SIGNS. 

Nothing in this Article 6 shall apply to any of the following signs: 

* * * * 

(c) Two General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on either 

a transit shelter or associated advertising kiosk furnished by contract with the Municipal 

Transportation Agency or predecessor agency for the Municipal Railway in RTO, RTO-M, RM-

2, RM-3, RM-4, RC, NC, C, M, PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and Smith of 

J1:arketA1ixed Use Districts, and in those P Districts where such Signs would not adversely 
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1 affect the character, harmony, or visual integrity of the district as determined by the Planning 

2 Commission; eight General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on 

3 transit shelters located on publicly owned property on a high level Municipal Railway boarding 

4 platform in an RH-1 D District adjacent to a C-2 District, provided that such advertising signs 

5 solely face the C-2 District; up to three double-sided General Advertising Signs each not 

6 exceeding 24 square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on publicly owned high 

7 level Municipal Railway boarding platforms along The Embarcadero south of the Ferry 

8 Building, up to six double-sided panels at 2nd and King Streets, and up to four double-sided 

9 panels at 4th and King Streets; up to two double-sided panels not exceeding 24 square feet in 

1 O area on each low-level boarding platform at the following E-Line stops: Folsom Street and The 

11 Embarcadero, Brannan Street and The Embarcadero, 2nd and King Streets, and 4th and King 

12 Streets; and a total of 71 double-sided General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 

13 square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on 28 publicly owned high level Municipal 

14 Railway boarding platforms serving the Third Street Light Rail Line. Each advertising sign on a 

15 low-level or high-level boarding platform shall be designed and sited in such a manner as to 

16 minimize obstruction of public views from pedestrian walkways and/or public open space. 

17 Notwithstanding the above, no Sign shall be placed on any transit shelter or associated 

18 advertising kiosk located on any sidewalk which shares a common boundary with any 

19 property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, with the exception of 

20 Justin Herman Plaza; on any sidewalk on Zoo Road; on Skyline Boulevard between Sloat 

21 Boulevard and John Muir Drive; on John Muir Drive between Skyline Boulevard and Lake 

22 Merced Boulevard; or on Lake Merced Boulevard on the side of Harding Park Municipal Golf 

23 Course, or on any sidewalk on Sunset Boulevard between Lincoln Way and Lake Merced 

24 Boulevard; on any sidewalk on Legion of Honor Drive; or in the Civic Center Special Sign 

25 Districts as established in Section 608.3 of this Code. 
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The provisions of this subsection (c) shall be subject to the authority of the Port 

Commission under Sections 4.114 and B3.581 of the City Charter and under State law. 

* * * * 

SEC. 608.1. NEAR R DISTRICTS. 

No general advertising sign, and no other sign exceeding 100 square feet in area, shall 

be located in an NC, C, M, PDR, or Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District or South of 

},1m4ret },fixed Use District within 100 feet of any R District in such a manner as to be primarily 

viewed from residentially zoned property or from any street or alley within an R District; any 

sign of which the face is located parallel to a street property line and lies for its entire width 

opposite an NC, C, M, PDR, or MUR, or South oj},farket SLR District shall be deemed prima 

facie not to be primarily so viewed. No sign of any size within 100 feet of any R District shall 

project beyond the street property line or building setback line of any street or alley leading off 

the main commercial frontage into the R District. 

* * * * 

SEC. 802.1. MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

The following districts are established for the purpose of implementing the Residence 

Element, the Commerce and Industry Element, the Downtown Plan, the Chinatown Plan, the 

Rincon Hill Plan, the South of Market Plan, the East SoMa Plan, the Mission Plan, the 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Plan, end-the Central Waterfront Plan, the Western SoMa Area 

Plan, and the Central SoMa Plan. all of which are parts of the General Plan. Description and 

Purpose Statements outline the main functions of each Mixed Use District in this Article, 

supplementing the statements of purpose contained in Section 101 of this Code. 
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1 Description and purpose statements applicable to each district are set forth in 

2 Sections 810 through 8#848 of this Code. The boundaries of the various Mixed Use Districts 

3 are shown _on the Zoning Map referred to in Section 105 of this Code, subject to the provisions 

4 of that Section. The following Districts are hereby established as Mixed Use Districts. 
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Districts Section Number 

* * * * 

RS£) Resider1t:ieb!Se1",'iee fJi&f:rief: f-8-B-

8fR &Fvieelbight: lrtdtt&f:riebtResidenf:iet f)islrief: ~ 

8bl &r;iee/f °ig.191: li1dtt&tt'iel f)isffief: f-8-1-7 

&SQ &F,;ieei!Seeende,7• {)jfiee f)isf:rief: ~ 

CMUO- Central SoMa Mixed-Use Ofllce District §848 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 802.4. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

Throughout the Planning Code, the term "Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts" 

refers to the following districts: Residential Enclave District (RED), Residential Enclave- Mixed 

District (RED-MX), Mixed Use-General (MUG), Western SoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG), 

Mixed Use-Office (MUO), Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office (CMUO), Western SoMa Mixed Use­

Office (WMUO), Mixed Use- Residential (MUR), South Park District (SPD), Service/Arts/Light 

Industrial (SALi), and Urban Mixed Use (UMU). 

SEC. 802.5. SOUTHOFAfARKETAfIXED USEDlSTRJCTS. 
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Throughout the Planning Code, the term "South of},1arkeU,1ixed Use Districts" refers to the 

following districts: Residential/Service District (RSD), Sen·ice/Light Industrial (SU), Service/Light 

Industrial/Residential (SLR), andScr~ice/Secondary Office (SSO). 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE 

DISTRICTS A1VD SOUTH OFMARKETMIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(a) Use Categories. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is 

used, occupied, maintained, or leased. Whether or not a use is permitted in a specific Eastern 

Neighborhood Mixed Use District andSouth of},1arketMixed Use District is generally set forth, 

summarized or cross-referenced in Sections 813 through 8-1-8814 and 840 through 84+848 of 

this Code for each district class. 

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts and South of 

},1arketA1ixed Use Districts are either permitted, conditional, accessory, temporary or are not 

permitted. 

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not 

classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1 )(C) of this Code as Accessory will be considered 

separately as an independent permitted, Conditional, temporary or not permitted use. 

(A) Principal Uses. Principal uses are permitted as of right in an 

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District and South o.f}.1arket }.fixed Use District, when so 

indicated in Sections 813 through 8-1-8814 and 840 through 84+848 of this Code for the district. 

Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided 

pursuant to Section 803.5 through 803.9 and other applicable provisions of this Code. 

(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in an Eastern 

Neighborhood Mixed Use District andSoutlt o.f}.1arke0,1ixed Use District, when authorized by 

the Planning Commission; whether a use is conditional in a given district is generally indicated 
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in Sections 813 through &J.8814 and 840 through 847848 of this Code. Conditional Uses are 

subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections 178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5 

through 803.9 of this Code. 

* * * * 

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in 

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in Rand NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory 

Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts), 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to Other 

Uses), and 204.5(Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an accessory use is 

a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or enjoyment of a lawful 

Principal Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental and subordinate to any such 

use, and shall be permitted as an Accessory Use in an Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use 

District and South ofMarketMixcd Use District. In order to accommodate a Principal Use which 

is carried out by one business in multiple locations within the same general area, such 

Accessory Use need not be located in the same structure or lot as its Principal Use provided 

that (1) the Accessory Use is located within 1,000 feet of the Principal Use; and (2) the 

multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990. Accessory Uses to non-office uses (as defined in 

Section 890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the 

Principal Use so long as the Accessory Use is located in the same building as the Principal 

Use and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such Accessory Uses. Any use 

which does not qualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal Use. 

No use will be considered accessory to a Principal Use which involves or requires any 

of the following: 

(i) +The use of more than one-third of the total Occupied Floor 

Area which is occupied by both the accessory use and principal use to which it is accessory, 
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combined, except in the case of accessory off-street parking or loading which shall be subject 

to the provisions of Sections 151, 156 and 303 of this Code; 

(ii) A hotel, motel, inn, hostel, adult entertainment, massage 

establishment, large fast food restaurant, or movie theater use in a RED, RED-MX, SPD, RSD, 

SLR, SL!, SSO, DTR, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, SALi or UMU District; 

(iii) Any take-out food use, except for a take-out food use which 

occupies 100 square feet or less (including the area devoted to food preparation and service 

and excluding storage and waiting areas) in a restaurant, bar, catering establishment, bakery, 

retail grocery or specialty food store. 

(iv) Any sign not conforming to the limitations of Section 

607.2(f)(3). 

(v) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries as defined in 890.133. 

(vi) Any nighttime entertainment use, as defined in Section 102; 

provided, however, that a Limited Live Performance Permit as set forth in Police Code Section 

1060et seq. is allowed in any District except for an RED, RED-MX, RSD, SLR, MUR, or MUG 

District. 

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in 

204.3(a)(3). 

(D) Temporary Uses. Temporary uses not otherwise permitted are 

permitted in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts andSoHth o_fM:arkeO.fi:xed Use Districts 

to the extent authorized by Sections 205 through 205.3 of this Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.4. USES PROHIBITED IN SOUTH OF MARKET AND EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 
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(a) Uses which are not specifically listed in this Article or Article 6 are not permitted in South 

of},1arket },fixed Use Districts unless they qualify as a noncoriforming use pursuant to Sections l 80 

through l 86. l of this Code or are determined by the Zoning Administrator to be permitted uses in 

accordance with Section 307(a) of this Code. Uses notperrnitted in m'l)J South ofMarket District 

inctude, but are not limited to, the .following: Adult entertainment, bookstore or theater; amusement 

game arcade or similar enterprise (except as permitted in the Service/Light Industrial District); 

shooting gallery; general advertising sigris, except in the South of},1arket General Ad·,;ertising Special 

Sigri District; animal kennel, riding academy or livery stable; automobile, truck, van, recreational 

vehicle/trailer or camper sales, lease or rental; auto tov,· of inoperable vehicles; auto wrecking 

operation; drf-ve up facility; hotel (except as permitted as a conditional use as provided in Planning 

Code Section 818, Service/Secondary Office District), motel, hostel, inn, or bed and breakfast 

establishment; heavy industry subject to Section 226(e) through (w) of this Code; junkyard; landing 

field.for aircraft; massage establishmer:,t subject to Section 218.1 &}this Code; except in the 

Residential/Service }.!ixed Use District when provided in coHjunction with full service spa services; 

mortuary; mo.de #water and sporfs stadium or arena. 

-(bf-No use, even though listed as a permitted use or otherwise allowed, shall be 

permitted in au South o.f},1arket District or Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District whiehthat, 

by reason of its nature or manner of operation, creates conditions that are hazardous, 

noxious, or offensive through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas, 

vibration, glare, refuse, water-carried waste, or excessive noise. 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.5. GOOD NEIGHBOR POLICIES GOVERNING USES IN MIXED USE 

DISTRICTS. 

(a) Eating and Drinking Uses in Mixed Use Districts. Within Mixed Use Districts, 

the Operating Conditions of Section 202.2(a) shall apply to all Eating and Drinking Uses. 
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(b) Good Neighbor Policies for Nighttime Entertainment Activities in Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, South ofMarketA1ixed Use Districts and Downtown 

Residential Districts. Within Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, South ofA1arket 

1',1ixed Use Districts, and Downtown Residential Districts where nighttime entertainment 

activities, as defined by Section 102.17 of this Code, are permitted as a principal or 

conditional use shall not be allowed except on conditions which, in the judgment of the Zoning 

Administrator or City Planning Commission, as applicable, are reasonably calculated to insure 

that the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and vicinity are maintained. Such 

conditions shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

* * * * 

(c) Good Neighbor Policies for Programs Serving Indigent Transient and 

Homeless Populations Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts andSouth 

£>JA1ar,'wt A1ixed Use Districts. Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South 

ofMarket Mixed Use Districts where social services are allowed as a Conditional Use pursuant 

to Sections 813.21 through 843.21 (Social Services), some or all of the following conditions 

shall, when appropriate for specific cases, be placed upon any applicable City permits for the 

proposed establishment: 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.8. HOUSI1VG IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

(a) Low Income Afferdable Housing Within the Service/Light Industrial District. Dwelling 

units and SRO units may be authoriz:ed i11 the Sf! District as a conditional use pursuant to Sections 

303, 316, 817.14, and 817.16 of this Code pro~ided that such dwellings units shall be rented, leased or 

sold at rates or prices affordable to a household whose income is no greater than 80 percent o.f the 

median income for households in San F'rancisco ("lower income household''), as determined by Title 25 

of the Califon~ia Code ofRegulations Section 6932 and irnpl-emented by the },1ayor's Office &}Housing. 
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(1) "Affordable to a household" shall mean a purchase price that a lower income 

household can afford to pay based on an annual payment for all housing costs &/33 percent o.fthe 

combiHed household annual net iHeome, a 10 percent down payment, and available financing, or a rent 

that a household can afford to pay, based on an annual payment for all housing costs of30 percent of 

the combined annual net income. 

. (2) The size ofthe dwelling unit shall determine the size &jthe household in artier to 

calculate purchase price or ,"ent affordable to a household, as foll-ows: 

?4) For a one bedroom unit, a household o.ftwopersons; 

(B) For a two bedroom unit, a household o.fthree persons; 

(C) F'or a three bedroom unit, a household offourpersons; 

(DJ For afeur bedroom unit, a household&jjivepersons. 

(3) }fo conditional use permit will be approvedpursuant to· this Subsection 803. 8(b) 

unless tl1:c applicant and City ha...,e agreed upon enforcement mechanisms for the provisions o.fthis 

Subsection which are acceptable to the City Attorney. Such enforcement mechanisms may include, but 

not be limited to, a right of first refusal in favor &jthe City, or a promissory note a,qd deed o.ftrust. 

(4) The owner(s) ofdwelling units authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall submit 

an annual enforcement report to the City, along with afee whose amount shall be determined 

periodically by the Planning Commission to payfor the cost ofe1rforcement ofthis Subsection. The fee 

shall not exceed the amount ofsuch costs. The mmual report shall pro,1ide information regarding rents, 

mortgage payments, salesprice and other housing costs, annual household income, size ofhousehold in 

each dwelling unit, and any other information the City may require to fulfill the intent of this 

Subsection. 

(b) Housing Requirement in the Residential/Service District. 

(1) Amount Required. }fonrcsidential uses subject to Sections 815.26, 815.28, 815.30, 

815. 31 through 815. 47, and 815. 59 through 815. 65, of this Code shall be permitted in new construction 
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1 in tlw Residential/Service District only if the ratio between the amount o.foccupia[fleor area for 

2 residential use to the anwunt o.foccupie~fleor area of the above referenced nom"Csidential use is three 

3 to one or greater. 

4 (2) A-leans of Satis.fYing the Housing Requirement. 

5 ~4.) The residential space requiredpursuant to this Subsection may be satisfied 

6 by payment of a one time in lieu fee equal to $3 0 per square foot of 1"Csidential space 1"Cquired by this 

7 Subsection and notpmvided on site payable to the City's Affordable Housing Fund administered by the 

8 },layer's Office ofHousing; or 

9 (B) The 1"Csidential space requirement may be satisfied byproviding the 

10 required residential space elsewhere within the South o .. fMarlret },!ixed Use District where housing is 

11 permitted or conditional and is approved as a conditional use. 

12 (c) Housing Requirement in the A.fixed Use Residential (MUR) District. In new. 

13 construction in the },{UR District, three square feet o_fgrossfioor area for residential use is required 

14 for every,· one gross square foot of permitted nonresidential use, subject to Section 8 41 of this Code. 

15 SEC. 803.9. COMMERCL4L USES IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

16 (a) P1"Cservation o.f'Historic Buildings Within the South of},{arket }.fixed Use Districts. Within 

17 the South of},{arkeU,{ixed Use Districts, any use ',Yhich is permitted as a principal or conditional use 

18 within the SSO District, excluding nighltime entertainment use, 1'1ta)' be permitted as a conditional use 

19 in (a) a landmark building located outside a designated historic district, (b) a contributory building 

2 0 which is proposed.for conversion to office use a.fan aggregate gross square footage o.f25, 000 or more 

21 per building and~Fhich is focated outside the SSO District yet within a designated historic district, or 

22 (c) a building designated as significant or contributory,•pursutmt to Article 11 ofthis Code and located 

23 within the ExtendedP1"Cser.;ation District. For all such buildings the following conditions shall apply: 

24 (1) the prmisions ofSections 316 through 318 oftliis Code must be met; (2) in addition to the 

25 conditional use criteria set out in Sections 303(c)(6) and 316 through 316.8, it must be determined that 
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1 allowi11Jt the use will enhance the feasibility o.fpresen1ilig tlze landmm*, significant or contributory 

2 buildilig; and (3) the landmark, significant or contributory buildi1ig will be made to conform with the 

3 San Francisco Buildilig Code standards for seismic loads and.forces which are in effect at the time o.f 

4 the application for conversion &fuse. 

5 A contributory buildilig which is i,q a designated historic district outside the SSO District may 

· 6 be converted to any use which is a principal use within the SSO Districtprovided that: (1) such use 

7 does not exceed an aggregate square footage &/25,000per building; and (2)prior to the issuance &f 

8 any necessa,ypennits the Zoning Administrator (a) determines that a/,l-owing the use will enha,we the 

9 feasibility &/preserving the contributo1y buildilig; and (b) the contributory building will be made to 

10 conform with the San Francisco Building Code standards.fer seismic loads andforces which are in 

11 effect at the time of the application for conversion of use. Housing Requirement in the Mixed Use-

12 Residential (MUR) District. In new construction in the MUR District, three square feet of Gross Floor 

13 Area for Residential Use is required for every one gross square foot of permitted Non-Residential Use, 

14 sub;ect to Section 841. 

15 (b) Preservation of Historic Buildings within Certain Eastern Neighborhoods 

16 Mixed Use Districts. The following controls are intended to support the economic viability of 

17 buildings of historic importance within Eastern Neighborhoods. 

18 (1) This subsection applies only to buildings in SPD, MUG, MUO, CMUO, or 

19 MUR Districts that are designated landmark buildings or contributory buildings within a 

20 designated historic district pe:rpursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code, or buildings listed on 

21 or determined eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources by the State Office of 

22 Historic Preservation. 

23 (A) All uses are principally permitted, provided that: 

24 (i) The project does not contain any nighttime entertainment use. 

25 
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(ii) Prior to the issuance of any necessary permits, the Zoning 

Administrator, with the advice of the Historic Preservation Commission, determines that 

allowing the use will enhance the feasibility of preserving the building. 

(iii) Residential uses meet the affordability requirements of the 

Residential lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program set forth in Section 415 through 415.9. 

(B) The Historic Preservation Commission shall review the proposed 

project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, (36 C.F.R. § 67.7 (2001)) 

and any applicable provisions of the Planning Code. 

* * * * 

( d) Automated Bank Teller Afachines Within South o.,f'Market Districts. All automated bank 

teller machines ~4T},{s), whetherfreestanding structures or walk 'bf:JJ jacilities associated with retail 

banking operations, shall have adequate lighting, waste collection facilities andparking resources. 

(cf-Open Air Sales. Flea markets, farmers markets, crafts fairs and all other open air 

sales of new or used merchandise except vehicles, within South, (}j}Jarket }Jixed Use and 

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, where permitted, shall be subject to the following 

requirements: (1) the sale of goods and the presence of booths or other accessory 

appurtenances shall be limited to weekend and/or holiday daytime hours; (2) sufficient 

numbers of publicly-accessible toilets and trash receptacles shall be provided on-site and 

adequately maintained; and (3) the site and vicinity shall be maintained free of trash and 

debris. 

(fg_) Legal and Government Office Uses in the Vicinity of the Hall of Justice. 

Within an approximately 300-foot radius of the 800 Bryant Street entrance to the Hall of 

Justice, and Assessor's Block 3780, Lots 1 and 2, as shown on Sectional Map 8SU of the 

Zoning Map, the offices of attorneys, bail and services, government agencies, union halls, and 

other criminal justice activities and services directly related to the criminal justice functions of 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 130 



1106

1 the Hall of Justice shall be permitted as a principal use. There shall be a Notice of Special 

2 Restriction placed on the property limiting office activities to uses permitted by this 

3 S~ubsection. 

4 (g) Work Space &/Design Professionals. The work space of design professionals, as defined in 

5 Section 890.28 &jthis Code, shall be permitted as aprincipal use within the SLR, RSD and SU 

6 Districts provided that, as a condition o.f issuance &Jany necessary permits, the owner(s) of the 

7 building shall agree to comply witl1 the fellowingprovisions: 

8 (1) The occupiedJT:oor area de'.Joted to this use per building is limited to the third story 

9 or above; 

10 (2) The grossjloor area devoted to this use per building does not exceed 3,000 square 

11 feetper design professional establishment; 

12 (3) The space within the building sulrject to this provision has not been in residential 

13 use within a legal dwelling unit at cmy time within aft,'C yearperiodprior to epplication for con...,wsion 

14 under this Subsection; and 

15 (4) The owner(s) &jthe building comply with the foll:owing enforcement and monitoring 

16 procedures; 

17 (i) The owner(s) &fffl'l)' building with work space devoted to designpmfessional 

18 use as autlrwrizedpursuant to this Subsection shall submit an annual enforcement report to the 

19 Department of City Planning with a fee in an amount to be determinedperiodically by the City 

20 Planning Commission to pay for the cost ofen-forcement of this Subsection. The fee shall not exceed the 

21 amoW'lt o.fsuch costs. The report shallprmide i11formation regarding occbtpants ofsuch space, the 

22 amount &/square footage of the space used by each design professional establishme1qt, amount of' 

23 vacant space, compliance with all relevant City codes, and any other information the Zoning 

24 Administrator may require to fulfill the intent o.fthis Subsection; 

25 
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(ii) The owner(s) of any building containing work space of design professionals 

au#wrizedpursuant to this Subsection shallperniit inspection o.fthepremises by an au#wrized City 

official to determine compliance with, the limitations of this Subsection. The City shallprmide 

reasonabk notice to ovmers prior to inspecting the premises; 

(iii) The owner(s) of any building containing work space o.fdesign professionals 

authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall 1-eco,'fi a Notice o_fSpecial Restriction, approved by #w 

City PlanningDepartmentprior to 1-ec01'fiation, on the property settingferth the limitations required by 

this Subsection. The Department o_fCity Planning shall keep a record availabkferpublic re .... iew o.fall 

space fer design professionals authorizied by this Subsection. 

(hjJ Vertical Controls for Office Uses. 

* * * *· 

Table 803.9(h.l) 

* * * * 

(ig) Retail Controls in the MUG, MUO, CMUO, and UMU Districts. In the MUG, 

MUO, CMUO, and UMU District, up to 25,000 gross square feet of retail use (as defined in 

Section 890.104 of this Code) is permitted per lot. Above 25,000 gross square feet, three 

gross square feet of other uses permitted in that District are required for every one gross 

square foot of retail. In the UMU District, gyms, as defined in Sec. 218(d), are exempt from 

this requirement. In the CMUO District, Tourist Hotels. as defined in Sec. 890.46. are exempt from 

this requirement. 

SEC. 809. GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING 

CONTROLS. 

Mixed Use District controls are set forth in the Zoning Control Tables in Sections 810 

through 818, and in Sections 825, 827 through 843 or referenced in Section 899 of this Code. 
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1 (a) The first column in the Zoning Control Table, titled "No." provides a category 

2 number for each zoning control category. 

3 (b) The second column in the table, titled "Zoning Control Category," lists zoning 

4 control categories for the district in question. 

5 (c) The third column, titled "§ References," contains numbers of other sections in the 

6 Planning Code and other City Codes, in which additional relevant provisions are contained. 

7 (d) In the fourth column, the controls applicable to the various Mixed Use Districts are 

8 indicated either directly or by reference to other Code Sections which contain the controls. 

9 The following symbols are used in this table: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

P - Permitted as a principal use. 

C - Permitted as a conditional use, subject to the provisions set forth in this Code. 

A blank space on the tables in Sections 810 through 812 indicates that the use 

or feature is not permitted within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts. Unless a 

use or feature is permitted or required in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts as 

set forth in the Zoning Control Tables or in those sections referenced in Section 

899 of this Code, such use or feature is prohibited, unless determined by the 

Zoning Administrator to be a permitted use. 

NP - Not Permitted. Section 803. 4 lists certain uses notpermitted in any South ofA1arket 

District. ,VP in the Article 8 control column ofTables 813 through 818 also indicates 

that the use or feature is not permitted in the applieabk South of}Jarket District. 

# - See specific provisions listed by section and zoning category number at the end 

of the table. 

1st - 1st story and below, where applicable. 

2nd - 2nd story, where applicable. 

3rd+ - 3rd story and above, where applicable. 
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* * * * 

SEC. 813. RED-RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT. 

Residential Enclave Districts (RED) encompass many of the clusters of low-scale, 

medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow side 

streets of the South of Market area. Within these predominantly residential enclaves lie a 

number of vacant parcels, parking lots and other properties in open storage use. These 

properties are undeveloped or underdeveloped and are viewed as opportunity sites for new, 

moderate-income, in-fill housing. 

* * * * 

Table 813 

RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. I Zoning Category I § References I Residential Enclave Controls 

* * * * 

USES 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

813.66 I Open Air Sales I §§ 803.9(ed,), 890.38 I NP 
•. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 815. RSD RESIDENTL4L1SERVICE AfIXED USE DISTRICT. 

The Residential/&rvice Mixed Use District (RSD) runs afong Harrison St. between 4th St. and 

5th, St. The RSD serves as a ho'bf:Sing opportunity area within the South &j},1arket },1ixed Use Districts. 

The district controls are intended to facilitate the development of high density, mid rise ho'bf:Sing, 
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including residential hotels and live/work units, while also encouraging the expansion &}retail, 

business service and commercial and cultural arts activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted 

within the districtpursua,qt to subsection 207(e)(4) of this Code. 

Residential hotels are subject to flexible standards for parking, rear yard/open space and 

density. Continuous growqdfioor commercialfrontage with pedestrian oriented retail activities along 

major thoroughfares is encouraged. 

General &jfice, hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult entertainment, massage establishment, 

mo.de theaters tmd heary industrial uses are not permitted, except that massages services are 

authorized as a conditional use in the Residential/Service }.fixed Use District when provided in 

conjunction withfull service spa services. 

Table 815 

RSD RES!DE1VTL4L/SERVICE M1XED USE DISTRICTZOlVLVG COIVTROL TABLE 

Zoning Category 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 
Residential/Serriee 

Afixed Use District Controls 

Page 135 



1111

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
815.16B Homeless Shelters 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS }?(JR RSD DISTRICTS 

GJde Zening Centrols 
7 Sec#on 
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Section 
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12 

13 SEC. 816. SLR SERVICE1LIGHTINDUSTRL4LlRESIDE1VTL4L Af1XED USE 

14 DISTRICT. 

15 The &rvice./Light Industrial/Residential (SLR) }.4:ixed Use District is designed to maintain and 

16 facilitate the growth and expansion <>}small scale light industrial, home and bv1siness service, 

17 wholesale distribvttion, arts production andperformance/exhibition activities, live/work v1se, general 

18 .commercial mtd neighborhood serving retail andpersonal service activities while protecting existing 

19 hovtSing and encouraging tlw development <>fhov1sing and live/work space at a scale and density 

20 compatible with the existing neighborhood 

21 Housing and li1JC/work units are encouraged over grov1ndjloor commercial/ser;1ice/light 

22 industrial activity. }few residential or mixed v1se developments are encov1raged to provide as much 

23 mixed income rental hov1sing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would be 

24 protectedJrom demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use review. 

25 
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1 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(e)(4) ofthis 

2 GJde.: 

3 General <>ffice, hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy 

4 industriel uses are notpermitted 

5 Table 816 

6 SLR SERVICE/LIGHTINDUSTRL4L/RES1DE1VTL4L MIXED USED DISTRICT 

7 ZOiW1VG CONTROL TABLE 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Zoning Category 
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§ References Service/Light Industrial/ 

Residential A{ixed Use District Controls 
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I SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SLR DISTRICTS 

Arlicle Cedel Other Cedel . . Zoning Cenff'ols 
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Section Section 

SEC. 817. SLI SERVICE/LHJHTL'VDUSTRL4L DISTRICT. 

The Service/Light Industrial (SL!) District is designed to protect a,uJfacilitatc the expansion of 

existing general commercial, mamefacturing, home and business service, li'oJe/work 1:lSe, arts uses, light 

industrial activities and small design professional office firms. Existing group housing and dwelling 

units arc protectcdfrom demolition or conversion to nonresidential use and development o.fgroup 
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1 housing and 1ow income affordabk dwelling units are permitted as a conditional use. General e>ffice, 

2 hotels, movie theaters, nighttime enterwinment and adult entertainment uses are not permitted. 

3 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) &}this 

4 Gede-: 

5 
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25 

Table 817 

SU SERVICEl£IGHTL7VDUSTRL4L DISTRICTZOIVING COIVTROL TABLE 

Zening Category 
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§ References 
Serviee,1£ight Industrial 

District Centrols 
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SEC. 818. SSO SERVICEISEC01VDARY OFFICE DISTRICT. 

The Ser'vice-/Secondmy Office District (SSO) is designed to accommodate small scale light 

indffstrial, lwme and business senices, arts activities, k,;e/work units, cmd small scale, professional 

&jjice space and large floor plate "back &jjice" space for sales and clerical workforces. }fighttime 

entertainment is permitted as a conditional use. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted as 

conditional uses. Demolition or conversion &/existing group housing or dwelling units requires 

conditional use authorization. Accessory D~Felling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to 

subsection 207(c)(4) &/this Code. 

Office, gene1<al commercial, most retail, service and light industrial uses areprincipalpermitted 

uses. Large hotel, movie theater, adcllt entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. 

Small hotels of 75 rooms or less are permitted in this District only as a conditional use. Any 

such conditional use authorization requires a conditional use finding that disallowsprojectproposals 

that displace existing Production, Distribution and Repair (PDl?) uses. 

Table 818 

SSO SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICTZ01VllVG CONTROL TABLE 

Zoning Category 
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Controls 
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* * * * 

SEC. 825. DTR - DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS. 

(a) Description. Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts are transit-oriented, high­

density mixed-use residential neighborhoods in and around downtown. These areas are 

generally transitioning from a variety of commercial and industrial to residential uses. The 

intent of this district is to enable a mix of new day and nighttime activities, with an emphasis 

on encouraging new housing within walking distance or a short transit-ride of downtown, 
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supported by a mix of retail, and neighborhood services to meet the needs of residents and 

the larger downtown community. 

High-density residential uses, including residential towers in select locations, are 

allowed and encouraged within the limits set by height and bulk controls. Given the district's 

proximity to downtown, a range of commercial uses is permitted on the lower stories, with 

active pedestrian-oriented retail; service, and entertainment uses on the ground floor. Along 

special streets, pedestrian-oriented uses are required on the first floor. Ground floor entries to 

individual dwelling units are encouraged on streets that will become primarily residential. 

There·is generally no pattern of mid-block open space or of rear yards. While lot 

coverage is limited for all levels with residential uses, traditional rear yard open spaces are not 

required except in the limited instances where there is an existing pattern of them. Specific 

height and bulk controls establish appropriate heights for both towers and mid-rise 

development, and ensure adequate spacing between towers and preserve light and air to 

streets and open spaces. Setbacks are required where necessary to buffer ground floor 

residential uses or to ensure sunlight access to streets and open spaces. To support the 

intensification of land uses in these districts, detailed traffic, streetscape and open space 

improvements will take place over time. 

Downtown Residential Districts include all of the individual DTR districts governed this 

Code except the Transbay Downtown Residential District (TB-DTR), as set forth in Section 

828, is governed by the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its Development Controls and 

Design Guidelines. 

* * * * 

(c) Use. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is used, 

occupied, maintained, or leased. Uses in Downtown Residential Districts are either permitted, 

conditional, accessory, temporary or are not permitted. If there are two or more uses in a 
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structure, any use not classified in Section 825(c)(1)(C) below as accessory will be considered 

separately as an independent permitted, conditional, temporary or not permitted use. 

(1) Permitted Uses. 

(A) Principal Uses. All uses are permitted as principal uses as of right 

in a Downtown Residential district unless otherwise indicated as a Conditional Use or Not 

Permitted in this Section 825 of this Code or any other Section governing an individual DTR 

District. Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided 

pursuant to Section 803.5 and other applicable provisions of this Code. 

(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in a Downtown 

Residential District, when authorized by the Planning Commission; whether a use is 

conditional in a given district is indicated in the Section of this Code governing the individual 

DTR District. Conditional uses are subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections 

178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5 of this Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. 

The Mixed Use-General (MUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale, 

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The MUG 

is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light industrial, 

wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general 

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting 

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density 

compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

Housing is encouraged over ground floor commercial and production, distribution, and 

repair uses. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as much 

mixed-income family housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would be 
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1 protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use 

2 review. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection. 

3 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

4 Hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy 

5 industrial uses are not permitted. Office is restricted to the upper floors of multiple story 

6 buildings. 

Table 840 7 

8 

9 

MUG - MIXED USE - GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category 

Building and Siting Standards 

* * * * 

840.09 Residential to non-

residential ratio 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

840.45 All Retail Sales and 

Services whiehthat are 

not listed below 

* * * * 

Office 

* * * * 

840.65A Services, Professional; 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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§ References Mixed Use - General District 

Controls 

· § 803.8(ef9(a) None 

§§ 121.6, P up to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot; 

803.9(ig), above 25,000 gross sq. ft. 

890.104, permitted only if the ratio of other 

890.116 permitted uses to retail is at least 

3:1. 

§§ 890.108, Subject to vertical control of Sec. 
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Services Financial; 890.110, 803.9(h.t). P on the ground floor 

Services Medical 890.114 when primarily open to the 

general public on a client-oriented 

basis. 

840.66 All Other Office Uses §§ 803.9(h.t), Subject to vertical control of Sec. 

890.70, 890.118 803.9(h.t) 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

840.96 Open Air Sales §§ 803.9(e.d), p 

890.38 

* * * * 

804.98 Walk-up Facility, §§ 803.9(b), p 

including Automated 890.140 

Bank Teller Machine 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 841. MUR- MIXEDUSE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT. 

The Mixed Use-Residential District (MUR) serves as a buffer betiveel'l the higher del'lsity, 

predominantly commaeial area o.f Yerba Buel'la Ce1'tter to the east and tlw lower scale, mixed use 

service/industrial and housing area west ofSixth Street. 

The },{[JR serves as a mqjor housing opportunity area withil'l the easterl1portion o.fthe South af 

Afarket. The district controls are is intended to facilitate the development of high-density, mid­

rise housing, including family-sized housing and residential hotels. The district is also 

designed to encourage the expansion of retail, business service and commercial and cultural 
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1 arts activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to 

2 subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

3 Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail activities 

4 along major thoroughfares is encouraged. Hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult · 

5 entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. Office is limited by residential-to-

6 non residential ratio in new construction. 

Table 841 

7 

8 

9 MUR - MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category 

Building and Siting Standards 

841.01 Height Limit 

841.02 Bulk Limit 

* * * * 

841.09 Residential to non-

residential ratio 

* * * * 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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§ References 

See Zoning 

Map,§§ 260-

261.1, 263.20 

See Zoning 

Map.§§ 270, 

270.1, 270.2 

§ 803.8(d):9(a) 

Mixed Use-Residential District 

Controls 

As shown on Sectional Maps !H and 7 of 

the Zoning Map Height sculpting 

required on narrow streets, § 261.1 

Non-habitable vertical projections 

permitted, § 263.20 

As shown on Sectional Mape fl.I and 7 of 

the Zoning Map Horizontal mass 

reduction required, § 270.1 Mid-block 

alleys required, § 270.2 

3 sq.ft. of residential for every 1 sq.ft. of 

other permitted use. 
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Other Uses 

* * * * 

841.96 Open Air Sales § 803.9(ed), p 

890.38 

* * * * 

841.98 Walk-up Facility, §§ 890.140, p 

including 803.9(b), 

Automated Bank 

Teller Machine 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 842. MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

The Mixed Use-Office (MUO) runs predominantly along the 2nd Street corridor in the South 

of,Market area. The MJJO is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small­

scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment and small tourist hotels are 

permitted as a conditional use. Large tourist hotels are permitted as a conditional use in 

certain height districts. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted, while demolition or 

conversion. of existing dwelling units or group housing requires conditional use authorization. 

Family-sized housing is encouraged. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district 

pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are 

also principal permitted uses. Adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. 

Table 842 

MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 
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No. Zoning Category 

Building and Siting Standards 

* * * * 

842.06 Parking and Loading 

Access: Prohibition 

* * * * 

842.09 Residential to non-

residential ratio 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

842.45 All Retail Sales and 

Services whiehthat are not 

listed below 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

842.96 Open Air Sales 

* * * * 

842.98 Walk-up Facility, including 

Automated Bank Teller 

Machine 

* * * * 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References Mixed Use Office District 

Controls 

§ 155(r) None. 4th Street between Bryant 

a-nd 'Fewnsend Streets 

§ 803.8(ef9(a) None 

§§ 890.104, p 

890.116, 803.9(-ig), 

121.6 

§§ 803.9(ed), p 

890.38 

§:f--8 90. 140, p 

803.9(h) 
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* * * * 

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

The Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while 

maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to 

serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair 

uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse, 

and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, and nighttime 

entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability requirements. 

Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted to the 

upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in 

this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as 

expressed in this Section and in the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted 

within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

Table 843 

UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

Building and Siting Standards 

* * * * 

843.09 Residential to non-

residential ratio 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ Urban Mixed Use District Controls 

References 

§ None 

803.8(ef9(a) 
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843.45 All Retail Sales and 

Services whieh-that are 

not listed below 

* * * * 

843.51 Gyms 

* * * * 

Office 

* * * * 

843.65A Services, Professional; 

Services Financial; 

Services Medical 

843.66 All 9Qther Office Uses 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

843.96. Open Air Sales 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ 890.104, Pup to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot; above 

890.116, 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot permitted only 

803.9(-ig), if the ratio of other permitted uses to 

121.6 retail is at least 3:1. Pup to 3,999 gross 

sq.ft. per use; Cover 4,000 gross sq.ft. 

per use. 

§§ 218(d), Pup to 3,999 gross sq. ft. per use; C 

803.9(-ig) over 4,000 gross sq. ft. per use. Not 

subject to 3:1 ratio, per Sec. 803.9(-ig) 

§§ 890.108, Subject to vertical control of Sec. 

890.110, 803.9(ht). P on the ground floor when 

890.114 primarily open to the general public on a 

client-oriented basis. 

§§ Subject to vertical control of Sec. 

803.9(h.t), 803.9(ht) 

890.70, 

890.118 

§§ p 
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* * * * 

843.98 

* * * * 

Walk-up Facility, 

including Automated 

Bank Teller Machine 

8 * * * * 

803.9(ed), 

890.38 

§§ 890.140, p 

803.9(b), 

9 SEC. 844. WMUG-WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. 

10 The WSoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale, 

11 production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The 

12 WMUG is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light 

13 industrial, wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general 

14 commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting 

15 existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density 

16 compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

17 * * * * 

Table 844 18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

844.96 Open Air Sales 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References WSoMa Mixed Use-General District 

Controls 

§§ 803.9(ed), Pup to 10,000 gsf per lot. 

890.38 NP above. 
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* * * * 

844.98 

* * * * 

Walk-up Facility, 

including Automated 

Bank Teller Machine 

6 * * * * 

§§ 803.9(h), p 

890.140 

7 SEC. 845. WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

8 The WSoMa Mixed Use-Office (WMUO) runs predominantly along the Townsend 

9 Street corridor between 4th Street and 7th Street and on 11th Street, from Harrison Street to 

10 the north side of Folsom Street. The WMUO is designed to encourage office uses along with 

11 small-scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment is permitted, although 

12 limited by buffers around RED and RED-MX districts. 

13 * * * * 

Table 845 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS 

* * * * 

845.09 Residential to non-

residential ratio 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

845.45 All Retail Sales and 

Services whiehthat are not 

· Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References WSOMA Mixed Use-Office 

District Controls 

§ 803.8(e):9(a) None 

§§ 121.6, P up 10 10,000 gsf per lot; 

803.9(tg), Cup to 25,000 gsf; 

Page 178 



1154

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

listed below 890.104 NP above 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

845.96 Open Air Sales §§ 803.9(ed), p 

890.38 

* * * * 

845.98 Walk-up Facility, including §§ 803.9(b), p 

Automated Bank Teller 890.140 

Machine 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 846. SAU - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 

The Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALi) District is largely comprised of low-scale 

buildings with production, distribution, and repair uses. The district is designed to protect and 

facilitate the expansion of existing general commercial, manufacturing, home and business 

service, and light industrial activities, with an emphasis on preserving and expanding arts 

activities. Nighttime Entertainment is permitted although limited by buffers around RED and 

RED-MX districts. Residential Uses, Offices, Hotels, and Adult Entertainment uses are not 

permitted. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

207(c)(4) of this Code. 

Table 846 

SAU - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. I Zoning Category I § References I SALi District Controls 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS 

* * * * 

846.09 Residential to non- § 803.8-(e}9(a) None 

residential ratio 

* * * * 

Office 

* * * * 

846.65b Office Uses Related to the §§ 803.9(/g.), P in Special Use District, pursuant 

Hall of Justice 822 to § 803.9(!~) 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

846.96 Open Air Sales §§ 803.9(ed), P up to 10,000 gsf per lot; 

890.38 Cup to 25,000 gsf; 

NP above 

* * * * 

846.98 Walk-up Facility, including §§ 803.9(b), p 

Automated Bank Teller 890.140 

Machine 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 847. RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT. 

Residential Enclave-Mixed Districts (RED-MX) encompass some of the clusters of low­

scale, medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow· 

side streets of the Western SoMa area. Many parcels in these residential enclaves are 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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underdeveloped and represent opportunities for new residential and low-intensity commercial 

uses. 

* * * * 

Table 847 

RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT ZONING·CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References Residential Enclave-Mixed 

Controls 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

847.66 Open Air Sales §§ 803.9(ed), P up to 1,250 gsf per lot; 

890.38 C above; 

NP above 1 FAR 

* * * * 

14 * * * * 

15 SEC. 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

16 The Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office (CMUO) extends predominantly between 2nd Street and 

17 6th Street in the South o[Market area. The CMUO is designed to encourage a mix ofresidential and 

18 non-residential uses, including office, retail, light industrial, arts activiti"es, nighttime entertainment. 

19 and tourist hotels. 

20 Table 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL 

21 TABLE 

22 

. 23 

24 

25 

Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office District Controls 

Zoning Category 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References Controls 
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Massing_ and Setbacks 

Height and Bulk Limits. 

5 Foot Height Bonus for Ground Floor 

Commercial 

Setbacks 

Street Frontage and Public Realm 

Streetscape and Pedestrian 

Improvements 

Street Frontage Requirements 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ 102. 105, 

106, 250-

252,260. 

261.1, 

263.20, 

263.30. 270. 

270.1. 270.2, 

271. See 

also Height 

and Bulk 

District 

Maps 

§ 263.20 

§§ 132.4, 

134. 136, 

144. 145.1 

§ 138.1 

§ 145.1 

Varies. See Height and Bulk Map Sheets 

HT01 and HT07. Height sculpting 

required and additional bulk limits 

p_ursuant to §270; Non-habitable vertical 

pro;ections permitted pursuant to 

§263.20; additional height permissible 

pursuant to §263.30; horizontal mass 

reduction required pursuant to §270.1; 

and Mid-block alleys required pursuant 

to §270.2. 

NP 

Generally required. Along 4th Street 

south o[Bry_ant Street, required by a 

minimum de12.th of.five {get, fr.om sidewalk 

grade up to a minimum height of..25 {get. 

Required 

Required 
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Street Frontage, Ground Floor 

Commercial 

Vehicular Access Restrictions 

Driveway_ Loading and 012.erations Plan 
I 

/ 

Miscellaneous 

Lot Size {f'er DeveloQ.ment) 

Planned Unit Development 

Large Proiect Authorization 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ 145.4 

§155(r) 

§ 1 sscu> 

§ 102. 303 

§ 304 

§329 

2nd Street. on the west side, between 

Dow Place and Townsend Street; 3rd 

Street. between Folsom Street and 

Townsend Street; 4th Street, between 

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom 

Street, between 4th and 6th Streets,· 

Brannan Street, between 3rd Street and 

4th Street; Townsend Street, on the north 

side, between 2nd Street and 4th Street. 

3rd Street between Folsom and 

Townsend Streets; 4th Street between 

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom 

Street {[om 4th Street to 5th Street; 

Brannan Street {[om 2nd Street to 6th 

Street.· and Townsend Street from 2nd 

Street to 6th Street. 

Required {gr Q.ro[ects o(_J 00. 000 sq. fl. or 

more. 

NIA 

NP 

Required for new construction greater 

than 85 fiet in height; additions to an 

existing building with a height of 85 fiet 

or less resulting in a total building height 
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Awning and Canor2J!. 

Marguee 

Signs 

General Advertising Signs 

Design Guidelines 

Development Standards 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ 136.1 

§ 136.1 

§§262, 602-

604, 

607, 607.2, 

608,609 

§§262, 

602.7 604, 

608,609, 

610, 611 

General 

Plan 

Commerce 

and Industry 

Element,· 

Central 

SoMaPlan. 

greater than 85 &et; or the net addition 

or new construction o[_more than 50,000 

gross sguare &et. 

p 

NP 

As permitted by § 607.2. 

NP 

Subiect (o the Urban Design Guidelines 

and Central SoMa Guide to Urban 

Design. 
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Usable Open Space [Per Dwelling Unit 

and Group Housingl 

Off-Street Parking 

Dwelling Unit Mix 

Use Characteristics 

Single Room Occupancy 

Student Housing 

Residential Uses 

Residential Uses 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ 135. 136, 

427 

§§ 151. 161, 

166 

§207.6 

§ 102 

§ 102 

§ 102 

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq. ft. per unit if 

publicly accessible,· buildings taller than' 

160 ffet may also pay_ in-lieu {fe. 

Car parking not required Limits set forth 

in §151.1. Bicycle Parking required 

pursuant to §155.2. ![_car parking is 

provided, car share spaces are required 

when apro;ect has 50 units or more 

pursuant to §166. 

At least 40% of._all dwelling units shall 

contain two or more bedrooms. 30% of 

all dwelling units shall contain three or 

more bedrooms, or 35% of._all dwelling 

units shall contain two or more bedrooms 

with at least 10% containing three or 

more bedrooms. 

p 

p 

p 
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Dwelling Units, Senior Housing. and 

Group Housing 

Accessory Dwelling Units 

Homeless Shelters 

Loss of Dwelling Units 

Residential Conversion, Demolition, or 

Merger 

I Zoning Category 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§207 No residential density limit by lot area. 

Density restricted by physical envelope 

controls of height, bulk, setbacks, open 

space, exposure and other applicable 

controls of this and other Codes, as well 

as by applicable design guidelines, 

applicable elements and area plans of the 

General Plan, and design review by the 

Planning Department. 

§§ 102, P within the existing building envelope. 1 

207(c)(4) ADU allowed in buildings with 4 or 

fewer Dwelling units. No limit in 

buildings with 5 or more Dwelling Units. 

AD Us mgy_ not eliminate or reduce 

ground-story retail or commercial 

sr2.aces. 

§§ 102,208 Density limits regulated by the 

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article 

XIII 

§317 C 

I § References I Controls 
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' ' '. ' ' ' 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES· 

Develoa.ment Standards 

Floor Area Ratio 

Use Size 

Off-Street Parking, 

Off-Street Freight Loading 

Useable Open Space 

Commercial Use Characteristics 

Drive-up F acili()!_ 

Formula Retail 

Hours o(_ Operation 

Maritime Use 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

,, ' .. 

§§ 102, 123, 

124 

§ 102 

§§ 145.1, 

150, 151.1, 

153-156, 

166, 204.5 

§§ 150, 

152.1, 153-

155, 161, 

204.5 

§§ 135.3, 

426 

§ 102 

§§ 102, 303, 

303.1 

§ 102 

§ 102 

,, 
s ;:: :-::, .?:: {/,?'.]fe s 

" ~ *'"" 

. ' 

No FAR Limit. 

Restrictions on some Retail Sales and 

Service Uses. 0 l 

Car parking not required. Limits set forth 

in § 151.1. Bicycle parking required 

pursuant to § 155.2. Car share spaces 

· required when a proiect has 25 or more 

parking spaces pursuant to § 166. 

Pursuant to§ 152.1. 

Required; amount varies based on use; 

maypay in-lieu {§e. 

NP 

NP for Restaurants, Limited Restaurants, 

and Bars. C for all other Formula Retail 

Uses. 

No Restrictions 

NP 
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012.en Air Sales §102 

Outdoor Activit]!_ Area § 102 

Walk-u12. FacilitJ!. · § 102 

Agricultural Use Categorv 

Agricultural Uses* §§ 102. 

202.2cc2 

Agriculture, Large Scale Urban §§ 102. 

202.2cc2 

Automotive Use CategorJ!. 

Automotive Uses* § 102 

Parking Garage. Private § 102 

Parking Garage. Public § 102 

Parking Lot, Private §§ 102. 142. 

156 

Parking Lot. Public §§ 102. 142. 

156 

Service, Motor Vehicle Tow § 102 

Services. Ambulance § 102 

Vehicle Storage Garage § 102 

Vehicle Storage Lot § 102 

Entertainment and Recreation Use Categor.Y_ 

Entertainment and Recreation Uses* 

Entertainment. Nighttime 

Entertainment. Outdoor 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ 102 

§ 102 

§ 102 

p 

p 

p 

E 

C 

p 

C 

C 

NP 

NP 

C 

C 

C 

NP 

p 

PC42 

NP 

Page 188 
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012.en Recreation Area 

S[!_orts Stadium 

Industrial Use Categ_orv 

Industrial Uses* 

Food ,Fiber and Beverage Processing 1 

Manufacturing, Light 

Institutional Use Categorr. 

Institutional Uses* 

Hos72.ital 

Medical Cannabis Dis72.ensmy_ 

Sales and Service Use Categorv 

Retail Sales and Service Uses* 

Adult Business 

Animal Hos72.ital 

Bar 

Hotel 

Kennel 

Massage Establishment 

MortuaO!. 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ 102 NP 

§ 102 NP 

§§ 102, NP 

202.2cd> 

§§ 102, E 

202.2cd> 

§§ 102, E 

202.2cd> 

§ 102 p 

§ 102 C 

§§ 102, E 

202.2(e) 

§ 102 PCJ) 

§ 102 NP 

§ 102 p 

§§ 102, PCJ)C3) 

202.2ca> 

§ 102 C{2) 

§ 102 p 

§ 102 NP 

§ 102 NP 
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Motel §§ 102, NP 

202.2(a) 

Restaurant §§ 102, P(J)C3) 

202.2(a) 

Restaurant, Limited §§ 102, P(J )C3) 

202.2(a) 

Storage, Sel[ § 102 NP 

Trade ShoQ. § 102 p 

Non-Retail Sales and Service §102 p 

Utilil'J!. and In(!astructure Use Categ_orv 

Utilitv and In(!astructure* § 102 p 

Internet Service Exchange § 102 C 

Power Plant § 102 NP 

Public Utilities Yard § 102 NP 

Wireless Telecommunications Services § 102 C(5) 

Facilitv 

* Not Listed Below 

(I) P UQ. to 25,000 gross sq. [t. per lot; above 25,000 gross sq. [t. per lot permitted only ifthe ratio o[ 

other Q_ermitted uses to retail is at least 3:1. 

(2) Not sub;ect to ratio requirements of(]) above, Q.Ursuant to § 803.9(g). 

(3) Formula Retail NP. 

(4) Pin the area bounded by bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street, and Townsend Street; 

C elsewhere. 

(5) C i{a Macro WTS Facility; P i{a Micro WTS Facility. 

* * * * 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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SEC. 890.37. ENTERTAINMENT, OTHER. 

In the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, a retail use, other than adult entertainment, as 

defined in Section 890.36 of this Code, which provides live entertainment, including dramatic 

and musical performances, and/or provides amplified taped music for dancing on the 

premises, including but not limited to Places of Entertainment and Limited Live Performance 

Locales, as defined in Section 1060 of the Police Code. Other entertainment also includes a 

bowling alley, billiard parlor, shooting gallery, skating rink and other commercial recreational 

activity, but it excludes amusement game arcades, as defined in Section 890.4 of this Code 

and regulated in Section 1036 of the Police Code. F'or South, ofMnrket Districts, sec Section 

102.17. 

* * * * 

SEC. 890.116. SERVICE, PERSONAL. 

A retail use which provides grooming services to the individual, including salons, 

cosmetic services, tattoo parlors, and health spas, excluding massage establishments subject to 

Section 218.1 of this Code located within South &j},1arket Districts, or instructional services not 

certified by the State Educational Agency, such as art, dance, exercise, martial arts, and 

music classes, except that in tlw South o_fMarkct Districts, arts acti-vitics falling within Section 102.2 

shall not be considercdpcrsonal scn;iccs. 

* * * * 

SEC. 890.124. TRADE SHOP. 

A retail service use which provides custom-crafted goods and/or services for sale 

directly to the consumer, reserving some storefront space for display and retail service; if 

conducted within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or exits 

required by law located within 50 feet of any R District. A trade shop includes, but is not 

limited to: 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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* * * * 

(g) Within the South, o.f.Market Districts, m<fs octivities falling within Section 102.2 shall not be 

considered trade shops. 

{h)--Within South of},1arket and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, this use 

shall include the offices of building, plumbing, electrical, painting, masonry, roofing, furnace or 

pest control contractors and storage of incidental equipment and supplies used by them, if 

located entirely wit~in an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or 

exits required by law within 50 feet of an R District. No processing of building materials, such 

as mixing of concrete or heating of asphalt shall be conducted on the premises. Parking, 

loading and unloading of all vehicles used by the contractor shall be located entirely within the 

building containing the use. 

(ih.) Within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, it does not include any shop which 

uses a single machine of more than five horsepower capacity, or a shop in which the 

mechanical equipment, together with related floor space used primarily by the operators of 

such equipment, occupies in the aggregate more than 1/3 of the total !lgross Efloor 4_-erea of 

the use. A trade shop is distinct from light manufacturing, as defined in Section 890.54(a) of 

this Code. 

19 Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

20 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

21 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

22 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

23 

24 Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

25 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim 
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1 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal 

2 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

3 additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under 

4 the official title of the ordinance. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: 
VICTORIA WONG 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\legana\as2018\ 1200444\0126507 4.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Code and Administrative Code 

Issues for Consideration 

Project Name: 

Date: 

Record Number: 
Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan Planning Code and Administrative 
Amendments 
May3, 2018 

2011.1356EMIZU 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 

Code 

This document includes a list of issues for Planning Commission consideration related to the Central 
SoMa Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance. These issues were brought to the attention of 
the legislative sponsors and/or Planning Department staff since introduction of the Ordinance on 
February 27th but were not included in the substitute legislation introduced on April 10th. 

Section Request 
128.l(c) Correct drafting error in order the terms "Development Lot" and "Transfer Lot" 

132.4(b) Exclude guardrails and parapets from measurement of tower separation 

132.4( d)(l)(B)(iv) Increase allowed ground floor architectural modulation from 5 feet to 10 feet 

132.4( d)(3)(B) Ensure that it is clear that Key Development Sites can receive full exceptions from 
tower separation requirements 

132.4( d)(3)(D) Provide a quantitative standard and/or move into design guidelines the 
requirement that separate portions of the same site built above 85 feet in height 
must have "visual distinction" 

135( d)(5)(B)(ii) Reduce the open space requirements for tower projects to 36 square feet per unit 
and clarify that providing POPOS counts towards this requirement 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
·CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

135 Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements 
of 135 

135.3 Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements 
of135.3 

135.3 Remove requirement for PDR and institutional uses to provide open space 

136.l(d)(l) Allow projects in CMUO to have exceptions for decorative features over streets 
and alleys akin to C-3 

138(a)(2) Eliminate.the requirement for retail uses and community services to provide 
POPOS 

Table 138 Remove incentive for POPOS to provide neighborhood amenities 

138(d)(2) Remove language and/or be more specific regarding language that says POPOS 
must be "maximally" green 

138(d)(2) Remove Planning Commission discretion over location of POPOS 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Issues for Consideration 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Case Number 2011.1356T 
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative 

Code Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan 

Section Request 
138(d)(2) Increase clarity that projects that get an exception to the open space standards 

wouldn't be required to pay the in-lieu fee so long as the required amount of open 
space is met 

138(d)(2) Correct reference to approval process to subsection(£), not {e), and reference to 
subsection (e) to subsection {d)(2) 

145(b){31) Add that POPOS can be considered an active use 
145(c)(4) Require 14' floor-to-floor height for all non-residential uses, and not 17' for PDR 

uses 
145(c)(4) Require higher ground floor ceiling heights only in first 60 feet of depth from 

rights-of-way, and not at all to alleys. 
151.1 Require office parking lots to provide hourly public parking 
Table 151.1 Set office parking limits in terms of Gross Floor Area instead of Occupied Floor 

Area 
155(r)(2)(JJ) Correct reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B) 
169.3(e)(4) Do not eliminate grandfathering clause for compliance with Transportation 

Demand Management requirements 
249.78 Do not allow large office {>50k sqft) in area currently zoned SALi except for Key 

Sites listed in Section 329 
249.78(c)(l) List hotel as an "active use" per 145.1 
249.78(c)(l) Allow "active uses" to be at a depth of less than 25 feet - particularly for micro-

retail 
249.78( c)(l)(D) Do not require a high level of transparency and fenestration for PDR uses 
249.78(c)(4) Allow micro-retail to have formula retail uses with a Conditional Use permit 
249.78{c)(5) Clarify PDR requirements, including what constitutes the lot and whether the 

trigger is the size of the entire development or just the office component 
249 .78( c)(5)(B) Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of large office projects to 

also include neighborhood retail, nonprofit community services, city-owned 
public facilities, and Legacy Businesses 

249.78(c)(5)(D) Maintain the CU requirement for all projects requiring replacement PDR per 
Section 202.8 (Prop X) 

249.78(d) Allow 10% of units to not meet exposure requirements as of right, rather than 
requiring an exception through 329(d). 

249.78(d)(3). Require buildings to provide living walls 
249.78(e)(3) Eliminate from purposes of calculating required TDR areas such as POPOS and 

space dedicated to the City for public open space and recreational amenities and 
affordable housing 

263 Clarify that some projects can receive Special Height Exceptions through the 
procedures of Section 329 and/or by meeting quantitative standards listed instead 
of requiring a Condition Use per Section 303 

263.32(a)(l) Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this 
Special Height Exception 

263.32( c)(l) Set maximum development capacity at each site to the amount listed in the Key 
Development Sites Guidelines. rather than the formula provided 

263.32(c)(3) Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Issues for Consideration 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Case Number 2011.1356T 
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative 

Code Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan 

Section Request 
still subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers 

270(h)(l) Don't include in calculations of skyplane architectural features listed in 260(b) 

Table 270(h) For mid-block passages, correct the reference from 261.l(d)(3) to (d)(4) 

Table 270(h) For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none" 

270(h)(4) Allow exceptions for setbacks for mid-block passages on Blocl< 3776 Lot 455 

303.l(f)(lO) Make formula retail restaurants and bars allowable with a Conditional Use permit 
instead of not permitted 

321 Give Prop M priority to projects that commit to (a) rent their new PDR space at 
50% of market and (b) give priority for it to displaced PDR businesses and/or arts, 
neighborhood retail, community services, public facilities, and Legacy Businesses 

329(d) Include the potential for exceptions for wind that are cross-referenced in 
249 .78( d)(7) 

329(d)(l)-(11) Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in these subsections 

329(d)(12) or Allow all sites in Central SoMa to avail themselves of the allowances of a Planned 
329(e)(3)(B) Unit Development (329(d)(12) and/or allow Key Development Sites to have 

additional flexibility in 329(e)(3)(B) regarding the ability to have: 

• Per 135, waiver from residential open space requirements 

• Per 138, waiver from POPOS 

• Per 138, up to 35% of their POPOS provided under cantilevered parts of 
buildings as long as there is still proper light, air, and public access 

• Per 138, allow lower ceiling heights for indoor POPOS 

• Per 145.1, exceptions for active use requirements, ground floor height, 
transparency, and fenestration 

• Per 151.1, additional parking for wholesale and distribution uses, 

• Per 152.1, 154, and 155, exceptions for freight loading 

• Per 249.78(c)(4), exceptions for micro retail requirement and accessibility 

• Per 249.78(d)(4), exceptions for residential lot coverage 

• Per 249.78(d)(5), exceptions from lot merger restrictions 

• Per 249.78(d)(7), exceptions from wind standards 

• Per 260(b)(l)(E) and (L), exceptions from rooftop screening controls to 
allow rooftop amenities 

329(e)(2) Include parcels 3786035 (646 4th) and 3786322 (505 Brannan) as Key Sites 

329(e)(3)(A) Include as qualified amenities: donation of land for affordable housing, 
construction or contribution towards construction of a public safety building, and 
financial contribution to the rehabilitation a certified historic structure. 

329(e)(3)(B) Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, including: 
' Limiting the exception in to the requirement that POPOS need to be • 

outdoors and open to the sky (per Section 138) to the site listed in 
329(e)(2)(D) 

• Limiting the exception to allowing a curb cut on a protected street (per 
Section 155(r) to site listed in 329(e)(2)(H) 

• Limiting the exception for commercial-orientation of large sites (per 
Section 249.78(c)(6) to the site listed in 329(e)(2)(D) 

• Limiting the exception to PDR requirements (per 249.78(c)(5) to the site 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Issues for Consideration 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Case Number 2011.1356T 
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative 

Code Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan 

Section Request 
listed in 329(e)(2)(G) 

406 Include language facilitating waiver of fees for the new Central SoMa Park in this 
legislation 

411A Include exemption from the $5/gsf increase in the Transportation Sustainability 
Fee (TSP) proposed in separate, un-related legislation 

411A(d)(3) Do not eliminate grandfathering clause for payment of the Transit Impact 
Development Fee (TIDF) instead of the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSP) 

415.6 For sites with height limits greater than 200 feet, increase the on-site inclusionary 
housing requirement to 24% for rental units and 26% for ownership units. 

418.7(a) Add that funding for the SoMa Stabilization Fee can also come from the Central 
SoMa Community Facilities District 

423.3(f) Remove the EN Fee waiver for residential and small non-residential projects 
required to provide PDR space 

432.2(b) Set the Community Services Facilities fee to the maximum legal amount allowed 

433(b)(3) Reduce the amount of the Central SoMa fee for projects not seeking an office 
allocation of 50,000 square feet or more 

848 Add a reference to the rear yard lot coverage requirements of 249.78(c)(4) 

TBD Include a requirement that all residential development more than 25 units and 
all commercial development over 50,000 sq ft should provide a Community Good 
Jobs Employment Plan for public review and comment prior to consideration of 
project approval. 

AdminCode Divide the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee into two bodies 
10E.2(d) - one covering the three So Ma Plan Areas (East So Ma, Central So Ma, and Western 

SoMa) and one covering the other three Plan Areas (Central Waterfront, 
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and the Mission). 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNINIC DEPARTMENT 4 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLA:NNING DEPARTMENT 

Pfojl!ct Name: 

Record No.: 
Staff Contact:· 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 20186 

HEARING DATE MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Pl.an - Zoning Map Amendments 
201l.1356EMTZU IBoard File. No 180185] 
Steve WertheimJ Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve;wertheim@sfgov.org 

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE SAN FRANCiSCO ZONING MAP 
OF THE PLANNING CODE TO GIVE EFFECT TO THE CENTRAL SOUTH OF MARKET 

. AREA PLAN, AND MAKING FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSID', CONVENIENCE, AND 
WELFARE.,aFINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND PLANNING 
CODE SECTION 1,01.1/ AND FINDINGS UNDER THE CAIJFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL 
QlJ.ALJTY ACT. 

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2018, Mayor Marl< f arrell arid Supervisor Jane Kim iDtroduced an 
ord.inance for Zoning Map Amendments pursuant to the CeDtral South of Market Plan ("Central 
SoMa Plan"). 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on February 27, 2018, the San Frnncisco 
Board of Supervisors initiated the: aforementioned Zoning Map Amendments. 

WHEREAS, on April 10, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced a 
substitute ordinan.te for Zoning Map Amendments pursuant to the Central South of MarkdPfan 
(';Central So Ma Plan"), 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on April 10, 2018, the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors .initiated the aforementioned Zoning Map Amendments. 

WBEREAS, this ResoJution adopting ancl. recomrnending that the Board of Supervisors apprqve 
the Zoning Map Amen,dments ,is a co!l)panJon to other legislative approvals relating to the. 
Central SoMa Plan, including recommendations that the Board of Supervisors approve General 
Plan Amendments, Planning Cocie and Administrative Code Amendments, and an 
Implementation Program. 

WHEREAS, The Zoning Map Amendments, together: with proposed General Plan Amendments; 
Planning Code and Administrative. Code Amendments, and the Implementation Program 
document, provide a comprehensive set of policies and implementation programming to realize 
the vision of the Plan>The Planning Commission incorpora,tes by reference the general findings 

V</Vvw .sf p Ianni ng. org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
$an Francisco, 
CA 94103,2479 
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Resolution.No. 20186 
M~y 10, 201~. 

Gase No.2011.J:356EMT~U 
Zoning. l\llap.Arnendments 

and overview concerning the Central SoMa Plan as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution 
No, 20184 governing General. Plan Amendments. 

. . 

WHEREAS, as a means to implement th!:! goafo cjf the General Plan that are specific to the Central 
SoMa Plan, the Department .is proposing Zoning Map Amendments that woµld generally 
r(:!classify areas currently zoned M-1, MlJ(), RED, SLI, SSO, WS¥1JG, and one parcel zoned P to 
the new Central SoMa.Mixed lJse Office zoning district (CMUO); most of the areas zoned SAU to 
CMUO, and ateas zoned MUR toCMUO ancl MlJG; Areas currently zoned C-3-0, NCT:SoMa, 
SPD~ and the remah1der of the P and SALl zoned areas would remain unchanged, 'These 
amendments would also add, a. new Central SoMa>Special Use District to the Plan Area and 
remove the Western SoMa Special Use District from a subset of the Plan Area~ and amend certain 
height limits an<i bulk districts. 'These changes correspond to conforming amendments to 
Sectional Maps ZNOl~ ZN08, I-IT01, HTQ8, SUOli i:l.Ild SU08 of the Zoning Maps of the City and 
County of S;:1n Francisco. A draft ordinance; substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit 
W.3, approved as to for.rnby the City Attorney's office, reflects these Zoning MapAmendments. 
A memor¥'dum summarizing revisions · made to the Zoniilg Map Amendments since 
consideration by the Plc!Iining Commission on Mar.ch 1, 2018 i.s .:i:ttached hereto as Exhibit JV.4. 

. . '' 

WHEREAS, on May 10, WlB, after a duly noticed public hearing,. the Commission reviewed and 
considered the Final Envfronmental Impact Report for tlw Central SoMa Plan. ('.'Final E,IR") and 
found the Final EIR to he adequate; accurate, and objective; thus reflecting the independent 
analysis and judgment of the Department and i:he Commission, and that the summary 0£ 
comments and responses contained no significant rf!visions to the !)raft EIR, arid by Motion No. 
20182 certified the Final EIR for the Central So1-1a Plan as accurate, complete; and in compliance 
with CEQ. A, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

. . . 

WHEREAS1 on May 10, 2018, by Resolution No. 20183, the Comm:fasion approved CEQA 
Findings, ·including a. statement ()f• overriding· considerations, and adoption.· of a Mitigation 
Moniforing.andReporting.Prograrn C;MMRP"), under Case No. 2011 .. 1356E, for approval of the 
Central SoMa Plan; 

WHEREAS,. on May 10, 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a 
regularlyscheduled meeting on the Zoning Map Amendments. ···· 

yVBEREAS, Planning Deparhnent staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and 
recomrriending that the Board of Supervisors approve the Zoning 1vlap Amendments, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE l'.T RESOL V'ED1 that. the Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience., and general welfare require the proposed Zoning Map 
Amendments for the following reasons: 

1. Thi:! Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the CentraLSoMa Plan, which will 
accommodate development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by 
removing much 0£ the Plan Area's industrially-protective zoning and increasing height 
limits on many of the Pl;:1n Area'.s parcels. . . . 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN.NINO DEPARTMENT 2 
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Resolution No, 20186 
M;:iy 10; io18 

Ciise Ng. 2011.1356EM!ilJ 
:ZQning Map Amen<:lmi;mts 

2. The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new housing units 
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and by requiring that these new 
units be built in SoMa. 

3. The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring most large sites 
to be jobs-oriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many 
projects, and by allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area. 

4. The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
provide safe and convenient transportation by funding capital projects that will improve 
.conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit. 

5. The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
offer parks and recreational opportunities by funding the improvement of parks and 
recreation centers in the area and requiring large, non.~residential projects to provide 
publicly-ac~essible open space. 

6. The Zoning J'vfap Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood by requiring green 
roofs and. use of non"greenhouse gas emitting energysomces. A proposal to include a 
Iv1elhRoos Community Facilities District ("CFD") in the Central SoMa Plan is also under 
consideration, This CFD would provide funding for environmental sustainability and 
resilience strategies to improve air quality, provide · biodiversity, and help manage 
stormwater. Th~ CFO would also hclp to create ~n erwironmentally sustajnable .and 
resilient neighborhood.. · · 

7. The Zoning]\:fap Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
preserve and celebrate the neighborhood'scultural heritage by helping to fund the 
rehabHitation·and maintenance of hfatoric buildings. The CFD·under consideration for 
addition to the Central SoMa Plan would provide funding to help preserve the Old Mint 
and for cultural and. social programming for the neighborhood's existing residents and 
organizations. The CFD would also help to preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's 
cµltural heritage. 

8; The Zoning Map Amen.dments wilJ help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will 
ensure. that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City by 
impleme:nting design. q,nJ;rois that would generally. help prqtect t11e neighborhopd{ s 1Ttid­
rise character: a.nd .street fabric, create a. strong. street wall, and facilitate ihnovativ~ yet 
contextualarchitecfure, . . 

AND BE IT FURJ:'HER RESOLVED, that the C6mn1ission adopts and incorporates by reference 
as thou~h fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forth in Commission Resolution No. 
20183. 

SAN FRANCISCO .. . ... · • : . 
. P.L,!1.NNlt,IJ:l DEP.~MENT 
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Resolution No. 20186 
May 1 e>, 2018 

Case NQ. 2011. t356EMTfU 
Zoning Map Amendments 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESQL VED, that the Commission adopts and i;,_corporates by reforence 
as though fully se.t forth herein·· the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 
requirements of which a,re made coriditions of this approval. . . . 

i\ND .BE IT FURTI:lER R.,ESOL YED, that the C::qmm;is~ion finds that the Zoning' M1:1.p 
Amenrunent~ are·Jri general conformity with the General Plan as set. forth in Planning 
CommissionResoliitfon·No,20184, 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that tlle Cpmmission finds that the. Zoning Map 
AIIlencb:rtents ai:e in. generalconforrn,itywith PlaimingCocle S~ctioqJOl,las set fortlyin.Pl<lnn}ng 
Commission Resolution No. 20184. 

AND JrB IT FUR,'I'HER RESOLVED, that the Corruriission approves the Zoning Map 
Amehchnent,s as reflected in art ordinance approved as to·forrh by the City Attorney attac;hed 
hereto as ExhibitIV.3, and :incorporated herein by reference, and ,recorrnilend:s their approval, by 
the Board of S1:,1pei:visor.s. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was. adopted by the Commissiqn at JtS meeting on 
~~~· '. . . 

..• ~. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

· SAN F~ANCISCO 

Commission Sectet.u;y 

Hillis, fy:(~Jgar, Fong, Johnson, J<oppd, Mo.or~;Richards 

None. 

None 

May 10,2018 

PLANNI.NG DEPARTMENT 4 
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FILE NO. ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Zoning Map - Central SoMa Plan] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South 

4 of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and 

5 Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area 

6 Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on 

7 its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the 

8 Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; and affirming 

9 the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality 

1 O Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority 

11 policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

. 16 

17 

18 

19 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }lcw Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font. 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables . 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. 

(a) On ______ , 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning 

20 Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central 

21 SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. ______ , finding the Final EIR reflects 

22 the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, 

23. accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of 

24 the report and th.e procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and 

25 reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. 

2 Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of 

3 the Planning Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File 

4 No. ______ and are incorporated herein by reference. 

5 (b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the 

6 Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the 

. 7 Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and 

8 Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project 

9 evaluated in the Final EIR. 

1 o (c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR, 

11 the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's 

12 environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as 

13 well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation 

14 monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution _____ _ 

15 (d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ___ _ 

16 recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and 

17 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 

18 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

19 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

20 the Board of Supervisors in File No. ____ , and is incorporated herein by reference. 

21 (e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that this 

22 Zoning Map Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the 

23 reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____ , and the Board 

24 incorporates such reasons herein by reference. 

25 

Planning Commission 
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1 (f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the 

2 environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed 

3 and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates 

4 them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance. 

5 (g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and 

6 endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments, 

7 and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies 

8 other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP. 

9 (h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the 

1 O proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

11 significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 

12 identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the 

13 circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major 

14 revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial 

15 . increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final El R, and no new information of 

16 substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1) 

17 the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant 

18 environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives 

19 found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or 

20 (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final 

21 EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 

22 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Zoning Use District 

23 Maps ZN01 a.nd ZN08, Height and Bulk District Maps HT01 and HT08, and Special Use 

24 District Maps SU01 and SU08, as follows: 

25 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3 



1182

1 (a) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use 

2 District Map ZN01of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DescriQtion of ProQerty 

Assessor's Lot 

Block 

3725 007,014-015, 017-021, 029, 031,033, 

035, 102-103 

3732 003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028-

030, 035, 040, 044-045, 048, 062, 064, 

066-068, 080, 087-090, 090A, 091, 

094-097, 099-103, 106-108, 110-112, 

114,117,119, 125-127, 129-130, 137-

140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-200, 

202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-759, 

763-764 

3733 014,017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028-

031, 034,091-092, 145-158 

093, 105 

3750 003, 008, 073, 

515-598 

009, 013, 050, 054, 078, 081-082, 086 

3751 028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 150, 157-

158, 161-162, 165, 411-415, 420-522 

105, 112, 155, 167-170, 173, 175-409 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Use Districts to Use Districts 

be SuQerseded Hereby AQQroved 

MUR MUG 

MUR MUG 

WMUG CMUO 

M-1 CMUO 

MUO CMUO 

MUR CMUO 

MUO CMUO 

MUR CMUO 
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1183

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

3752 001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076, 

078-081, 083, 107, 109-126, 130-153, 

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589 

011, 011A, 014-015, 017-018, 026-028, 

032-033, 036, 095, 590-617 

3753 001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 022, 024-

029, 033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-049, 

056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-085, 

089-090, 093-101, 106, 113-122, 129-

132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148, 150, 

152-165, 169-204, 207-239, 241-304, 

311-312, 315-318, 328-344 

3762 001, 003, 007-008,011-012, 014, 016-

019, 021, 023-026, 032, 036-037, 040-

041, 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055, 058, 

106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119, 121-

124, 126-146 

3763 001, 105 

006-009, 011-015, 015A, 0158, 015C, 

032-034, 037, 078-080, 080A, 081, 

093-096, 113,116, 119-124 

016-025 

099-101 

3775 001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015, 087, 

089, 091-096, 099-101, 104-105, 164-

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

MUR CMUO 

WMUG CMUO 

MUR MUG 

SU CMUO 

sso CMUO 

MUO CMUO 

SU CMUO 

M-1 CMUO 

MUO CMUO 

-
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1184

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 . 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

171, 181-216 

016-018, 020-022, 025, 072-073, 075, 

078-081, 083-086, 122-136, 140-

163 

3776 004-005, 007-008, 011, 015, 019-021, 

024-025, 032, 034, 038-044, 049, 062, 

077, 080, 093-094, 098-101, 105-106, 

113-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-

475 

3777 001-003, 017, 019-020, 030-

034 

005, 007, 009, 013, 023-027, 056-070, 

073-174 

011, 028-029, 035-037, 042, 044-045, 

050-051, 054-055 

047-049 

052 

3786 027-028, 036-037 

035, 038, 321-322 

3787 001-008, 012-019, 021-024, 026, 028, 

033, 036-037, 040, 040A, 044, 048-50, 

052-139, 144-149, 151-159, 161-164, 

166-218, 241-246 

031 

3788 002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 037-039, 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SU CMUO 

SU CMUO 

SU CMUO 

RED CMUO 

SALi CMUO 

SALi WMUO 

p CMUO 

WMUO CMUO 

MUO CMUO 

SU CMUO 

MUO CMUO 

MUO CMUO 
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1185

1 

2 

3 

4 

042-044, 049-073 

010, 012-015, 020-024, 024A, 041, 045, 

074-085, 088-107, 110-113, 131-226 

SU CMUO 

5 (b) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use 

6 District Map ZN08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

. 25 

Description of Property Use Districts to Use Districts 

Assessor's Lot be Superseded Hereby Approved 

Block 

3778 001,001C,001D,001E,001F,016- SALi WMUO 

019,022-023, 025-026, 032, 046A, 

046B,046C,046D,046E,046F,046G, 

046H, 051-087 

001 B, 002B, 004-005, 047-048 SALi CMUO 

3785 002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 004B, 005, WMUO CMUO 

022-024, 030-131 

009, 016-018, 132, 137-313 SALi CMUO 

3786 014, 14B, 15-016, 018, 19A, 043-102, WMUO CMUO 

161-262 

020, 104-160,263-307 MUO CMUO 

(c) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and 

Bulk District Map HT01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as 

follows: 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7 



1186

1 this table double checked and done 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DescriRtion of ProRerty 

Assessor's Lot 

Block 

3732 003 

004 

005, 149 

099 

100 

145A, 146 

3733 014, 148-158 

017-020, 020A, 021, 

024-026, 031, 034, 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Height and 

Bulk Districts 

to be 

SuRerseded 

85-X 

45-X/85-X 

85-X 

45-X 

45-X/85-X 

85-X 

55-X 

55-X 

Height and Additional 

Bulk Districts Information for 

Hereby SRlit Lots 

ARRroved 

180-CS/300- 300 feet to a 

cs depth of 75 feet 

from 5th Street 

45-X/180- 300 feet to a 

CS/300-CS depth of 75 feet 

from 5th Street, 

45 to a depth of 

50 feet from 

Tehama Street 

300-CS 

45-X/180-CS 45 feet to a depth 

of 50 feet from 

Tehama Street 

45-X/180-CS 45 feet to a depth 

of 50 feet from 

Tehama Street 

180-CS 

180-CS 

85-X 
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1187

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

091-092, 145-147 

028-030 

093, 105 

3750 003 

008,073,086 

009 

013 

090-509 

515-598 

3751 029, 150 

053-054 

168 

169 

173 

3752 011,011A 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

55-X 

130-L 

130-E 

85-X 

85-X 

85-X 

85-X/130-G 

130-E 

85-X 

85-X 

85-X 

85-X 

130-G 

55-X 

130-CS 

180-CS 

200-CS 

200-CS 

130-G 

·130-CS 

130-G 

200-CS 

45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth 

of 80 feet from 

Harrison Street 

45-X 

45-X/85-X 45 feet to a depth 

of 150 feet from 

Lapu Lapu Street 

45-X/85-X 45 feet to a depth 

of 150 feet from 

Lapu Lapu Street, 

45 to a depth of 

45 feet from Rizal 

Street 

OS 

85-X 

Page 9 



1188

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

012, 014-015, 017-018, 

026-028, 032-033, 036 

095 

590-617 

3762 001, 032, 121 

003 

011-012, 014, 016-019, 

021, 023-024, 040-041, 

043, 046, 048-049, 

053-055, 124, 126, 

139-146 

025 

026, 036-037, 118 

058, 119, 122-123 

106 

1 08-1 09, 117 

112 

113 

116 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

55-X 

55-X 

55-X 

85-X 

55-X/85-X 

45-X 

45-X 

55-X 

55-X 

55-X 

55-X 

55-X/85-X 

45-X 

45-X 

45-X 

45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth 

of 85 feet from 

Harrison Street 

85-X 

130-CS 

130-CS 

85-X 

130-CS 

130-CS 

85-X 

130-X-160-CS 

85-X-160-CS 

130-X-160- 160 feet to a 

CS/160-CS depth of 250 feet 

from 4th Street 

130-X-160-CS 

85-X-160- 130-160 feet to a 

CS/130-X-160- depth of 350 feet 

Page 10 



1189

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

3763 001 

008-009, 017-018, 025, 

037 

011-115, 115A, 115B, 

115C, 016, 032-034, 

119-124 

078-079 

080,080A,081 

093-096 

099-101 

105 

112 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

40-X 

65-X 

45-X 

45-X 

65-X 

65-X 

40-X 

40-X 

45-X 

cs from 4th Street 

350-CS 

85-X 

85-X 

130-CS-350-

cs 
130-CS-350-

cs 
130-CS 

130-CS-350-

cs 
130-CS-200-

cs 
45-X/200- 200 feet from a 

CS/350-CS depth of 145 feet 

from Harrison 

Street to a depth 

of 17 5 feet from 

Harrison Street; 

350 to a depth of 

145 feet from 

Harrison Street 
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1190

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

113 

116 

3776 008, 011,015, 019-

021, 024, 077, 080, 

113-114 

025 

032, 117 

034,038-044, 049, 118 

151 

455 

3777 005, 007,009,013, 

023-027, 056-070 

011 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

85-X 

65-X/85-X 

65-X 

85-X 

85-X 

65-X 

55-X/65-X 

55-X/65-X 

40-X 

40/55-X 

200-CS/350- 350 feet to a 

cs depth of 145 feet 

from Harrison 

Street 

130-CS 

85-X 

200-CS 

130-CS 

130-CS 

85-X 

65-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth 

of 205 feet from 

Brannan Street 

45-X 

45-X/65".X 65 feet to a depth 

of 85 feet from 

Bryant Street 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

017 

028-029 

035-036, 054-055 

037 

042,044 

045 

047-049 

050 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

65-X 45-X/65-X 

40/55-X 45-X 

40/55-X 65-X 

40/55-X 45-X/65-X 

40/55-X 45-X/85-X 

40/55-X 160-CS 

40/55-X 130-CS 

40/55-X 45-X/130-

CS/160-CS 

65 feet to a depth 

of 80 feet from 

4th Street 

65 feet to a depth 

of 80 feet from 

Brannan Street 

85 feet to a depth 

of 80 feet from 

Brannan Street 

130 feet to the 

depth of a linear 

extension of the 

northwest edge of 

the Welsh Street 

right-of-way, 45 

feet in the area 

between the 

linear extension 

of the northwest 

edge of the Welsh 

Street right-of-
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

. 12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

051 

052 

073-174 

3786 027-028, 036, 039 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

40/55-X 45-X/130-CS 

40-X 45-X/130-

CS/160-CS 

40-X 45-X/65-X 

65-X 130-CS 

way and the 

linear extension 

of the southeast 

edge of the Welsh 

Street right-of-

way 

130 feet to the 

depth of a linear 

extension of the 

northwest edge of 

the Welsh Street 

right-of-way 

130 feet to the 

depth of a linear 

extension of the 

northwest edge of 

the Welsh Street 

right-of-way, 160 

feet to a depth of 

345 feet from 5th 

Street 

65 feet to a depth 

of 80 feet from 

Brannan Street 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

035, 038, 321-322 85-X 250-CS 

037 ·65-X 130-CS/200- 200 feet to a 

cs depth of 310 feet 

from 5th Street 

3787 026, 028, 050 85-X 400-CS 

144-149 55-X 65-X 

161-164 55-X 400-CS 

(d) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and 

Bulk District Map HT08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as 

follows: 

Description of Property 

Assessor's Lot 

Block 

Number 

3778 001, 001 C, 001 D, 

001E, 001F 

001B, 002B, 004-005 

016 

017-019, 022-023, 

025-026, 032, 046A, 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Height and Height and Additional 

Bulk Districts Bulk Districts Information for 

to be Hereby Split Lots 

Superseded Approved 

40/55-X 85-X 

40/55-X 270-CS 

40/55-X 65-X 

40/55-X 55-X 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

0468, 046C, 046D, 

046E, 046F, 046G, 

046H, 051-087 

047-048 40/55-X 160-CS 

3785 002 65-X 160-CS 

003 85-X 160-CS 

002A, 004 65-X/85-X 85-X 

009,016 40/55-X 65-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth 

of 137.5 feet from 

Brannan Street 

017, 185-232 40/55-X 85-X 

018, 135, 137-184, 40/55-X 65-X 

233-313 

132 40/55-X 160-CS 

3786 014 65-X/85-X 300-CS 

015-016, 043-082, 104- 85-X 130-CS 

160, 263-307 

018, 19A, 020, 083- 65-X 130-CS 

102, 161-262 

0148 65-X/85-X 130-CS 

(e) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use 

District Map SU01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 16 



1195

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Description of Property 

Assessor's Lot 

Block 

3704 025-026, 049-053 

3725 007, 014-015, 017-021, 025-026, 029, 

031, 033, 035,060-064, 079,081, 102-

103 

3732 003-005,008-009, 018, 023-026, 028-

033, 035, 040, 044-045, 048,062, 064, 

066-068, 074, 076, 078, 080,087-090, 

090A, 091, 094-097, 099-103, 106-108, 

110-112, 114,117,119, 122-127, 129-

130, 137-140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-

200, 202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-

759, 763-764 

3733 014, 017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028-

031, 034, 091-092, 145-158 

093, 105 

3750 003, 008-009, 013,050, 054, 073, 078, 

081-082, 086,089-509, 515-598 

3751 028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 105, 112, 

150, 155, 157-158, 161-162, 165, 167-

170, 173, 175-409, 411-415, 420-522 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Special Use S12ecial Use 

District Hereby District Hereby 

Superseded A1212roved 

N/A Central SoMa 

N/A Special Use 

District 

N/A 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 
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1196

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

3752 001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076, 

078-081, 083, 107, 109-126, 130-153, 

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589 

3752 011, 011A, 012, 014-015,017-018,026-

028,032-033, 036, 095, 590-617 

3753 001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 021-022, 

024-029,033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-

049, 056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-

085, 089-090, 093-101, 106, 113-122, 

129-132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148, 

150, 152-165, 169-204, 207-239, 241-

304, 311-318, 328-344, 367-375 

3760 001-002, 011-014, 016-017, 019-022, 

024-026, 026A,027-028, 035, 055, 059, 

071, 081, 100, 105-108, 111-112, 114, 

116-117, 119-129, 131, 134-141 

3761 002, 005C, 006-007, 062-064 

3762 001, 003-004, 007-008, 011-012, 014, 

016-019, 021, 023-026, 032, 036-037, 

040-041, 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055, 

058, 106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119, 

121-124, 126-146 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

N/A 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

N/A 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

N/A 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

3763 001, 006-009, 011-015, 015A, 015B, 

015C, 016-025, 032-034, 037, 078-080, 

080A, 081, 093-096, 099-101, 105, 112-

113, 116, 119-124 

3775 001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015-018, 

020-022, 025, 028-030, 032-033, 036, 

038-040, 042, 046, 048-049, 053-055, 

057-070, 072-073, 075, 078-081, 083-

087, 089, 091-096, 099-217, 219-224 

3776 004-005, 007-008, 011, 015, 019-021, 

024-025, 032, 034, 038-044, 049, 062, 

077 > 080 > 093-094 I 098-101, 105-106, 

113-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-

475 

3777 001-003, 017, 019-020, 030-034 

3777 005,007, 009, 011, 013, 023-029, 035-

037, 042, 044-045, 047-052, 054-070, 

073-174 

3786 027-028, 036-037, 039 

3786 035, 038, 321-322 

3787 001-005, 007-008, 012-019, 021-024, 

026,028, 031, 033, 036-037,040, 

040A, 044, 048-050, 052-139, 144-149, 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

N/A 

N/A 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

3788 

151-159, 161-164, 166-218, 241-246 

002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 010, 012-015, N/A 

020-024, 024A, 037-039, 041-045, 049-

085, 088-107, 110-113, 131-226 

8 (f) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use 

9 District Map SU08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DescriQtion of Pro12erty 

Assessor's Lot 

Block 

3778 001,001B,001C,001D,001E,001F, 

002B, 004-005, 016-019, 022-023, 025-

026,032,046A, 046B, 046C,046D, 

046E, 046F, 046G, 046H, 047-048, 

051-087 

3785 002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 004B, 005, 

009, 016-018, 022-024, 030-132, 135, 

137-313 

3786 014, 014B,015-016, 018, 019A, 043-

102, 161-262, 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

SQecial Use SQecial Use 

District Hereby District Hereby 

Su12erseded AQQroved 

Western SoMa Central SoMa 

Special Use Special Use 

District District 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 

Western SoMa 

Special Use 

District 
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1199

1 13786 I 020, 104-160, 263-307 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
g DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

By: 
ATTORNEY'S NAME 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\land\as201711200444\01241112.docx 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Project Name: 
Date: 

Record Number: 
Staff Contact: 

Zoning Map­

Issues for Consideration 
HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan - Zoning Map Amendments 
May 3, 2018 

2011.1356EMTZU 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 

This document includes a list of issues for Planning Commission consideration related to the Central 
SoMa Zoning Map Ordinance. These issues were brought to the attention of the legislative sponsors 
and/or Planning Department staff since introduction of the Ordinance on February 27th but were not 
included in the substitute legislation introduced on April 10th. 

Parcel Request 
Area north of Change area proposed to be CMUO to MUG or MUR 
Harrison Street 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
.Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
,CA 94103-2479 

Reception:· 
415.558.6378 

fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ProjectName: 
Record No.: 

· Staff Contact: 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 20187 

HEARING DATE MAY 10, 2018 

C:entral SoMa Plan - Implerne11tatiori Program 
2Ql1.1356EMTZlJ .. 
StevevVertheim, Prindpal Ph;inner, Citywide Plan.r1in,g 
(415) 558:.6612; steve:wertheii:i1@sfgov'.org 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND RECQMMENDING THAT THE BOARD. OF 
SUPERVISORS APPROVE THE IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM TO GIVE EFFECT to 
THE CENTRAL SOUTHOF MARKET AREA ]?LAN AND MAKING VA.IUOUS FINDINGS, 
INCLUDING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND . .. . : ... ·. . . . . ,.. ' ' .· . .. . ... . .. . . .... 

PLAt-JNING CODE . SECTION 101,1, AND JI.NDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT. 

WHEREAS, this. Resolution adopting and recommending that the Board 0£ Supervisors approve 
the ImplementationProgram is a companion to other legislative approvals relating fo the Central 
SoMa Plant including recommendations thaf the Board ?£Supervisors approve General Plan 
Amendments, Planning Code andAdmfoisfrativeCode, and ZoningMap Amendments, 

WHEREASi the lmplernentation Program! together, with ptoposed General Plan Amendments, 
Planning Crjde .1nd Acirninistrative Cocte,Amend,ment:,, a~d·ZoningMap Amendments, provide 
a comprehensive set of policies and implementatiqn prograrnD1ing tQ real.ize .the visiorr of. the 
Plan, The Planning Commission incorporates by reference the gen~ra! finqings and overview 
concerning the Central SoMa·.Plan.as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No .. 20184 
governing .General.Plan Arneridments. 

WHEREAS, the Implementation Program contains several components/ each intended to 
facililate the Plan's implemeritatiori, iiic1uding: 

(1) an ;'Implemenfano11 Matdx" document conveying h9w each of the Plan's policies would pe 
implemented, including .implementation measures, mechanisms, time Un es, and lead agencies; 

(2) a !'Public Bene£its Program" document containing the Plan's proposed public benefits 
package,jncluding a description of the range ofinqa'sfructure and services that will serve new 
growth anticipated under: the Plan, a summary of how those benefits will be funded, arid a 
description of how this program will be administered and monitored, U,e .revenue allocations 
shown in the Public Benefits Program are for projection purposes only and represent 
proportional allocation to the various public improvements based on the revenues projected at 

WY:l\/iJ.sfD!annlno.om ,, .. • l ' . - ·.::J V 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
S~n Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.~409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



1203

Resolution No. 20187 
May 10,2018 

Case No. 2011.1356EMTZ!! 
lmpll:lmentation Pro!:lram 

the tiIT1e of Plan adoption. Actual -revenuE!s will vary fron:i fries.e projections 1:Jased on mar1y 
factors; including the amount and timing of new development, which cannot be predicted.· The 
Board of Supervisors, with input from; trie Jnter;i.gen.cy Plc!ri I01plemenh1tion Committee .arid 
Eastgrn Neighbqrhoocis CWz~ns Adv'iso:ry. Corwnitfoe (or its ;s.t1cc;es~or), shall monitor ;:ind . . .. . . ·· .. 

allocate reve.nt1.es 11cco:rc;ling to these p:ropol'ti9nctl all9.¢atioris: 1:iased on a,c;tgal reyem,1es over time 
and the readiness of the various public improvemenfofor e;penditu{e. Nb imj:mivement pr~ject 
Hsh:d in the,Pi.fblic Beryefits Prog:ram is guarar\foed to :receive tl::te absolµte amounts SDOWl1inthe 
Publk Benefits Program. Al}oca,tions for ;;ill pr9jects J-yill pe incr.eased or decreased. prop9rtionally 
ha5.ed 9pactual revenues received pr r,eylsed pi:ojections ov¢r. tim~; . . 

(~) a "Guide tol.Jrban. Design'' document containh1g design guidance that is specific to Central 
SoMa, andcompJements and supplE~01entsthe requirements ofthe Planning Code and citywide 
UrI:,i,1,n Design Guidelines; . 

(4), a :i'l(ey Pevelqpritent Sites GuicleUilei," · c:kicument thi'lt }nducfes greater clirectiori thM 
available in the >Planning Cocie for the developmen~ of the Pfan Area's large, underutilized 
development oppqrtunity sites; inan. effort to1.:naximi:z;e public bendits and design qualitytand a .. 
~'K~y Str.eets Guicfolines" docu.rnent that indudes. greater po Hey dir,ec:tion for each. qf .the ni.aji)r 
streets in the Plan Area. 

' . . . . . . . . . 

. ~REA$, .. the. pr9pqsecl. lmpleinenhltion Piogran1 is . attached hereto .as Exlljblt VJ, }\. . 
;memorandum summarizing. revisions made to. the proposed Implementation Program since 
consideration by the Plann.i.rig Co:rrunission on . .tvfarchl, 2018 is attached heretq as ExhibitV ,4. 

. . . . . . . ... .... .... ' ... . . . .. . ... ,· ... 

WHEREAS, on Iv1ay1(), 2018~ after a cluly noticed p~blic heari11g, the Commission reviewed and. 
considered the FinalEnvirorunent.ff.Inipact Report for the Central SoMa Plan ('.'Final EIR''.) and .. 
found the FinalEIR fo be adeguate, accurate, and objective, thus reflecting the indeperident 
analysis and judgment of th_e< Pepartme11,t and the Commissionr ,3.nd thaJ: the summary of 
comments. ancf respop.ses contained no.sigi;liFcant IE;Visi()nS to theDrnft EIR, anctJ:iy Mofio~No .. 
20182 certified th,e Final EIR for the Central SoM.a Plan as accurate, comp let~, and in compliance . 
with CEQA~ theCEQAGuideliries; and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

WHEREAS, on May rn; 2018, by Resoiutiori No. 201831 the Commissfoi1 appi:oyed CEQA 
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation 
Mon:itoti11g and ReportingProgram (MI\filP"); under Case No. 2011. 1356E1 for approval ()f the 
C.entral So}Ja Plan. . . . . . 

WHEREAS, on May 101 2018, the Ccin:uriis~ion co.ndm;:~ed a duly npi:iced p:U:blk hearing at a 
r~gularly scheduled meeting on.the ImplementatioriEro~r~m: · 

vVlIEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends a:qoption ofthis Resolutioi:l adopting an.a 
recorruneridingthat the Board of Supervisorsapproye fhe Impiernentation Program. 

NOW, TIIEREFORE, BE IT H.ESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by 
reference as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings set fcirthin Commission Resohition 
No.20183. 

SAN FRANCISCO. . 
F'l.,ANNING. DEPA.ffTMENT 2 
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R~so!uti<:>n No; 20187 
M?y 101 2018 

Case No. 2011,13S\JEMT2U 
implem~nfc,,Ji9rt Progrqffi 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEP, that the Commission c1dopts ar1ci incorporates by reference 
as though fully set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the 
requir!:!ments of which are made conditions of this approval. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented that the 
public necessity; convenience, and. general welfare require the proposed Implementation 
Program as set forth in Planning Commission Re.solutionNo.20188. 

AND BE IT FURTHER EESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the proposed 
Implementation Program is in general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning 
Commission Resolutio11 No. 20184; 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds th.at the proposed 
Implementation Program is in general conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth 
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184, 

AND BE ff FURTHER RESOLVED! that the Planning Commission finds that the proposed 
Implementation Prograrn, hereto· attached as Exhibit V.3, isnecessarytoimplernent·the Central 
SoMa Plan cltld that the implementation strategies expressed in the document are appropriate 
based on the Goals, Objectives,and Policies of the Plan. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commissi9n recommends that the Board of 
Supervisors consider the attached Implementation Program as part of its action on legislation 
related to the Central So Ma Plan. 

~~:~z i:S.1y that tae ioregptngRe,01utjon was ,dopu,:]:r h. e(:o"l.t:. i.on at its m~eting on 

"- ... 
t ·~·.·. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

Jonas P. Ionin. 
C9rnmission Secretary 

Hillis, Melgar, Fong, johnson, Koppel, Moore; Richards 

None 

None 

Mayl0,2018 

SAN FRANCISCO . . . : . . . . 
PLANNING O.l!tP~1'.!iffiNT 3 
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EXHIBIT V~3 -
IMPLEMENT I N PROGRAM 
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EXHIBIT V~3A -
DRAFT IMPLEMENT I N MATRIX 
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX 

GOAL #1 - ACCOMMODATE A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF JOBS AND HOUSING 

1.1 Ensure there is 1.1.1 Retain zoning that supports 1.1.1.l Maintain existing MUG, SoMA NCT, and South Park zoning. Convert 
sufficient Land capacity for new jobs and MUO zoning to CMUO zoning. 
area where housing 
space for jobs 
and housing can 
be built 

1.1.2 Limit zoning that restricts 1.1.2.1 Change SLI, SALi, WSMUO, and RED zoning to CMUO zoning. 
capacity for development 

1.2 Ensure that 1.2.l Set height limits on parcels 1.2.1.l Increase height limits from existing to proposed. 
developable as appropriate to fulfill this 
land has, Objective 
collectively, 
sufficient 
capacity for jobs 
and housing 

1.2.2 Allow physical controls for 1.2.2.1 Remove Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limits on non-residential buildings. 
height, bulk, setbacks, and open 
space to determine density 

GOAL #2 - MAINTAIN THE DIVERSITY OF RESIDENTS 

2.1 I Maintain the 2.1.l Continue implementing controls 2.1.l.l Continue implementing unit merger and demolition controls. 
! existing stock of that maintain the existing supply 
! housing of housing 

2.1.1.2 Continue enforcing restrictions on conversion of units to hotels rooms, 
including Short Term Rentals. 

2.1.1.3 Continue implementation strategies to ensure livability of units -
particularly Single Room Occupancy housing (SROs). 

2.2 Maintain the 2.2.1 Continue implementing 2.2.1.1 Continue enforcing rent control and eviction protection regulations. 
affordability of controls and strategies that help 
the existing stock maintain the existing supply of 
of housing affordable housing 

2.2.1.2 Continue implementing funding strategies such as the Rental 
Assistance Demonstration program and rehabilitation loans for 
affordable buildings. 

Ongoing implementation of Complete Planning 
existing Zoning Map 

Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing Planning 
the Planning Code 

Ongoing implementation Ongoing Office of Short 
of the Planning and Term Rentals 
Administrative Codes 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing Department of 
the Administrative Code Public Health 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing Rent Board and 
the Administrative Code Mayor's Office 

of Housing and 
Community 
Development 
(MOHCD) 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing MOHCD 
MOHCD programs 
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2.3 Ensure that at 
least 33 percent 
of new housing 
is affordable to 
very low, low, and 
moderate-income 
households 

2.2.2 

2.3.l 

Support the conversion 2.2.2.1 Continue implementing the City's Small Sites program. 
of existing housing into 
permanently affordable housing 

Set affordability requirements 
for new residential development 
at rates necessary to fulfill this 
Objective 

2.2.2.2 Continue to enable new development to satisfy their affordable 
housing requirements supporting the conversion of existing housing 
into permanently affordable housing. 

2.3.1.1 Set the percentage of affordable housing by Central SoMa Public 
Benefits Tiers in accordance with the City's requirements for below­
market rate units, specified in Planning Code Section 415. 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing 
MOHCD programs 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing 
the Planning Code 

Ongoing implementation of 
the Planning Code 

Ongoing 

MOHCD 

MOHCD 

Planning 

----1------------1--~ ------------------------ ---------·-------------~-----~-~-----·----~---~----·---~---- ------· 

2.4 

2.3.2 

2.3.3 

2.3.4 

Require contribution to 
affordable housing from 
commercial uses 

2.3.2.1 Continue requiring contribution from commercial developments 
through the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee. 

--1--··-··------------------1--- --~---· 
Ensure that affordable housing 
revenue generated in Central 
SoMa stays in the neighborhood 

Allow affordable housing sites 
to sell any unused development 
rights 

2.3.3.1 Require affordable housing revenue generated by the Central SoMa 
Plan to be expended within the boundaries of SoMa (Market Street, 
the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness 
Avenue). 

2.3.3.2 Allow the application of the "land dedication" option for both 
residential and non-residential development. 

2.3.4.1 

• For residential development, the land dedication requirement would 
be equivalent to 45% of the potential Gross Floor Area that could be 
provided on the principal site. 

• For non-residential development, the land dedication would be 
based on an appraisal of land value. 

For all sites, the requirements and rules for land dedication projects 
stipulated in Planning Code Section 419.5(2) would apply. 

Add affordable housing sites to list of sites eligible for the Transfer 
of Development Rights program (as discussed in Implementation 
Measure 7.5.2.1). 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing 
the Planning Code 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

I Support housing 2.4.l Continue implementing 2.4.1.1 Apply ongoing strategies for creating middle-income housing, such Ongoing application of funds Ongoing MOHCD, I 
; for other strategies that support the as funding created through 2015's Proposition A, down payment and requirements Planning I 
I households that development of "gap" housing assistance loan programs, and the middle-income housing ,

1 , cannot afford requirements imposed by June 2016's Proposition C and subsequent 

housing 1

1 market rate Board actions. I 
2:s-· 1 Sup po-;; housi;;--;::;:;- Continue requiring a diversity-;;;- 2.5.l.l f--R-eq_u_i-re_t_h-at_n_e_w_d_e~ve-lo-pm-~;~rovi_d_e-at-le-a;~40_%_t-wo-b~d-ro_o_m_, ____ P_l_a~--n-in_g_C_o_d_e _a_m_e-nd-m-en_t__,_U_p_o_n _Pl;-;;-·· -P-la-~~-in_g _______ [

1 

I for a diversity of family sized units 30% three-bedroom units, or 35% two or more bedrooms with at least adoption 

household sizes 100/o containing three or more bedrooms. _______ -------------· __ . __________ ! 
------1------_---;:;:;-c~·-nt-in_u_e_t_o_in_c_e_n-tiv-iz-.e-r-e-nt_a_l _ 1 2.s.2.1· Continue implementing the requirements of Section 415 that include Ongoing implementation of Ongoing Planning I 

· I units lower requirements for rental projects than for-sale projects. the Planning Code 
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! care, and 
, community 
i services that 
,
1
, serve local 
, residents 

District 

--·---i'-·----·----·----
2.6.1.2 Fund provision of supplemental services at Bessie Carmichael School 

--------------1----- ·-------
Ongoing funding from CFD As funding SFUSD 

I 

i 
2.6.2 

I 
I 

Help facilitate the creation of 
child care facilities 

2.6.2.l Continue implementing the Child Care Impact Fee and Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee. 

i 2.6.3 Help facilitate the creation of 2.6.3.l Create a new Community Services Impact Fee (for specific 
I new community services requirements, see the "Requirements for New Development" 
[ document). New development will be given the option to provide 

Ongoing implementation 
of existing Planning Code 
requirements 

Planning Code amendment 

accrues 

Ongoing 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning 

Planning 

I community facilities directly via an In-Kind Agreement with the City 

__ J -------------------·-------'---~--in_s_te_a_d_o_f_p_ay_i_ng_th_e_fe_e_s_. ---------~------- ---··----·-----L-------··---

GOAL #3 - FACILITATE AN ECONOMICALLY DIVERSIFIED AND LIVELY JOBS CENTER 

3.1 Ensure the 3,1.l 
Plan Area 
accommodates 
significant space 
for job growth 

3.1.2 

3.1.3 

Require non-residential 
devel'opment on large parcels 

3.1.l.l On parcels larger than 30,000 square feet south of Harrison Street Planning Code amendment 
require that two-thirds of new development below 160 feet in height be 

Limit restrictions on 3.1.2.l 
non-residential development 

Support living wage jobs across. 3.1.3.l 
all sectors 

non-residential. 

Change MUR zoning to be CMUO zoning east of 51" Street, change MUR 
to MUG Zoning west of S'" Street, change WSMUG zoning to CMUO 
zoning, and change RED to CMUO zoning south of Harrison Street 

Continue implementing City job training programs as well as hiring 
strategies such as Local Hire and First Source, 

Zoning Map amendment 

Ongoing implementation of 
City programs 

-------·------------------------ ----------·-------------------, 

implementation of a 2017's California Assembly Bill 73 via a Housing 
Sustainability District in Central SoMa. 

Planning Code amendment 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Ongoing 

·----· 

Ongoing 

Planning 

Planning 

Office of 
Economic and 
Workforce 
Development 
(OEWD) 

Planning, 
OEWD ~ 

3.1.3.2 Seek new strategies to facilitate living wage jobs, such as 

·----------------· -------------------
3.2 upport the 3.2.l Facilitate the growth of ofnce 3.2.l.l See Implementation Measure 3.1.l.l. Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 

rowth of office adoption 
i space 

·-------->-------------------'-----
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protective 
zoning does not 
result in a loss of 
PDR in the Plan 
Area 

-----~-- -------· ---
3.3.2 

3.3.3 

3.3.4 

3.4 Facilitate a 3.4.1 
vibrant retail 
environment 
that serves the 
needs of the 
community 

3.4.2 

Maintain zoning that restricts 
non-PDR development in certain 
locations 

Limit conversion of PDR space in 
formerly industrial districts 

Require PDR space as part of 
large commercial development 

Provide incentives to fund, build; 
and/or protect PDR 
-----------------

--------

Allow retail throughout the Plan 
Area 

Require ground-floor retail along 
important streets 

Maintain.SALi zoning between 4th and 5th Streets and Harrison and 
Bryant Streets. 

3.3.2.l Maintain existing PDR replacement requirements contained in 
Planning Code Section 202.8. 

3.3.3.1 In new office developments of greater than 50,000 square feet, require 
new PDR, via one of the following options: 

• Build PDR on-site to whichever amount is greater: the amount 
required by Code Section 202.8 or 40% of the lot area. Exempt from 
land area for purposes of calculating the FAR any land dedicated to 
affordable housing or publicly accessible open space fully open to 
the sky. 

• Build net new PDR off-site at 1.5 times the on-site requirement. This 
PDRcan be built anywhere in So Ma (Market, Embarcadero, South Van 
Ness, 13th St, Division St, China Basin). 

• Preserve existing PDR space at 2.0 times the on-site requirement. This 
PDR can be preserved anywhere in So Ma not zoned SALi afLer Plan 
adoption (Market Street, the Embarcadero, Division Street, and South 
Van Ness Avenue). 

3.3.3.2 Explore the potential for development to meet their PDR requirement 
through an in-lieu fee to the City to be used for the construction of new 
PDR and preservation/retention of existing PDR space. 

3.3.4.1 Require ground floor ceiling heights of 17 feet for PDR uses. 

------------··----------··---·--------
3.3.4.2 Continue technical support and strategic programs and agreements 

that support the growth of PDR businesses and the development of 
new PDR space. 

---------------------~------
3.3.4.3 Continue implementing the 1 % Art Program, including the option for 

development to participate in the Public Art Trust. 

3.4.1.1 Continue allowing retail in all zoning districts. 

3.4.2.l. Maintain retail requirements along 4th Street between Townsend and 
Bryant. 

Ongoing implementation of 
the Planning Code 

Planning Code amendment 

Planning Code amendment 

Planning Code amendment 

----~---· ----
Ongoing implementation of 
City programs 

------------- -

Ongoing implementation of 
City programs 

Ongoing implementation of 
the existing Planning Code 

Ongoing implementation of 
the existing Planning Code 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Ongoing 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

---------
Ongoing 

---
Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Planning 

Planning 

OEWD 

Planning 

OEWD 

----
Arts 
Commission 

Planning 

Planning 
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3.5 

3.6 

3.4.3 Support local, affordable, 
community-serving retail 

-+-------------1------------1 

• 2°' Street on the west side between Dow Place and Townsend Street; 

• 3'" Street between Folsom Street and Townsend Street; 

• 4th Street between Bryant St and Folsom St; 

• Folsom Street between 4th and Gth; 

• Brannan Street between 4th Street and St" Street; 

• Townsend Street on the north side between 2'' Street and 4"' Street. 

3.4.3.1 Ban formula restaurants and bars. Require other formula retail uses to 
attain a Conditional Use Permit throughout the Plan Area. 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

3.4.3.2 For development on lots greater than 20,000 square feet, require micro Planning Code amendment 
retail units (1,000 sqft or less) of one for every 20,000 square feet of lot 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

area (rounding to the nearest unit). 

Planning 

Planning 

-------------- ------

Support 3.5.1 
development of 
hotels 

Recognize the 
importance of 
nightlife uses 
in creating 
a complete 
neighborhood 

3.6.1 

Allow hotels throughout the 
growth-oriented parts of the 
Plan Area 

Allow nightlife where 
appropriate 

3.4.3.3 Continue banning stand-alone big box retail. 

3.5.1.1 Continue permitting small hotels in the WSMUO District. Pennit hotels 
in the MUG and CMUO with a Conditional Use. 

3.5.1.2 

3.6.1.l 

3.6.1.2 

Support the development of one or-more large (>500 room) hotels in 
the vicinity of the Moscone Convention Center. 

Continue allowing restaurants and bars throughout the Plan Area, as 
controlled by district. 

Continue permitting nighttime entertainment uses as-of-right in those 
areas being converted from SALi to CMUO and WSMUO. 

Ongoing implementation of 
the existing Planning Code 

Planning Code amendment 

City engagement with 
private developers during 
entitlement process 

Ongoing implementation of 
the existing Planning Code 

Planning Code amendment 

Ongoing Planning 

Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Ongoing OEWD 

Ongoing Planning 

I 
i 

--~_, ____ /· 
Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning I 
! 
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GOAL #4 - PROVIDE SAFE AND CONVENIENT TRANSPORTATION THAT PRIORITIZES WALKING, BICYCLING, AND TRANSIT 

Ensure streets throughout Undertake a comprehensive complete streets plan for all of the . Designed by the City San Francisco 
the Plan Area are designed in major streets in the Plan Area (i.e., 3rd, 4th, 5th. 6th, Howard, Folsom, i with community input, Municipal 
accordance with the City's Vision Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, and Townsend Streets). This strategy should adopted by legislation from accrues, as Transpo1tation 
Zero policy. incorporate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements designed San Francisco Municipal prioritized Agency (SFMTA), 

environment on in accordance with the Ci Ly's Vision Zero policy. Designs should Transportation Agency through San Francisco 
all the streets in incorporate on- and off-street loading needs and emergency vehicle (SFMTA) and San Francisco City and Department of 

access. Dedicate funding towards the planning and construction Department of Public Works community Public Works 
of recommended improvements through the Transportation (DPW), and implemented processes (DPW), Planning 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), Eastern Neighborhoods Impact (EN) Fee, and/ by a combination of the 
or a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). City and new development 

(through meeting the Better 
Streets Plan and/or In-Kind 
Agreements with the City) 

4.1.2 Ensure sidewalks on major 4.1.2.l See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 
streets meet Better Streets Plan 
standards 

4.1.2.2 Require a five-foot setback on all development on 4th Street south of Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
Bryant Street. This setback must occur at the ground floor, and have adoption 
minimum height of 25 feet. 

4.1.3 Prohibit new curb cuts on key 4.1.3.1 Ban curb cuts within the Plan Area on all of Folsom, Brannan, Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
major streets and limit them Townsend, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 6th Streets, and any blocks of Howard adoption 
elsewhere Street that are one-way; require a Conditional Use permit for curb cuts 

for all other major streets in the Plan Area. 

4.1.4 Provide signalized crosswalks 4.1.4.1 See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 
across major streets 

4.1.5 Ensure there are crosswalks at 4.1.5.1 See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 
all signalized intersections 

4.1.6 Ensure there are safe 4.1.6.1 Work with Cal trans to redesign or improve intersections at freeway Intergovernmental Within SFMTA, San 
intersections at freeway ramps ramps. coordination 5 years Francisco 

of Plan County 
adoption Transportation 

Authority 
(SFCTA) 

n 
m 

Implement strategies identified through the City's Walk First and Walk First and Vision z 4.1.7 Provide corner sidewalk 4.1.7.1 Ongoing SFMTA 
--< 

extensions to enhance Vision Zero programs, as well as additional strategies identified in the Zero programs; also :0 
> pedestrian safety at crosswalks, complete streets plan discussed in Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. Implementation Measure ,... 
"' in keeping with the Better 4.1.1.1. 
0 Streets Plan 3: 
> 
-0 ,... 
> z 
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4.1.8 

4.1.9 

Ensure safe and convenient 
conditions on narrow streets 
and alleys for people walking 

Ensure there are street trees and 
street furnishings on sidewalks 
wherever possible, in keeping 
with the Better Streets Plan 

4.1.8.1 

4.1.9.1 

Undertake a follow-up Narrow Streets and Alleys Strategy, and 
implement recommendations adopted by that Strategy, as well as 
additional strategies identified in the complete streets plan discussed 
in Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 

Ongoing implementation of street tree requirements in the Planning 
Code, as well as additional strategies identified in the complete streets 
plan discus.sed in Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 

Community planning 
effort; also Implementation 
Measure 4.1.1.1. 

Start 
process 
within 
tw6years 
of Plan 
Adoption 

See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.l. 

Planning, DPW 

--- : --------1------------1 
Continue implementing the existing requirements for development on~,- Application of existing 

-~·-----,--------·-

4.2 

i 4.1.10 Expand the pedestrian network 4.1.10.1 
wherever possible through large lots. Planning Code 

Make cycling 
a safe and 
convenient 
transportation 
option 
throughout 
the Plan Area 
for all ages and 
abilities 

creation of new narrow 
streets, alleys, and mid-block 
connections 

4.1.11 Use public art, lighting, and 
other amenities to improve the 
pedestrian experience beneath 
elevated freeways 

4.2.l Ensure that the bicycle network 
is in accordance with the City's 
Vision Zero policy and Bicycle 
Strategy. 

4.1.10.2 Prioritize the creation of new connections wherever· possible 
through acquisitions and/or easements on private lots (as part of 
Implementation Measure 4.1.7.1). 

4.1.11.1 See Implementation Measure 4.1.l.l 

4.1.11.2 Continue working with Caltrans to facilitate these improvements on 
their property. 

4.1.11.3 

4.2.1.l 

Encourage projects to dedicate their 1% for art requirements to the Arts 
Trust, and the City to dedicate this funding for art in this area. 

Implement the recommendations of the Ci Ly's Bicycle Plan designed in 
accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy. 

i requirements, with further 
I guidance in the Central I SoMa Key Site Guidelines 

Community planning effort 

Intergovernmental 
coordination 

City engagement with 
private developers during 
entitlement process 

Implementation of the 
Bicycle Plan and Vision Zero 
programs 

Ongoing 

Start 
process 
within 12 
months 
of Plan 
Adoption 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Planning 

Planning 

Office of 
Economic and 
Workforce 
Development 
(OEWD), 
Planning 

Planning, Arts 
Commission 

SFMTA 
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4.3 

4.2.3 

Minimize gaps in the existing 
bicycle network by providing 
bicycle routes through the Plan 
Area, designed for safety in 
accordance with the City's Vision 
Zero policy and Bicycle Strategy. 

Provide additional bicycle 
infrastructure, such as bicycle 
parking, to support ridership 

4.2.3.l Continue implementing bicycle parking regulations in buildings. 

4.2.3.2 Support the implementation and expansion of Bay Area Bike Share. 

programs accrues, as 
prio1itized 
through 
Cilyand 
community 
processes 

Application of existing Ongoing 
Planning Code requirements 

Ongoing 

Planning 

SFMTA Application of existing 
SFMTA process 

J-----~-·-- -------~~----------1----0-----------------·----------,----------------l·--------
I 
i 
i 

4.2.3.3 Support the creation of bicycle parking facilities on streets and 
sidewalks, as appropriate. 

Application of existing 
SFMTA process 

Ongoing SFMTA, 
Planning 

'1 Ensure that 
1---------------+-----1------------------------------~----·---------1------------

transit serving 
I the Plan Area 
I is adequate, 

I. reliable and 
pleasant 

4.3.l Provide a robust network of 
lanes that are exclusively for 
transit 

j 4.3.2 Support funding maintaining 

4.3.3 

a state of good repair of the 
existing fleet and infrastructure 

Suppo1t funding to implement 
Muni Forward 

4.3.4 Support funding to meet 
future needs for both local and 

i regional transit service to the 

4.3.1.l 

4.3.2.l 

4.3.3.1 

4.3.4.1 

Implement transit lanes identified by the Muni Forward Program, as 
well as additional strategies identified in the complete streets plan 
discussed in Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 

Dedicate funding towards maintaining a state of good repair of 
the existing fleet and infrastructure through the Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF), Eastern Neighborhoods Impact (EN) Fee, a 
new Central So Ma (CS) Fee, and/or a Mello-Roos Community Facilities 
District (CFD). 

Dedicate funding towards implementing the Muni Forward program 
through the TSF, EN Fee, CS Fee, and/or a CFD. 

Dedicate funding towards the improvement and expansion of transit 
through the TSF, EN Fee, CS Fee and/or a CFD. 

Implementation of the Muni Ongoing 
Froward Program; also 

j Implementation Measure 
, 4.1.1.1. 

SFMTA, DPW 

_!-----~--·----~---------· -

I 
The Transportation 
Sustainability Fee (TSF) and 
Eastern Neighborhoods 

I Impact Fee (EN Fee) are 
I existing. The Central SoMa 
I (CS) Fee and Mello-Roos 
\ Community Facilities District 
i (CFD) would need to be 
•
1
• created upon adoption of 

1 the Central So Ma Plan 

i The TSF and EN Fee are 

I' existing. The CS Fee and CFD 
would need to be created 

I
' upon adoption of the Central 

SoMa Plan 

The TSF and EN Fee are 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 

Planning, 
SFMTA 

Planning, 
SFMTA 

Planning, 
SFCTA, SFMTA 

____ L ___________ :~~~~-ea_· --------
I 

existing. The CS Fee and CFD 
would need to be created 
upon adoption of the Central 

! SoMa Plan 
---- ·--------··--1------------- --·----·-----·--·---

4.3.5 Study adjustment of transit 
service program to serve the 
demand from the increase 
in jobs and housing in the 
neighborhood 

4.3.5.1 Study the need to revise transit service after a substantial amount of I SFMTA study with After 10 SFMTA 
the expected development has occurred. community input years 

of Plan 

I adoption 
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rn 4.4 Encourage 4.4.1 Limit the amount of parking in 4.4.1.1 Within the CMUO District, reduce the amount of parking allowed as Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
Z. 
--i mode shift away new development follows: adoption 
~ from private 
0 
z automobile • For residential development, set the as-of-right amount at 0.5 spaces 
:;:: 
)> 

usage per unit, with no potential more. 
--i 
,"! • For all non-residential development, set the maximum amount 
X 

allowed as follows: 

• Office: one space for every 3,500 square feet, 

• Retail: one space for every 1,500 square feet, and 

• All other uses as currently listed in Planning Code Section 151.1. 
---------

4.4.2 Utilize Transportation Demand 4.4.2.1 Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures Application of existing Ongoing Planning 

i 
Management strategies to required by the Planning Code, removing grandfathering provision for Planning Code requirements 

I 
encourage use of alternatives to projects that could not be built but for the Central SoMa Plan. 
the private automobile 

4.5 I Accommodate 4.5.1 Maintain the ability of certain 4.5.1.1 Design and construct Bryant and Harrison Streets to accommodate Community planning efforts Ongoing, SFMTA 

regional, streets to accommodate more through traffic than other east-west streets in the Plan Area. as funding 

I through, through-traffic while ensuring accrues, as 

and delivery they meet minimum needs for prioritized 

I traffic where safety and comfort of all road through 

necessary, but users City and 

mitigate the community 

I impacts of such processes 

I traffic on local 
! livability and 
I ci rcu latio n 

4.5.2 Design buildings to 4.5.2.1 Require sponsors of development projects that provide more than Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning, 

I 
accommodate delivery of 100,000 square feet to prepare a Driveway and Loading Operations adoption SFMTA 

people and goods with a Plan (DLOP), and submit the plan for review and approval by the 
minimum of conflict Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall focus on 

I 
reducing potential conflicts between driveway operations, including 
loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and to 
maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new 
loading demand. The DLOP shall inciude consider, at a minimum, 
loading dock management, large truck access, garage/loading dock 
attendants, and refuse collection. The DLOP shall also look at designs 
to separate loading from sensitive land uses as well as building design 
strntegies to better support off-peak and unattended deliveries. 
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GOAL #5 - OFFER AN ABUNDANCE OF PARKS AND RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES 

5.1 Maximize the 5.1.1 Support funding for the 5.1.1.1 Help fund the rehabilitation and/or rebuild of Gene Friend Recreation Funding from the As funding Recreation and 

benefit provided rehabilitatiOn of Gene Friend Center. Eastern Neighborhoods accrues, as Parks Department 

by existing parks Recreation Center Impact Fee (EN Fee) prioritized (RPD) 

and recreational and/or a Mello-Roos through 

facilities Communily Facilities Cily and 
District (CFD) to community 
supplement other prosesses 
funding processes 

5.1.2 Support funding for the 5.1.2.l Help fund activation of and/ or capital upgrades to Victoria Manalo Funding from CFD and/ As funding RPD 

activation of Victoria Manalo Draves Park. or EN Fee to support accrues, as 

Draves Park ongoing RPD efforts prioritized 
through 
City and 
community 
processes 

5.1.3 Explore funding for rehabilitation 5.1.3.1 Identify appropriate ways to fund the rehabilitation ofYerba Buena Collaborative process Ongoing Department of 

ofYerba Buena Gardens Gardens, potentially including funding from the Central So Ma facilitated by the City Real Estate 

Community Facilities District. involving stakeholders 
in the Verba Buena area 

5.1.4 Explore additional strategies to 5.1.4.1 Ongoingly seek out grants, partnerships, etc. Ongoing dedicated Ongoing RPD 

fund existing parks staff time 

5.2 Create new 5.2.1 Create a new public park in the 5.2.l.l Help fund, design, construct, and maintain a new public park on the Funded by EN Fee and As funding Planning, RPD 

public parks highest growth portion of the block bounded by 4th Street, 5th Street, Bryant Street, and Brannan CFD, designed through accrues, as 

Plan Area Street. community planning prioritized 
efforts, constructed by through 
City and/or adjacent City and 
development community 

processes 

5.2.2 Create a new linear park along 5.2.2.1 Help fund, design, construct, and maintain a new public park on Funded from EN Fee, As funding Planning 

Bluxome Street between 4th Bluxome Street between 4th Street and 5th Street. CFD, or off-site POPOS. accrues, as 

Street and 5th Street Designed through prioritized 
community planning through 
efforts. Implemented City and 
by the City. community 

processes 

5.2.3 Pursue the creation of a large 5.2.3.1 Dedicate funding towards the creation of a large new park within Funding from EN Fee or Ongoing, Planning 

new park within or near Central or near Central SoMa, including site identification and design, and CFD. Designed through as funding 

So Ma to serve the burgeoning potentially site acquisition and construction pending costs and community planning accrues, as 

r, greater SoMa area funding. efforts. Implemented prioritized 

m by the City. through 
z 
-i 

City and 
;,J community 
)> 
r processes 
(n 

0 
3: 
)> 

"1J 
r 
)> 
z 
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5.3 

5.4 

5.5 

Create 
new public 
recreational 
opportunities 

Utilize the street 
right-of-way 
for additional 
green spaces, 
gathering and 
recreational 
opportunities 

Augmentthe 
public open 
space and 
recreation 
network with 
privately-owned 
public open 
spaces (POPOS) 

5.3.1 

5.3.2 

5.4.l 

5.4.2 

5.5.1 

Increase the amount of public 
recreation center space, 
including the creation of a new 
public recreation center 

5.3.1.1 Work with developers of large new projects to explore the potential to 
locate a new recreational center in their development. 

Public/private 
engagement 

Ongoing until Planning 
completed 

-------- ----- --------~·-------------- --------

Develop public recreational 
facilities under the 1-80 freeway 

Where appropriate, promote 
pedestrian-only or shared-street 
design concepts for narrow 
streets, alleys, and mid-block 
connections 

5.3.1.2 As appropriate, help fund, design, construct, and maintain a public 
recreation center. 

5.3.2.l Work with Caltrans to lease land at affordable rates for the purpose of 
building recreational facilities under the freeway. 

5.3.2.2 As appropriate, help fund, design, construct, and maintain public 
recreation faciliti.es under the 1-80 freeway. 

5.4.l.l Support pedestrian-only or shared streets in new developments 
required to provide mid-block connections. 

Improve 2nd and Folsom Streets 5.4.2.l See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1. 
as Green Connections per the 
City's Green Connections Plan 

Require new non-residential 
development and encourage 
residential develop_ment to 
provide POPOS that address the 
needs of the community 

5.5.l.l Requir·e new non-residential development (exclusive of PDR and 
Institutional Uses) of 50,000 square feet or more to provide POPOS at 
a rate of one square foot for every 50 square feet of gross floor area. 
Require these POPOS to meet certain design standards, in consultation 
with staff of the Recreation and Parks Department, and incentivize 
them to provide community space as follows: 

• On large sites south of Bryant Street, POPOS must be at grade and 
open to the sky, 

• On other sites, POPOS requirements may be met outdoors, indoors, 
or through an in-lieu fee, with preference for outdoor space, and all 
on-site space provided at-grade up to the first 15% of lot area 

• POPOS must be on-site or within 900 feet of the development, 

• POPOS must be open evening and weekends, 

• POPOS must be lined by active uses, and 

• Every square foot of the following amenities shall reduce required 
open space by 33%: a playground, community garden, sport court, 
and/or dog run. 

Funding from EN Fee 
orCFD 

Intergovernmental 
process 

Funding from EN Fee, 
CFD, or offsite POPOS. 
Designed through 
community planning 
efforts. Implemented 
by the City. 

Design and review of 
development projects 

Planning Code 
amendment 

Ongoing 

Upon Plan 
completion 

Ongoing 

Ongoing, as 
development 
proposals 
occur 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

RPO 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

'-·---~-----------~----------------·---~ 

_J 
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5.6 Ensure the 
neighborhood's 
parks and 
recreation 
offerings 
function as a 
network and 
complement the 
facilities of the 

, broader SoMa 
! area 

5.6.l Design the parks and 
recreational opportunities in a 
systematic manner to serve the 
community's needs 

Continue enabling residential and non-residential development to 
have a reduced open space requirement where such open space is 
publicly accessible 

5.5.l.3 Review and approve design and operations strategy of proposed 
POPOS. 

5.6.l.l Develop and implement a parks and recreation strategy for the Plan 
Area and/or larger South of Market area. This strategy should identify 
the neighborhood needs in the context of both existing and planned 
facilities and population. It should also identify locations to meet 
these needs as new parks and recreational facilities are built and/or 
rehabilitated. 

GOAL #6 - CREATE AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE AND RESILIENT NEIGHBORHOOD 

6.1 I Develop a 6.1.1 Create an implementing entity 6.1.1.1 Support the formation of an inter-agency "Central SoMa 
, comprehensive within the Cily Sustainability Team" (CSST) to implement Central SoMa's 
1 strategy for comprehensive environmental and resilience strategy. The team 

creating an will include the Planning Department, San Francisco Department 
environmentally of the Environment (SFE) and the San Francisco Public Utilities 
sustainable Commission (SFPUC), and other City departments. This team would 
and resilient provide a forum for connecting with residents and community 
neighborhood groups, businesses and wor'kers, visitors, developers of new 

buildings, owners and managers of existing buildings, utilities, 
potential funders, and other key stakeholders. 

6.1.2 Provide guidance to private and 6.1.2.l Produce a Sustainable Neighborhoods Guide to support the 
public entities Central SoMa Plan, containing the vision, goals, policies, and 

implementation measures, as well as best-practice examples and 
technical resources. 

6.J .. 3 Ensure that environmental 6 . .1.3.l The CSSTwill participate in the City's capital planning processes, 
sustainability and resiliency is including the lnteragency Plan Implementation Team (IPIC) and 
considered holistically in public the Streets Design Advisory Team (SDAT). In these roles, the CSST 
investment decisions will seek erriciencies and cross-culling slralegies Lhat could ru!nll 

multiple goals at once. 

6.1.4 Ensure that property owners, 6.1.4.1 The CSST will participate in the City's design and development 
developers, and tenants have review processes, including the Preliminary Project Assessment 
the opportunity to maximize (PPA) process and the Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT). The 
environmental sustainability and CSSTwill offer solutions, help reduce barriers, and foster innovation 
resilience to enable high-performing development. 

Design and review of 
development projects 

Community planning 
effort 

Work program of the Central 
So Ma Sustainability Team 

Planning Department's 
Sustainable City team work 
program 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainabilily Team 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Ongoing, as Planning, RPD 
development 
proposals 
occur 

Within two 
years of Plan 
adoption 

Ongoing 

Planning, RPO 

Planning 

By Plan adoption Planning 

Ongoing Planning 

Ongoing Planning 
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6.2 

6.1.5 Continue to evolve 
the requirements and 
recommendations with 
changing needs and 
technologies 

The CSST will undertake all relevant outreach and engagement to 
property owners to inform them about opportunities and ·encourage 
them to increase the environmental sustainability and resilience of 
their buildings and their occupants_ 

6.1.5.l Monitor environmental conditions and trends, and evolving 
technologies and other strategies to fulfill the vision and goals of the 
Central SoMa Plan. 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Ongoing 

Environment 
(SFE) 

Planning 

---------··-------1------------------~-----j----------------------·--·-~-----·----~-·-------------- -- ----··------+------
Minimize 
greenhouse gas 
emissions 

·: 
i 
' 

6.2.l 

6.2.2 

Maximize energy efficiency in the 6-2.1.l 
built environment 

For new and existing buildings, continue implementing_the energy 
efficiency requirements of San Francisco's Green Building Code and 
the California Building Code Standards ("Title 24"). 

Maximize onsite renewable 
energy generation 

6.2.1.2 Provide information to new development proposals on how to 
increase energy efficiency beyond current requirements_ 

6.2_1.3 Provide information to existing building owners about energy retrofit 
programs. 

6.2.l.4 Explore requiring energy use intensity (EUI) estimates for new 
development. 

6.2.1.5 Support SFPUC's ongoing LED upgrades of its streetlights 
throughout the District. 

6.2.1.6 Support the replacement and/or conversion of streetlights to 
LED as part of the Central SoMa complete streets upgrades (See 
Implementation Measure 4.1.l.l). 

6.2.l.7 Explore upgrades to street lighting not planned for conversion 
through either SFPUC's current LED program or the Central SoMa 
Plan complete streets upgrades. 

6.2.2.l Implement existing requirements on new development and major 
alterations for installation and operdtion of rooftop solar energy 
generafion and/or solar thermal hot water systems. 

Ongoing implementation 
of the San Francisco Green 
Building Code and California 
Title24 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

Work program of the Central 
So Ma Sustainability Team 

Ongoing SFPUC work 
program 

See Implementation 
Measure 4_1_1. 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Ongoing implementation 
of the existing Environment 
Code and Green Building 
Code 

6.2.2.2 Expand current solar requirements to all new development up to 160 Planning Code amendment 
feet tall, regardless of number of occupied floors. 

Ongoing 

At PPAand 
subsequent 
project review 

At annual 
benchmarking 
and 5-year audit 
requirements 

Department 
of Building 
Inspection (DBI), 
SFE 

Planning, SFE 

SFE 

Within two years I SFE 
of Plan adoption , 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Ongoing.as 
funding accrues, 
as prioritized 
through City 
and community 
processes 

Within two years 
of Plan adoption 

Required for 
development 
applications 
received after 
December 31,' 
2016 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

San Francisco 
Public Utilities 
Commission 
(SFPUC) 

San Francisco 
Municipal 
Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA), 
San Francisco 
Department of 
Public Works 
(DPW), Planning 

DPW, MTA 

DBI 

I Planning 
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6.2.3 

6.2.4 

6.2.5 

Satisfy 100 percent of electricity 
demand using greenhouse 
gas-free power supplies 

Explore strategies to reduce 
fossil fuel use in buildings 

Minimize transportation-based 
greenhouse gas emissions 

Explore strategies to increase onsite renewable energy generation 
and/or solar thermal hot water systems beyond current minimums; 
including, increased roof-top productivity, building facades, and 
other· innovations. 

Provide information to existing building owners about funding 
opportunities for solar energy generation systems, as well as 
opportunities to combine living roofs with solar systems to increase 
performance and co-benefits. 

Design and implement solar projects on key public sites, in 
coordination with a better roof program. 

After maximizing efficiency measures and/or on-site renewable 
energy generation, require all remaining electricity demand in 
new development (and major renovations) to come from 100% 
greenhouse gas-free electricity sources. 

Provide existing buildings with information on green power 
purchase options. 

6.2.4.1 Explore fossil-free energy building standards and requirements 
for Central SoMa that either eliminate or greatly.reduce fossil free 
use (e.g., natural gas). As feasible, develop zero-carbon (net zero) 
building guidelines and program. 

6.2.4.2 Conduct a district energy infrastructure feasibility study focusing on 
major development sites. 

6.2.4.3 Continue interagency and private sector initiative to identify 
appropriate locations and funding for district energy systems, as 
informed district energy feasibility study. 

6.2.5.1 Support the reduction of vehicle miles travelled through dense 
development patterns, robust transit service, and walkable and 
bikeable neighborhoods (see Implementation Measures in Goal 1 
and Goal 4). 

6.2.5.2 Meet citywide requirements for electrical distribution and service 
capacity standards that support electrical vehicle (EV) charging 
in off-street parking spaces, in new development and major 
renovations. 

6.2.5.3 

6.2.5.4 

Explore requirement for installing EV plug-in stations at off-street 
loading docks in new and existing development that eliminates 
delivery trucks idling emissions. 

Explore a program to plan and install EV charging stations in publicly 
accessible parking spaces (on-street and off-street) throughout 
Central SoMa. 

Work program of the 
Central SoMa Sustainability 
Team and inclusion in the 
Sustainable Neighborhoods 
Guide 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

At annual 
benchmarking 
and 5-year audit 
requirements 

Within two years 
of Plan adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

At annual SFE 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

benchmarking 
and 5-year audit 
requirements 

Within two years 
of Plan adoption 

Work program of the Central Ongoing 
So Ma Sustainability Team 

See Implementation Ongoing 
Measures in Goal 1 and 
Goa\4 

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing 
the Green Building Code 

Work program of the Central Within two years 
SoMa Sustainability Team of Plan adoption 

Work program of the Central Within two years 
SoMa Sustainability Team of Plan adoption 

Planning, SFE 

SFE 

SFE 

SFE 



1221

3: 
1J 
r 
rn 
3: 

! SFE rn 6.2.5.5 Explore the potential of vacuum systems for refuse mate1·ials Work program of the Central Within three z 
~ management on multi-building/district-scale development sites, So Ma Sustainability Team years of Plan 
--; in part to significantly reduce refuse hauling noise and emissions adoption 
0 I z ·----!----- J__ impacts by minimizing material pick-up locations and frequency. 
3: -------
)> 6.3 I Minimize water 6.3.l Efficiently use potable water i 6.3.1.l Continue implementing existing City requirements for water Green Building Code Ongoing SFPUC --; I efficiency and conservation in new development. JJ I waste 

I X I 
6.3.l.2 Continue to explore opportunities to increase water use efficiency Inclusion in the Sustainable Within two years SFPUC 

and conservation in new and existing development and open Neighborhoods Guide of Plan adoption 
spaces. 

6.3.2 Increase non-potable water use 6.3.2.1 Implement the Non-Potable Ordinance: Ongoing implementation of Ongoing SFPUC 
in buildings the Health Code 

• Require non-potable treatment systems in new developments 
250k square feet or larger, leveraging all available non-potable 
water sources (rainwater, graywater: showers and laundry, and 
foundation drainage) for maximum reuse for irrigation and toilet 
flushing, and 

• Continue implementing existing City requirement that all new 
development 40,000 square feet and larger conduct a Water 
Balance Study considering non-potable water capture and use. 

6.3.2.2 Explore opportunities for maximizing non-potable water use in Inclusion in the Sustainable Within two yea rs SFPUC 
building cooling systems. Neighborhoods Guide of Plan adoption 

6.3.2.3 Encourage and facilitate the development of district, multi-project Inclusion in the Sustainable Ongoing SFPUC 
scale non-potable water systems: Neighborhoods Guide 

• Continue to increase awareness and reduce barriers to district-
scale systems, 

• Continue to provide technical guidance to interested project 
sponsors, and 

• Consider augmenting the currently required Water Balance 
Study to consider potential synergies between properties; i.e., 
projects 250,000 square feet and greater consider expanding 
systems to support neighboring projects, and projects of 
less than 250,000 square consider if adjacent projects are 
developing non-potable systems to which they might connect. 

6.3.3 Increase non-potable water use 6.3.3.1 Fund the planning, design, and construction of non-potable water Planned as part of Within 10 years of SFPUC 
in parks, open spaces, sidewalks, collection, treatment, and storage systems as part of Central SoMa's the Central So Ma sea Plan adoption 
and streets major public park and open space projects that eliminate their use level rise and flood 

of potable water for irrigation, while supporting neighborhood flood management strategy (see 
resilience. Implementation Measures 

6.6.1.l) 

6.3.3.2 Fund the planning, design, and construction of sufficient Work program of the Central Within two years Planning 
non-potable water filling stations to satisfy all street cleaning needs So Ma Sustainability Team of Plan adoption 
in the District. 
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access to nature, 
and a healthy 
ecosystem 

6.4.2 

6.4.3 

Maximize greening of rooflops 
and walls 

Ensure that greening supports 
· habitat and biodiversity 

6.5 1 Improve air I 6.5.1 Support a reduction in vehicle 

Continue implementing the Urban Forest Master Plan, Green 
Connections, and other efforts to maximize street trees, sidewalk 
gardens, and green public spaces. 

6.4.l.2 As part of a comprehensive freeway corridor transformation strategy, 
increase greening and provide habitat areas in and around the 
freeway. 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Concept Plan 
within one year 
of Plan Adoption, 
implementation 
phased over 10 
years 

: 6.4.1.3 Recommend all privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) to Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
contain greening to the greatest degree possible. adoption 

----------+------------------1------
6.4.2.1 Require new development (sites 5,000 square feet and larger, with Planning Code Amendment Upon Plan 

building heights 160 feet and less) to construct at least 50% of and inclusion in the adoption 
roof area as a living roof, to be designed in a manner that meets Sustainable Neighborhoods 
applicable non-potable water and stormwater management Guide 
requirements. 

6.4.2.2 Fund the planning, design, and construction of at least one "Better 
Roofs" demonstration project on a highly visible public building, 
focused on greening and urban agriculture. 

6.4.2.3 Encourage "living" walls indoors and outdoors, as part of 
comprehensive greening strategies and projects that also coordinate 
with applicable stormwater and non-potable water requirements. 

6.4.3.1 

6.4.3.2 

For all greening on streets and public open spaces, encourage the 
use of climate appropriate, habitat supportive, pollution filtering, 
and non-invasive plants, as well as integrated pest management that 
meets City standards. 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

SDAT and DPW review of 
streets, sidewalks, and open 
space plans 

SFPUC review as part 

0-5 years from 
Plan adoption 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Ongoing 

Ongoing 
I 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning, 
SFPUC 

Planning 

Planning 

DPW 

I SFPUC 

6.4.3.3 

For all greening on private roofs and privately-owned public open 
spaces, require the use of climate appropriate, habitat supportive, 
pollution filtering, non-invasive plants (as identified in the SF Plant 
Finder, Bay Friendly Guidelines, or similar tool), and meet the City's 
Integrated Pest Management Ordinance. 

Continue implementing Bird Safe Buildings Standards in new 
development. 

of living roof and/or 
stormwater management 
approvals 

,-----------~~-------
Ongoing implementation of 
the Planning Code 

Ongoing 

I 
-~~----

! Planning 

6.4.3.4 Encourage the inclusion of interpretive elements and other public 
information dissemination on biodiversity, habitat, and nature in 
POPOS and other publicly accessible open spaces. 

6.5.1.l See Implementation Measures in Goal 4. 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

SFE 

See Implementation See I See 
Measures in Goal 4 Implementation i Implementation I quality ,

1

, miles travelled [ 

---- --- -------- -------- ---·------------··-----'-------------- -----------------------. ---------------------~;;rrs: I ~;~~res in ___ _ 
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I 

6.6 

I ---1 

Maximize flood 
resilience 

6.5.3 

6.5.4 

6.6.1 

6.6.2 

Improve the air quality around 
the freeway 

Utilize healthier building 
materials and technologies that 
improve indoor and outdoor air 
quality 

See Implementation Measures associated with Policies 6.4.l through 
6.4.3. 

6.5.3.1 As part of a comprehensive freeway corridor transformation 
strategy, develop and implement air quality improvement measures 
along the freeway corridor, such as of greening, use of air filtration 
materials technologies, and other innovations. 

6.5.4.1 · All new development must meet the highest current City standards 
for Low Emitting Materials in building interiors. 

6.5.4.2 Require enhanced filtration systems for areas of poor air quality, in 
accordance with Article 38 of the Health Code. 

6.5.4.3 Provide examples, resources, and standards, such as the use of 
pollution filtering building skins and other exterior materials that 
promote healthier outdoor air. 

6.5.4.4 Promote the best available control technologies for diesel generators 
and fire pumps. 

Develop a comprehensive sea 6.6.1.1 Develop a Central So Ma sea level rise and flood management 
strategy, including: level rise and flood management I 

strategy for Central So Ma and · 
adjacent at-risk areas 

I 
Reduce building vulnerability I 
to sea level rise and extreme I 
sro~, ----, 

' 

6.6.2.1 

6.6.2.2 

, District-wide hydrology study (extreme storm and 100-year flood 
~ows, considering sea level rise impacts), 

, Comprehensive plan of optimally sized, located, and prioritized 
flood management infrastructure, including potential green 
infrastructure systems in streets and sidewalks, street grade 
adjustments, floodways, detention basins, and stormwater 
systems, and 

, Targeted policies and programs to reduce flood risk. 

All new development and substantial modifications to existing 
development should meet the flood resistant building standards of 
the City's Floodplain Management Ordinance and Building Code, 
especially as flood hazard maps are updated to reflect precipitation-
driven flooding and sea level rise. · 

Develop and implement flood resistant design guidelines for 
representative building typologies in Central So Ma that help protect 
structures while ensuring vibrant/livable sidewalks and streets. 

Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Implementation 
Measures 
associated with 
Policies 6.4.1 
through 6.4.3 

Strategy within 
one year of 
Plan adoption, 
ongoing 
implementation 
as funding 

Implementation 
Measures 
associated with 
Policies 6.4.l 
through 6.4.3 

Planning 

_____ permit_s ------~---------

Ongoing implementation of Ongoing i SFE 
the Green Building Code · 

Ongoing implementation of 
the Health Code 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

Inclusion in the Sustainable 
Neighborhoods Guide 

Worl< program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team 

Floodplain Management 
Ordinance and Building 
Code 

Ongoing 

----
Upon Plan 
adoption 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Within one year 
of Plan adoption 

Ongoing 

Planning 

Planning 

SFE 

Planning 

I 
I 

I City 
i Administrator's 
J Office 

, _________ --- ----1-----
Work program of the Central 
SoMa Sustainability Team, 
in collaboration with Sea 
Level Rise Action Plan 
implementation 

Within one year Planning 
of Plan adoption 
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management using streets, 
sidewalks, and open spaces 

6.6.3.2 

6.7 Maximize 6.7.1 Ensure the ability of new and 6.7.l.l 
earthquake existing buildings to withstand a 

r resilience major seismic event 

6.7.1.2 

6.7.2 Secure sufficient power and 6.7.2.1 
water supplies to withstand a 
72-hour emergency 

6.8 Help achieve 6.8.l Maximize recycling and 6.8.l.l 
zero solid waste composting of solid waste from 

all buildings 

6.8.1.2 

6.8.2 Maximize recycling and reuse 6.8.2.l 
of construction and demolition 
materials 

/ 6.8.3 Reduce litter in streetscapes i 6.8.3.l 
1 1 and parks i 

-------, -·--·-----'!------ r--

1 

/ 6.s.3.2 

i ! 
___ )____ f--1------------·f---

l 16.8.3.3 

i 

Integrate stormwater and flood management tools into all "complete Integrated into complete 
streets" improvements through both functional landscape elements streets design and 
and street design, according to the Central So Ma sea level rise and construction (see 
flood management atrategy and associated design guidelines. Implementation Measure 

4.1.l.l) 

Integrate stormwater and flood management tools into existing and Integrated in park Ongoing (see r Recreation 
new open spaces, according to the Central So Ma sea level rise and design processes (see Implementation and Parks 
flood management strategy and associated design guidelines. Implementation Measures Measures 5.2.l.l , Department 

5.2.l.l through 5.2.4.1) through 5.2.4.l) (RPD) 

Continue implementing Building Code requirements for seismic Ongoing implementation of Ongoing DBI 
safety. the Building Code 

Provide project sponsors with information on latest citywide Engagement through the Ongoing Planning 
resilience efforts, such as Resilien L SF, Lhe Solar Storage inilialive, elc. PPA and entitlement process 

Consider developing a Central So Ma program for securing Work program of the Central Within one year DBI 
emergency on-site power and water capacity, in new private SoMa Sustainability Team of Plan adoption 
developments, existing buildings, public sites, neighborhood 
emergency center, etc. 

Ensure adequate refuse sorting and storage facilities and operations Ongoing implementation Ongoing i DBI, SFE 
in all buildings to support achieving a target of zero waste, including: of the Building Code and 

Environment Code 

, Enforce current requirements to provide adequate and equally 
convenient collection, sorting, and storage space for recyclables, 
compostables, and trash streams, in order to allow the recovery of 
100% of a facility's refuse materials, and 

, Enforce requirements that all multi-family residential and 
commercial buildings have on-site staff to facilitate source 
separation and tenant education. 

Develop refuse collection and storage design guidelines for Centrnl Inclusion in the Sustainable Upon Plan SFE 
SoMa's common residential and commercial building typologies. Neighborhoods Guide adoption 

Encourage all new development to pursue onsite source separation Inclusion in the Sustainable Upon Plan SFE 
that facilitates higher recycling rates for construction and demolition Neighborhoods Guide adoption 
debris. 

Require 3·stream sorting and/or collection systems in privately Planning Code amendment Upon Plan SFE 
managed open spaces (POPOS). adopti~':1 ___ J ______ _ 
Explo,·e development of a Central SoMa Litter Waste Abatement Work program of the Central Within three 1' Planning 
Strategy, including public education, facilities, and signage. SoMa Sustainability Team years of Plan . 

adoption __J 
-------------------·-------·---------------- 1-·-------

Help fund neighborhood cleaning efforts. Ongoing funding from CFD As funding \ DPW 
accrues 
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3:'. GOAL #7 - PRESERVE AND CELEBRATE THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CULTURAL HERITAGE .,, 
r 
rn 
3:'. 
rn 
z 
-l 
)> 7.1 Ensure that the 7.1.1 Complete and adopt the historic 7.1.1.1 Not applicable - already adopted. Motion #0277 of the Historic Completed Planning -l 

6 history of the context statement Preservation Commission March2016 z 
neighborhood 3: 

)> is adequately 
-l 

22 documented 
X 

7.1.2 Complete and adopt the historic 7.1.2.1 Not applicable - already adopted. Motion 110277 of the Historic Completed Planning 
resources survey Preservation Commission March 2016 

7.2 Support the 7.2.1 Facilitate the creation and 7.2.1.1 Staff community process of developing the So Ma Pilipinas Cultural Ongoing community process Expected Fall Planning 
preservation, implementation of a Solvla Heritage Strategy. culminating in presentations of2016 
recognition, and Pilipinas Cultural Heritage to the Planning Commission, 
wellbeing of the Strategy Historic Preservation 
neighborhood's Commission, and Board of 

: 

cultural heritage Supervisors 
resources 

7.2.1.2 Provide annual funding for social and cultural programming to the Funding from CFD Upon accrual MOHCD I 
broader So Ma community, including the Filipino communily. I of funds from 

I 
the CFD 

Facilitate the creation and Support efforts to implement the recommendations of the LGBTQ 
I 

7.2.2 7.2.2.1 Ongoing community and I Ongoing Planning 
implementation of other Historic Context Statement. City conversation 
social or cultural heritage 

I strategies, such as for the LGBTQ 
community 

7.2.2.2 As appropriate, undertake community process of developing a Ongoing community and Ongoing Planning 
cultural heritage strategy for groups important to the living history City conversation 
of Central SoMa. 

-------
7.2.2.3 Provide annual funding for social and cultural programming to the Funding from CFD Upon accrual MOHCD 

broader SoMa communily, including the LGBTQ community. of funds from 
the CFD 

7.3 Ensure the 7.3.1 Implement strategies that 7.3.1.1 See implementation measures related to Objective 3.3. Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
neighborhood's maintain PDR jobs in the Adoption 
tangible and neighborhood 
intangible 
industrial and 
arts legacy is not 
lost 

7.3.2 Support the preservation of 7.3.2.l See implementation measures related to Objectives 7.4, 7.5, and Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
buildings and features that 7.6. adoption 
reflect the industrial and arts 
legacy of the neighborhood 
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7.4 Prevent 
demolition of 
or insensitive 
alterations to 
cultural heritage 
resources 
in the built 
environment 

7.4.l 

7.4.2 

Protect Landmark-worthy '7.4.1.l 
cultural heritage properties 
through designation to Article 10 
of the Planning Code 

Maintain and safeguard properties already designated to Articles 10 
and 11 of tl1e Planning Code within the Plan Area. 

Ongoing implementation 
of existing Planning Code 
requirements 

Ongoing 

7.4.1.2 Designate properties and districts to Article 10 of the Planning Code Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption and 

Protect "Significant• and 7.4:2.l Expand Article 11 of the Planning Code to include Central SoMa. 
"Contributory" cultural heritage 

ongoing until 
~omplete, 
with the 
sequence 
of additions 
based on 
prioritization 
of the Historic 
Preservation 
Commission 

Planning Code amendment j Upon Plan 
i adoption 

Planning 

properties through designation 
i to Article 11 of the Planning i 
l Code I 
j 7.4.2.2 Reclassify properties and districts to Article 11 of the Planning Code. Planning Code amendment ! Upon Plan Planning 
/ i adoption 

-~.-5-- i-S-u-;;~~;- ----- -7-.5-.l- -S-u-pp-o-rt-fu_n_d-ing-f~;t-he _____ --7.-5-.1-.l - _D_e_d--ic-a-te-fu_n_d-in-g-.th_r_o_u_gh_a_ -C-om_m_u_n_i_ty--Fa_c_il_it-ie-s--D-is-tr-ic_t_t_o_s_u_pport Requirement of the ~Dis:rOngoing, Planning 

mechanisms rehabilitation of the Old Mint the restoration of the Old Mint. . Community Facilities District as funding 
for the accrues 
rehabilitation 
~ I 
maintenance of / 

, cultural heritage i 
! properties i 
i 7.5.2 Enable "Significant" and 7.5.2.l Revise the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program to extend Planning Code amendment I Upon Plan 
i I "Contributing'' buildings to Central SoMa. adoption 

underbuilt per applicable 1 

J zoning to sell Transferable 1 

1 ~~~ I 

Planning 

1

1

1 
7.5.3 Require large new development 7.5.3.l Require projects to buy TOR (for specific requirements, see the Planning Code amendment 

1

1 Upon Plan 
projects to purchase "Requirements for New Development" document). TDR must be adoption 

1 Transferable Development purchased from buildings within Central So Ma or public buildings. 

_____ .! __________ _,~ __ ,_R_ig_h_ts __________ , ___ J _ _c_ ________________________ ,___________ L----------~----

Planning 
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7.5.4 Suppo,t additions over 
wholesale demolition to 
preserve cultural heritage 
prope,ties 

7.5.5 Encourage the use of existing 
strategies and incentives that 
facilitate the preservation and 
rehabilitation of designated 
cultural heritage properties 

7.6 Support 7.6.1 Restrict the consolidation of 
retention of small- and medium-sized lots 
fine-grained with cha,·acter-enhancing 
developed buildings 
pattern and 
character-
enhancing 
buildings 

7.6.2 lncentivize retention of 
character-enhancing buildings 

7.5.4.l For historic buildings not included in Article 10 or 11, require 
buildings to explore additions as an alternative to demolition. Only 
support demolition upon demonstrative proof of the infeasibility 
of additions. Projects informed through the City's Urban Design 
Guidelines and the Historic Design Guidelines documents. 

7.5.5.l Continue implementing existing programs where appropriate. 
Such programs include the Mills Act, Federal Rehabilitation Tax 
Incentives, fa~ade easements, Planning Code exemptions and the 
use of the California Historic Building Code. 

7.6.1.1 Ban the consolidation of lots containing buildings with historic or 
neighborhood-character buildings (Califomia Historic Resources 
Status Codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6L) where the frontage that could be 
merged is under 200 feet in length (excepting the frontage along 
the north side of Perry Street and on small blocks where there is a 
non-character building on the corner). 

7.6.2.l See Implementation Measure 7.6.1.l 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Ongoing promotion and Ongoing 
technical support provided 
by Planning Department's 
Preservation Planning team. 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

GOAL #8- ENSURE THAT NEW BUILDINGS ENHANCE THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND THE CITY 

i ground floors 
/ of buildings 
! contribute to the 

I. activation, safety, 
and dynamism of 

i the neighborhood 

Continue implementing the existing requirements that buildings 
be lined with active uses. Revise the definition of "active" to 
remove offices and to allow PDR on the ground floor if it meets the 
transparency and fenestration requirements of non-PDR-uses. Expand 
the definition-of Frontages to POPOS and mid-block connections. 

8.1.1.2 Comply with the City's Urban Design Guidelines (pending adoption) 
with regards to design of ground floors. 

8.1.1.3 Require ground floor ceiling heights of 17 feet for non-residential 
uses. 

'----------------

Design review of individual 
projects 

Planning Code amendment 

Ongoing 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning 

Planning, 
Depa,tment of 
Building Inspection 
(DBI) 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 
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8.2 

8.3 

--------·-·--

Ensure that 
the overall 
development 
pattern is 
complementary 
to the skyline 

Reinforce the 
character of 
Central So Ma as a 
mid-rise district 
with tangible 
"urban rooms" 

8.1.2 

8.1.3 

------
8.1.4 

8.2.1 

8.3.l 

8.3.2 

Design building frontages 8.1.2.l 
and public open spaces with 
furnishings and amenities 
to engage a mixed-use 
neighborhood 

Ensure buildings are built up to 8.1.3.l 
the sidewalk edge 

--·-----·- --------
Minimize parking and loading 8.1.4.l 
entrances 

Set height limits, bulk controls, 8.2.1.l 
and architectural guidelines 
mindful of important views 

8.2.1.2 

Set height limits to enable 8.3.1.l 
mid-rise development 

Require new buildings to 8.3.2.l 
reinforce the "urban room" 

Review and support building designs where fixtures, furnishings, Design review of individual Ongoing Planning 
art, utilities, and programming at the ground floor or adjacent open projects 
space invite and support more active and consistent use of public 
areas including alleys, open spaces, and sidewalks. 

Require that new buildings to be built along the street-facing property Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
line up to the top of the podium, which can be between 65 and 85 adoption 
feet, with an exception for residential buildings with walk-up units 
(which should have setbacks in.accordance with the Ground Floor 
Residential Guidelines). 

--------- --- -----------------~-- -------~ 
Implement the curb cut controls from Policy 4.1.2. Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 

adoption 

Set height limits and bulk controls to be complementary to the Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
overall city skyline pattern. adoption 

Utilize design and architecture techniques to Central So Ma's tallest Design review of individual Ongoing Planning 
buildings to demarcate the 4u, and Townsend intersection and to be projects 
able to distinguish the area on the skyline. 

Set height limits along the major streets to facilitate podiums of 65 to Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
85feet. adoption 

See Implementation Measure 8.1.3.1. Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 
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8.3.3 Require buildings whose height 
exceeds the width of the major 
streets to step back at the upper 
stories 

8.3.3.l For buildings 160 feet or less in height, apply "skyplane" to the Planning Code amendment 
portion of the building between 85-160 feet, as follows (and as 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning 

visually conveyed in the "Guide to Site Design" document): 

• At 85 feet in height, require a 15 Foot setback for at least 60% of each 
frontage, 

• On the north side of the street: 

• Height district of 130 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 
50%, 

• Height district of 160 feet: Require apparenl mass reduction of 
70%. 

• On.thesouthsideofthestreet: 

• Height district of 130 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 
67%, 

• Height district of 160 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 
80% 

8.3.3.2 Require setbacks of 15-feet above a height of 85 feet on all sides of 
the building not facing a public right-of-way. 

8.3.3.3 Do not allow any bridges between buildings to be above 130 feet in 
height. 

8.3.3.4 Require the following additional controls to apply when there is a 
proposed tower (i.e., building over 160 feet) (as visually conveyed in 
the "Guide to Site Design" document): 

• When there is an existing tower, the second tower should be at 
least 115 feet. The distance between towers may be reduced to a 
minimum of85 feetif 

• The difference in the height of the two towers is at least50 feet, 

• The bulk of the second tower is reduced relative to the 
reduction in tower separation, such that at 85 feet; the 
maximum tower bulk shall be 10,000 square feet. 

• Any tower seeking reduced tower separation will be required to be 
designed contextually to the other tower, and to maximize apparent 
distance and architectural differentiation, 

• When a tower is adjacent to a building that is between 85 to 160 
feet, at least 30 feet separation is required, and 

• On lots large enough to contain a building with a tower portion 
(taller than 160') and a portion between 85 to 160 feet along a street 
frontage, in addition to these masses needing to be separated by at 
least 30 feet, these portions should be designed to look like different 
buildings from the frontage(s). 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 
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8.3.4 Limit the distribution and bulk 8.3.4.1 Limit new buildings greater than 160 feet (i.e., towers) to important Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
of new towers and focus them at nodes, including along the new Central Subway, 5th and Howard, 2"' adoption 
important nodes and Harrison, and 5th and Howard, and 5'" and Brannan. 

8.3.4.2 Require the following bulk controls for buildings taller than 160 feet Planning Code amendment Upon Plan Planning 
(as visually conveyed in the "Guide to Site Design" document): adoption 

• Tower bulk controls apply starting at a podium height 85 feet, 

• Above 85 feet, a 15-footsetback will be required along all property 
lines, 

• No residential or hotel use allowed to have a floor exceed 12,000 
gross square feet, 

• The average floor for commercial uses cannot exceed 15,000 gross 
square feet and no single floor may exceed 17,000 gross square feet, 

, Fortowers250 feet or more, the upper 1/3 of the tower portion must 
feature minimum bulk reductions of 15 % of the floorplate and the 
maximum diagonal of 7.5%. The upper tower bulk reduction shall 
not be required for any tower for which the overall tower is reduced 
from the maximum bulk allowance by an equal or greater volume 
(above a height of 85 feet), 

, The maximum horizontal ("plan") dimension of 150 feet, and 

, The maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet. 

8.3.5 Limit heights in areas with a 8.3.5.1 Keep height limits as is at South Park, the South End Historic District Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
high concentration of historic and the South End Historic District Extension. adoption 
buildings and areas of unique 
character 

8.3.5.2 Create lower heights on 4th and near Bessie Carmichael Annex. Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

-------------------- ---------- ------ ------- ·-------~-~------- -~----- --·-----·· 
8.3.6 Minimize the impact of shadows 8.3.6.1 Set height limits districts to minimize shadow impacts on South Park, Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 

on public spaces to the extent Yerba Buena Gardens, and Bessie Carmichael School's 6th-8th grade adoption 
feasible, balanced with other campus. 
core objectives 

8.3.6.2 Sculpt new development to the degree possible to minimize shadows Design review of individual Ongoing Planning 
on public spaces without unduly impacting development capacity. projects 

n 8.3.7 Utilize new buildings to diminish 8.3.7.1 Raise height limits above the existing 30 feet limits between 2"' and Zoning Map amendment Upon Plan Planning 
m the dominant presence of the 4'" Streets. adoption z 
-i freeway in the neighborhood ;u 
)> 
r 
'fl 
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3: 
)> 
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8.5 

narrow streets 
and alleys 
maintain their 
intimateness 
and sense of 
openness to the 
sky 

1

1

· Ensure that large 
development 

i · sites are carefu Uy 
1 designed to 

I 
maximize public 
benefit 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

8.5.1 

i 
--;----i---·---1 

______ I _____ ~8.5-.2~ 

Require new buildings facing 
alleys and narrow streets to step 
back at the upper stories 

Provide greater direction and 
flexibility for large development 
sites in return for improved 
design and additional public 
benefits 

Limit the length of new buildings 

8.4.l.2 

Maintain existing sun-angle requirements on the south side of east­
west narrow streets (35-feet wide or less). 

I Ongoingimplementation 

I' of existing Planning Code 
requirements 

i 
! 

I Extend the sun-angle requirement on the south side of east-west I Planning Code amendment 
narrow streets (35 feet wide or less) to the south side of north-south I 
narrow streets. 

Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Apply skyplane to north side narrow streets (35 feet wide;;~~ Planning Code ;~endment 
------- -----------! 

8.4.1.3 
at heights above 35 feet as follows (and as visually conveyed in the I 

Upon Plan Planning 

"Guide to Site Design" document): 

• Height districts of 55 feet and under: require upper stories set back 
at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent to 1.25 
times the width of the abutting alley, 

• Height district of 65 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 50%, 

• Height district of 85 feet Require apparent mass reduction of70%, 

• Height district of 130 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 85%, 

• For towers, the skyplane controls do not apply, and 

• For buildings along Perry Street, require upper stories set back at 

I 

I 

I 
least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent to 1.25 j 
times the width of the street. I 

adoption 

8.4.l.4 On streets between 36 a.nd 80 feet in width, apply the skyplane --rPlanning Code amendment 
requirements of major streets as described in Implementation I 
Measure 8.3.3.1, but begin the apparent mass reduction requirements I 

Upon Plan 
adoption 

at a height equivalent to the width of the street. . 

8.5.1.1 Develop "Key Developrnent$ite Guidelines" that lay out more 
detailed design guidance and convey specific exceptions allowed 
and specific public benefits received in return (see "Draft Key 
Development Site GuideU.nes" document). 

8.5.l.2 An additional 25 feet of height may be permitted on sites where 
such flexibility in height would facilitate the provision of affordable 
housing and/or public parks and recreational facilities beyond what 
would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional 
height did not Increase the overall amount of development otherwise 
enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

I 
and shadow. 

-1------ --------1 
reductions. of existing Planning Code 

requirements 

8.5.2.1 Continue implementing the existing requirements for horizontal mass Ongoing implementation Ongoing Planning I 

----------·-----·---------------------~. 
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8.6.2 

8.6.3 

8.6.4 

8.6.5 

Promote innovative and 
contextually-appropriate design 

Design the upper floors to be 
deferential to the "urban room" 

Design buildings to be mindful 
of wind 

Ensure large projects integrate 
with existing urban fabric and 
provide a varied character 

8.6.2.1 

8.6.2.2 

Utilize application of "skyplane" as a device to create interestingly 
shaped buildings (as detailed in the "Guide to Site Design" 
document). 

Harmonize new building designs with existing neighborhood 
materials but in a contemporary or reinterpreted way (as detailed in 
the "Guide to Site Design" document). 

8.6.2.3 Recognize and enhance existing local material and geometry 
variations to support neighborhood-specific architecture (as detailed 
in the "Guide to Site Design" document). 

8.6.2.4 Employ innovative architectural ideas for larger projects that provide 
a clear organizing principle for design (as detailed in the "Guide to 
Site Design" document). 

8.6.2.5 Allow rooftop screening mechanisms to be proportional to building 
height 

8.6.3.1 Require buildings to comply with skyplane controls discussed under 
Policy 8.3.3 and 8.4.1. 

8.6.3.2 Utilize material systems that visually diminish upper facades. 

8.6.4.l For buildings over 85 feet, set the following wind requirements: 

• Do not allow an increase in the number of hours during which wind 
exceeds the "comfort criterion" defined for Central SoMa. 

• Do not allow an increase in the total exceedances of the "hazard 
criterion" defined for Central So Ma. 

• Apply the same exceptions included in Section 148. 

8.6.5.1 Modulate larger projects vertically or horizontally, whichever is more 
appropriate, to reflect surrounding lots and massing patterns. 

i 
i 
i Design review of individual 

Lojects 

I
I Design review of individual 

projects 

Design review of individual 
projects 

Design review of individual 
projects 

Planning Code amendment 

Planning Code amendment 

Design review of individual 
projects 

Planning Code amendment 

Design review of individual 
projects 

Ongoing Planning 

Ongoing Planning 

Ongoing Planning 

Ongoing Planning 

Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

--~-·- --- --~- -------· 
Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Ongoing Planning 

Upon Plan Planning 
adoption 

Ongoing Planning 
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8.7 / Establish 
I clear rules for 
1 development 

I 

i 
i 

·--1----

l 

8.7.l 

8.6.5.4 

For projects with more than one building, recognize and respond to 
the existing pattern of long blocks, open spaces, and large and small 
streets. 

Encourage projects on site that are larger than two acres to have 
multiple architects. 

I 
I 
I Design review of individual Ongoing 
I projects 

_____ , _________ __l ·--1--·--

i Ongoing implementation Wherever possible, delineate 8.7.1.1 
via the Planning Code what is 
allowed and not allowed in new 
development 

8.7.1.2 

8.7.1.3 

8.7.1.4 

Utilize the Community Plan Exemption process for complying 
projects. 

Minimize potential exceptions and exemptions within the Planning 
Code. 

Increase the threshold for seeking "Large Project Authorization" 
commensurate with the neighborhood's expected development. 

Limit the capacity for complaints against uses operating in a lawful 
manner. 

Ongoing 

I of CEQA 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

Planning Code amendment Upon Plan 
adoption 

L__... ___ 

I Administrative Code Upon Plan 
1 amendment adoption 

I 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 

Planning 
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ENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a social, economic, and environmentally sustainable 

neighborhood by 2040, with space for approximately 30,000 new jobs and 8,300 new housing units. With its 

centralized location near downtown, excellent transit access, and numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped 

sites, the neighborhood is well-positioned to become a new hub for employment and housing the core of the city 

and Bay Area Region. 

As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa will require significant investments in infrastructure. 

As such, the City places requirements on new development to help ameliorate and mitigate its impacts. These 

requirements and controls will result in approximately $2 billion in public benefits to serve the neighborhood -

compared to the $500 million in revenues that would occur absent the plan. 

The purpose of this Public Benefits Program Document is to summarize the Plan's public infrastructure program, 

sources of funding, relative allocation of revenues from the various sources among the infrastructure projects, and 

implementation processes and mechanisms. It includes the following sections: 

1. Process: This section briefly outlines the process of developing the implementation program and strategy 

for the Central SoMa Plan, including describing the supporting needs assessments, community outreach and 

interagency process, and technical analyses. 

2. Public Benefits Package: This section outlines a range of infrastructure and services that will serve new 

growth anticipated under the Plan, including a description of the implementing agencies/organizations and 

anticipated timeline for delivery. 

3. Funding Strategy: This section describes the requirements on new development to finance the 

improvements proposed in the Public Benefits Package. 

4. Administration & Monitoring: This section describes the interagency processes for ensuring 

coordination during the plan implementation period, as well as procedures for ongoing monitoring to ensure 

that the Plan's objectives are being met. 

Several of the funding and implementation processes are legally established and more thoroughly described 

in other City codes and ordinances, including the Planning Code and Administrative Code. Also note that these 

proposals are designed to be consistent with the requirements of California Mitigation Fee Act and all proposed 

development impilct fees have been evaluated against relevant maximum justified nexus amounts,where 

applicable. 1 

1 As required by California Mitigation Fee Act {CA Government code§ 66000 et seq.}, cities may enact development impact fee requirements provided they are roughly proportional in nature and extent to the 
impact ol the new development. 

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 1 
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II. PROCESS J 
The Planning Department worked iteratively with other agencies and stakeholders to develop the public benefits, 

financing, and administration strategies described in this Implementation Plan. Concepts for infrastructure 

and public benefits were first developed for the Draft Central Corridor Plan in 2013, and further refined through 

additional outreach leading up to the Draft Central So Ma Plan in 2016. The Department held a series of public 

meetings and conducted an on line survey in order to solicit public feedback on needs and funding priorities 

for public benefits. Details from these outreach events is chronicled at the project website (http://centralsoma. 

sfplanning.org). 

This document describes a fiscally constrained list of projects that has been prioritized based on City and 

community feedback. It may not reflectthe entire scope of possible infrastructure and service needs in the Plan 

Area, nor the longer term needs beyond the life of the Plan (anticipated as 25years). It reflects public input on key 

neighborhood priorities and needs, informed by feE:dback from implementing agencies on project feasibility and 

cost. All public benefits identified will require further scoping and analysis on project design, financial feasibility, 

and implementation. Project scoping and planning has already begun for a number of the City agency projects 

identified here, with the goal of having projects ready for construction by the time that funding generated by the 

Plan becomes available. 

Additional technical analysis was conducted to support these proposed public benefits. A financial feasibility 

analysis by Seifel Consulting, Inc. was conducted in order to quantify the value created by the Plan and establish a 

financially feasible level of development requirements. Other nexus studies conducted for the City's development 

impact fees provided further information on the amount of new infrastructure and services needed to serve 

new development. This document was also informed by methods and processes used for prior area planning 

processes (including Eastern Neighborhoods, Market & Octavia, and Transit Center District Plan). 

The City may choose to revisit this list of projects in the future, as the neighborhood evolves and/or new needs 

are identified. Any such process would involve substantial public input and would require a revi.sion to this 

Implementation Document. As described further in Section IV (Administration & Monitoring), oversight for 

implementation of this plan will be shared among various public agencies and elected officials, with input from 

the public through Community Advisory Committees (CACs) and other events or hearings. These regulatory bodies 

will be responsible for overseeing ongoing capital planning efforts, including: financial reporting and monitoring; 

deliberation regarding the sequencing and prioritization of expenditures; and if necessary, modifications to the 

Implementation Document, which would require ultimate approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

Public benefits are goods and services expected to be generated by new development that typically: 1) support 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Ill. PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE 

the broader community's wellbeing; 2) are not provided voluntarily by the private sector (or at least not in 

sufficient quantity or quality to meet demand); and, 3) require some sort of subsidy or opportunity cost (e.g. public 

or private funding) to create, operate, and maintain. Common types of public benefits include affordable housing, 

parks, and transit service. In order tofu nd public benefits, government agencies utilize "value capture" strategies 

- such as development requirements, taxes, fees, or other exactions. These strategies are often implemented 

concurrent to investments in public infrastructure (such as new transit service) or increases in development 

potential for property owners. The public benefits generated through these strategies are typically delivered 

through one or more of the following three mechanisms: 

• Direct. provision of benefit by a specific development project (e.g. on-site affordable housing units or 

the provision of Privately Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS). These public benefits are typically provided at 

the same time as the new development or shortly thereafter. 

One-time impact fees paid when a project is ready for construction, such as citywide (e.g. Child Care Fee) 

and area plan fees (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods Community Infrastructure Fee). 

Ongoing taxation such as a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). 

This section describes the public benefits and the key funding sources expected to be generated by the Plan. 

There are nine categories of public benefits that would be funded by the Central SoMa Plan in support of its Goals, 

Objectives, and Policies. Table 1 summarizes how the revenues generated by Plan would be allocated among 

these public benefits, accompanied by a detailed discussion of each category of public benefit provided in order 

of allocated funding.2 

Notably, in addition to this $2 billion increase in funding for public benefits expected to be generated directly 

by new development, taxes from new development in the Plan Area are expected to generate up to $1 billion 

additional revenues for the City's General Fund within the same time period, through increased property taxes, 

sales taxes, and other means. These taxes could be directed toward the neighborhood, other citywide needs, or 

a combination of the two at the discretion of the City's budgeting process. Additionally, the City could choose 

to fund public benefits in the neighborhood through other mechanisms, such as bonds or general taxes. Any of 

these funding sources could be directed to the Plan Area to accelerate delivery of public benefits, which would 

make the timing of implementation less dependent on the phasing of new.development. However, pursuit 

of these mechanisms are dependent on processes and decision-making external to the adoption of this plan. 

Such additional funding sources would enable the City to address other neighborhood infrastructure needs, as 

identified at that time. For additional analysis of the overall economic impact of the Central So Ma Plan, see the 

Economic Impact Statement prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis.3 

Tab/el 

2 All dollar amounts expressed here are In 2017 dollars. Actual average revenues collected each year will be higher, due to scheduled tax rate escalation as v1ell as indexing of City fees (which are escalated 
annually to renect construction costs). 

3 The Economic Impact Statement Is not expected unti: afler Initiation of this Plan, at whl:h poini a link wil: be added lo the report. 

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 3 
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CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: SUMMARY (IN 2017 DOLLARS) 

38% of new/rehabilitated housing is Below-Market Rate (BMR) (35% low/ 

moderate income and 3% middle income) 

Transit 

Local transit improvements to enhance convenience and safety 

Regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion 

Parks & Re.creation · 

Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion 

Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming 

New 1-acre park in Southwest portion of Plan Area 

$940,000,000 

$500,000,000 

$340,000,000 

$160,000,000 

$185,000,000 

$25,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$35,000,000 

44% 

23%: 

16% 

7% 

9%i 

1% 

0% 

2% 

New public recreation center* $10,000,000 0% 
- ·-·--- -------------------··---· 

Park and greenery maintenance and activation $15,000,000 1 % 

New large (2+ acre) SoMa park (initial site identification)* $5,000,000 

New Bluxome linear park* $5,000,000 

New under-freeway public recreation area $5,000,000 

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) $80,000,000 

(Alternative project: 7th & Mission Park) ($20,000,000) 

Production, Distribution, & Repair $180,000,000 

P~eservation and creation of PDR space t~-~tlo~~~1--1. ______ .. $180;000,000 

Complete Streets · I $110,000,000 

Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for 

people walking, biking, and on transit. 

Cultural Preservation & Coll')munity Services 

Restoration of the US Mint Building 

Prese1·vation and maintenance of histo1·ic buildings 

New community facilities (e.g. health care clinics and job training centers) 

Social and cultural programming 

Capital for cultural amenities 

$110,000,000 

$109,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$20,000,000 

$25,000,000 

-----·· ----·--·-·--·-·---- ------ ------ ----------·--------------- --- ---- ------~-
$15,000,000 

$9,000,000 Neighborhood cleaning 
------·-------

0% 

0% 

0% 

4% 

(1%) 

8%1 ___ . ___ -__ _J 

8% 

5% i 
5% 

5%\ 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

0% 

Environmental Sustainability & Resilience --·---~1-e.,_000,000 _ . -·--- · 3% \ 
Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects $32,000,000 

Freeway corridor air quality and improvements $22,000,000 
,--------------·---------------------------------1-----·--·· ···-----------·-·---

Living Roofs enhanced requirements $6,000,000 

Other energy and water efficiency projects $10,000,000 

1% 

1% 

0% 

0% 

Schools & Childcare · $64;ooo;ooo ·. · 3% i 
New childcare centers $26,000,000 1% 

New schools serving K-12 population $32,000,000 1% 

$6,000,000 0% 

$2~1so,09Q,Ooo ·· · · , ·· 

* If funds for these Parks & Recreation projects are provided by other sources (such as contributions from new development} or if revenues exceed the projected amounts, funding cou!d be allocated to the 
~A!ternativEt project listed here. 

NOTE: Over :he ccu,-s'2 of :::-·ta·1 bL-.ld out (rcug1.y 25 yea:-s), fw1ds wH; Je a~io::cted (1110ng i:he pu'.'.ik bensf,t cctego~ies en :he amount~ ;.is:ed {er ~1ro::iorroncl!y ac.ccrdi1g :o the cztegory aLccatio~i ;:;erce1:ages 
listed, should :he fi'"';1l :::mount o~ re:vcnuc;; ditfcr from what !s sh::,v:n here). 1 l:•·/.',"':Ve', the sc.qucncc of :und disbJrscme·~t w·11 be dc:crmir.ed ::asC:C on 2 varic1yof fac:ors, includine project ~·::ad·ncss, con1rnunilv 
pr10~1:es, end :ot 1e: IL- 1di1g cpJcr:1....nTes. w:t1·n i~div:::lua: ;:i1..b:ic beneli:categcr"es, the !:s: cf spr:~::ific projec:s- is SL.o)e:t tc c1cr1ge 3:1d ·s nor :egai!y :Jhdi1g. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Tab/e2 
CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: DETAILED FUNDING SOURCES & USES (IN 2017 DOLLARS) 

RRdDtiCTION, · ... , 
. DISTRIBUTION;\& ·.· 

,9~e,;'\jR}fD~_?,, ... 
COMPLETE 
STREETS 

cGffiUit~L ... 
:~Ei~~t~;~~~f . 

. SE:~V!Cl:S • ,, H ' .;; •, ' . ' 

.TOTAL ' 
(Ef(iSOURCE)/ ., , 

,,,:,, ' ' ',':, 

I s10.ooo.ooo , 

9% 

' $180;000,00() 

5% 

5% 



1240

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 2.3, states that the City should "Ensure that at least 33% of new housing is affordable 

to very low, low, and moderate-income households".4 The Central SoMa Plan will generate approximately 2,670 

affordable units. The Plan will require that these below market rate units are developed within SoMa (Le., the area 

bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue). 

Tab/e3 
TOT AL ESTIMATED COSTS - AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

1,970 BMR units $730,000,000 

700 BMR units $210,000,000 

TOTAL $940,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

lnclusionary Housing 
Program (Planning 
Code Section (Sec.) 
415) 

Jobs-Housing Linkage 
Fee (Sec. 413) 

Applicable to new residential projects. MOHCD 
Individual developments may choose 
how to satisfy the program requirements, 
but revenues are generally expected to be 
split 50-50 between: 1) onsite lnclusionary 
Housing Program units provided directly 
by development projects; and, 2) off-site 
lnclusionary Housing units or units provided 
by MOHCD, funded by payment of the 
Affordable Housing Fee 

Fee is paid by new nonresidential MOHCD 
developments, and units are provided by 
MOHCD. 

All of the funding sources for below-market rate (BM R) units in the Plan Area are provided through either direct 

provision or impact fees paid by new developments. As such, the delivery of BMR units is highly dependent on the 

volume of new development. Onsite and offsite BMR units provided through the lnclusionary Housing Program 

are expected to be provided at the same time as market rate units of the affiliated project. 

BMR units funded through impact fees at the time of development are directed to the Mayor's Office of Housing 

and Community Development (MOHCD), which uses the money to identify and purchase sites and construct new 

affordable housing units, often in conjunction with nonprofit housing developers. MOH CD may need to assemble 

the impact fees from several market-rate projects to obtain sufficient funds for each new affordable housing 

project. Thus, the development of these units may lag behind the market rate units, unless additional affordable 

housing funds are directed to the Plan Area in the interim. 

In addition, MOHCD is increasingly exploring affordable housing preservation strategies, in which they convert 

existing housing units (such as rent-controlled apartments) into permanently affordable BMR units. The City's 

Small Sites Program is one such tool, funding acquisition and rehabilitation of 5-to-25-unit rental buildings. 

Central So Ma could rely on both production and preservation strategies in order to achieve the Plan's affordable 

housing targets. 

6 4 Meeting this O~jective also fulfills :he target ot33°,tl 2ffotdability in :he city, as established bythevores in 2G14's Preposition K CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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TRANSIT 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 4.3 states that the City should "Ensure that transit serving the Plan Area is adequate, 

reliable, and pleasant." This is because new and enhanced public transportation infrastructure is fundamental to 

accommodating the influx of new jobs and housing units proposed for Central So Ma. Although the completion 

of the Central Subway system will provide a vital connection between the Plan Area and the rest of the city, 

additional improvements will be required overtime to ensure that people can travel to and from the area safely 

and conveniently. 

Funding from the Plan will be directed to both local and regional transportation systems, reflecting the important 

role that the Plan Area will serve as a hub in the Bay Area for jobs, housing, and culture. The Plan is expected to 

generate $500 million in investments to both near- and long-term transit service and capacity enhancements, 

serving both local and regional transit. Local transportation funding needs include, but are not limited to: 

transit enhancement and expansion, preventive maintenance (e.g. state of good repair efforts), streetscape 

improvements (such as transit priority lanes and boarding islands), and service adjustments. 

Regional transit funding would be directed towards "core capacity" enhancement and expansion projects meant 

to facilitate movement to the Plan Area from the East Bay and Peninsula/South Bay. Studies are ongoing at the 

regional level to further define the scope and specifics of such projects, including the Core Capacity Study, Plan 

Bay Area, and related efforts. Efforts may include BART station and fleet upgrades, Bay Bridge corridor efficiency 

improvements, Caltrain corridor improvements (such as the Downtown Extension, or DTX, project), and longer­

term projects (such as advancement of a second Transbay transit crossing). 

Tab/e4 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS -TRANSIT5 

Local 
transportation 
enhancements 

Regional 
transit capacity 
enhancement 
and expansion 

$340,000,000 

$160,000,000 

5 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption 

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 

Transpo,tation 
Sustainability Fee 
(TSF) (Sec. 411A); 
Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee (Sec. 423); Central 
SoMa Infrastructure 
Impact Fee (CSF) 
(Sec. 433); Central 
SoMa Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities 
District (CFD) 

TSF (Sec. 411A); CSF 
(Sec. 433), Central 
SoMa Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities 
District (CFO) 

Funds will go to SFMTA to support transit 
service expansion/enhancement as well as 
preventive maintenance projects. 

These funds will be split roughly equally 
between (1) near term enhancements 
on the Tra nsbay corridor, (2) longer-term 
"core capacity" projects (such as a 
second Transbay rail crossing}, and (3) 
enhancements on the Caltrain/High Speed 
Rail corridor. 

SFMTA 

TBD, but could 
include BART, 
CaltrairJ, MTC, 
and California 
High Speed Rail 
Authority, among 
others. 

7 
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Delivery and Timing 

Funds for local transit improvements will be directed to and administered by the San Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The funds derived from impact fees (the TSF, Eastern Neighborhoods 

Infrastructure Impact Fee, and the Central So Ma Fee) will accrue as development projects receive their building 

permits, and are thus tied directly to the rate of new development. The remaining funds derived from the CFO 

would accumulate over the lifespan of the Plan and beyond, as new development comes on line and begins 

paying the tax. However, the City also has the option of bonding against this revenue stream, thus accruing these 

funds substantially earlier. This may be desirable, in order to ensure thattransportation investments are in place to 

attract and meet the needs of new development. 

In addition, the portion of revenues from Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees is programmed 

through the lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

Advisory Committee (ENCAC), described further in Section IV. The ENCAC, comprised of community stakeholders, 

provides annual recommendations for how to allocate fee revenues to high priority public projects. These 

proposals are subsequently evaluated, modified, and approved by the IPIC and the City Capital Planning 

Committee, and included in the City's annual Capital Budget and 10-year Capital Plan (adopted biennially). 

The funds for regional transit improvements will come primarily from the CFO following a similar timeline 

as described above. These funds would be collected by the Assessor-Recorder's office and directed to 

regional transportation agencies, through a process that will be governed by an interagency Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU). 

PARKS & RECREATION 

Central So Ma Plan Goal #5 states that the Plan area should "offer an abundance of parks and recreational 

opportunities." Central SoMa and the broader So Ma neighborhood currently suffer from a shortage of public parks 

and recreational opportunities, largely due to the area's industrial history. The Plan envisions a range of new parks, 

recreational facilities, and public open spaces, in addition to funding for renovation and programming of existing 

facilities (thereby fulfilling Plan Objectives 5.1-5.6). These new and upgraded facilities may include playgrounds, 

spo1t facilities, recreational programs, and passive open spaces, catering to diverse open space needs. 

Tables 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - PARKS & RECREATION6 

Gene Friend 
Recreation 
Center 
Reconstruction/ 
Expansion 

! $25,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee (Sec. 423) 

Victoria Manalo I $5,000,000 Central SoMa Mello-

Enhancement/expansion of existing facility 
to accommodate growth in demand. 

Funding for activation and programming. 

Rec& Park 

Rec & Park 
Draves Park I Roos Community 

. Programming ___________ Facilities District (CFD) ·l·--------------------·~-------

New 1-acre p~ $35,000,000 I Eastern Neighborhoods Rec & Park 
in Southwes:n I i Infrastructure Impact 
portion of Plan : II Fee (Sec. 423) 

Development of a potential park on the 
existing SFPUC-owned lot in the area 
between 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan 
Streets. This may potentially be provided 
by an ln-l<ind Agreement with surrounding 
development. 

Area I . 

I i 

New public 
recreation 
center" 

Park and 
greenery 
maintenance 
and activation 

l~ew large (2+ 
acre) SoMa 
park (initial site 
identification)' 

NewBluxome 
linear park' 

New under­
freeway public 
recreation area 

$10,000,000 

$15,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$5,000,000 

$80,000,000 

I 

j Eastern Neighborhoods 
1 Infrastructure Impact 
I Fee (Sec. 423) 

· Central SoMa Mello­
Roos Community 
Facilit[es District (CFD) 

I Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee (Sec. 423) 

I 

Central SoMa Mello­
Roos Community 
Facilities District (CFD) 

I 
Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 

I Fee (Sec. 423) 

This may potentially be funded through 
direct provision on a development project. 

Rec & Park 

-------+-----·----
Maintenance and programming of public 
parks and open spaces. Priority for this 
funding is to ensure that the new 1-acre 
park is properly maintained. 

Funding for initial site identification and 
coordination for a large signature park in 
the larger SoMa area. 

A park built 011 the existing Bluxome Street 
right of way. This may potentially be 
developed as a privately-owned public open 
space (POPOS) by nearby developments. 

This may potentially be developed as a 
POPOS by nearby developments. 

Rec & Park; 
Department of Real 
Estate 

Rec & Park 

Planning 

Rec& Park 

I development (Sec. 138) accessible open space spread across j 

Privately-Owned 
Public Open 
Spaces (POPOS) 

I Direct provision by new Up to four acres of net new publicly- J Planning 

the Plan area, provided directly on new I 
___ J _____ ·----· development projects. . I 

I Central SoMo Mello-Roos Funding to acquire and develop o new pork site ot I-Rec & Pork ---1 (Alternative project: 
7th & Mission Pork) 

{$20,000,000} 
Community Facilities 1133 Mission Street. I 

t---------,'~--~-~--""I _D_is_tr_ic_t (_C~FD-~------ci-------- , 

LTOT AL_~_·_$_1a_s.,ooo,oqo 

Delivery and Timing 

Revenues from impact fees will accrue concurrently with the pace of new development, while the CFO revenues 

accrue annually as additional projects come on line and begin paying the tax (or earlier should the City choose 

~ Note: If funds for these Parks & Recrec1tlon projects are provided by ocher sources (such as contributions from new development) or if revenues exceed the projected amounts, funding could be al!ocated to the 
"Ali:ernative" proje~ listed here. 

6 Central SoMa Planning Code sections p~nding Plan adoption. This list of projects is ordered by priority, based on community feedback and discussions with the Recreation and Parks Department. ft is not 
legally binding and is subject to change in response m future open space opportunities and priorities in the Plan Area. The cost of parks and recreational benefits is highly subject to design decisions and 
identification of complementary funding S(?urces. If the benefits listed al! ~osl the City the maximum fores<2eable, then the sum of these benefits v-,H! exceed the amount allocated. 

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 9 
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to bond against this revenue stream). The prioritization of projects is conveyed in Table 5, with the highest 

priority for funding at the top of the table. However, this 01·der may be amended, through input from the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee and lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee, 

policymakers, and other public feedback, based on timing considerations (such as shovel readiness) and financial 

considerations (such as leveraging other funds). 

POPOS would be delivered at the same time as their associated development projects, and would undergo an 

urban design review process involving the Planning Department and Recreation and Parks Department to ensure 

that they meet minimum requirements for size, usability, and quality. Collectively, the POPOS requirement is 

expected in result in up to four acres of new publicly accessible open space, all of which will be provided at ground 

level. 

PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR (PDR) 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 3.3 states that the City should "Ensure that the removal of protective zoning does 

not result in a loss of PDR in the Plan Area." This is because the production, distribution, and repair (PDR) sector is 

critical to San Francisco. Companies in the PDR sector serve the needs of local residents and businesses, and tend 

to provide high-paying jobs and career advancement opportunities for people without a four-year college degree. 

PDR jobs also enhance the city's economic diversity and therefore our ability to weather times of economic stress. 

The SoMa neighborhood has a legacy as a home for PDR jobs. The Plan would ensure that the removal of 

protective zoning does not result in a net loss of PDR jobs in the Plan Area, by providing requirements to 

fund, build, and/or protect PDR spaces. The total amount of PDR space that will be preserved or created is 

approximately 900,000 square feet. 

Tab/e6 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR7 

900,000 sq ft of 
PDR space 

TOTAL 

$180,000,000 

$180,000,000 

Delivery and Timing 

Direct provision by new 
development (Sec. 
202.8 and Sec. 249.78) 

PDR space directly provided by new 
development 

Planning 

The direct provision of PDR space will come from land use controls and conditions for allowing residential and 

non-residential development, in the form of requirements to maintain and/or replace existing spaces and to 

include new space in developments. As a direct provision, no transfer of funds or payment of fees will occur.8 The 

PDR space will be provided at the same time the associated space becomes ready for occupancy. 

7 Central SoMs Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption 

8 The Plan endorses the pursuit and analysis of an in-lieu fee for PDR, but the tee itselt is not proposed as part of the Plan. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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COMPLETE STREETS 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 4.1. states that the City should "Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking 

environment on all the streets in the Plan Area." The current network of streets in the Plan Area provides a poor 

experience for all wsers-whether walking, driving; riding transit, or cycling. Streets are clogged with rush hour 

traffic, many sidewalks are not up to City standards, crosswalks are few and far between, and bicycle infrastructure 

is incomplete and discontinuous- all of which contribute to high rates of traffic crashes and injuries. 

The Plan calls for complete streets improvements to make walking and biking more safe and convenient, in 

order to complement the transit improvements and encourage people to drive less. Funding generated by new 

development will be used to transform the vast majority of all major streets in the Plan Area into high quality 

streets for walking, biking, and transit. 

Table 7 
TOT AL ESTIMATED COSTS - COMPLETE STREETS9 

Redesign of all 
major streets in 
the Pian Area 

$110,000,000 Transportation 
Sustainability Fee 
(TSF) (Sec. 4 llA); 
Eastern Neighborhoods 
Infrastructure Impact 
Fee (Sec. 423); Central 
SoMa Infrastructure 

Mello-Roos CFO 

Redesign of approximately four miles of 
major streets (including portions of 3rd, 4th, 
5th, 6th, Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, 
Brannan, and Townsend Streets) at an 
estimated cost of $4,400-$5,400 per linear 
foot. 

I 
Impact Fee (CSF) (Sec. 
433); Central SoMa 

··----------,-----------------~-------· 
TOTAL $110,000,000 

---

Delivery and Timing 

All funding dedicated to complete streets would be directed to the SFMTA and San Francisco Department of Public 

Works (SFDPW) for planning, design, and construction. These funds are projected to be sufficient to redesign the 

vast majority of the major streets in the Plan Area. Although the Central SoMa Plan includes conceptual designs for 

the major streets, each street will need to undergo a more detailed design process, incorporating additional public 

feedback and environmental review as necessary, and including opportunities for incorporating environmental 

sustainability and green landscaping elements. Although improving main streets is the highest priority, 

improvements may also be implemented on alleyways in the Plan Area as funding allows. Within the main streets, 

prioritization will be set by SFMT A. 

As noted in the Transit section above, revenues from the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

receive additional oversight through the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee and the IPIC. 

The improvements funded by fees and the CFD could occur as money is accrued. The fees will accrue concurrently 

with the pace of development, while the CFD accrues annually as additional projects come on line and begin 

paying the tax. As previously noted, the City has the option to accelerate projects by bonding against this revenue 

9 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption 
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stream or utilizing otherfunds (including general fund revenues). 

Alternatively, some improvements may be provided directly by development in order to meet minimum Better 

Streets Plan requirements orto satisfy an In-Kind Agreement, particularly on the new and renovated mid-block 

alleys that will not be included in SFMTA streetscape planning efforts. These improvements would be completed 

at the same time as the affiliated development project. 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.6 states thatthe City should "Support the schools, child care, and community 

services that serve the local residents." "Community services" includes space for nonprofit and government 

organizations that provide services to the community, such as health clinics and job training facilities. As 

commercial rents continue to increase citywide, it becomes increasingly difficult for many of these uses to start, 

grow, and stay in San Francisco. Central SoMa is already a popular location for many of these services, due to its 

central and transit-accessible location, and large number of commercial properties. The Plan will provide space 

for these types of facilities, as part of its central goals of increasing jobs and facilitating economic and cultural 

diversity. The City has recently developed a Community Facilities Nexus Study in order to quantify the demand 

for these services generated by new development, in order to establish a legal nexus for levying a Central SoMa 

Community Facilities Fee, a new development impact fee.1° Community services also includes neighborhood 

cleaning services to help promote the cleanliness, and thus walkability, of the neighborhood's streets. 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 7.5 states that the City should "Support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and 

maintenance of cultural heritage properties." To fulfill this Objective, revenues generated by the Plan will be used 

as seed funding for the restoration and seismic upgrade of the celebrated U.S. Mint building and grounds at 5th 

and Mission Streets, one of the City's most significant historic properties. The building has long been envisioned 

as a major opportunity site to provide a cultural asset that celebrates the civic history of the City. Revenues from 

the Plan will also be used to provide capital for cultural amenities. This funding could be utilized for capital 

improvements atYerba Buena Gardens and/or to help build or purchase a building for the neighborhood's 

important cultural communities, the Filipino community and the LGBTQ community. Finally, revenues from 

the Plan will also be used to help preserve and maintain important historic buildings within the Plan Area. This 

revenue will come from the sale ofTransfer of Development Rights (TOR), a voluntary program available to these 

historic buildings whereby they sell their unused development rights to new development in the area. To facilitate 

the process, large new non-residential developments will be required to purchase TOR from historic buildings in 

the Plan Area. 

Central SoMa Plan Objective 7.2 states that the City should "Support the preservation, recognition, and wellbeing 

of the neighborhood's cultural heritage resources." To fulfill this Objective, revenues generated from the Plan 

would be used annually to support social and cultural programming in the neighborhood. This funding currently 

comes from the SoMa Stabilization Fund, which is expected to run out of resources in the near future. The Plan 

therefore enables the continuation of this valuable funding source for the foreseeable future. 

10 P.vailablE at: http://sfcontro\\,2r.org/sites/default/files/DocumentsiBudget/131124_Central%20SoMafl-'o20Nonprolit~ .. ;,20News_FlMP.L_2016_03_24.pdt 
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Tables 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES11 

Restoration of I $20,000,000 . 
the US Mint I 
Building 

Preservation and 1
1' $20,000,000 

maintenance of 
historic buildings 

Central SoMa Mello­
Roos Community 
Facilities District (CFO) 

Transfer of 
Development Rights 
(TOR) (Sec. 128.1) 

L __ _J_ _____ ~--
60,000 sq ft of 
new space for 
community 
services 

Social and 
cultural 
programming 

Capital for 
cultural 
amenities 

Neighborhood 
cleaning 

TOTAL 
~~--~· 

$20,000,000 j Central SoMa 

$25,000,000 

I s1s,ooo,ooo 
' 

$9,000,000 

; $109,000,000 

I 
Community Facilities 
Fee (Sec. 428.1) 

I 
Central SoMa Mello­
Roos Community 
Facilities District (CFO) 

Central SoMa Mello­
Roos Community 
Facilities District (CFO) 

Central SoMa Mello­
Roos Community 
Facilities District (CFO) 

Delivery and Timing 

Restoration and seismic upgrade of the US 
Mint Building. 

The sale ofTransferable Development 
Rights from historic buildings to new 
development. Revenues from these sales 
are required to be spent on the preservation 
and maintenance of the associated historic 
resource. 

Impact fees to develop new facilities for 
nonprofit community services (such as 
health care or job training) needed to serve 
new growth. 

Annual funding for social and cultural 
programming for such activities as arts, job 
training, and tenant protections. 

Capital improvements and/orfunding 
to help build or purchase a building for 
the neighborhood's important cultural 
communities. 

Ongoing funding for cleaning of 
neighborhood streets. 

OEWD 

Planning 

MOHCD 

MOHCD 

MOHCD 

SFOPW 

Revenues from the Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee will be directed to the Mayor's Office of Housing and 

Community Development (MOH CD) to fund the development of new community facility space. As an impact fee, 

funding would accrue concurrently with development over the du ration of the Pian. Facilities could potentially 

be developed through some combination of standalone locations (such as a centralized non-profit "hub" space) 

or potentially co-located within affordable housing projects. In the latter case, because the development of 

these affordable units would occur after the market rate development providing the necessary funding, the 

development of community facilities is likely to occur after these new developments as well. New developments 

will also be given the option to provide community facilities directly via an In-Kind Agreement with the City 

(instead of paying the Community Facilities Fee), which would result in faster delivery of the benefit. 

Revenues from the CFO used to support the restoration of the US Mint Building will accrue annually as projects 

come online and begin paying the tax. As previously noted, the City has the option to accelerate projects by 

bonding against this revenue stream or utilizing otherfunds (including general fund revenues). Funding from the 

Plan will be pa1t of a largerfunding and programming effort for restoration, rehabilitation, and ongoing operations 

of the US Mint Building. This scope of work and budget is currently being developed, and it is anticipated that 

additional funds will need to be generated. 

11 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption 
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Sale ofTDRs for the preservation and maintenance of other significant historic buildings in the Plan Area could 

occur upon adoption of the Central SoMa Plan. 

ENVIRONMENT AL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE 

Central SoMa Plan Goal #6 is to "Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood" where urban 

development gives more to the environment than it takes (thereby fulfilling Plan Objectives 6.1-6.8). The Plan 

proposes innovative building- and neighborhood-scale interventions to improve environmental performance, 

providing a model for the rest of the city and beyond. New development will be required to incorporate living 

roofs, generate renewable energy onsite, and use only 100% greenhouse gas-free (GHG-free) electricity for 

the balance. Funds will also be directed to adding habitat-supportive landscaping and green infrastructure to 

streets and open spaces, to beautify them while also improving air quality, micro climate comfort, stormwater 

management, and ecological function. District-scale utility systems (e.g., shared energy and/or water systems 

linked between both new and existing buildings) are enc?uraged in order to enhance resource and cost 

efficiencies. 

Table9 

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE12 

Enhanced I $32,000,000 Central Solvla Mello- Stormwater infrastructure (grey Planning, SFPUC 
stormwater I Roos Community infrastructure, landscaping, etc.) on all 
management in Facilities District (CFO) major streets. 
complete street 
projects 

Freeway corridor $22,000,000 Central Solvla Mello- Greening improvements along/underthe Planning 
air quality and Roos Community freeway corridor to improve air quality and 
greening Facilities District (CFD) enhance pedestrian comfort. 
--------- -·~-·-· ---------~------·----··--·---·-

Living Roofs $6,000,000 Direct provision by new Living Roofs requirement of 50% of usable Planning 
enhanced development (Sec. roof area on projects 160' or shorter, 
requirements 249.77) suqJassing City policy. 

Better Roofs I $2,000,000 Central Solv1a Mello- Demonstration projects to highlight best Planning 
demonstration I Roos Community practices, including a Living Roof project 
projects Facilities District (CFD) ($lmn) and a solar project ($500k). 

I I I 
Water recycling j $5,000,000 I Central Solv1a Mello- Infrastructure for 100% recycled Planning, SFPUC , 
and stonnwater Roos Community (non-potable) water for st1·eet cleaning and 1

1 

management in I Facilities District (CFO) public park irrigation; green stormwater 
public spaces J_ management in parks. ~ 
100% energy- $1,000,000 I ~entral SoMa Mello- Energy efficient upgrades to street lights Planning, SFPUC 
efficient street I Roos Community throughout the Plan area. 
lights I Facilities District (CFD) 

Sustainability $2,000,000 1 Central SoMa Mello-
studies & Roos Community 
guideline Facilities District (CFD) 
documents 

Funding for a District Energy & Water Utility 
Systems Study ($500k), a Central SoMa Sea 
Level Rise & Flood Management Strategy 
($400k), a Fossil Fuel Free Buildings Study 
& Guidelines Document ($300k), and Flood 
Resilient Design Guidelines ($300k) 

I Planning 

: 

I _________ l 
·J9JAL_ .. • ;$7Q,Q-Q_Q,0,99~,:--:.;~:L,~ ·-~~:.,J::><< ". 

. ' ' .- '· " ' .··-· ~----,--· 

_.-_.·:'_-~_-.-:..:.~·,..: ... , •.. ~.-._,_:_ ... :.: .. ~-··:.· .. ,·· .... ,· .. · ... .,:..:_~ 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
12 Cemral SoMa Planning Code ,ections pending Plan adoption Enhanced Living Roof requirements will be applied to all propertie, in the Plan /lrea (private and public). Better Roofs demonstration projects 

will be developed on public~owned properties. · 
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Delivery and Timing 

The majority of funding for environmental sustainability improvements will be provided by the CFD, and will occur 

upon accrual of revenues, or earlier if the City chooses to bond against the CFO revenue stream. The sustainability 

studies and guideline documents discussed above are proposed to be delivered within two years after adoption of 

the Central SoMa Plan, and may lead to additional new requirements or public benefits. 

The Living Roofs are provided directly onsite by new development and will occur with their respective projects. 

Additional benefits will be directly provided through new development via existing requirements (such as current 

energy and water efficiency requirements) and are not quantified here: 

SCHOOLS AND CHILD CARE 

Central So Ma Plan Objective 2.6 states thatthe City should "Support the schools, child care, and community 

services that serve the local residents." In terms of schools and child care, the Plan Area is expected to see a large 

increase in the number of children as it continues to transition from a primarily industrial neighborhood to a 

mixed-use hub for jobs and housing. The Plan will generate funding to meet the demand for schools and childcare 

for youth ages 0-18 through existing City impact fees. 

Additionally, the Plan will help fund supplemental services at Bessie Carmichael, the neighborhood's only public 

school. At Bessie Carmichael, which serves children in K-8 grade, 100% of the students receive free and reduced 

lunch and 20% of the student population is self-identified homeless students. The supplemental services would 

be intended to address the challenges of addressing the needs of this student population through such strategies 

as additional mental health services and a summer program to fund year-round support to the children. 

Table LO 
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE13 

Schools $32,000,000 School Impact Fee Impact fees to meet demand fot· school SFUSD 
(State Education Code facilities to serve growth gene1·ated within 
Sec.17620) the Plan Area. 

Childcare $26,000,000 Child Care Fee (Sec. 414 Impact fees to meet demand for child care HSA Office of Early 
and Sec. 414A); Eastern facilities to serve growth, located within the Care & Education 
Neighborhoods Impact Plan area. 
Fee (Sec. 423) 

Bessie $6,000,000 Central Solvia Mello- Annual funding to provide sup·plementary SFUSD 
Carmichael Roos Community services to the school, such as additional 
Supplemental Facilities District (CFD) mental health services and the ability to 
Services provide year-round programming 

!TOTAL .. $64,000,000 ! 

13 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption 
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Delivery and Timing 

The School Impact Fee will accrue at the time projects receive building permits. It is directed to the San Francisco 

Unified School District for use at their discretion throughout the city. New school facilities are expected to serve 

a broader area than just Central SoMa and will cost significantly more than the funds generated by the fees in the 

Plan Area. Additional fees, including those collected by the School Impact Fee in previous years, will be required to 

accrue enough to build new facilities. 

Funds from the Child Care Fee and Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee will accrue at the time 

projects receive building permits. They will go to the Child Care Facilities Fund, which is administered jointly by 

the City's Human Services Agency Office of Early Care and Education and the Low-Income Investment Fund (LIIF). 

The Child Care Fee money can be spent throughout the City, while the Eastern Neighborhoods fee must be spent 

within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas. Child care facilities are less costly than school facilities and might 

come online sooner. New developments have the option to satisfy up to their entire Eastern Neighborhoods 

Impact Fee requirement by directly providing publicly-accessible child care onsite through an In-Kind Agreement 

(I KA), which could result in faster delivery of services. 

The funding for Bessie Carmichael School will be provided by the CFO, and will occur upon accrual of revenues. As 

an ongoing allocation, it need not be bonded against, and will be disbursed annually to the School District, with 

community oversight. 

CEMTRAL SOMA PLAM 
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IV. FUNDING STRATEGY 

The previous section describes the funding necessary for infrastructure and other investments to accommodate 

the significant number of jobs and housing units envisioned in the Central SoMa Plan, as well as to address 

social, economic, and environmental needs and achieve the Plan's policy goals. To provide this funding, the City 

proposes requirements on new developments to help ameliorate and mitigate its impacts, in addition to the 

existing fees and development requirements in place. As stated previously, these requirements are designed to be 

consistent with the requirements of California Mitigation Fee Act and all proposed development impact fees have 

been evaluated against applicable maximum justified nexus amounts. 

To help determine the requirements on new development, the City conducted a financial feasibility analysis 

(Financial Analysis of San Francisco's Central SoMa Plan1). This analysis utilized a Residual Land Value (RLV) model 

to evaluate the financial feasibility of prototypical development types (both before and after potential Plan 

adoption), estimate the amount of value created by the Plan, and test the financial impact of applying proposed 

development requirements and charges that would offset some amount of the new value created (a "land value 

capture" approach). 

The resulting funding strategy includes different levels of requirements, based on the amount of development 

potential conferred on each property through adoption of the Plan (expressed as an increase in developable 

height and/or modifications to permit a greater number of land uses). All parcels in the Plan Area are assigned 

into one of several Central SoMa Public Benefit Tiers (Table 12), based on the amount of additional development 

potential created.2 

Tab/ell 
CENTRAL SOMA DEVELOPMENT TIERS3 

15-45 feet Tier A 

50-85 feet TierB I 
90 feet or more TierC 

Tables 13 and 14 below summarize what a specific new development project would be obligated to pay in impact 

fees and taxes, based on the Development Tier of the underlying parcel and proposed land uses. Figures 15 and 16 

map where these public benefit tiers occur in the Plan Area. 

1 Developed by Seif el Consulting Inc. Available for download at: http://defcult.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Centfol_Corridor/Central_SoMa_Financial_Analysis_Jan2017 _ FINAL.pdf 

2 For areas currently zoned SU or SAU and being rezoned to CMUO orWMUO, "additional development potential" is equal to the height limit proposed by the Central SoMa Plan. Elsewhere, "additional 
development capacity~ is the ch,:mge in height limit proposed by the Central So Ma P!an. 

The Financial t~nalysis from Oecember2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier D (165+ feetJ are now collapsed into a single tier. 

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 17 
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Table12 
CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES)4 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee ($/GSF; Sec. 423) 

Transportation Sustainability Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; Sec. 
411A) 

Childcare Fee ($/GSF; office and hotel rate; Sec 414 &414A) 

$18.73 

800-99,999 GSF: $18.94 

>99,999 GSF: $19.99 

$1.65 

School Impact Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; CA Ed. Code Sec. 17620) $0.54 

Public Art Fee ($) 1 % of construction cost (or direct provision on-site) 

Production, Distribution, and Repair {PDR) [# of Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78*] 

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000s square feet or more 

For projects not seeking an Office Allocation, or providing <50,000 square 
feet of Office 

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN 

Central S.oMa Community Infrastructure Fee ($/GSF; Sec. 433*) 

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000 square feet or more 

All other projects 

Mello-Roos Special Tax Community Facilities District (CFO; $/GSF/ 
yr) 

Community Facilities Fee ($/GSF; Sec 428.1 *) 

Transferable Development Rights(# of Floor Area Ratios; Sec 128.1) 

Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS; Sec 138) 

'Planning Code section pending Plan adoption. 

0.4 FAR or replacement requirements per 2016's 
Proposition X (Planning Code Section 202.8), 

whichever is higher 

Replacement 1·equirements per 2016's Proposition X 
(Planning Code Section 202.8) 

$21.50 

$41.50 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$20 

$2.75 
(4% escalation annually 

for 25 years, 2% 
thereafter) 

$1.75 

1.25 FAR 

1 squa1·e foot for eve1·y 50 GSF of development 

4 These tables show the amount of requirements on new development at the time of P!an .. '.l.doption. lmpac;: fees shall be updated on an annual basis as fees are fnde>:ed or otherwise changed. The Fee 
Register and related information can be found on line at hltp:/;'impactfees.s.fplanning.org. The Financial Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier D 
(165+ feet} are now collapsed into a single tier. 
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Table13 
CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES)5 

EXISTING REClUIREMENTS 
lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 415) 

On-Site Option 

Affordable Housing Fee and Off-Site Options 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee 
($/GSF; Sec. 423) 

Transportation Sustainability Fee ($/GSF; Sec. 
411A) 

Childcare Fee ($/GSF; Sec414 &414A) 

18% for rental and 20% for condo, escalating annually, per the 
requirements of Planning Code Section 415 

30% for rental and 33% for condo 

$21.41 

21-99 Units: $8.13 

100+ Units: $9.18 

1-9 Units: $0.96 

10+ Units: $1.92 

---

---·-·----- ------------------ -----------------------
School Impact Fee ($/GSF; CA Ed. Code Sec. 17620) 

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [# of 
Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78] 

Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee ($/ 
GSF; Sec. 433*) 

$3.48 

Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning Code 
Section 202.8) 

$0 $10 $0 

Mello-Roos Special Tax Community Facilities District (CFO; $/GSF/yr) 

Condo 

Rental 

Community Facilities Fee ($/GSF; Sec 428.1 *) 

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR; Sec 
202.8 & 249.78) 

'Planning Code section pending Plan adoption. 

$0 
$3.30 

(2% escalation) 
$5.50 

(2% escalation) 

$0 $0 $0 

$1.30 

For every gross square foot of PDR required per Proposition X (Planning 
Code Section 202.8), the project gets a waiver of four gross square feet 

(GSF) from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee 

5 These tables show the amount ol requirements on new development at the tlme of Plan Adoption. Impact fees shall be updated on an annual basis as lees are inde.,ed or otheiwise changed. The Fee 
Register and related lnfonnatlon can be lound online at http://impactfees.slplanning.org. The Anancial Analysis rrom December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the priorTierC (90-165 leet) and Tier D 
(155+ leet) are now collapsed Into a single tier. 
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V. ADMINISTRATION & MONITORING 

The successful implementation of the Central So Ma Plan will require collaboration among a diverse array of 

agencies, community members, and private actors. This section describes the interagency governance bodies 

and processes that will be chiefly responsible for overseeing implementation of the Central So Ma Plan and its 

public benefits. In addition, a number of the aforementioned funding sources each have their own processes for 

implementation, administration, and monitoring. 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION GOVERNANCE ENTITIES 

San Francisco Controller's Office 

l 

The Controller serves as the chief accounting officer and auditor for the City and County of San Francisco, and is 

responsible for governance and conduct of key aspects of the City's financial operations. The office plays a key role 

in implementing area plans by managing the City's bonds and debt po1tfolio, and processing and monitoring the 

City's budget. The department produces regular reports and audits on the City's financial and economic condition 

and the operations and performance of City government. 

The Controller's Office, working in concert with the Mayor's Office, IPIC, and other entities mentioned below, will 

also be responsible for overseeing a funding prioritization process in Central SoMa to help ensure that funds are 

allocated to public benefits in a logical and equitable manner. 

The City is required to regularly report on impact fees revenues and expenditures. San Francisco Planning Code 

Article 4, Section 409 requires the San Francisco Controller's Office to issue a biennial Citywide Development 

Impact Fee Report1 including: 

o All development fees collected during the prior two fiscal years, organized by development fee account; 

€) All cumulative monies collected and expended over the life of each fee; 

"' The number of projects that elected to satisfy development impact requirements through in-kind 

improvements; 

o Any annual construction cost inflation adjustments to fees made using the Annual Infrastructure Construction 

Cost Inflation Estimate published by the Office of the City Administrator's Office of Resilience and Capital 

Planning; and 

0 Other information required pursuant to the California Mitigation Fee Act Government Code Section 66001, 

including: fee rate and description; the beginning and ending balance of the fee account; the amount of fees 

collected and interest earned; an identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and 

1 Tile FY2012-2013 and 20i3·2014 repott is availabli:! at: http://sfcontroller.org/sites/defaul[/files/Fil-eCenter/Document.s/6093-Pi'l2· 13%20%26%20l3-14%20Devetopment%201mpac.t%20Fee%20Report. 
Revised.pdf 
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the percentage of the cost of the improvement funded with fees; an approximate construction start date; and a 

description of any transfers or loans made from the account. 

Within the Controller's office, the Office of Public Finance (OPF) is responsible for issuing and managing the City's 

general fund debt obligations. The OPF will be responsible for administering the Central So Ma CFD, including 

developing revenue projections and overseeing the bond issuance process. Its mission is to provide and manage 

low-cost debt financing of large-scale, long-term capital projects and improvements that produce social and 

economic benefit to the City and its citizens while balancing market and credit risk with appropriate benefits, 

mitigations and controls. 

Capital Planning Committee 

The Capital Planning Committee (CPC) makes recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors on all of 

the City's capital expenditures. The CPC annually reviews and approves the 10-yearCapital Plan, Capital Budget, 

and issuances of long-term debt. The CPC is chaired by the City Administrator and includes the President of the 

Board of Supervisors, the Mayor's Finance Director, the Controller, the City Planning Director, the Director of Public 

Works, the Airport Director, the Executive Director of the Municipal Transportation Agency, the General Manager 

of the Public Utilities System, the General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department, and the Executive 

Director of the Port of San Francisco. 

The IPIC fee revenue budgets and associated agency project work programs/ budgets are incorporated as pa1t of 

the 10-year Capital Plan. Updated every odd-numbered year, the Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan 

that lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The Capital Plan recommends projects based on 

the availability of funding from various sources and the relative priority of each project. Enterprise departments 

(such as the San Francisco International Airport and Public Utilities Commission) can meet most needs from usage 

fees and rate payers. However, otherfundamental programs that serve the general public (such as streets and fire 

stations) rely primarily on funding from the City's General Fund and debt financing programs. 

lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) 

The lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) is comprised of City staff members from various City 

Departments who are collectively charged with implementing capital improvements in connection with the City's 

Area Plans: Eastern Neighborhoods (comprised of separate Area Plans for Central So Ma, Central Waterfront, East 

Soma, Mission, Showplace Square/ Potrero, and Western Soma), Market Octavia, Rincon Hill, Transit Center 

District, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (including the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the Schlage Lock Master 

Development). Developments within these area plan boundaries are required to pay impact fees specific to the 

respective Plan geographies, which are allocated through the IPIC and Capital Planning processes towards priority 

projects and other infrastructure needed to serve new growth. 

The IPIC is required to develop a capital plan for each Plan Area and an Annual Progress Report indicating the 

status of implementation of each of the Area Plans. This report includes a summary of the individual development 

projects (public and private) that have been approved during the report period, progress updates regarding 
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implementation of the various community improvements in accordance with the Plan's projected phasing, and 

proposed departmental work programs and budgets forthe comihg fiscal year that describe the steps to be taken 

by each responsible department, office, or agency to implement community improvements in each plan area. The 

IPIC Annual Progress Report is heard each year before the Capital Planning Committee, the Planning Commission, 

and the Land Use and Economic Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors prior to finalization of the 

report. In addition, the IPIC Annual Progress Report, impact fee allocations, and related agency work programs 

and budgets are inputs to the City's 10-year Capital Plan, developed by the Capital Planning Committee. 

Upon adoption of the Central So Ma Plan, the scope of IPIC's duties and areas of investment will expand. IPIC will 

be responsible for ove1-seeing allocation of revenues from the Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities 

District (CFD). It is anticipated that the City may issue one or more bonds secured by these CFD Special Tax 

revenues, in order to facilitate timely implementation of public benefits. Annually, the IPIC shall develop a five-year 

plan for proposed expenditures of Special Tax revenues (these plans will be coordinated with projected Bond 

Proceeds), as forecasted by the Office of Public Finance. 

As needed, the sub-committees will be formed to deliberate on specific issues of relevance to a subset of IPIC 

agencies, and/or on funding areas that involve non-City public agencies (such as the regional transportation 

funds). In the latter case, Joint Communities Facilities Agreements (JCFAs) will be formed for projects involving 

allocation of CFD funds to non-City public agencies. 

The IPIC will also oversee administration of capital funding for environmental sustainability projects. 

The Board of Supervisors has final authority over CFD revenue expenditures, based on recommendations by the 

Director of the Office of Public Finance, the Capital Planning Committee, and the IPIC. 

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (EN CAC) is the central community advisory body 

charged with providing input to City agencies and decision makers with regard to all activities related to 

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. The group was established as part of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area Plans (EN) and accompanying Code Amendments, and is comprised of 19 members 

representing the diversity of the plan areas, including renters, homeowners, low-income residents, local 

merchants, and community-based organizations.2 

The EN CAC is established for the purposes of providing input on the prioritization of Public Benefits, updating 

the Public Benefits program, relaying information to community members regarding the status of development 

proposals in the Eastern Neighborhoods, and providing input to plan area monitoring efforts as appropriate 

(described further in the Plan Monitoring & Reporting section below). The EN CAC serves an advisory role, as 

appropriate, to the Planning Department, the IPIC, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors. 

More information is available at: htto:/ isf -plannine:.org le25tern-neighborhoods-citizens-advisory-committee 
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The EN CAC also advises on the allocation of development fees to public benefits in each of the EN Plan Areas. 

These recommendations are advisory, as an input to the IPIC and Capital Planning Committee processes 

described above. The EN CAC will play a similar advisory role to recommend how Central SoMa Mello-Roos CFD 

revenues will be allocated, with the exception of funds for regional transit. 

PLAN MONITORING & REPORTING 

City agencies will be required to monitor and report on. the implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, similar to 

the process in other established plan areas. The Planning Department, in coordination with the EN CAC, will be 

required to develop a Central SoMa Monitoring Report concurrently with the Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring 

Report (scheduled to be updated in 2021, and at five-year intervals thereafter). This community and data-driven 

report will provide information on the residential and commercial development in the plan area, revenues from 

impact fees and other sources, and public/private investments in community benefits and infrastructure, and will . 

include the following components: 

e Central SoMa Implementation Matrix 

e Development Activity 

• Public Benefit 

• Fees and Revenues 

e Agency Responsibilities 

• Budget Implications 

Consistent with the procedure in other Plan Areas, this report shall be discussed at a hearing of the Planning 

Commission, and then forwarded to (and possibly heard at) the Board of Supervisors. 
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[ VI. DESCRIPTION OF CENTRAL SOMA FUNDING SOURCES 

This section provides further information on the purpose, administration, and uses of various funding sources at 

time of Plan Adoption. For the most updated information on these funding sources, consultthe Planning Code 

and associated legislation. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

lnclusionary Housing Program (Sec. 415) 

The lnclusionary Housing Program (Planning Code §415) requires new market-rate residential development 

projects to provide funding for affordable housing, either through direct on-site provision or via payment of the 

Affordable Housing Fee. Revenues from this Fee are directed to the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development (MOH CD), which utilizes the Fee to develop 100 percent affordable housing development and/ 

or preservation of existing affordable units. Revenues from the Affordable Housing Fee may typically be used 

anywhere within the city. However, as discussed in Section Ill above, fees generated by projects within Central 

So Ma will be required to be expended within So Ma (i.e., the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, 

King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue). 

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (Sec. 413) 

l 

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (§413) is a citywide impact fee levied on new non-residential developments of 

25,000 GSF or greater. Analogous to the Affordable Housing fee, revenues from this Fee are directed to MOH CD, 

which utilizes the Fee to develop 100 percent affordable housing development and/or preservation of existing 

affordable units. Revenues from the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee may typically be used anywhere within the city. 

However, as discussed in Section Ill above, Fees gen.erated by projects within Central SoMa will be required to be 

expended within So Ma (i.e., the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and 

South Van Ness Avenue). 

TRANSPORTATION 

Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) 

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF; §411A) is a citywide impact fee assessed on both Residential and 

Nonresidential development, with funds directed to the Controller's Office and the San Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for programing and administration. Funds are allocated to projects specified in 

the Expenditure Program shown in Table 16 below: state of good repair projects (capital maintenance), system· 

capacity expansion, complete streets projects, and regional transit improvements. Some uses are exempt from 
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paying the fee, including smaller market-rate residential projects (20 units or fewer), 100% affordable housing 

projects, and most nonprofit owned and operated uses. 

Table16 
TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM 

Transit Capital Maintenance 61% 

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements San Francisco 32% 
-----------~-~~ ----!---··-----

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements- Regional Transit Providers 2% 

Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements 3% 

Program Administration 2% 

Although TSF funds may be spent on transportation system improvements citywide, the Planning Code specifies 

that revenues will prioritize new/existing area plans and areas anticipated to receive significant new growth. 

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee (Sec. 433) 

In order to achieve the Plan's objective of ensuring that the area is well-served by transit, a new Central So Ma Fee 

(Sec. 433) is proposed on new residential and nonresidential development that would be used to fund local transit 

improvements within Central SoMa. The fee will be collected by the Planning Department and programmed 

through the IPIC and Capital Planning process, similar to other area plan impact fees. 

PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, & REPAIR (PDR) 

Preservation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Proposition X; Sec. 202.8) 

Preserving Production, Distribution & Repair (PDR) space is a critical strategy to ensure ongoing economic diversity 

in the Plan Area. Preservation of existing space will naturally occur on sites where industrial protective zoning 

remains, such as along the freeway west of 4th Street (an area that is adjacent to other PDR uses and ill-suited 

for new development due to its lot configuration). In addition, preservation of PDR uses in much of the rest of the 

Plan Area will be necessitated based on the requirements of San Francisco's Proposition X, passed by the voters 

in November of 2016. This Proposition, codified in Section 202.8 of the Plannin15 Code, requires retention or 

replacement of PDR space ranging from 50% of existing space (in areas zoned MUG or MUR before adoption of the 

Central So Ma Plan) to 75% (in areas zoned SLI or MUO before adoption of the Central So Ma Plan) to 100% (in areas 

zoned SALi before adoption of the Central So Ma Plan). 

Creation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Sec. 249.78) 
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In addition to the PDR preservation requirements of Proposition X (as discussed above), the Plan will require large 

office development to provide new PDR space of an area equivalent to 0.4 FAR (40 percent of their lot area). This 

amount of PDR may exceed what is already required. 

The Planning Department will be responsible for overseeing compliance with these requirements, as part of the 

development review process. The process will verify Planning Code requirements are met to ensure that spaces 

are suitable for PDR use (including elements such as ceiling heights and parking/loading requirements). 

PARKS & RECREATION 

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) Requirement (Sec 138) 

Currently, the Plan Area has a great deficit of open spaces and recreation facilities, and significant investment 

will be needed to meet demand from new growth. In addition to providing new and rehabilitated public parks 

and recreation facilities, the Central So Ma Plan will also require larger nonresidential developments to provide 

Pt·ivately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS), similar to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Much of 

this space will be located outdoors at street level, open seven days a week. Some developments will have the 

option of providing space indoors and/or paying an in-lieu fee. All new office projects will be required to provide 

one square foot of POPOS for every 50 occupied square feet of office use. Unlike the policy in the Downtown C-3 

districts, Central SoMa requires that this space be provided at ground level (for up to 15% of the parcel area), and 

provides an incentive for "active" recreation uses (including playgrounds, athletic courts, community gardens or 

dog runs). 

The Planning Department is the agency primarily responsible for reviewing and approving POPOS proposals as 

part of the associated development application. 

SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE 

School Impact Fee (CA Education Code Sec. 17620) 

The School Impact Fee (enabled by CA State Education Code §17620) is a citywide impact fee on new/expanded 

Residential and Non-Residential developments, with funds directed to the San Francisco Unified School District 

(SFUSD) for new capital facilities serving the public school population. Funds are not required to be spent in the 

Plan Area; revenues are programmed at SFUSD's discretion based on current and future projections of growth in 

the school-aged population in each neighborhood. 

Child Care Fee (Sec. 414 & 414A) 

The Child Care Fee (Planning Code §414 & 414A) is a citywide impact fee collected on Office and Hotel projects 
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greater than 25,000 GSF and on Residential and residential care developments adding more than 800 square 

feet of net new space. Funds are directed to the Human Services Agency Office of Early Care & Education and the 

Low-Income Investment Fund (LIIF; a non-profit child care developer contracting with the City) to develop new 

capital facilities for child care services. Funds may be spent citywide and are not required to be spent within the 

Plan area. 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION 

Transferable Development Rights (TDR; Sec. 128.1) 

In order to support the prese~vation of historic resources in the Plan Area, Central So Ma includes a Transferable 

Development Rights (TOR) requirement, similar to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Non-residential 

development projects in Public Benefits Tiers C and D will be required to purchase the equivalent of 1.25 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) worth ofTDR credits from historic buildings in exchange for the right to build to higher 

densities. In essence, the program allows historic properties to sell "excess" development capacity (e.g. since 

the historic resource precludes building to similar densities as surrounding parcels), providing funds for building 

restoration and maintenance. Although the Planning Department administers and enforces the TOR program, the 

transactions themselves are implemented privately and purchase terms (i.e. prices) are not regulated by the City. 

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION 

Community Facilities Fee (Sec. 428.1) 

The Community Facilities Fee is a new impact fee that would be applicable to all new development in the Plan 

Area. Fees will be collected by the Planning Department and directed to MOHCD to support the development of 

new space for nonprofit community facilities, such as health clinics and job training sites. The City, potentially in 

partnership with nonprofit developers, will use the funds to develop new space for community facilities. This may 

take several forms, such as a centralized hub for nonprofit space and/or a network of individual sites. In addition, 

the City is exploring the potential to provide such spaces collocated with new affordable housing developments, 

developed by MOHCD and its partners. 

AREA-PLAN & MULTI-CATEGORY FUNDING SOURCES 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Sec. 423) 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Planning Code §423) is an area plan impact fee that was 
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adopted concurrently with the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan in 2008. The Central SoMa Plan Area is an Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan, being constituted of areas that were formerly parts of the East So Ma and Western SoMa 

Plan Areas. Projects in Central SoMa will continue to pay the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, 

which is administered by the Planning Department and the lnteragency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) 

in consultation with the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (ENCAC). Funds are used to pay 

for infrastructure within the following Plan Areas: East So Ma, Showplace/Potrero Hill, Mission, Central Waterfront, 

Western So Ma, and Central SoMa. Funds are allocated into public benefit categories shown in table 17 below. 

Tab/ell 
EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE EXPENDITURE PROGRAM 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements, 
Bicycle Facilities 

31% 34% I 
I 

i 
Transit 10% 53% 

Recreation and Open Space 47.5% 6% 

Childcare 6.5% 2% 

Program Administration 5% 5% 

Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) 

A Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) is an ongoing tax to pay for necessary infrastructure and services. 

The Central SoMa Plan proposes to establish a Mello-Roos CFD that would be paid by new developments receiving 

a significant upzoning through the Plan (Non-Residential Tier C and Residential Tiers B & C). This c;FD will be 

established through a legal formation process roughly concurrent with the adoption of the Central So Ma Plan. 

CFDs are beneficial for infrastructure planning because they offer a reliable and predictable revenue stream, as 

the taxes are paid annually over the life ofthe subject development project for a set term defined by the CFD (as 

opposed'to a one-time payment for impact fees). In addition, the CFD could be established to fund both capital 

infrastructure and ongoing operations & maintenance, the latter of which is a critical funding need that cannot 

legally be funded by impact fees. Finally, a CFD provides the City with the option to bond against the future 

revenue stream, thus providing funding to build needed infrastructure much sooner, ideally before or at the same 

time as the anticipated new development. 

OTHER SOURCES OF FUNDING 

The fees and requirements discussed above are largely designed to mitigate the infrastructure needs created 

by new development. However, there are already substantial needs in the neighborhood. The responsibility for 

responding to some needs will need to be shared with a broader set of stakeholders than just new developments 

(sea lev.el rise mitigation; for instance). As such, additional revenue sources will be needed to create a fully 

sustainable neighborhood. These additional revenue mechanisms will require interdepartmental efforts that 
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continue after the Plan's adoption, and may require future authorization by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. A 

few potential sources of additional funding are described below 

General Fund 

The City's discretionary property tax proceeds are deposited into the General Fund, and are available for the 

appropriation to any public purpose, including operations, programs, maintenance, and capital projects. 

Theoretically, these revenues could be directed to the Plan Area to accelerate the delivery of public benefits, orto 

fund other public benefits not identified here. 

Grants & Bonds 

Many local, state, and federal agencies offer potential grants to fund needed capital projects. In particular, regional 

and state funds earmarked to facilitate higher density development near major transit infrastructure (such as the 

One Bay Area Grants run by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission) are a good fit for the goals of the Plan 

and could potentially be paired with matching local funds. 

Other local bond measures may provide additional opportunities to fund projects identified here or in the future. 

For instance, San Francisco voters have adopted multiple bond measures in recent years to fund new or renovated 

parks and open spaces. 

Direct provision through Development Agreements and other negotiated conditions of 
approval 

The Plan's Key Development Sites and other sites with significant development potential represent another 

potential mechanism to provide needed infrastructure. Project sponsors may elect to provide some of these 

community benefits directly, through mechanisms such as a Development Agreement or other negotiated 

condition of approval. These benefits may be provided in-lieu of some other requirement, or they may be 

voluntarily provided above and beyond the development requirements. It is impossible to predict how many 

projects would opt to do this; however, a number of the initial project proposals for the Key Development Sites do 

include some amount of voluntary community benefits. 
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PURPOSE 

• To convey design guidance that is specific to Central SoMa in a way that 

complements and supplements the requirements of the Planning Code and 

pending citywide Urban Design Guidelines; and 

111 To visually demonstrate Central SoMa Plan bulk controls. 

CONTENTS 

1. Additional Architectural Guidance This section contains additional 

guidance for implementing the architectural vision for the Plan Area beyond 

what was written under Objective 8.6 of the Plan; 

2. Visualizing Bulk Controls This section contains a graphical representation 

of the implementation of the skyplane, mid-rise, and tower controls 

contained in Implementation Measures 8.3.3.1, 8.3.3.2, 8.3.3.4, 8.3.4.1, and 

8.3.4.2. 

1 
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855 Folsom. Photo bv Natoma Architects 
178 Townsend. Phot~ by Blake Marvin, HKS, Inc. 

2 

Folsom and Dore. Photo L,y Brian Rose 
Historic building. Photo by SF Planning 
South Park Cafe. Photo by Julia Spiess and F1·ank Schott 
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PART 1: ADDITIONAL ARCHITECTURAL GUIDANCE 

This section contains additional guidance for implementing the architectural 

vision for the Plan Area conveyed by Plan Objective 8.6: "Promote high quality 

architecture that enhances the neighborhood." Specifically, it includes guidance 

around the following Implementation Measures: 

8.1.2.1 Provide fixtures, furnishings, and art at interior and exterior ground floor 

openings to invite and support use of adjacent public areas 

8.6.2.1 Utilize application of "skyplane" as a device to create interestingly 

shaped buildings 

8.6.2.2 Harmonize new building designs with existing neighborhood materials 

but in a contemporary or reinterpreted way 

8.6.2.3 Recognize and enhance existing local form and geometry variations to 

support neighborhood-specific architecture 

8.6.2.4 Employ innovative architectural ideas for larger projects that provide a 

clear organizing principle for design 

8.6.3.2 Utilize material systems that visually diminish upper facades 

8.6.5.1 Modulate larger projects vertically or horizontally, whichever is more 

appropriate, to reflect surrounding lots and massing patterns 

8.6.5.2 For projects with more than one building, recognize and respond to the 

existing pattern of long blocks, open spaces, and large and small streets 

8.6.5.3 Vary the roofs of buildings for projects with long facades. 

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN 3 
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Developing Site Concepts and Massing 

Unlike downtown, the South of Market long blocks, low-rise buildings, and wide 

streets provide a more open experience of sun and sky. Central SoMa alleys 

contrast this "bigness" with more human-scaled environments. 

Below are suggested, not prescribed, means that meet the intention of the implementation measure. 

Support Lots of Sky 

Employ the flexibility of skyplane to creatively shape 

upper mass awayfrom large streets and alleys. VVhen 

employing skyplane, consider the building base to 

the be the prominent and durablearchitecture aod 

the upper building portion above the urban room as; 

more recessjve, sculptural or even e'therial component. 

Consider volumetrically sculpting the tops of buildings · 

to reflect the human scale, for example: contemporary 

versionsofth~ mansard root indentions for smaller-.. ·. 

scalebalconies,clock towers; or lightboxestha't 
• .. : • •I ' 

express interior use. 

Enhance Horizontality 

While vertical articulations are common in most of San 

Francisco, designers working in the southern portion 

of Central So Ma should consider how horizontal • 

geometry reads more strongly.The long blocks of 
. . . - : . . . . 

Central SoMa offer opportunitiesfor large floorplate 

builqings but long undifferent1ated,facades, however, 
. . 

. are not ideal forapositive street experience. C9hsider . 

developing a modulated horizontality to express the 
. . . . : . . . . . 

existing environment, but with other articulations and 

fine-grained texture to create a visually compelling 

urban room. 

Precinct-Specific Form 
' . ' 

Central SoMa has several distinct building clusters· 

that require more nuanced slte design considerations, 

for example: 5th cind Brannan, South Park, 5th.and 
. . . 

Hovvard, 'smaller residentialenclaves, and parcels 

dose to the freeway. Note and respond to urban form· . . 

types andscales within these areas including nearby ·. 

proposed projects. 

Enhance a Scale-shift 

Recognize the scale changes fromthe large street 

. environments to the small scale aHeys by relati~g .. 

facade textures and rnodulationfo equivalent heights 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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andproportion:. Consider hciwbuilding or landscape 
corners turn between these tvvo environments . 

.. ~nd hovv the pedestrian e~perience cantransition. 

Examine building openings that lead tOalieys 
or open spacei for()ppbrtuniti,es as gate\A/ays .. ·. . .. 

· Include neighborho6d la~dmark features'sucha~ ·" 

.cloc;ktciwers, sp~cial gborn~try, refined mat.Jrials, .· 
colora~jor:)or ot~er'demafcatlng devices .•. 

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN 

·· EngageWide Streets 

·. :The:existingwidestreets ofCentralSoMa will. 
remain and·bereinforcedas the stteetwaUh~ights,· 

· are designed to match their widths: AlteFhat.i ng .. · · 
big ands1J1all gaps are a familiarpatternih the 

. pedestrian experience of Centra(so'Ma. ()e:s'igners . 
. should considir,thecadence; pr()p();tions, ahd 

.wiqths ofa lleys '.andwrdestreets in developing ,.··· 
mid-block passages, ~htri,es toPo~ps and C: << 

5 
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Selecting Contextual Materials 

Central SoMa has rich and varied histories that have left material patterns and 

scales. Contemporary architecture and construction techniques should express 

their time, but thoughtfully within the lineage of the neighborhood. 

Below are suggested, not prescribed, means t~at meet th~ intention of the implementation measure. 

Express Industrial Legacy 

Consider re-introducingfamiliar elements from historic 

building elements, for example: sawtooth lightportals, 
. . . . . . . . ' - . 

longer spans for open flobrplates, corrugati6n fo( 

texture and articulation, roll up doors to support 

active street frontages, andsmall wall openings to 

highlight the human scale. These elements should 

not be considered an industrial aesthetic but rather 

· a reinterpretation of their benefitsfor contemporary 

programs and uses. 

• Adaptively re~use ~xistingfabric i11 ilnovative ways; 

Th is i!icludesdevelopingvery c9~temp,orary \anguage 

or "hyphe~ations" with.qlder low~rise buildings: . 

Provide masonry buildirigs 

Designers should consider using materialsthat offer 

textures or geometries at the scale of brick, While . 

brick is not endemic to all of Central SoMa, its scale of 

texture, however, is afamiliar pattern demonstrated 

in earlier eras, such as corrugated metal, plate steel, 

• industrial sash windows, larger window spans, frame 

buildings, .and load~bearing masonry buildings with 

large spans. Consider contemporary materials that 

employ similar logics for scale, texture and access but 

avoid mimicry or appropriation. 

Offer Gritty Architecture.' 

Repeatedly noted by residents as both a benefit and 

detriment,the "grit" of Central So Ma can be positively 

interpreted as environments thatare "eclectic," 

"surprising," or "hardy." Provide durable materials at 

the ground floor that are more rugged and resilient. 

Consider using facade systems that allow for small-
. . - . 

scale flexible or modular insertions that would be 

easy to repair or swap for a change in technology, 

. artistic exploratiori,ocotheffutlJreadaptation. Offer 

pedestrianscale 1ndenti6ns at the gr6uhd floor that 

could host seating or outdoor workareas,sursport , .•. · · 

p roductibn ··~ctivities bei ngvisi ble frbmcir ~xtendi ng• 
into the aUeypetwbrk, . .· . · · .. · ·· . . ·· 
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Programming .A-.rchitecture to Support Public Space 

Central SoMa's history of industrial and art production have fostered it as a place 

of innovation and experimentation. Consider how furnishings and programming 

will help Central SoMa support this character and evolve over time. 

. . ; . . . . 

Below. are suggested, not pr~scribed, rneanslhat meet the intention of ~he implernent~ti6n measure'.·· '· .. · 

Suppo:,L Alley Experience .· .. 

Al[eys in Central So Ma foster bothquiet residential 
neighborhoods and industrial overflow. Rath,er than 

, . being just utilitaria:11, they can sponsor art, outdoor 
· workspace or places to 'hang out. TDe Department · · · 

· recommendsthoughtfully inventing alley way uses· .. 
. ... that can support full anc:l safe pedestrianuse while sti[[ 

facilitating loading and the other ·r()ugher functional 
. uses needed by PDR uses aHhe ground level. 

' Offer Mid-Block Surprises 

To animate alleys and public open spac:e, offer and 
program small spac~s that are fiexibl~ for different 

· . activities, for e;ample, fold out galleries; flexible 

· kiosks; micro-retail, artorlightinginstallations; playful 
street furnishings, or places foroutdoorworkshops 
or maker activ,ities. Create stewardshipprogramsthat. 

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN 

supportorhost curated events or activities. Where 

panels, solid surfaces; or ot,herless pedestrian-friendly 

. elements cl re required for utilitariap purposes, consider 

. thos'~ as opportunities forJrt, special materials, or 
::.·:.: ·I.• ... · .· .. .,.C ' · .... : 

display. 
.. ,: . . ' . 

. . ,. .. 

ProvidJ Maker Spaces · · . . . . . . 

As a place of production, Central SoMa favored 

.interiorwsesthatwere rough,edec&,and supported 
inveriti';nandless pr,istine or tightly hohed activitie{. 

ConsiderPDR as an acti0e grouria floor ,use where 
' maki~g Qr distributing ~at~rial ioods c:an be.a . 

recognii~6 hu rria0 endJav()ljr thf()ugh the use of : 
transparency, openings; lighting, cind doorways .. '· . 

. C()nsider inventing way$ forthts usefojpvite 
· ped,estrian viewsor engagemJht:thr6ufh affili1tecf · · · 

· : retaitorrnore drg~nized 
1
cLJ1tutaL~vents:·· 

7 
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I PART 2: VISUALIZING BULK CONTROLS J 

This section contains a graphical representation of the implementation of the 

skyplane andtower controls contained in Implementation Measures 8.3.3.1, 

8.3.3.2, 8.3.3.4, 8.3.4.1, and 8.3.4.2. It includes images for three kinds of buildings: 

Buildings taller than 160 feet subject to tower controls 

Buildings above 85 feet but not taller than 160 feet subject to skyplane controls 

Buildings 85 feet and less subject to skyplane controls when fronting on narrow 

streets and alleys 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Bulk Controls for Buildings Taller than 160' 

Central SoMa will allow a handful of buildings taller than 160 feet, to punctuate important intersections (such as 

at the Caltrain station). To support height at these locations while still supporting light, air, and sun access to the 

streets, the Plan includes: 

. Selow is amajorifyblJt not complete depiction ~f lmplementatio~Measures (r~feren~~d by hum~erthatmay affecUhe bui;cling enve;ope.· 

ALLEY 
CONTROLS 

When a tower is 
adjacentto an alley, 

· skyplane controls start ,1 

15' after the tower 
(hidden in this 

view) 

STREETWALL 
SETBACK 

A 15' setback between 
65' 85' is required along 
interior property lines 

and public ROWs. 

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN 

LOT 
COVERAGE 

For residential use, a 
rear yard (25%) and for 

commercial use, POPOS at 
grade (15%) requirements 

may reduce amount 
of allowable lot 

coverage. 

MID­
BLOCK 
ALLEY 

On a lot longer than 
200', a mid-block 

alley maybe 
required. 

PODIUM 
BULK 

CONTROLS 
When a tower is adjacent 

to a building that is between 
85 to 160 feet, at least 30 feet 
separation is required. That 

, portion of the podium is also : 
· · subject to mid-rise bulk 

controls. 

9 
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When there is an existing tower, the second tower should be at least 
ll5'. The distance between towers may be reduced to a minimum of 
85' if the difference in the height of the two towers is at least 50' and 
the bulk of the second tower is reduced relative to the reduction in 
tower separation, such that at 85', the maximum tower bulk shall be 
10,000 sf. 

For towers 250' or more, the upper 1/3 of any tower.must feature 
minimum bulk reductions of 15% of the floorplate and the maximum 
diagonal of7.5%. The upper tower bulk reduction shall not be required 
for any tower for which the overall tower is reduced from the maximum 
bulk allowance by an equal or greater volume (above a height of 85'). 

iiMUM#&ii4W1iitlliU®'&ffl.i'.Odi=iiiii 
No residential or hotel use would be allowed to have a floor exceed 
12,000 gsf. The average floor for commercial uses cannot exceed 
15,000 gsf and no single floor may exceed 17,000 gsf. The maximum 
horizontal dimension would be 150'. The maximum diagonal 
dimension would be 190'. 

Photo by Daniel Austin Hoherd, Flickr (CC BY-NC 2.0). 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Bulk Controls for 130' or 160' Tall Buildings 

Central SoMa is primarily designed to be a mid-rise district, with buildings of 85 feet to 160 feet. To support this 

density while still supporting light, air, and sun access to the streets, the Plan includes: 

Below is a major;~ but not completedeJiction of ;mplementa~ion.M~asu;es(;eferenced by numberth~t'may affect the ~uilding ehvelope. 

SKYPLANE 

Mid-rise buildings 
will be required to 

substantially reduce what 
is visible from the street 
based on site orientation 

and sJ:reetwidth 
proximity. 

STREETWALL 
SETBACK 

A 15' setback between 65' 
85' is required along interior 

property lines and public 
ROWs. On major streets, this 
is only required for60% of 

the lot frontage. 

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN 

STREET 
TYPES 

Major St width= 82.5' 
Minor St width= 35' 

For other street 
widths, see 8.4.1.4 

LOT 
COVERAGE 

For residential use, a 
rear yard (25%) and for 

commercial use, POPOS at 
grade (15%) requirements 

may reduce amount 
of allowable lot 

coverage. 

MID­
BLOCK 
ALLEY 

On a lot longer than 
200', a mid-block 

alley may be 
required 

MASS 
BREAK 

11 
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Bulk Controls for Buildings 85' or Shorter 

Small streets and alleys in Central SoMa offer special neighborhood character. To maintain this character by 

supporting light, air, and sun access to these streets, the Plan includes: 

SOUTHSIDE 
ELEVATION 
SKYPLANE 

Development on the north side 
of small streets and alleys must 

reduce what is visible from the street 
as per the apparent mass reduction. 
Sites below 65' height must 

setback 10' at the height of 1.25 
x the street width. 

SKYPLANE 
Development on the south 

side of small streets and alleys 
must reduce what is visible 
from the street as per 

the apparent mass 
reduction. 

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN 

For other street 
widths, see 8.4.1.4 

For residential use, a 
rear yard (25%) and for 

commercial use, POPOS at 
grade (15%) requirements 

may reduce amount 
of allowable lot 

coverage. 

On a lot longer than 
200', a mid-block 

alley may be 
required 

13 
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KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

PURPOSE 

The Central So Ma Plan Area contains a number of "key 

development sites" - large, underutilized development 

opportunities with lot areas ranging from 25,000 

square feet to well over 100,000 square feet (see Figure 

1). By providing greater direction to the development 

of these sites, the City has an opportunity to maximize 

public benefits and to ensure that their development 

directly delivers critical public benefits, such as: 

Ill Affordable housing, per Plan Policy 2.3.1: "Set 

affordability requirements for new residential 

development at rates necessary to fulfill this 

objective;" 

e Protections and incentives for production, 

distribution, and repair space, per Plan Policy 3.3.4: 

"Provide incentives to fund, build, and/or protect 

PDR;" 

e; A large hotel serving the Convention Center, per 

Plan Policy 3.5.1: "Allow hotels throughout the 

growth-oriented parts of the Plan Area;" 

111 Pedestrian access, per Plan Policy 4.1.9: "Expand 

the pedestrian network wherever possible 

through creation of new narrow streets, alleys, and 

mid-block connections;" 

• New public parks, per Pian Policy 5.2.1: "Create a 

new public park in the highest growth po1tion of the 

Plan Area" and Plan Policy 5.2.2: "Create a new linear 

park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th 

Streets;" 

& A new public recreation center, per Plan Policy 

5.3.1: "Increase the amount of public recreation 

center space, including the creation of a new public 

recreation center;" 

• Child care, per Plan Policy 2.6.2: "Help facilitate the 

creation of childcare facilities"; and 

KEY DEVELOPl~ENT SITE GUIDELINES 

e Public plazas, per Plan Policy 5.5.1: "Require new 

non-residential development and encourage 

residential development to provide POPOS that 

address the needs of the community." 

Finding space on which to locate these kinds of 

public assets is tremendously difficult in a highly 

developed neighborhood like So Ma. But on these 

key development sites, the City can partner with the 

developer to address the unique design challenges 

that could constrain the creation of these amenities in 

exchange for their provision. 

The draft Key Development Site Guidelines contained 

in this document are intended to help fulfill the 

opportunities for public benefits and address these 

design challenges. In doing so, these Guidelines are 

intended to help implement Objective 8.5 and Policy 

8.5.1 of the Central So Ma Plan. Objective 8.5 states, 

"Ensure that large development sites are carefully 

designed to maximize public benefit," whereas Policy 

8.5.1 states, "Provide greater direction and flexibility for 

large development sites in return for improved design 

and additional public benefits." The intent is for these 

guidelines to be further refined and codified with the 

adoption of the Central So Ma Plan, with additional 

refinement to occur as these projects seek entitlement 

from the City. 

1 
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Figurel 
KEY DEVELOPMENT SITES 
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SITE 1: "STH AND HOWARD" 

Existing Conditions 

The 31,000 square foot site currently contains a large 

surface parking lot covering most of its area. It also 

includes two small two-story commercial buildings, 

one fronting Howard Street with parking in the rear 

and one extending from Howard Street to Tehama 

Street. 

Development Potential 

Based on the pmposed height, bulk ar'ld zoning 

parameters, there is potential for approximately 

four to five hundred thousand square feet of total 

development at this site across all uses, including 

any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the 

site. This site is currently under the ownership of a 

non-profit housing development organization, and 

the expected development on the site would consist 

of a residential project with a very high percentage of 

affordable housing. 

Potential Public Benefits 

This site has the potential to provide a substantial 

amount of affordable housing, approximately 

400 housing units, at least 2/3 of which would be 

affordable to very low, low, and moderate income San 

Franciscans. This would greatly exceed the percentage 

of below market rate housing otherwise required for 

the site (as contained in Part C of the Central So Ma 

Implementation Strategy, "Requirements for New 

Development"). 

l<EY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

Potential Flexibility 

Height 

The site could contain two buildings one of 300 feet 

and one of 180 feet. To maximize affordable housing 

units, the Plan could allow the 180-foot building to 

utilize the height to be treated as a mid-rise building 

rather than a tower (per Implementation Measure 

8.5.1.2), in which case it would be allowed to have floor 

plates larger than 12,000 square feet and be within 30 

feet of the adjacent tower. 

Massing 

Where buildings are taller than 160 feet, the Plan 

requires a 15-foot setback along all property lines at a 

height of 85 feet (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2). 

To maximize affordable housing units, the Plan could 

allow a partial reduction this setback requirement. 

However, atthat height, design techniques including 

articulation (and not simply materiality and surface 

treatments) must be used to distinguish the streetwall 

podium from the tower. The Plan could also modify 

the apparent mass reduction requirement (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1) along Howard Street 

for the 180-foot building. 

Design Guidelines 

Parking and Loading Access 

To minimize conflicts on Howard and 5th Streets, any 

parking and loading for provided on this site shall be 

accessed off of Tehama Street. 

3 
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SITE 2: "4TH AND HARRISON" 

Existing Conditions 

The 102,000 square foot site currently contains four 

single-story buildings, including automobile parking 

for commuters and other non-residential uses. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential fQr approximately one million 

square feet of total development atthis site across all 

uses, including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and 

PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

Because of its large size, the site has the potential 

to provide space for one or more of the following as 

described further below: 1) an affordable housing site, 

2) affordable space for production, distribution, and 

repair, 3) a public recreation center. 

Affordable Housing Site 

This site contains the potential for dedicating a portion 

of the site for a 100% affordable housing development 

while still including a large footprint for a substantial 

commercial development. Should this site yield an 

affordable housing site, the preferred location would 

be interior to the block facing Harrison Street, with 

a size of between 15,000 - 30,000 square feet (which 

is the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 

Development's preferred size for affordable housing 

developments). 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or other mechanism. 

Public Recreation Center 

Because of its large size and development potential, 

this site contains the potential to include the new 

public recreation center being sought by the City. 

Such a recreation center could be stand-alone, or 

for purposes of site efficiency, incorporated into 

the affordable housing site or a proposed office 

development. Any proposed recn:ation center should 

coordinate the amenities and offerings with those 

available at the Gene Friend Recreation Center located 

at 6th and Folsom Streets. 

Potential Flexibility 

Height 

If providing on-site affordable housing and/or a 

recreation center, the Plan could allow up to 25 feet 

of additional height on the buildings on the site (per 

Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2). 

Massing 

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate mass 

reduction from 50-80% along street-facing property 

lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). If 

required to provide on-site affordable housing and/ 

or a recreation center without diminishing overall 

project development potential, the Plan could allow a 

reduction of the "skyplane" requirements along some 

combination of Harrison Street and 4th Street. This 

reduction would be designed to shift the building mass 

in a manner that emphasizes the corner of 4th and 

Harrison. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be 

required to provide a mid-block connection between 

Harrison and Perry Streets. The mid-block connection 

should be located in the middle-third of the block. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 4th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project could provide or contribute to public art, 

lighting and othe1· improvements in coordination with 

the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed off 

of Perry Street and/or the new mid-block alley. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

New development is required to provide POPOS, 

on-site or within 900 feet of the project. A good 

location for this project's POPOS is off-site under the 

1-80 freeway, on the west side of 4th Street, where 

it could serve to activate the street (in keeping with 

Implementation Measures 4.1.10.1 and 5.3.2.1). If 

provided on-site, the project's POPOS should be an 

inviting indoor space along 4th Street as well as the 

mid-block alley between Harrison Street and Perry 

Street. 

f(EY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 5 
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SITE 3: "2ND AND HARRISON" 

Existing Conditions 

The site currently contains five buildings. There is a 

four story, 65,000 square foot commercial building 

on Harrison Street between 2nd Street and Vassar 

Place. To the west of Vassar Place, covering the full 

lot from Harrison Street to Perry Street, is a four story, 

150,000 square foot historically significant commercial 

building. West of that building are three two~story 

commercial buildings fronting Harrison Street with 

parking lots fronting Perry Street. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, there is potential for approximately 1.2 

million square feet of total development at this site 

across all uses, including any office, residential, retail, 

hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large site, the site has the potential to deliver one 

or more of the following as described further below: 1) 

increased affordable housing, 2) affordable space for 

production, distribution, and repair, 3) a large hotel, 4) 

child care, and 5) pedestrian experience under 1-80. 

Affordable Housing Site 

The collection of parcels west of the site's historic 

building has been proposed for a residential tower. 

With additional development potential, the site could 
potentially exceed the affordability levels required by 

the Plan. 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or other mechanism. 

Large Hotel 

The City is seeking large hotels (500 rooms or more) in 

the proximity of the Moscone Convention Center (as 

discussed in Implementation Measure 3.5.1.1). This site 

could accommodate such a hotel. 

Childcare 

Neighborhood support services, particularly childcare, 

are critical to support the vision of Central SoMa 

and maintain a diversity of residents in the Plan 

area, consistent with Draft Plan Objective 2.6. The 

proposed site would have the potential to provide an 

on-site child-care facility, to support the expanding 

population. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Perry Street runs between this site and the AC Transit 

bus storage facility, and is largely underneath the 

1-80 freeway. In addition, Perry Street dead-ends 

before reaching 2nd Street. The result is that existing 

conditions are unattractive and unsafe, as well as 

lacking connectivity. This project may have the 

opportunity to incorporate public realm and street 

improvements that connect Perry Street to both 

2nd Street and Vassar Street and thereby improve 

the connectivity. Additionally, the project could 
provide or contribute to public art, lighting and other 

improvements along the bus facility and otherwise 

under 1-80. 
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Potential Flexibility 

Height 

The Plan contains two potential height limits for this 

key development site - a lower height and a higher 

height that could only be achieved through provision 

of the affordable housing and large hotel described 

above. This would include up to 350 feet east of Vassar 

Place, 200 feet on the Lot 105 and 350 feet on the 

collection of parcels to its west. 

Massing 

The Plan's tower controls establish a maximum 

floorplate of 12,000 square feet for hotels (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2) and a minimum 

distance of 115 feet between any two towers (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4). Achieving the City's 

desired minimum number of hotel rooms on-site could 

require the hotel tower to exceed the Plan's proposed 

maximum floor size and dimensions, as well as its 

minimum tower separation. However, such a tower 

would be required to be set back to the maximum 

degree possible from Harrison Str-eet. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

The Plan's POPOS requirements state that the 

development's POPOS should be open to they sky 

(per Implementation Measure 5.5.1.1). However, the 

location of the site adjacent to the freeway is not highly 

conducive to an outdoor POPOS. Simultaneously, a 

use that activates 2nd Street for pedestrians is very 

important along that busy street. As such, the Plan 

could allow an exception to the requirementthat the 

POPOS be open to the sky, and instead .provide an 

enclosed POPOS, as long as it is at sidewalk grade and 

has a clear ceiling height of at least 25 feet and meets 

other standards for design and performance. 

l<EY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

Lot Consolidation 

To maintain historic neighborhood character, the Plan 

bans consolidation of lots containing buildings with 

historic or neighborhood-character buildings (per 

Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1). As shown in Plan 

Figure 7.2, several parcels fronting Harrison and 2nd 

Streets would not be allowed to consolidate with other 

parcels under this provision. However, on this large 

site, this requirement may impact the ability to achieve 

both public benefits and superior design and potential 

for public benefits. Therefore, the Plan could allow the 

project to consolidate these lots. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

The development site has the potential to add a 

portion of Lot 112. If this occurs, the development 

should connect Vassar Place all the way from Harrison 

Street to Perry Street. However, a second mid-block 

connection in addition to Vassar Place is unlikely to 

provide an important pedestrian route, given the 

availability of Vassar Street and the lack of a mid-block 

connection south of Perry Street, and could diminish 

from the street wall along Harrison Street. Therefore, 

the project may not be required to develop a second 

mid-block connection. Parking and Loading Access 

Parking and loading should be provided off of Perry 

Street or Vassar Place, but not 2nd Street or Harrison · 

Street. 

7 
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CONTENTS 

The following information is contained for each key 

development site: 

• The existing conditions on the site (as of January 

2018); 

e Its development potential, based on proposed 

zoning and height limit; 

e The "Potential Public Benefits," which, as the name 

implies, describes the public benefits that could be 

provided on the site that are not otherwise required 

by the Plan, tailored to the unique potential of the 

site; 

o The "Potential Flexibility," which describes the 

potential exceptions from the Plan's Implementation 

Measures that may be necessary to achieve the 

increased public benefits, tailored to the unique 

circumstances of each site and of provision of the 

potential public benefits; and 

• The "Design Guidelines," which describe site-specific 

strategies to best implement the Plan's policies 

where such explicit direction is not already given by 

the Plan. 
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SITE 4: "FLOWER MART" 

Existing Conditions 

The site currently contains a large wholesale flower 

market consisting of single-story warehouses, smaller 

shops, parking, and ancillary facilities. Additionally, 

there is a surface parking lot at the corner of 5th 

and Brannan that has been used to store utility · 

vehicles. Located at the north end of the site is a 

shared easementthat serves as a service drive for the 

wholesale flower market and its northern neighbors. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for at least 2.4 million square 

feet of total development at this site across all uses, 

including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR 

on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the 

potential to deliver one or more of the following as 

described further below: 1) a replacement Flower Mart 

at subsidized rents, 2) an affordable housing site. 

Wholesale Flower Market 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). It is important that such space be 

provided for the current wholesale flower market 

tenants as well as future operators, and that the facility 

is provided at affordable rents to ensure their longevity 

and financial success. The City and the project sponsor 

are considering a development agreement to ensure 

that this occurs. 

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

Affordable Housing Site 

Current plans for the site do not contemplate the 

inclusion of housing, due to potential conflicts with the 

operations of the wholesale flower market. However, 

if such conflicts were mitigatable, and housing were 

contemplated on the site, such housing could also 

provide space for on-site affordability. The large size 

of the site could enable the potential for a 100% 

affordable housing development of 15,000 - 30,000 

square feet, potentially at the corner of 6th and 

Brannan, while still including a substantial commercial 

development. 

Potential Flexibility 

Massing 

The site design is driven by the wholesale flower 

market's need for a continuous ground floor operation 

of almost three acres. Given this consideration, the City 

could allow the following exceptions to the streetwall 

(per Implementation Measure 8.1.3.1), skyplane (per 

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1), tower separation 

(per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4), tower bulk 

(per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), setback 

requirements (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), 

and building length (per Implementation Measure 

8.5.2.2): 

~ The potential for the building atthe corner of 5th 

and Brannanto have its 15-footsetbackwould occur 

up to a height of 105 feet rather than 85 feet; 

• The "mid-rise" portion of the building above the 

wholesale flower market to go to 200 feet rather 

than 160 feet1 provided this increase is only 

located internally to the block along the mid-block 

connection created by the project; 

9 
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e A reduced setback at 85 feet along 5th Street and 

Morris Street for a small percentage of the building; 

" A reduced setback for the tower proposed at the 

corner of 6th and Brannan Streets; 

• A waiver of the the bulk reduction in the top 1/3 of 

the tower; 

• An ability to exceed the maximum building length of 

300 feet if the project still contains an architectural 

mass break (respecting the intent of Planning Code 

Section 270.1) and is largely permeable and open to 

the elements at the ground floor; and 

• A waiver of the narrow streets setback and skyplane 

requirements at the new mid block east-west paseo 

and expanded service lane. 

PDR Space 

To ensure no net loss of PDR due to the Plan, the 

Plan proposes 100 percent replacement of PDR 

space in areas being rezoned from SALi to PDR 

(per Implementation Measure 3.3.3.1). However, by 

increasing the efficiency of the current wholesale 

flower market, it is possible to have the same amount 

of businesses and workers on a smaller footprint. As 

such, the Plan could allow an exception to the 100 

percent replacement requirement. 

Lot Consolidation 

To maintain historic neighborhood character, the Plan 

bans consolidation of lots containing buildings with 

historic or neighborhood-character buildings (per 

Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1). As shown in Plan 

Figure 7.2, the site parcels fronting both 5th and 6th 

Streets that would not be allowed to consolidate with 

other parcels. On this large site, this requirement runs 

counter to the ability to achieve superior design and 

potential for public benefits. Therefore, the Plan could 

allow the project to consolidate these lots. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be 

required to provide multiple mid-block connections. 

These should be utilized to create an alley network 

on this block- one of the few in So Ma without one. 

This should include an east-west connection through 

the entire block, potentially as an extension of 

Freelon Street. This should also include a north-south 

connection from Brannan Street to the east-west 

connection. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 5th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engag'ing environment. The 

project could provide or contribute to public art, 

lighting or other improvements in coordination with 

the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Parking and loading should be provided off of an 

existing or new alley or service drive. Given the size and 

industrial nature of this site, it may require multiple 

parking access points. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

Due to the site's size, there are multiple ways to meet 

the intent of the POPOS requirement. This could 

include pedestrianizing a large portion of the required 

mid-block connections. This could also include a large 

centralized public space on the site. Any such space 

should be oriented to maximize sunshine. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Ground Floor Activation 

Presuming the replacement wholesale flower market 

is at the ground floor, it will be important to ensure 

that the facility is designed to support activation at 

this level during the afternoon and evening hours 

when the wholesale flower market typically has no 

to low activity. The portion of the building fronting 

POPOS should be lined with active commercial and/ 

or community uses that serve the local population into 

the evenings and weekends. 

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 11 
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SITE 5: "PARK BLOCK" 

Existing Conditions 

The site includes a nearly l00,000 square foot 

parcel (Lot 045) fronting Brannan and 5th Streets 

that includes a two-story building of approximately 

40,000 square feet that formerly was a San Francisco 

Chronicle printing plant (now partially used for 

animal care), as well as a large parking lot. The site 

includes three parcels fronting Brannan Street, 

including a 60,000 square foot "L" shaped parcel (Lot 

052) currently owned by the San Francisco Public 

Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and used primarily for 

open air storage of light poles. The other two lots are 

each about 19,000 square feet and contain low-rise 

industrial structures; one (Lot 051) contains a one-story 

auto body shop and the other (Lot 050) is used for 

additional storage by the SFPUC. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one 

million one hundred thousand square feet of total 

development at this site across all uses, including any 

office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the 

potential to deliver one or more of the following 

as described further below: 1) a public park, 2) an 

affordable housing site, 3) affordable space for 

production, distribution, and repair. 

Public Park 

The Central So Ma Plan has identified this site as the 

preferred location for a new public park (as discussed 

in Implementation Measure 5.2.2.1). The potential 

park on this site could be up to an acre in size 

(-43,000 square feet), with a minimum desirable size 

of approximately three-quarters of an acre (-32,000 

square feet). If located on the interior to this typical 

large So Ma block, it would be protected from noise 

and traffic by its location and could be accessed by up 

to six public streets based on implementation of the 

design recommendations discussed below. Given the 

limited opportunities to identify a site for a park of this 

size, the creation ofthis park is a very high priority of 

the Plan. 

Affordable Housing Site 

This site contains the potential for development on 

a portion of the site (between 12,000 - 18,000 square 

feet) of a 100% affordable housing development 

while still including a large footprint for a substantial 

commercial development. Should this site yield an 

affordable housing site, the preferred location would 

include a significant frontage facing the proposed 

park, which would directly benefit the residents and 

help provide "eyes" on the park around the clock 

throughout the week, in addition to that provided by 

the new adjacent commercial buildings, as well as 

ensuring a diversity of uses fronting the park. 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or other mechanism. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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Potential Flexibility 

Height 

If providing a public park and/or on-site affordable 

housing, the Plan could allow up to 25 feet of 

additional height on the buildings on the site (per 

1m·plementation Measure 8.5.1.2). 

Massing 

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate 

mass reduction from 50-80% along street-facing 

property lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). 

Recognizing that the proposed park substantially 

reduces the site's development potential, the Plan 

could allow the "skyplane" requirements to be reduced 

on this site, as viewed from Brannan, 5th, Bryant, 

and Welsh Streets. This reduction would shift the 

building mass in a manner that increases sun access 

to the park by moving it towards the corner of 5th and 

Brannan, towards Welsh Street, and towards Bryant. 

The buildings would still need to establish a strong 

streetwall of 65 feet to 85 feet along the major streets, 

step back substantially above that height, and use 

architectural techriiques to render the upper portion 

deferential to the lower po,tion. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

The new mid-block connections required on this site 

should connect and extend the existing dead end 

alleys directly to the public open space, and increase 

the pedestrian permeability through the interior of this 

block, as follows: 

L Connect the two ends of Welsh Street: This alley 

would provide east-west pedestrian access through 

the block and remove two dead-end conditions. 

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

Welsh Street will be connected through the newly 

created park. 

2. Connect Freelon Street to 5th Street. This alley would 

provide east-west pedestrian access through the 

block and remove a dead-end condition. 

3. Connect Freelon Street to Brannan Street: This 

connection should provide direct access to the 

proposed park (discussed above) from Brannan 

Street. The intersection of this mid-block 

connection with Brannan Street should be located 

as far to the east as possible, in order to effectively 

reduce the block length, provide most direct 

alignment to the park, and most closely align with 

both a proposed mid-block pedestrian crossing 

on Brannan Street and with a required mid-block 

connection on block 3786 ("88 Bluxome/Tennis 

Club" site). 

4. Connect Bryant Street to Welsh Street: This 

connection should provide direct access to the 

proposed park from Bryant Street. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 5th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project could contribute to this improvement in 

coordination with the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be designed 

to minimize conflicts with the use of and access to the 

public pa,·k. 

13 
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Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

As required by the Plan, the site will provide a 

significant amount of POPOS. This space should 

be located adjacent to the proposed public park to 

expand its size, and/or designed to enhance access to 

the park (via making the new mid-block connections 

pedestrian-only). 

Ground Floor Activation 

Activation of the park is critical. As required by 

the Plan, the park shall be lined with active uses, 

particularly retail, community uses (e.g., childcare), 

and PDR. To maximize activation, the ground floor uses 

should be diversified, in terms of users and time of use. 

Residential uses should be located facing to the park 

to provide additional eyes on it round the clock. 

Light and Wind in the Public Park 

The park and the development must be designed 

cooperatively to ensure that the project remains 

feasible and that the park does not reduce the site's 

development potential. That being said, the massing 

and design of the buildings should afford the park 

a substantial amount of sunshine and a minimum 

amount of wind to ensure its use and enjoyment. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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SITE 6: "WELLS FARGO" 

Existing Conditions 

The site includes a 6,000 square foot single-story 

building containing a Wells Fargo bank branch and a 

chain coffee shop, as well as a large parking lot. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, there is potential for approximately 

three- to four-hundred thousand square feet of total 

development at this site across all uses, including any 

office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a single, relatively modest sized parcel the site has 

the potential to deliver one or more of the following 

as described further below: 1) affordable space 

for production, distribution, and repair, 2) a public 

recreation center. 

Production, Distribution, and Repair 

Any proposed office building on this site would be 

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation 

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this 

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project 

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a 

development agreement or other mechanism. 

Public Recreation Center 

This site contains the potential to include the new 

public recreation center being sought by the City. 

Any proposed recreation center should coordinate 

the amenities and offerings with those available at 

the Gene Friend Recreation Center located at 6th and 

Folsom Streets. 

l(EY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELII-IES 

Potential Flexibility 

Massing 

Since the site is proposed to be zoned at 200 feet, it 

could choose to develop as a tower, subject to the 

rules discussed in Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4, 

and the exceptions discussed here would not be 

necessary. However, if the site chooses to develop 

subject to the controls of a mid-rise building, with 

a maximum height of 160 feet, it could provide 

significantly more light and air onto Freelon Alley 

than the tower scenario. To support this outcome, 

the ·Plan could allow 1) an alteration of the skyplane 

requirements so that there is still significantly more 

light and air on Freelon Street than under the tower 

scenario, though less than otherwise required by 

Implementation Measure8.4.l.l, and 2) a minor 

reduction in apparent mass reduction on Brannan 

Street. Such a gesture could help emphasize the 

importance of the corner of 4th and Brannan Streets. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

To maximize development potential on the site, and in 

return for the public benefits described above, the City 

could allow the POPOS not open to the sky, as long as 

it has a clearance of at least 25 feet and meets other 

standards for design and performance included in 

Implementation Measure 5.5.1.1. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site may be 

required to provide a new mid-block connection 

connecting 225-foot long lot frontages on Bran nan 

and Freelon. However, given the existing permeability 

of the block (via such alleys as Ft-eel on, Welsh, Zoe, 

and Ritch), such an alley is not necessary. If provided, 
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it should serve as a POPOS and be activated by uses 

\/Vithin the development. 

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80 

Current pedestrian conditions along 4th Street under 

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways 

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The 

project could provide or contribute to improvements 

in coordination with the City. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed 

off of Freelon Street, rather than 4th Street or Brannan 

Street. 

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS) 

Part of the POPOS requirement on this site can be met 

through the required five foot setback along 4th Street,. 

which is necessary to provide adequate sidewalk 

widths (see Implementation Measure 4.1.1.2). As per 

the remaining POPOS requirement, notwithstanding 

the potential exception discussed above, a good 

location for this project's POPOS is off-site under the 

1-80 freeway, where it could serve to activate the street 

(in keeping with Implementation Measures 4.1.10.1 and 

5.3.2.1). If such a POPOS is infeasible, the site should 

consider a pedestrianized mid-block connection on 

the eastern end of the property (as discussed above) 

or through a setback along Freelon Street. The POPOS 

should not be provided as a "carve out" along 4th or 

Brannan Streets that diminishes from the streetwall 

provided bythe building (per Implementation Measure 

8.1.3.1). 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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SITE 7: "88 BLUXOME/TENNIS CLUB" 

Existing Conditions 

The site is currently utilized as a private recreational 

facility, most prominently featuring the city's only 

indoor tennis courts. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million 

square feet of total development at this site across all 

uses, including any office, residential, recreational, 

retail, hotel, and PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

This large site has the potential to deliver one or more 

of the following as described further below: 1) an 

affordable housing site, 2) public recreation center, 3) 

Bluxome Linear Park. 

Affordable Housing Site 

This site contains the potential for dedicating a portion 

of the site (between 15,000 - 30,000 square feet) for 

a 100% affordable housing development while still 

including a large footprint for a substantial commercial 

development. Should this site yield an affordable 

housing site, the preferred location would be interior 

to the block. 

Public Recreation Center 

This site contains the potential to include the new 

public recreation center being sought by the City. For 

purposes of site efficiency, s.uch a recreation center 

could be incmporated into the affordable housing 

site or a proposed office development. Any proposed 

recreation center should coordinate the amenities 

and offerings with those available at the Gene Friend 

Recreation Center located at 6th and Folsom Streets. 

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

Bluxome Linear Park 

The site contains the potential to create the new 

linear park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 

5th Streets. While part of this requirement could meet 

the Plan's POPOS requirements (per Implementation 

Measure 5.5.1.1), construction of the entire park would 

likely exceed the amount of requiredPOPOS. 

Potential Flexibility 

Height 

If providing an on-site affordable housing and/or a 

public recreation center, the Plan could allow up to 25 

feet of additional height on the buildings on the site 

(per Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2). 

Massing 

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate mass 

reduction from 50-80% along street-facing property 

lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). In return 

for the public benefits discussed above, the City could 

allow a reduction of the "skyplane" requirements along 

some combination of Bluxome, Brannan, and 5th 

Streets. This reduction would be designed to shift the 

building mass in a manner that emphasizes the corner 

of 5th and Brannan Streets. For the potential tower 

on the western portion of the site, the design should 

explore ways to increase floorplates and dimensions in 

a fashion that is minimally visible from the street, given 

the depth of the development lot. For the potential 

mid-rise building in the eastern portion of the site, it 

may be necessary to add mass on the uppedloors to 

account for development capacity lost in providing the 

additional public benefits. These potential exceptions 

should be mindful of potential shadow impacts on the 

proposed park on the north side of Brannan Street (see 

"Park Block" site). 

17 
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Production, Distribution, and Repair 

The Plan requires that any proposed office building 

on the site would be required to provide PDR space 

(per Implementation Measure 3.3.3.1). The City could 

allow this PDR requirement to be waived in return 

for providing more than one of the public benefits 

discussed above. 

Design Guidelines 

Mid-Block Connections 

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be 

required to provide a mid-block connection between 

Brannan and Bluxome Streets. The mid-block 

connection between Brannan and Bluxome Streets 

should be located in the middle-third of the block. 

While a new mid-block connection could be required 

east from 5th Street, it is unlikely that such a 

connection would benefit the circulation pattern in the 

area, and is therefore not a priority. 

Parking and Loading Access 

Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed off 

of Bluxome Street, rather than 5th Street or Brannan 

Street. To minimize disruption of the proposed linear 

park along Bluxome, this loading should occur as far 

east on the site as possible. 

Light and Wind in the Public Park 

The development on the site should consider its 

effects on shadows and wind on the proposed 

Bluxome Street linear park, balancing this issue against 

other massing considerations on the site. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 



1300

SITE 8: "4TH AND TOWNSEND" 

Existing Conditions 

The site currently has several uses. On the triangular 

lot fronting 4th Street is a single-story building hosting 

two retail uses - a restaurant and a coffee shop. On 

the triangular lot fronting Townsend Street is a single 

story furniture store. In the northeast corner of the site 

are two residential condominiums and a commercial 

condominium. These are connected via a driveway to 

a curb cut at the intersection of 4th and Townsend. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, including requirements for mid-block 

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million 

square feet of total development at this site across all 

uses, including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and 

PDR on the site. 

Potential Public Benefits 

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the 

potential to deliver one or more of the following as 

described further below: 1) an architectural identifier 

for the Plan Area, 2) pedestrian access to transit. 

Architecture 

The corner of 4th and Townsend is the intersection 

of two rail lines - Caltrain and the Central Subway. 

The Plan seeks to emphasize the importance of this 

location by establishing the Plan Area's highest height 

limits. Additionally, the Plan seeks to use distinctive 

architecture to demarcate the importance of this 

site and serve as an identifier of Central SoMa on the 

skyline. 

Pedestrian Access to Transit 

The ongoing upgrades to Caltrain and the completion 

l(EY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 

of the Central Subway are both going to bring a 

lot of new people to the intersection of 4th and 

Townsend Streets. To facilitate the movement of 

these pedestrians across this busy intersection, this 

development sites should consider ways to facilitate 

pedestrian movement through this block, including a 

new connection to Lusk Street. It should also consider 

incorporation of underground pedestrian access to the 

Caltrain station. 

Potential Flexibility 

Land Use 

The Plan requires parcels larger than 40,000 

square feet south of Harrison Streetto be primarily 

non-residential (per Implementation Measure 3.1.1.1). 

The Plan could allow this site to be a primarily 

residential development, with potential for ground 

floor retail. This exception would be tied to the 

provision of non-residential development beyond 

otherwise required at an affiliated site (i.e., the Park 

Block site, currently proposed for development by the 

same sponsor). 

Massing 

The site has the potential for two towers designed 

in an architecturally superior way. Given this 

consideration, the City could allow exceptions to tower 

separation (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4), 

tower bulk (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), and 

setback requirements (per Implementation Measure 

8.3.4.2), as follows: 

e A reduced tower separation between the two 

buildings, so thatthere is a perceived separation of 

approximately 50 feet on the lower half of the tower 

and 70feeton upper third of the building; 
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e Allow the expression of the desired 50 foot height 

difference be within the massing of each tower, 

rather than between towers; 

111 An increase in the bulk such that the towers may 

have an individual floorplate of more than 12,000 

square feet until the upper third of the towers, and 

the top 1/8 of the towers must have floorplates of no 

more than 8,000 square feet each; 

e A waiver from the streetwall requirement to allow 

the setbacks below the podium to be gradual and to 

exceed five feet; 

e An increase in the plan dimension and diagonals of 

the towers up to 270 feet; 

e A reduced setback at 85 feet along Townsend Street, 

though this setback could be no less than 10 feet 

Design Guidelines 

Parking and Loading Access 

To minimize impacts to transit vehicles traversing the 

intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets, all vehicle 

access to the site must be from Townsend Street at 

the eastern edge of the site. New curb cuts are not 

permitted along 4th Street. 

Public Plaza 

The City requires residential projects to provide open 

space, and provides an incentive to make such open 

space publicly accessible. This site would be a good 

location for one or more such public open spaces, 

which could include a substantial, accessible, and 

inviting public plaza. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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SITE 9: "505 BRANNAN" 

Existing Conditions 

The 25,000 square foot site currently contains a 

recently completed 130,000 square foot, six-story office 

building. 

Development Potential 

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning 

parameters, there is potential to add up to 165,000 

square feet of additional office development on top of 

the existing office building. 

Potential Public Benefits 

Bluxorne Linear Park 

The site contains the potential to create the new linear 

park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 

5th Streets. 

Potential Flexibility 

Massing 

The Plan requires tower separation of at least 115 

feet (Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4) and for towers 

to be set back from all property lines by 15 feet 

(Implementation Measure 8.3.4.1). This addition to this 

building is expected to be entitled after entitlement 

of an adjacent tower at 646 4th Street. To facilitate the 

construction of the addition at 505 Brannan, the tower 

separation controls could be reduced, though the 

separation should be the maximum feasible. Strategies 

should be used to minimized the perceived separation, 

such as off-setting the buildings to the maximum 

degree possible. The building could also be allowed 

to have a reduced setback at its western boundaries, 

particularly around Block 3786 Lot 039 that has an 

irregular configuration with the 505 Brannan lot. 

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES 21 
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CENTRAL SOMA KEY STREETS GUIDANCE 

PURPOSE 

This Key Streets Guidance document will further the 

implementation ofthe Central SoMa Plan by providing 

street-specific guidance for the neighborhood's major 

east-west and north-south streets: 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 

6th, Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, and 

Townsend. This additional guidance will benefit City 

agencies, the community, and major development 

project sponsors as the design of these "key streets" 

is considered and implemented over the 25-year Plan 

horizon. 

Although the Central SoMa Plan area only includes 

four to five blocks of each key street, the visions and 

benefits described in this guidance could inform 

planning for the entire length of each roadway 

corridor. For ease of use, this document is organized 

by street, which is how most of these improvements 

will be implemented. As with much of the Plan, an 

underlying goal is to thoughtfully leverage each future 

investment to maximize quality of life for everyone 

living, working, and playing in Central SoMa. In the 

neighborhood, streets and sidewalks occupy over 

70% acres- nearly one-third of the land area. As such, 

our investments in these streets should emphasize 

creating healthy, vibrant, and green places for people 

towalk, gather, recreate, and experience nature. 

1 SFMTA, SFDP\N, SF Planning, SFPUC, and SF Environment (as needed) 

l<EY STREETS GUIDANCE 

RELEVANT PLAN GOALS, OBJECTIVES, 
AND POLICIES 

Goal 4 of the Central SoMa Plan (contained in Chapter 

4) is to "Provide Safe and ConvenientTransportation 

that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit." 

Chapter 4's comprehensive suite of Objectives and 

Policies seeks to improve mobility and reduce traffic 

congestion through street and sidewalk improvements 

that support and prioritize sustainable transportation 

modes (walking, biking, and transit). In addition, 

Goal 6, "Create and Environmentally Sustainable and 

Resilient Neighborhood," recognizes complete streets 

and sidewalks as critical opportunities to amplify 

environmental sustainability and resilience (air quality, 

stormwater management, urban flooding, greening/ 

biodiversity, and energy use). Together, the Objectives 

and Policies ofthis chapter also support the City's 

larger climate mitigation (greenhouse-gas reduction) 

goals. 

1 
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Figure 1 

NEIGHBORHOOD MOBILITY AND PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS SUMMARY 

-1---· 

2 

Protected I striped bicycle lane 

Transit-only lane/ transit route 

Sidewalk widening (general pedestrian improvements on every street) 

Green Connections & major greening opportunities (street trees on every street) 

@ f--- 1,000 Feet -------1 
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UNIVERSAL ELEMENTS AND DESCRIPTIONS 

Pedestrian comfort, greening. resiliency. and resource 

efficiency are concepts are applicable to all of Central 

SoMa's streets. This section describes these concepts 

in more detail. 

• Pedestrian comfort includes amenities along 

sidewalks and medians that contribute to safe, 

convenient, and attractive walking environments. 

Such improvements help fulfill the City's pedestrian 

safety policies (especially Vision Zero) and 

sustainability policies (such as having 80% of all 

trips be by sustainable means by 2030). Elements 

include wider sidewalks to accommodate increased 

populations, signalized crosswalks and bulb outs 

to improve crossings, streettrees and landscaping 

for experience of nature and more, furnishings and 

other public amenities for respite and gathering, and 

improved lighting and public art. 

" Greening refers to a mix of street trees for shade 

and beauty, landscaped medians and sidewalks for 

pollinator habitat, green infrastructure incorporated 

as urban design and place making elements, and 

living walls on adjacent building facades. These 

elements may be incorporated throughout streets, 

sidewalks, medians and bike lane buffers, and 

adjacent open spaces. Local air quality, mental 

health, biodiversity, stormwater management, 

micro-climate comfort, and environmental 

justice issues are all enhanced through a robust 

integration of nature into the built environment. 

In Central SoMa, special attention is needed on 

the identified Green Connections (2nd Street and 

Folsom Street) and around/underthe elevated 

freeway. The Plan directs all landscaping throughout 

the neighborhood to use climate appropriate and 

habitat supportive plants, which prioritize native 

or non-native/non-invasive species (see www. 

sfplantfinder.org for an easy-to-use tool for plant 

selections that support this biodiversity vision). 

KEY STREETS GUIDANCE 

@ Resilience and resource-efficiency tools include 

those that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 

energy use include well-designed and appointed 

streets that encourage walking/biking/transit 

(sustainable mobility), publicly accessible electric 

vehicle charging, and LED streetlights. Well-designed 

green infrastructure helps reduce urban flooding 

impacts by detaining and slowing precipitation 

that falls on streets and sidewalks. This is especially 

helpful in already built urban centers like Central 

So Ma where raising site elevations on a project-by­

project basis is challenging. Advanced stormwater 

management also provides downstream benefits 

to the City's wastewater system by reducing water 

volumes in the combined sewer system. Finally, 

stormwater is a non-potable water source that if 

captured, detained, and treated properly may be 

used for local park irrigation and street cleaning. 

3 
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Figure2 

PROPOSED AMENITY SUMMARY 

This table summarizes the information contained in the following pages. 

0 m 0 i@ 
' 

$ (t ~ ~ ... ... -
·.-.1 

STREET 

2nd .. X .. X X I X X X X X 

3rd X X X X 'X X 

4th X X X X X 

5th X X X X X X 

6th X X I X X X 

Howard X I X X X X X 

Folsom X·.· X X X x: X X X X X 

Harrison X X. X X X X 

Bryant X X X, 

Brannan X. X X X X ·.·.x X X 

Townsend X X X 
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HOWARD STREET 

Vision 

Howard Street is the westbound companion to 

eastbound Folsom Streets to its south. It is envisioned 

as a one-way roadway with two travel lanes and a 

two-way protected bicycle lane. Identified in the 

SFMTA's Fiscal Year2017-2021 Capital Improvements 

Program from 3rd to 11th streets, Howard Street is 

a key piece of the neighborhood's pedestrian and 

bicycle network, as well as a major conduit for people 

biking from downtown through So Ma to areas further 

south and west. 

Per SFMT,A.'s So Ma Improvement Strategy, near-term projects in dude those where construction is 
expected by 2022. Long-term projects are expected :o start aITer 2022. 

l<EY STREETS GUIDANCE 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

• Pleasant and safe pedestrian realm with sufficient 

sidewalks, shorter and more.frequent crossings, 

greening, furnishings/gathering spaces, and art. 

o Safe cycling with a two-way protected bike lane on 

the south side of the street, in between the existing 

sidewalk and new median strip. 

~ A new median in envisioned to protect the bicycle 

lane users and for a mix of loading, greening, and 

other public amenities. 

o Landscape areas should be included in medians, 

bulb-outs, and sidewalks as feasible. As 

complementary to local stormwatermanagement, 

landscape areas should also be considered for 

functional green infrastructure, such as rain gardens 

and bioswales. Especially on the blocks between 

4th and 6th streets, these systems may also provide 

downstream system benefits and help minimize 

urban flooding on 5th Street. 

5 
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FOLSOM STREET 

Vision 

Functionally, Folsom Street is the eastbound 

companion to westbound Howard Street. In the 

City's General Plan, Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, and 

Central SoMa Plan, it is envisioned as a civic boulevard 

linking multiple existing and emerging neighborhoods 

in the So Ma area and beyond. Folsom Street is also 

identified in San Francisco's Green Connection Plan 

as SoMa's main traverse. Thus, designs should foster 

linkages between inland open spaces and the Bay, 

and provide verdant habitat for native plants and 

wildlife. Identified in the SFMTA's Fiscal Year 2017-2021 

Capital Improvements Program from the Embarcadero 

to 11th Street, Folsom Street is a key piece of the 

neighborhood's transit and bicycle network, as well as 

a major conduit for people that bike downtown from 

adjacent neighborhoods to the south and west. As part 

of a robust planning process, Folsom Street is intended 

to maintain one-way travel on two to three lanes and 

include the amenities outlined. 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

• Dedicated transit-only lane to increase bus speeds 

and reliability, along with new and enhanced 

boarding areas and bus shelters with real-time 

schedules to enhance user experience. 

• Safe cycling with a one-way protected bike 

lane situated in between the existing sidewalk 

and protective new median strip, which will 

accommodate a mix of passenger and commercial 

loading, greening (street trees and green 

infrastructure), and other public amenities. 

• Pleasant pedestrian realm comprised of enhanced 

existing sidewalks, wider sidewalks on the north side 

of the street between 4th and 8th Streets, shorter 

and more frequent crossings, landscaping, sidewalk 

furnishings, and art. In addition to buffering cyclists 

from vehicle traffic, the new median will also expand 

the usable space for public respite and stormwater 

management to reduce urban flooding, especially 

on the bike lane. 

• Landscape areas should be included in medians, 

bulb-outs, and sidewalks as feasible. As 

complimentary to local stormwater management, 

landscape areas should also be considered for 

functional green infrastructure, such as rain gardens 

and bioswales. Especially on the blocks between 

4th and 6th Streets, these systems may also provide 

downstream system benefits and help minimize 

urban flooding on 5th Street. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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HARRISON & BRYANT 

Vision 

Harrison and Bryant streets are a couplet recognized 

as major regional freeway access corridors for vehicles 

entering or exiting the San Francisco Bay Bridge. Both 

roadways are also identified as important local transit 

corridors. Therefore, neither are seen as appropriate 

roadways for people that bike. As pedestrian safety 

and comfort is a priority throughout SoMa, sidewalk 

and street crossing improvements are important, 

especially in around freeway on and off ramps. 

SFMTA's SoMa improvement strategy does not include 

Bryant or most of Harrison in its list of capital projects 

priorities. Therefore, it is understood that four of the 

existing five general traffic lanes on each street could 

be retained, with the fifth lane converted to transit­

only during daytime/peak hours. Off-peak, both curb 

lanes would be used for on-street parking. Similarly, 

on-street parking would be limited to off-peak hours, 

but curbside loading pockets would be provided 

where needed. 

In general, the Central SoMa Plan prioritizes healthy 

air quality improvements for all local residents and 

workers. Since a bulk of today's impacts center around 

emissions from vehicles traversing the neighborhood 

on the elevated 1-80 freeway impacts, as well as 

queuing and idling at on and off ramps, parallel and 

adjacent Harrison and Bryant streets (and the areas 

beneath the freeway) provide key opportunities to 

add protective and filtering layers of urban greening, 

such as significant tree canopies, living walls, and 

the neighborhoods larger green infrastructure 

investments. 

l<EY STREETS GUIDANCE 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

e Pedestrian safety and comfort improvements will 

be made along with major development projects, 

recognizing that the current sidewalks (typically 8' 

wide) are insufficient and below the City's Better 

Streets standards. Additionally, the 5th Street project 

will include pedestrian improvements to the 5th/ 

Harrison and 5th/Bryant freeway ramps. 

e Significant greening and tree planting is to be 

implemented along the freeway corridor to help 

mitigate current air quality impacts, which depends 

on the streetscapes of Harrison and Bryant streets to 

support these aims. 

7 
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BRANNAN STREET 

Vision 

Brannan Street is the east-west spine of the 

southern half of the Plan area where substantial 

employment and residential growth is expected. 

Currently it is a two-way street with narrow sidewalks 

and no provisions for safe bicycle travel. The 

street is envisioned to retain two-way operations 

but re-balance Brannan Street to function as a 

neighborhood hub. For the stretch of Brannan 

between the Embarcadero and 8th Street, the SFMTA 

Fiscal Year 2017-2021 Capital Improvements Program 

identifies sidewalk improvements and protected 

bicycle lane in both directions, and reduced vehicle 

lanes. As with 5th Street, required streetscape 

improvements associated with major development 

projects will be coordinated to contribute maximum 

benefits to an enhanced roadway condition for people 

that walk, bike, and take transit. 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

e Protected bike lanes in both directions. 

• Sidewalk improvements, such as enhanced 

crossings, street trees, and. landscaping; note, 

sidewalk widening may occur along blocks with 

major new developments. 

• Opportunities for green infrastructure rain gardens 

and bioswales, especially on the blocks between 4th · 

and 6th streets, to help manage local stormwater 

and minimize local urban flo9ding on downstream 

5th street, as well as contribute to the streets overall 

greening goals. 

TOWNSEND STREET 

Vision 

Townsend Street is important due to the density 

of residents, bicycle use, and proximity to Caltrain. 

Currently conditions vary greatly- east of 4th Street, 

Townsend functions like other SoMa streets. West of 

4th Street it lacks some of the basic amenities, such 

as sidewalks. Townsend Street between 8th and 4th 

is also part of the Vision Zero High Injury Network. 

Envisioned improvements support better walking, 

biking, and transit service. Long-term, these efforts 

will be tied into improvements related to changes to 

the Caltrain station and yard, which are tied to the 

proposed High Speed Rail project. 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

e New and/or improved transit boarding areas. 

1111 Protected bike lanes in both directions. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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2ND STREET 

Vision 

Incorporating community input, the SFMTA SoMa 

Improvement Strategy describes 2nd Street as a 

primary bike, transit, and pedestrian thoroughfare, 

as well as a 'green connector' for the neighborhood. 

Second Street is a major, near-term capital project 

delivered by SFMTA and SFDPW, which includes a 

repaved street curb-to-curb with protected bicycle 

lanes, wider sidewalks and additional signalized 

crosswalks, and transit amenities. Landscape features 

are included, although not designed to function as 

green infrastructure. Construction is underway and is 

estimated to conclude in Fall 2019. 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

"' Protected one-way bicycle lane facilities in both 

directions to enhance safety and provide a major 

piece ofthe City's bike network. 

• Transit boarding islands in both directions to 

improve service speeds and user experience. 

"' Landscaped bulb-outs to improve pedestrian (ADA) 

safety at crossings and connect people to nature. 

1w Road diet to accommodate the above removes one 

vehicle travel lane in each direction. 

3RD AND 4TH STREETS 

Vision 

Third and Fourth Streets connect the City's downtown 

commercial center, Moscone convention center, 

major cultural institutions, Caltrain station (4th and 

King), and Mission Bay (hospital, university, office, and 

residential clusters with interconnected parks system). 

Currently they are auto-centric one-way couplets 

with multiple traffic lanes, narrow sidewalks, and no 

facilities for safe bicycle travel. A priority transit lane 

was added to northbound Third Street and the Central 

Subway is under construction. The portion of 4th 

Street south of the freeway will soon include a center­

running, above-ground light rail, while the northern 

balance will be tunnelized below ground; in SoMa, new 

transit stations are planned at Folsom and between 

Bryant/Brannan. 

SFMTA identifies both streets for longer-term capital 

projects such as pedestrian improvements, transit 

l(EY STREETS GUIDANCE 

lanes and facilities, and curb management. On 

3rd Street, these projects span the entire length 

through SoMa, while on 4th Street, they focus on 

the portion north of Han-ison to coordinate with the 

Central Subway. The Central SoMa Plan prioritizes 

the rebalancing of both streets to better support 

these sustainable transportation upgrades, as well as 

their important civic role to support higher-density 

pedestrian activity. 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

11 Major transit improvements, including the City's new 

underground subway. 

• Pedestrian improvements, such as enhanced 

crossings, street trees, and other amenities to 

support the anticipated activity levels along these 

major civic linkages. 

• Calmed vehicle traffic, more appropriate to a denser 

urban environment. 

9 
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5TH STREET 

Vision 

The City's. Bicycle Plan identifies 5th Street as an 

important north-south bicycle corridor and suggests 

improvements. The SFMTA Fiscal Year 2017-2021 

Capital lmprovements·Program has identified 5th 

Street as a smaller near-term capital project from 

Market to Townsend streets, focusing on more minor 

yet potentially impactful upgrades. For example, 

envisioned improvements include restriping the street 

to add conventional (non-protected/buffered) bike 

lanes in both directions, and adding sidewalk bulb 

outs at intersections to facilitate safer pedestrian 

crossings. The portion between Market and Harrison 

streets also serves as a local transit corridor. Timing 

of any improvements may be impacted by the Central 

Subway construction schedule on 4th Street, during 

which transit has been being diverted to 5th Street. 

Per the Central SoMa Plan, any north-south street 

traversing under the freeway should enhance 

pedestrian and bike comfort under the elevated 

infrastructure using sufficient and aesthetically 

pleasing lighting (including illuminated art 

installations), widened and beautified sidewalks, and 

safe bicycle lanes. 5th Street, especially south of the 

freeway, will also host some of the plan area's largest 

development projects, and associated mobility needs 

of an expanded daytime employee population. This 

quadrant will also include the new Central SoMa 

public park and Bluxome Alley linear park, both of 

which have critical linkages to and from 5th Street. 

Finally, 5th Street and its surrounds comprise some 

of the lower-lying topography of the neighborhood; 

in fact, portions of 5th Street around and under 

the freeway sit on top of the historic Hayes Marsh 

and thus serve as key points in its watershed. 

The complete length of 5th Street is an important 

linkage in the neighborhood's stormwater and 

urban flood management network-by integrating 

green infrastructure into new landscape areas along 

its length, the corridor can also provide important 

neighborhood greening benefits. 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

111 Pedestrian safety and comfort improvements, 

such as bulb outs as key crossings, street trees, 

and furnishings. Sidewalk widening may be 

possible adjacent to major development projects, 

recognizing that the current sidewalks do not meet 

the City's Better Streets standards. 

e Tree planting and landscaped bulb outs are 

envisioned to add habitat-supportive greening along 

-the length of 5th Street. 

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN 
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5TH STREET, CONTINUED 

@ Localized air quality improvements, not only 

through transportation demand management 

strategies, but also through 5th Street's opportunity 

to help mitigate air quality impacts through 

functional greening. 

c Urban flood management (and associated 

co-benefits) through integration of cost efficient 

and most effective green infrastructure investments; 

typically, on 5th Street this would take the form of 

bioswales and rain gardens, which slow, filter, and 

help redirect peak flows. 

6TH STREET 

Vision 

The 6th Street corridor is a Vision Zero priority due 

to its high concentrations of pedestrian collisions, 

injuries, and fatalities. The SFMTA Fiscal Year2017-2021 

Capital Improvements Program includes 6th Street as a 

near-term capital project; planning and environmental 

review is underway and construction is estimated to 

begin in Winter 2019. The proposed project includes 

safety improvements for all modes. From Market to 

Folsom, vehicle travel lanes are to be removed to -

accommodate wider sidewalks and conventional 

bike lanes in both directions. South of Folsom, 6th 

Street is identified as a regional freeway access and 

transit corridor, but will also include pedestrian safety 

improvements such as bulb-outs, new signals and 

crosswalks, and enhanced lighting. 

KEY STREETS GUIDANCE 

Key Features & Co-Benefits 

0 Road diet reducing four lanes to two; one lane in 

each direction from Market Streetto Folsom Street. 

• Wider sidewalks, corner bulb-outs, new traffic 

signals, and new crosswalks at targeted 

intersections to encourage slow, calm, and 

predictable movement. 

11 Streetscape improvements such as distinct paving, 

street furniture, and pedestrian-scale lighting. 

11 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Proposed Changes to the Implementation 
Program since February 15, 2018 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Project Name: 
Date: 

Record Number: 
Staff Contact: 

Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program 
May 10, 2018 

2011.1356EMTZU ' 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 

This document includes a summary of proposed changes to the Implementation Program that occurred 
between the version that was in the February 15, 2018 Planning Commission packet and the version 
included in the May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet. 

Document Change Rationale 
Implementation Deleted Implementation Measure Reflects changes to the zoning proposal on 
Matrix (IM) 1.1.2.2 that described which Block 3777 Lots 047-049 and Block 3778 Lots 

parcels were to be rezoned WMUO. 001, OOlC, 001D, OOlE, OOlF, 016-019, 022-023, 
025-026, 032, 046A, 046B, 046C, 046D, 046E, 
046F, 046G, 046H, 051-087 anticipated to be 
made as part of an expected April lQth 

substitute draft Planning Code and 
Administrative Code Draft Ordinance. 

Implementation Added IM 2.6.1.2 to state the Plan As discussed below, this IM represents the 
Matrix should help fund supplemental allocation of the previously un-allocated 

services at Bessie Carmichael School. funding. 

Implementation Amended IM 3.1.1.1 to increase the Reflects changes to Sections 249.78(c)(6)(A) 
Matrix size of sites required to be anticipated to be made as part of an expected 

commercially-oriented from 30,000 April lQth substitute draft Planning Code and 
square feet to 40,000 square feet. Administrative Code Draft Ordinance 

Implementation Added measures to implement new Addition of this Policy is discussed in 
Matrix Policy 3.1.3, including IM 3.1.3.l to "Proposed Changes to the Central SoMa Plan 

continue existing programs and Amendments Draft Ordinance since 

strategies ( e.g., First Source and Initiation." Addition of these implementation 
Local Hire) and IM 3.1.3.2 to seek measures reflects support for known strategies 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
'CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnforma1ion: 
415.558.6377 

new strategies (via implementation that support living wage jobs and advocates for 
of AB73). the City to continue to seek new strategies. 

Implementation Revised IM 3.3.4.1 such that only Reflects changes to Sections 145.l(c)(4)(A), 
Matrix PDR uses will have a required 249.78(d)(8) anticipated to be made as part of 

ground floor height of 17'. an expected April 1Qth substitute draft Planning 
Code and Administrative Code Draft 
Ordinance. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Changes to the Plan since February 15, 2018 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Document Change 
Implementation Revised IMs 5.2.1.1, 5.2.2.1, 5.3.1.2, 
Matrix and 5.3.3.2 to convey that the Plan 

may help maintain these new parks 
and recreational amenities. 

Implementation Added IM 6.8.3.3 to state the Plan 
Matrix should help fund neighborhood 

cleaning services. 
Implementation Revised IM 7.2.1.2 and added IM 
Matrix 7.2.2.3 to reflect allocation of funding . 

for social and cultural programming 
that can be utilized by the Filipino 
and LGBTQ communities, 
respectively. 

Implementation Deleted IM 8.5.2.2 that limited 
Matrix building length to 300 feet 

Implementation Deleted IM 8.6.5.3 that asked 
Matrix buildings vary their roofs if they 

have long facades . 
Implementation Amended IM 8.6.5.4 so that large 
Matrix sites with multiple buildings are 

"encouraged" but not "required to 
have multiple architects 

Public Benefits In Table 1 and throughout the 
Program document, included funding 

strategy for $70M previously 
identified as "To Be Determined." 
This includes: 

• $25 million for social and 
cultural programming 

• $15 million for park and 
greenery maintenance and 
activation 

• $15 million for capital for 
cultural amenities 

• $9 million for neighborhood 
cleaning 

• $6 million for Bessie Carmichael 
supportive services 

Public Benefits Merged "Cultural Preservation" and 
Program "Community Services" categories 

into "Cultural Preservation and 
Community Services." 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNINQ PEPARTMENT 

Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

Rationale 

As discussed below, these IMs rei::resent the 
allocation of the previously un-allocated 
funding. 

As discussed below, this IM represents the 
allocation of the previously un-allocated 
funding. 
As discussed below, these IMs represent the 
allocation of the previously un-allocated 
funding. 

Upon further consideration, this strategy is 
better fulfilled through the existing 
requirements for mid-block alleys contained in 
Section 270.2 

Design strategies such as these are now 
contained in the City's Urban Design 
Guidelines 
Upon further consideration other design 
review processes can ensure large sites have 
the varied, non-campus feel that is being 
sought 

These benefits were identified by decision-
makers and stakeholders as priorities for 
allocation of the previously un-allocated 
funding, particularly as they address needs 
otherwise not addressed by the Plan. 

With the addition of the benefits described 
above the distinction between these two 
categories became blurry and not useful. 

2 
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Changes to the Plan since February 15, 2018 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Document Change 
Public Benefits Add a potential park at 1133 Mission 
Program Street as a candidate for recreation 

and open space funding should 
other identified projects not need 
their full funding amount. 

Public Benefits Reduced the Plan's amount of 
Program contribution to Complete Streets by 

$20M, from $130M to $1 lOM. 

Public Benefits Removed participation in the 
Program proposed Mello-Roos Community 

Facilities District (CFD) for rental 
housing. 

Key Replaced tower separation standard 
Development with guidance for Key Site #8 (4th 

Site Guidelines and Townsend) 

Key Added an additional Key Site at 505 
Development Brannan Street. 
Site Guidelines 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

Rationale 
1133 Mission is a site 1.5 blocks west of the 
Plan Area that was identified as a potential 
park site by the D6 Open Space Task Force, and 
whose development as a park would benefit 
the residents of the northwestern part of the 
Plan Area. 

As discussed below, the Plan's public benefits 
package is expected to be reduced by $20M. 
The Central SoMa Plan had proposed to fully 
fund complete streets improvements. Given the 
availability of other capital funds within the 
City for complete streets, the proposal is to 
reduce the amount in this category from the 
Plan by $20M. The Plan would still fund the 
vast majority of complete streets improvements 
and the expectation is that all proposed 
complete streets improvements would occur 
within the Plan Area. 

Since development of the Plan's public benefits 
program in 2015-2016, the cost of construction 
has gone up considerably. While the revenues 
associated with building office and for-sale 
housing have gone up in a largely 
commensurate way, revenues associated with 
rental housing have remained largely flat. As 
such, rental housing including the CFD is 
unlikely to be economically feasible. Given the 
social benefits of rental housing and the desire 
to maximize housing development in the Plan 
Area, the Plan's sponsors advocated removal of 
the proposed participation of rental housing in 
a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District. 
This change facilities increased feasibility for 
rental housing projects. 

These guidelines should not contain specific 
requirements, but should serve as guidance. 

This site has the potential to provide the 
Bluxome Linear Park and the proposed project 
would require exceptions for tower separation 
and upper story setbacks. 

3 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Executive Summary 
Approval of the Central SoMa Plan 

Project Name: 

Date: 
Record Number: 
Initiated By: 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan: Approval of Amendments to the General 
Plan, Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps, 
and Adoption of the Implementation Program 
May 3, 2018 
2011.1356EMTZU 
Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim on February 27, 2018 (Planning 
Code and Administrative Code Amendments, Zoning Map 
Amendments) 
Planning Commission on March 1, 2018 (General Plan 
amendments) 

Staff Contact: Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval with Modifications 

SUMMARY 

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Central SoMa 

Plan ("the Plan"). The Plan is the result of a multi-year public and cooperative interagency 
planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to 
downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped sites. As such, 

the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor 
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible 
history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, 
Central SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood 

without losing what makes it special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the 
goals, objectives, and policies to guide this growth and evolution such that the results serve the 
best interests of San Francisco - in the present and the future. This includes a public benefits 

package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the neighborhood. 

Adoption of the Plan will consist of numerous actions. These include approval of amendments to 

the General Plan, Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as adoption of 
an Implementation Program. Together with actions related to certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report and adoption of CEQA Findings, these actions will constitute the 
Commission's approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing mechanisms. 

www.sfplanning.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

RECOMMENDATION 

Case Number 2011.1356EMTZU 
Approval of the Central SoMa Plan 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed 
Ordinances and Implementation Program and adopt the attached Draft Resolutions to that effect. 

PLAN BACKGROUND 

The desire for a Central SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process. 
In 2008 the City adopted the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including new land use controls and 
proposed community improvements for the eastern part of the South of Market neighborhood 
(SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 
neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the 
industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit provided by the Central 
Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the city's 
growth needs and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is that 
subsequent process. 

Similarly, the Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013, explicitly recognized the need to 
increase development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should 
"Support continued evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of 
citywide and regional sustainable growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes 
that "The City must continue evaluating how it can best meet citywide and regional objectives to 
direct growth to transit-oriented locations and whether current controls are meeting identified 
needs." The Objective's.implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City should "Continue to 
explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any future 
evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western 
SoMa Plan's Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1. 

The process of creating the Central SoMa Plan began in 2011. Since that time, the Planning 
Department released a draft Plan an~ commenced the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) process in April 2013, released an Initial Study in February of 2014, released a revised 
Draft Plan and Implementation Strategy in August of 2016, and released the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report in December of 2016. 

Throughout the process, the Central SoMa Plan has been developed based on robust public 
input, including ten public open houses; twelve public hearings at the Planning Commission; two 
public hearings at the Board of Supervisor's Land Use & Transportation Committee; additional 
hearings at the Historic Preservation Commission, Arts Commission, and Youth Commission; a 
"technical advisory committee" consisting of multiple City and regional agencies; a "storefront 
charrette" (where the Planning Department set up shop in a retail space in the neighborhood); 
two walking tours, led by community members; two community surveys; an online discussion 
board; meetings with over 30 of the neighborhoods groups and other community stakeholders; 

and thousands of individual meetings, phone calls, and emails with stakeholders. 
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The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street, 

exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan that comprise much of the area north 
of Folsom Street (see "Plan Area", below). The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a 
sustainable neighborhood by 2040, where the needs of the present are met without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve 
sustainability in each of its aspects - social, economic, and environmental. The Plan's philosophy 
is to keep what is already successful about the neighborhood, and impro_ve what is not. Utilizing 
the Plan's philosophy to achieve the Plan's vision will require implementing the following three 
strategies: 

• Accommodate growth; 
• Provide public benefits; and 
• Respect and enhance neighborhood character. 

Implementing the Plan's strategies will require addressing all the facets of a sustainable 
neighborhood. Doing so can be accomplished by meeting all of the Plan's eight Goals: 

1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 
2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents 
3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified 

and Lively Jobs Center 
4. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and 

Transit 
5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities 
6. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 
7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 
8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and 

the City 

The implementation of the Plan would fulfill its vision, philosophy, and goals by: 

• Accommodating development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by 
removing much of.the area's industrially-protective zoning and increasing height limits 

on mariy of the area's parcels; 
• Maintaining the diversity of residents by requiring that over 33% of new housing units 

are affordable to low- and moderate-income households and requiring that these new 
units are built in SoMa; 

• Facilitating an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring most large 
sites to be jobs-oriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many 
projects, and by allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area; 

• Providing safe and convenient transportation by funding capital projects that would 
improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit; 
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• Offering an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities by funding the 
rehabilitation and construction of parks and recreation centers in the area and requiring 
large non-residential projects to provide publicly-accessible open space; 

• Creating an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood by requiring green 

roofs and use of non-greenhouse gas energy sources, while funding projects to improve 
air quality, provide biodiversity, and help manage stormwater; 

• Preserving and celebrating the neighborhood's cultural heritage by helping fund the 
rehabilitation and maintenance of historic buildings and funding social programs for the 
neighborhood's existing residents and organizations; and 

• Ensuring that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and 
the city by implementing design controls that would generally help protect the 
neighborhood's mid-rise character and street fabric, create a strong street wall, and 

facilitate innovative yet contextual architecture. 

PLAN ELEMENTS 

This section discusses the information contained in the packet, including the key documents 
whose adoption or approval will constitute adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, as well as 
supplemental information to help convey the proposed changes. The packet is organized around 
items that require Commission action, as follows: 

• Parts I - CEQA Findings 

• Part II - General Plan Amendments Ordinance 

• Part III Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Ordinance 

• Part IV - Zoning Map Amendments Ordinance 

• Part V - Implementation Program 

Full case reports detailing these are included in this package. 

In addition to these elements, the Plan includes amendments to Articles 10 and 11 of the Planning 
Code designating new landmarks and buildings of significance in Central SoMa. These 
amendments were initiated and adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission on March 21 
and April 18, respectively. Additionally, the Plan includes a proposed AB73 Housing 
Sustainability District, which is also scheduled to come to the Planning Commission on May 1Qth 

for your consideration. 

The content of each section is briefly described below: 

(I) CEQA Findings 
Per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), prior to considering approval of the 
proposed Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions, the San Francisco Planning 
Commission must make and adopts the findings of fact and statement of overriding 

considerations and adopt recommendations regarding mitigation measures and alternatives 
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based on substantial evidence in the whole record. Exhibit I contains all of the information 

related to the proposed CEQA Findings, including (1) the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to 
make findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, (2A) the draft CEQA Findings, and 
(2B) the draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

(II) General Plan Amendments 
The primary General Plan Amendment proposed is the creation of a Central SoMa Area Plan. 
This new Area Plan contains Goals, Objectives, and Policies for this area, as well as related 
contextual information. The General Plan Amendments also include amendments to the East 
SoMa Area Plan and Western SoMa Area Plan, reflecting that the creation of the Central SoMa 

Plan will require amendments to the boundaries of these other Plan Areas. Finally, the General 
Plan Amendments include various map updates and text amendments to update several 
Elements of the General Plan to reflect the specifics of the Central SoMa Plan. Exhibit II contains 

all of the information related to the proposed General Plan Amendments, including (1) the case 
report, (2) the draft Resolution to approve the Ordinance, (3) the draft Ordinance, (4) the draft 
Central SoMa Plan, (5) the draft updated Map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, and (6) 

Changes to the Central SoMa Plan portion of the General Plan Amendments Drc3.ft Ordinance 
since Introduction. 

(III) Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments 
The primary regulatory changes proposed in the Plan are reflected in proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code and Administrative Code, include changes to controls related to land use, 
density, urban form, open space, parking and loading, review procedures, and impact fees. 
Exhibit III contains all of the information related to the proposed Planning Code and 
Administrative Code Amendments, including (1) the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to 

approve the Ordinance, (3) the draft Ordinance, (4) a summary of Planning Code and 
Administrative Code amendments (5) Changes to the Planning Code and Administrative Code 

Amendments Draft Ordinance since Introduction, and (6) a memo with issues for Planning 
Commission consideration regarding the Planning Code and Administrative Code. 

(IV) Zoning Map Amendments 
The Zoning Map amendments reclassify properties as necessary throughout the Plan area to 
enable application of the Plan's policies via the Planning Code controls. The amendments include 
changes to zoning districts, special use districts, height limits, and bulk districts. Exhibit IV 

contains all of the information related to the proposed Zoning Map Amendments, including (1) 
the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to approve the Ordinance, (3) the draft Ordinance, (4) 
Expected Changes to the Zoning Map Amendments Draft Ordinance since Introduction, and (5) a 
memo with issues for Planning Commission consideration regarding the Zoning Map. 

(V) Implementation Program 
The Implementation Program contains several pieces, each intended to facilitate the Plan's 
implementation: 
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• An "Implementation Matrix" document conveying how each of the Plan's policies would 

be implemented, including implementation measures, mechanisms, timelines, and lead 

agencies. 

• A "Public Benefits Program" document containing the Plan's proposed public benefits 

package, including a description of the range of infrastructure and services that will 

serve new growth anticipated under the Plan, a summary of how those benefits will be 

funded, and a description of how this program will be administered and monitored. The 

revenue allocations shown in the Public Benefits Program are for projection purposes 

only and represent proportional allocation to the various public improvements based on 
the revenues projected at the time of Plan adoption. Actual revenues will vary from these 

projections based on many factors, including the amount and timing of new 
development which cannot be predicted. The Board of Supervisors, with input from the 

Interagency Plan Implementation Committee and Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens 

Advisory Committee (or its successor), shall monitor and allocate revenues according to 

these proportional allocations based on actual revenues over time and the readiness of 

the various public improvements for expenditure. No improvement project listed in the 

Public Benefits Program is guaranteed to receive the absolute amounts shown in the 
Public Benefits Program. Allocations for all projects will be increased or decreased 

proportionally based on actual revenues received or revised projections over time 

• A "Guide to Urban Design" document containing design guidance that is specific to 

Central SoMa in a way that complements and supplements the requirements of the 

Planning Code and citywide Urban Design Guidelines. 

• A "Key Development Sites Guidelines" document that includes greater direction than 

available in the Planning Code for the development of the Plan Area's large, 

underutilized development opportunity sites, in an effort to maximize public benefits 

and design quality. 
• A "Key Streets Guidelines" document that includes greater policy direction for each of 

the major streets in the Plan Area. 

Exhibit V contains all of the information related to the proposed Implementation Program, 

including (1) the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to approve, (3A) the draft Implementation 

Matrix, (3B) the draft Public Benefits Program, (3C) the draft Guide to Urban Design, (3D) the 
draft Key Development Site Guidelines, (3E) the draft'Key Streets Guidance, (4) Changes to the 

Implementation Program since Introduction, and (5) a memo with issues for Planning 

Commission consideration regarding the Implementation Program. 

PLAN AREA 
The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street, 

exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan or in the C-3 zoning districts. It is an 

"Eastern Neighborhoods Plan" comprised entirely of areas formerly part of the East SoMa Plan 

Area and Western SoMa Plan Area, whose boundaries will be adjusted accordingly. The Central 
SoMa Plan Area boundaries were created to include areas within easy walking distance (i.e., two 

blocks) of the Central Subway's 4th Street alignment. 
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The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the 
Response to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of 
the Final Environmental, Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA 

findings on May 10, 2018. Subsequently the Planning Commission will consider approval of the 
Ordinances affiliated with the General Plan Amendments, Planning Code and Administrative 
Code Amendments, and Zoning Map Amendments, as well as the Implementation Program. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT· 

Adoption of CEQA Findings 
Case Report 

Project Name: 
Date: 

Record Number: 
Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

BACKGROUND 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan Adoption of CEQA Findings 
May 3, 2018 

2011.1356:E,MTZU 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 
Adoption 

For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report. 

CEQA FINDINGS 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Jnformatlon: 
415.558.6377 

Before agencies of the City can take approval actions that will implement the Central SoMa Plan, they 
must consider the EIR and adopt certain findings required by CEQA. The CEQA Findings set forth the 
basis for approving the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions (the "Project") and the economic, 
social and other policy considerations, which support the rejection of alternatives in the EIR, which were 
not incorporated into the Project. The Findings provide for adoption by the Planning Commission all of 
the mitigation measures in the EIR. Finally, the Findings identify the significant adverse environmental 

impacts of the project that have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance by adoption of mitigation 
measures, and contain a Statement of Overriding Considerations, setting forth the specific reasons in 

support of the approval of the implementing actions and the rejection of alternatives not incorporated 
into the project. 

In reviewing the Central SoMa Plan and preparing the amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code 
and Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps as well as the Implementation Program document, staff has 
considered the EIR mitigation measures. Staff has also concluded that approval of these amendments and 

actions now under consideration will not create new environmental effects or substantially increase the 
severity of previously identified significant effects and no new information has come to light that would 
require a review of the EIR. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the 
proposed CEQA Findings. 

To see the CEQA Findings, see Exhibit I.2A 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Case Report 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

RECOMMENDATION 

Case Number 2011.1356E 
Adoption of CEQA Findings 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

The Department recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed CEQA Findings, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, by adopting 
the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends Commission approval of the CEQA Findings because it will allow for the 

Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multi-year public and cooperative 
interagency planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to 
downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped sites. As such, the 
neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor facilities in 
the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich, 
ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the 

opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it 
special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this 
growth and evolution such that the results serve the best interests of San Francisco - in the present and 
the future. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the 
neighborhood. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed CEQA Findings are before the Commission so that it may adopt it, reject it, or adopt it with 
modifications. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response 
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan prior to consideration of this item at a hearing on 

May 10, 2018. 

RELATED ACTIONS 

These CEQA Findings are in conjunction with the other actions related to the adoption of the Central 

SoMa Plan, including the proposed approval of amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, 
Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps and approval of the Plan's Implementation Program. These 
proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit I.2 - CEQA Findings Draft Resolution 

A - CEQA Findings 
B - Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Approval of General Plan Amendments 
Case Report 

Project Name: 
Date: 
Record Number: 
Initiated By: 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

BACKGROUND 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan General Plan Amendments 
May3, 2018 

20ll.1356EMTZU 
Planning Commission on March 1, 2018 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 
Approval 

For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report. 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed Ordinance would amend the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa) 
Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on 
its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend 
Street (see "Plan Area," below). This area is currently divided between the East SoMa Plan and Western 
SoMa Plan, and subject to their Objectives and Policies. The proposed Ordinance would also make 
conforming amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, Housing Element, Urban Design 
Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans. 

The Central SoMa Plan would contain Goals, Objectives, and Policies for this area, as well as related 
contextual information. The Plan's eight Goals are as follows. 

1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 
2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents 
3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified 

and Lively Jobs Center 
4. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit 
5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities 

6. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 
7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 

8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and 

the City 

For a complete list of the Plan's Goals, Objectives, and Policies, see Exhibit II.4. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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RECOMMENDATION 

Case Number 2011.1356M 
Approval of General Plan Amendments 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the 
attached Draft Resolution to that effect. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends Commission approval of the proposed Ordinance because it will allow for 
the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multi-year public and 
cooperative interagency planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits 
adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped sites. As 
such, the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor 
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history 
and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has 
the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it 

special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this 
growth and evolution such that the results serve the best interests of San Francisco - in the present and 
the future. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the 
neighborhood. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may ·approve it, reject it, or approve it with 
modifications. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response 

to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to 
consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018. 

RELATED ACTIONS 

In conjunction with the new Area Plan and other General Plan amendments, the Department is proposing 
approval of amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps and approval of 

the Plan's Implementation Program. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit II.2 - General Plan Amendments Draft Resolution 
Exhibit II.3 - General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit II.4 - Central SoMa Plan 

Exhibit II.5 - Map of Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas 
Exhibit II.6 - Changes to the General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance since Initiation 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Approval of Planning Code and Administrative 
Code Amendments 

Case Report 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Project Name: 

Planning 

Central SoMa Plan Planning Code and Administrative Codelnformatlon: 
415.558.6377 

Date: 
Record Number: 
Initiated By: 
Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

BACKGROUND 

Amendments 
May 3, 2018 

2011.1356EMIZU 
Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim on February 27, 2018 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 
Approval with Modifications 

For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report. 

PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AMENDMENTS 

The proposed Ordinance would amend the Planning Code and Administrative Code to give effect to the 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its 
eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on 
its southern portion by Townsend Street. 

The following is a summary of the major Code changes proposed by the Central SoMa Plan, organized by 
topic. For a detailed section-by-section explanation of the proposed amendments, see Exhibit III.4 
"Summary of Revisions - Planning Code and Administrative Code." 

Zoning and Land Use 
The Plan proposes to accommodate growth and facilitate the provision of public benefits by rezoning 

much of the area to the newly created CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office) (Section 848) (see the 
Case Report to the Zoning Map Amendments (Exhibit IV.l)). The CMUO largely would replace zoning 
districts that only allow production/ distribution/ repair uses (SLI and WS-SALI), only allow commercial 
uses (WS-MUO), or are largely limited to housing (MUR, WS-MUG, and RED). In general, the CMUO 
zoning is very flexible, allowing residentiat office, retail, hoteL and production/ distribution/ repair 
(PDR) uses. 

In addition, the whole Plan Area would be part of a new Central SoMa Special Use District (Section 
249.78). The creation of this SUD facilitates the implementation of many of the Plan's core objectives and 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Case Number 2011.1356T 
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative Code 

Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan 

policies, as discussed here and elsewhere in this document. To facilitate the creation of jobs on the small 
handful of the largest sites, the SUD would require sites over 40,000 square feet to be predominantly non­
residential. PDR replacement would be required per existing Section 202.8, though the SUD would 
require additional PDR uses in large office projects. The SUD would enable nighttime entertainment uses 

to continue to be permitted west of 4th Street and south of Harrison Street, and be conditionally 
permissible in much of the rest of the area. To facilitate active and engaging ground floors, per Section 

145, many of the major streets would be required to have ground floor commercial uses, while per the 
SUD large projects would be required to provide "micro-retail" units of 1,000 square feet or less, but 
offices would not be allowed on the ground floor, and formula retail uses would be limited. Finally, 
Section 128.1 extends the right to sell Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) to the neighborhood's 
important historic buildings and 100% affordable housing sites, and the SUD requires purchase of these 

TDRs in large non-residential proj~cts. 

Physical Character 
The Plan proposes to help respect and enhance the neighborhood's physical character through a number 
of zoning strategies. Per Sections 132.4, 261.1, and 270, projects would have to: help create the "urban 
room" by being built up to the sidewalk edge and have a height roughly equivalent to the width of the 
street; ensure light and air on the street while facilitating architectural creativity by requiring setbacks 

and performance based measures ("skyplane") for buildings where height limits exceed the urban room; 
and minimize the impact of the limited number of tower sites by requiring them to be substantially 
separated and have floor plates smaller than those permitted in the core of the downtown. Because of the 
comprehensiveness of bulk controls proposed in the Plan, per Section 124, FAR limits would not apply in 
most zoning districts. To maintain areas of fine-grained building pattern of historic and/or character 
enhancing buildings, the SUD (Section 249.78) would prohibit lot mergers for such buildings. Per the 
SUD (Section 249.78), the Code would include restrictions on wind conditions in this area for the first 

time. 

Open Space, Greening. and Environmental Sustainability: 
The Plan proposes a number of ways to ensure the direct provision of the public benefits of open space, 
greening, and environmental sustainability. Per Section 138, Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces 
(POPOS) would be required for non-residential uses. Generally these will need to be at the ground floor, 
open to the sky, and be publicly accessible seven days a week. The Planning Commission would be able 
to permit alternative means of satisfying this requirement, including providing the POPOS indoor or off­
site, or paying a fee. Per the SUD (Section 249.78), buildings would be required to provide living roofs on 
at least 50% of their roof area, more buildings would be required to provide solar photovoltaic and/or 
thermal systems than currently required, and buildings would be required to use electricity that is 100% 

greenhouse gas-free. 

Parking and Loading 
The Plan's Code amendments include a number of provisions that would improve conditions and reduce 
conflicts between private vehicles and people walking, biking, and taking transit and support the City's 
Transit First Policy and Vision Zero Policy. In addition to the street improvements discussed in the Public 
Benefits Program (Exhibit IV.2), per Section 151.1 residential parking would be capped at an absolute 
maximum of 0.5 spaces per unit, and office parking would be capped at an absolute maximum of one 
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Case Number 2011.1356T 
Approval of Planning Code and Adminjstrative Code 

Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan 

space per 3,500 square feet. Per Section 155, curb cuts would be banned on many major streets and 
require conditional use on the other major streets. Also per Section 155, projects would need to prepare a 
Driveway and Loading Operations Plan for City approval to reduce potential driveway operational 
conflicts, including loading activities, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate 

new loading demand. 

Exactions 
In order to pay for the proposed public benefits, the Plan includes a number of new fees and taxes. 
Section 423 classifies parcels into Central SoMa fee tiers, based on the additional development capacity 
created by the Plan. Section 432 creates a new Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee and Fund to help 
pay for new community facilities such as health care clinics and job training centers. Section 433 creates a 
new Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee and Fund to help pay for enhanced local transit service. 
Sections 413, 415, 417, and 419 include mechanisms to facilitate affordable housing in SoMa, including 
requirements that funding generated by development projects in Central SoMa be expended in SoMa. 
Section 426 and 427 include revised in-lieu fees for open space, reflecting the appropriate cost for 
providing such space in a dense area such as SoMa, including land acquisition and construction costs. 
Additionally, it is expected that the ultimate Ordinance would include language regarding participation 
in the Plan's proposed Mello-Roos Community Facilities District for large projects that opt to utilize 
upzoning allowances (including greater height, bulk, density, and use provisions) provided by the Plan 
rather than building under zoning applicable prior to adoption of the Plan. 

Process 
The Central SoMa Plan includes a number of important changes to process. Section 329 raises the 
threshold for projects in Central SoMa to come before the Planning Commission to over 85 feet in height 
and/or 50,000 square feet. Section 329 also includes additional flexibility for the Planning Commission in 

their review of the area's largest development projects. Sections 169, 411A, and 415 state that 
requirements for the Transportation Demand Management (TDM), Transportation Impact Development 
Fee (TIDF), and Inclusionary Housing Program would not be_reduced for projects that receive an increase 
in development capacity due to the Plan, whereas Section 175.1 states that projects that could be built 
without the Plan and have already submitted an application could proceed under existing controls. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed Ordinance 
and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. 

The Departments proposed modifications are as follows: 

• 128.l(c): Reverse the terms "Development Lot" and "Transfer Lot". 
• 132.4(d)(l)(B)(iv): Increase allowed streetwall architectural modulation from five feet to eight feet. 
• 135.3: Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements of 135.3. 
• 138(a)(2): Eliminate the requirement for retail uses to provide POPOS. 
• 138(d)(2), (2)(A), (2)(B), and (e)(2): Update references to point to appropriate subsections. 
• 138(d)(2)(E)(i): Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a cantilevered portion of the building 

if the building is at least 20 feet above grade. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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• 138(d)(2)(F)(ii): Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling height of less than 20 feet. 
• 140(a): In the Central SoMa SUD, allow units above 85' in height to meet exposure requirements if 

they are 15' back from the property line; allow 10% of units at or below 85' to have an exposure of 
15' x15' instead of 25' x25'; and do not require the increase in setback at every horizontal dimension 
that increases of 5' at each subsequent floor. 

• 154 and 155: Allow approval of the "Driveway and Loading Operations Plans" (DLOP) per Section 
155(u) to meet the freight loading requirements of Sections 152.1, 154. And 155 . 

• 155(r)(2)(JJ): Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B). 
• 249.78(c)(1) and 329(d): Allow "active uses" to only be to a depth of 10 feet from the street (as 

opposed to the current standard of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets, 2) along minor 
streets as there is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at corners for lots less than 50 feet in width 

• 249.78(c)(l)(D): Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial use per 145.4(c). 
• 249.78(c)(5)(B): Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of large office projects to also 

include nonprofit community services, city-owned public facilities, and Legacy Businesses. 
• 263.32, 263.33, 263.34: Clarify that projects that comply with these sections do not need a Conditional 

Use approval. 
• 263.32(b)(1): Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this Special 

Height Exception 
• 263.32(c)(3): Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are still 

subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers. 
• Table 270(h): For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none". 
• 329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant exceptions for wind per the controls 

contained in Section 249.78(d)(7). 
• 329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant tower separation exceptions per the controls 

contained in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B). 
• 329(d): Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight loading requirements of Sections 154 and 

155. 
• 329(d): Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for exposure requirements under Section 140. 
• 329(e)(2): Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site. 
• 329(e)(3): Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in 329(d). 
• 329(e)(3)(A): Include donation of land for affordable housing and construction of affordable units as 

qualified amenity. 
• 329(e)(3)(B): Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, as discussed in the Key 

Development Sites Guidelines. 
• 406: Include a waiver that allows land dedication of space for and construction of a public park on 

Block 3777 to count against various fees, including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver 
already exists for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees). 

• 411A: Provide a $5/ gsf exception from the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for projects within 
the Central So Ma SUD (pending the adoption of a $5 / gsf increase by proposed legislation contained 
in Board File No. 180117). 

• 418.7(a): Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to accrue from the Central SoMa 
Community Facilities District. 

• 434: Add a Section that describes the purpose, applicability, and requirements of the Central SoMa 
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). This CFD should be applicable to projects that (1) 
includes new construction or net additions of more than 40,000 gross square feet, (2) the project site 
includes residential development in Central SoMa Development Tiers B and C and non-residential 
development in Central So Ma Development Tier C, and (3) the project proposed project is greater, in 
terms of square footage, than what would have been allowed without the Central SoMa Plan. 
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• Admin Code 10E.2: Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC to create two CACs - one for the three 
SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one for the other three Plan 
Areas (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront). 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends Commission approval of the proposed Ordinance because it will allow for 
the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multi-year public and 
cooperative interagency planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits 
adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped sites. As 
such, the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor 
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history 
and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has 
the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it 
special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this 
growth and evolution such that the results serve the best interests of San Francisco - in the present and 
the future. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the 
neighborhood. 

The basis for the recommended modifications is as follows: 

# Section Change Rationale 
1 128.l(c) Reverse the terms "Development Lot" Corrects drafting error in sequence of 

and "Transfer Lot" terms. 
2 132.4( d) (l)(B)(iv) Increase allowed streetwall Preserves the sense of a substantial 

architectural modulation from five edifice while allowing for inset 
feet to eight feet balconies. 

3 135.3 Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS Corrects drafting error to properly 
under 138 satisfies the open space cross-reference 135.3 and 138. 
requirements of 135.3 

4 138(a)(2) Eliminate the requirement for retail Corrects drafting error to include retail 
uses to provide POPOS uses. Retail uses (like institutionally 

uses) would still need to provide open 
space per Section 135.3. 

5 138(d)(2), (2)(A), Update references to point to Corrects drafting error in references 
(2)(B), and (e)(2) appropriate subsections within Section 138. 

6 138(d)(2)(E)(i) Allow up to 10%. of outdoor POPOS Facilitates architectural creativity in 
to be under a cantilevered portion of projects while maintaining the goal of 
the building if the building is at least having outdoor POPOS feel outdoors 
20 feet above grade 

7 138(d)(2)(F)(ii) Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to This change would facilitate the 
have ceiling height of less than 20 feet creation of mezzanines within the 

POPOS 
8 140(a) In the Central SoMa SUD, allow units These changes would make a rule of 

above 85' in height to meet exposure commonly granted exceptions. 
requirements if they are 15' back from 
the property line; allow 10% of units 
at or below 85' to have an exposure of 
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# Section Change Rationale 
15'x15' instead of 25'x25'; and do not 
require the increase in setback at 
every horizontal dimension that 
increases of 5' at each subsequent 
floor 

9 154 and 155 Allow approval of the "Driveway and Currently exceptions for freight loading 
Loading Operations Plans" (DLOP) controls are routinely granted. The 
per Section 155(u) to meet the freight DLOP is meant to ensure that freight 
loading requirements of Sections loading strategies are vetted and 
152.1, 154. And 155 approved by MTA and Planning. This 

change thus eliminates redundant 
process. 

10 155(r)(2)(JJ) Update reference to point to Corrects drafting error in references 
329(e)(3)(B) 

11 249.78(c)(l) and Allow "active uses" to only be to a Active use requirements are to ensure 
329(d) depth of 10 feet from the street (as proper street activation. However, some 

opposed to the current standard of 25 flexibility may be beneficial in the case 
feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor of micro-retail uses (i.e., uses less than 
streets, 2) along minor streets as there 1,000 square feet), along narrow streets 
is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at and alleys, and on small corner lots 
corners for lots less than 50 feet in where the requirements of one frontage 
width impinge on the perpendicular frontage. 

12 249.78(c)(l)(D) Add that hotels are allowed as an Hotels generally have very active 
active commercial use per 145.4(c). ground floors, including lobbies, bars, 

and restaurants. 
13 249.78(c)(5)(B) Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the Like PDR, these .uses are beneficial to 

PDR requirements of large office the community and can only pay 
projects to also include nonprofit limited rent 
community services, city-owned 
public facilities, and Legacy 
Businesses 

14 263.32, 263.33, Clarify that projects that comply with The intent of 263.32-34 is that projects 
263.34 these sections do not need a that meet certain definitive standards 

Conditional Use approval. can receive a height increase, as occurs 
in other subsections of 263. This chang~ 
would remove any uncertainty around 
the intent. 

15 263.32(b)(l) Clarify that sites that donate land for Corrects oversight such that dedicated 
affordable housing are eligible for this affordable housing sites can receive the 
Special Height Exception height bonus just as sites that build 

units or that dedicate land for open 
space. 

16 263.32(c)(3) Clarify that sites that utilize this The purpose of this height bonus is to 
Special Height Exception to exceed incentive projects to provide sites for 
160 feet are still subject to controls in affordable housing and open space -
Section 270 for mid-rise projects and provide benefits that are otherwise 
not towers difficult to site in a dense 

neighborhood. This change is in 
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# Section Change Rationale 
keeping with the intent of this section in 
that it maintains the benefit for projects 
in 160' height districts. 

17 Table 270(h) For Perry Street, make the Base This is the correct change to effectuate 
Height "none" the goal of treating Perry St. like current 

northern sides of alleys, as discussed in 
the Central So Ma Plan's 
Implementation Matrix. 

18 329(d) Add a subsection referencing the Corrects drafting error to properly 
ability to grant exceptions for wind cross-reference 249.78(d)(7) and 329(d). 
per the controls contained in Section 
249.78(d)(7) 

19 329(d) Add a subsection referencing the Corrects drafting error to properly 
ability to grant tower separation cross-reference 132.4(d)(3)(B) and 
exceptions per the controls contained 329(d). 
in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B) 

20 329(d) Add a subsection enabling exceptions These are commonly granted exceptions 
for the freight loading requirements that are important to maintain but 
of Sections 154 and 155. would otherwise be removed based on 

proposed changes to 329(d)(12). 
21 329(d) Add a subsection allowing for This is a commonly granted exception 

exceptions for exposure requirements that is important to maintain but would 
under Section 140 otherwise be removed based on 

proposed changes to 329(d)(12). 
22 329(e)(2) Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site As discussed in the Key Development 

Sites guidelines, this site has the 
potential to build additional public 
amenities (e.g., the Bluxome Linear 
Park) but would require additional 
exceptions to do so. 

23 329(e)(3) Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the Extra language needed to make sure 
exceptions granted in 329(d) intent of this section is clear. 

24 329(e)(3)(A) Include donation of land for Corrects oversight based on benefits 
affordable housing and construction proposed by Key Sites. 
of affordable units as qualified 
amenity 

25 329( e) (3) (B) Limit certain exceptions to specific Certain exceptions were developed 
Key Development Sites, as discussed recognizing the specific needs and 
in the Key Development Sites opportunities of certain Key 
Guidelines. Development Sites. However, these 

exceptions should not be broadly 
applicable to all the Key Sites. 

26 406 Include a waiver that allows land Such a waiver would facilitate the 
dedication of space for and timely and cost-effective construction of 
construction of a public park on Block the proposed one-acre park on the block 
3777 to count against various fees, between 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan 
including the TSF and Central SoMa Streets. The transit fees waived for this 
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# Section Change Rationale 
Fee (such a waiver already exists for project would be refunded through 
the Eastern Neighborhoods other mechanisms, such as the Central 
Infrastructure Impact Fees). SoMaCFD. 

27 411A Provide a $5 / gsf exception from the The Central SoMa Plan's public benefits 
Transportation Sustainability Fee package is structured to maximize 
(TSF) for projects within the Central feasible contribution, and the addition 
SoMa SUD (pending the adoption of a of $5 / gsf fee may tender some projects 
$5 / gsf increase by proposed infeasible. 
legislation contained in Board File No. 
180117). 

28 418.7(a) Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to Change necessary to legalize the 
allow funding to accrue from the funding structure proposed by the Plan. 
Central SoMa Community Facilities 
District 

29 434 Add a Section that describes the This language was always proposed for 
purpose, applicability, and inclusion but was not ready for 
requirements of the Central SoMa discussion until this time. 
Mello-Roos Community Facilities 
District (CFD). This CFD should be 
applicable to projects that (1) includes 
new construction or net additions of 
more than 40,000 gross square feet, 
(2) the project site includes residential 
development in Central SoMa 
Development Tiers B and C and non-
residential development in Central 
So Ma Development Tier C, and 
(3) the project proposed project is 
greater, in terms of square footage, 
than what would have been allowed 
without the Central SoMa Plan. 

30 AdminCode Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods The Eastern Neighborhoods CAC has 
lOE.2 CAC to create two CACs - one for the proven to be an unwieldy size for 

three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, administering its oversight 

Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) 
responsibilities. 

and one for the other three Plan Areas 

(Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill, and Central Waterfront). 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with 
modifications. 
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The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response 
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report on the Central So Ma Plan and· adoption of CEQA findings prior to 
consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018. 

RELATED ACTIONS 

In conjunction with these Planning Code and Administrative Code amendments, the Department is 
proposing approval of amendments to the General Plan and to the Zoning Map and approval of the 
Plan's Implementation Program. These proposed actions are covered in separate Staff Reports. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit III.2 - Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Draft Resolution 
Exhibit III.3 - Planning Code and Administrative Code Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit III.4 - Summary of Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments 
Exhibit III.5 - Changes to the Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Draft Ordinance 

since Introduction 
Exhibit III.6 - Planning Code and Administrative Code - Issues for Consideration 
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Approval of Zoning Map 
Amendments 

Case Report 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan Zoning Map Amendments 
May3, 2018 
2011.1356EMTZ,U 

Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim on February 27, 2018 
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 

Recommendation: Approval 

BACKGROUND 

For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report. 

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed Ordinance would amend the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South 
of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps 
and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan, encompassing an area 
generally bounded on its w.estern portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its 
northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend 
Street. The following is a summary of the proposed changes: 

Zoning 
The Central SoMa Plan would amend much of the zoning in the Plan Area. As shown in Figure 1A, the 
area currently contains 13 zoning districts, including large areas where the zoning promotes 
predominantly industrial use, other areas where the zoning promotes predominantly residential use, and 

other areas where the zoning supports other mixes of uses. As shown in Figure lB, the Plan proposes to 
reduce this to seven districts, as follows: 

• Most of the Plan Area would be rezoned CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office), including 
much of the production/distribution/repair-only zoning (SLI and WS-SALI) and commercial­
only zoning (WS-MUO) south of Harrison Street, the housing-oriented zoning east of 5th Street 

(MUR, WS-MUG, and RED), and other similar districts in the area (MUO, M-1, SSO). As 
discussed in the Case Report for the proposed Planning Code and Administrative Code 

www.sfplanning.org 
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amendments (Exhibit III.1), the CMUO zoning district would allow for a range of uses, including 

residential, office, retail, hotel, and production/ distribution/ repair. 

• West of 5th Street and north of Harrison Street the zoning would generally change from MUR 
and WS-MUG to MUG, which is similarly residentially oriented. 

• West of 4th Street and between Harrison and Bryant Streets the zoning would generally remain 
WS-SALI (except for publicly-owned parcels associated with the I-80 freeway right-of-way). This 

zoning only permits PDR uses. 

Height and Bulk Districts 
The Central SoMa Plan would amend height and bulk limits in much of the Plan Area. As shown in 

Figure 2A, existing height limits in Central SoMa are generally 85 feet and below, with a handful of 
parcels bordering the Downtown Plan Area that have a height· limit of 130 feet. The predominant 
proposed changes are focused in the areas in the vicinity of the Caltrain Station, along the Central 
Subway alignment (i.e., 4th Street), and generally adjacent to Downtown and Rincon Hill. In those areas, 
base height limits of 130 to 160 feet are proposed, though as discussed in the Case Report for the 
proposed Planning Code and Administrative Code amendments (Exhibit II-1), the Plan includes a new 
"CS" bulk district whose bulk controls are intended to minimize the effect of such height as seen from the 
street. Finally, a limited number of parcels are proposed to allow taller, more slender towers ranging in 

height from 200 feet to 400 feet. 

Special Use District 
Currently, the Western SoMa Special Use District covers all parcels zoned RED, WS MUG, WS MUO, WS 
SAU, and some parcels zoned P. Under the proposed Plan, the Western SoMa Special Use District would 
no longer apply in this area. The new Central SoMa Special Use District would cover the whole Plan 

Area. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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FIGURE 2A- EXISTING HEIGHT LIMITS AND BULK DISTRICTS 
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FIGURE 28 - PROPOSED HEIGHT LIMITS AND BULK DISTRICTS 
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Case Number 2011.13562 
Approval of Zoning Map Amendments 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the 
attached Draft Resolution to that effect. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends Commission approval of the proposed Ordinance because it will allow for 
the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multi-year public and 
cooperative interagency planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits 
adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped sites. As 

· such, the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor 
facilities in the core of the· city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history 
and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has 
the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it 
special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this 
growth and evolution such that the results serve the best interests of San Francisco - in the present and 
the future. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the 
neighborhood. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with 
modifications. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response 
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to 

consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018. 

RELATED ACTIONS 

In conjunction with these Zoning Map amendments, the Department is proposing approval of 
amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, and Administrative Code and approval of the Plan's 
Implementation Program. These proposed actions are covered in separate Staff Reports. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit IV.2 - Zoning Map Amendments Initiation Draft Resolution 
Exhibit IV.3 - Zoning Map Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit IV.4 - Changes to the Zoning Map Amendments Draft Ordinance since Introduction 
Exhibit IV.5 - Zoning Map - Issues for Consideration 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Project Name: 
Date: 
Record Number: 
Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

BACKGROUND 

HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018 

Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program 
May 3, 2018 
2011.1356EMTZ!J: 

Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning 
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org 
Approval 

For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report. 

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

In addition to General Plan, Planning Code and Administrative Code, and Zoning Map amendments 
related to the Plan, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider and adopt an 

Implementation Program for the Plan. This Implementation Program would facilitate the implementation 
of the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, 
on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, 

and on its southern portion by Townsend Street. 

The Implementation Program is comprised of five documents. The following is a summary of the each. 

Implementation Matrix 

The "Implementation Matrix" is a document that comprehensively conveys how each of the Plan's 
Policies would be implemented. Each Policy includes one or more Implementation Measures of discrete 

action(s) that will be undertaken. Each Implementation Measure contains detailed information on how 
the measure will be undertaken, when, and by whom. Overall, the Plan includes over 220 
Implementation Measures. Collectively, this document is meant to facilitate accountability and 
transparency for present and future decision makers, stakeholders and City agencies. 

Public Benefits Program 
The "Public Benefits Program" is a document that comprehensively conveys the Plan's expenditure 
strategy for public benefits and the funding strategy to generate those public benefits, as well as 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Case Report 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

providing explanation of how the public benefits package was developed and how it will be 
administered and monitored. 

The Central SoMa Plan is anticipated to raise nearly $2.2 billion in public benefits over a 25-year period. 

This is over 400% more than the $500 million in public benefits that would be expected to occur if the 
Plan were not adopted. All of these public benefits would be provided by new development; and would 
be directed back to the neighborhood. Additionally, it is anticipated that the General Fund would see $1 

billion in new revenues over this 25-year period from increased taxes in the neighborhood. 

The Plan would deliver a wide range of public benefits. These are detailed thoroughly in Table 1. 

Table 1 - Central SoMa Public Benefits Package 

BENEFIT VALUE ($2017) 

Affordable Housing $940,000,000 

38% of new/rehabilitated housing is Below-Market Rate (BMR) (35% low/ moderate $940,000,000 

income and 3% middle income) 

Transit $500,000,000 

Local transit improvements to enhance convenience and safety $340,000,000 

Regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion $160,000,000 

Parks & Recreation $185,000,000 

Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion $25,000,000 

Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming $5,000,000 

New 1-acre park in Southwest portion of Plan Area $35,000,000 

New public recreation center $10,000,000 

Park and greenery maintenance and activation $15,000,000 

New large (2+ acre) SoMa park (initial site identification) $5,000,000 

New Bluxome linear park $5,000,000 

New under-freeway public recreation area $5,000,000 

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) $80,000,000 

Production, Distribution, & Repair $180,000,000 

Preservation and creation of PDR space to ensure no net loss of PDR due to the Plan $180,000,000 

Complete Streets $110,000,000 

Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for people $110,000,000 

walking, biking, and on transit. 

CulturalPreservation & Community Services $109,000,000 

Restoration of the US Mint Building $20,000,000 

Preservation and maintenance of historic buildings $20,000,000 

New community facilities (e.g., health care clinics and iob training centers) $20,000,000 

Social and cultural programming $25,000,000 

Capital for cultural amenities $15,000,000 

Neighborhood cleaning $9,000,000 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Case Report 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

Environmental Sustainability & Resilience $70,000,000 

Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects $32,000,000 

Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements $22,000,000 

Living Roofs enhanced requirements $6,000,000 
Other energv and water efficiency projects $10,000,000 

Schools & Childcare $64,000,000 

New childcare centers $26,000,000 

New schools serving K-12 population $32,000,000 

Bessie Carmichael Supplemental Services $6,000,000 
TOTAL $2,160,000,000 

The $2.2 billion would be generated through a combination of three mechanisms: 

• Direct provision of benefit by specific development projects (e.g. on-site affordable housing units 
or the provision of Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)). These public benefits are 
typically provided at.the same time as the new development or shortly thereafter. 

• One-time impact fees paid when a project is ready for construction, such as citywide (e.g. Jobs­
Housing Linkage Fee) and Area Plan fees (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact 
Fee). 

• Ongoing taxation such as a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD).1 

These mechanisms would be applied differently, based on 1) the type of development being built, and 2) 
the increase in the amount of development capacity that occurs through the Central SoMa Plan. This can 
be summarized as follows: 

• All non-residential projects will need to abide by existing requirements, such as the Jobs-Housing 
Linkage Fee, Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability 
Fee, Childcare Fee, School Impact Fee! Public Art Fee, and replacement requirements for 
Production, Distribution, and Repair uses. Non-residential projects receiving an increase in 
development capacity via the Plan would also be subject to additional fees for transit and 
community facilities, be required to purchase Transferable Development Rights from historic 
buildings, and may participate in a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District depending on the 
size of the project and whether the project is opting to utilize greater zoning allowances provided 
by the Plan (i.e., rather than building under pre-existing zoning). 

• All residential projects will need to abide by existing requirements, such as the provision of 
inclusionary housing, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, Transportation 
Sustainability Fee, Childcare Fee, School Impact Fee, and replacement requirements for 
Production, Distribution, and Repair uses. Non-residential projects receiving a substantial 
increase in development capacity via the Plan would also be subject to additional fees for 
community facilities and may participate in a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District 

1 A Mello-Roos Community Facilities District which is not currently part of the Central SoMa legislation but is being 
proposed to come before the Planning Commission for consideration on May 10th, 2018 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

depending on the size of the project and whether the project is opting to utilize greater zoning 
allowances provided by the Plan (i.e., rather than building under pre-existing zoning). 

Administration and monitoring of the Plan will be undertaken by a range of bodies and organizations in 
the manner than currently applies to the Eastern Neighborhoods. This includes oversight by the City's 
Controllers Office and Capital Planning Committee, with guidance from the City's Interagency Plan 
Implementation Committee and the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, with ultimate 
funding oversight from the Board of Supervisors. The revenue allocations shown in the Public Benefits 
~rogram are for projection purposes only and represent proportional allocation to the various public 
improvements based on the revenues projected at the time of Plan adoption. Actual revenues will vary 
from these projections based on many factors, including the amount and timing of new development 
which cannot be predicted. The Board of Supervisors, with input from the Interagency Plan 
Implementation Committee and Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (or its successor), 
shall monitor and allocate revenues according to these proportional allocations based on actual revenues 
over time and the readiness of the various public improvements for expenditure. No improvement 

project listed in the Public Benefits Program is guaranteed to receive the absolute amounts shown in the 
Public Benefits Program. Allocations for all projects will be increased or decreased proportionally based 
on actual revenues received or revised projections over time 

Guide to Urban Design 

A "Guide to Urban Design" document containing design guidance that is specific to Central SoMa in a 
way that complements and supplements the requirements of the Planning Code and citywide Urban 
Design Guidelines. It is meant to help the architectural and development community better understand 
the intent of Plan Objective 8.6, "Promote high quality architecture that enhances the neighborhood." The 

Guide suggests strategies that are appropriate in this unique neighborhood, such as utilizing the long 
blocks to "enhance horizontality" and utilizing the wide streets and historic alleys to "support lots of 

sky." It suggests selecting contextual materials such that express the industrial legacy, historic character, 
and even the gritty character of the neighborhood. It asks that the architecture support public spaces, 
such as the alley experience. Finally, the Guide provides a series of diagrams to help visualize the 
Planning Code's numeric requirements. 

Key Development Sites Guidelines 

The Central SoMa Plan Area contains eight "key development sites" - large, underutilized development 
opportunities with lot areas ranging from 30,000 square feet to well over 100,000 square feet. The Key 
Development Sites Guidelines are meant to complement the Planning Code and inform the subsequent 
entitlement process for these sites. To do so, each site includes detailed context as well as an exploration 
of potential opportunities, challenges, and design guidelines. 

By providing greater direction to the development of these sites, the City has an opportunity to maximize 
public benefits and to ensure that their development directly delivers critical public benefits, such as 
affordable housing, additional park and recreational amenities, and expansion of the alley network. 
Finding space on which to locate these kinds of public assets is tremendously difficult in a highly 
developed neighborhood like SoMa. But on these key development sites, the City can partner with the 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

developer to address the unique design challenges that could constrain the creation of these amenities in 

exchange for their provision. 

Key Streets Guidance 
The "Key Streets Guidance" document helps implementation of the Central SoMa Plan by providing 
street-specific guidance for the neighborhood's major streets: 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, Howard, Folsom, 
Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, and Townsend Streets. This additional guidance will benefit City agencies, 
the community, and major development project sponsors as new designs for these "key streets" are 
considered and implemented over the 25-year Plan horizon. 

Although the Central SoMa Plan area only includes four to five blocks of each key street, the visions and 
benefits described in this guidance could inform planning for the entire length of each roadway corridor. 
For ease of use, this document is organized by street, which is how most of these improvements will be 

implemented. As with much of the Plan, an underlying goal is to thoughtfully leverage each future 
investment to maximize quality of life for everyone living, working, and playing in Central SoMa. In the 
neighborhood, streets and sidewalks occupy in aggregate over 70 acres - nearly one-third of the Plan's 

land area. As such, our investments in these streets should emphasize creating healthy, vibrant, and 
green places for people to walk, gather, recreate, and experience nature. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Implementation Program and 
adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Implementation Program 
because it will allow for the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multi­
year public and cooperative interagency planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre 
area that sits adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped 
sites. As such, the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed employment, housing, and 
visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible 

history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central 
SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing 
what makes it special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the goals, objectives, and 
policies to guide this growth and evolution such that the results serve the best interests of San Francisco -
in the present and the future. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs 
of the neighborhood. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Implementation Program is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or 
approve it with modifications. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 



1356

Case Report 
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Case Number 2011.1356U 
Approval of the Implementation Program 

related to the Central SoMa Plan 

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response 

to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final 

Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to 

consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018. 

RELATED ACTIONS 

In conjunction with this Implementation Program, the Department is proposing approval of amendments 

to the General Plan, Planning Code and Adminish·ative Code, and Zoning Map. These proposed actions 

are covered in separate Staff Reports. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit V.2 - Implementation Program Draft Resolution 
Exhibit V.3 - Implementation Program 

Part A - Draft Implementation Matrix 

Part B - Draft Public Benefits Program 

Part C - Draft Guide to Urban Design 

Part D - Draft Key Development Site Guidelines 

Part E - Draft Key Streets Guidance 
Exhibit V.4 - Proposed Changes to the Implementation Program since Introduction 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org 
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I TODAY'S ACTIONS I 

1. Amendments to the General Plan (180490) 

2. Ame·ndments to the Planning & Administrative Code (180184) 

3. Amendments to.the Zoning Map (180185) 

4. Ap·proval · of the Housing Sustainability District (180453) 

5. Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612) 
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NOTABLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOM ENDATIONS 
( 

• Hotels on proposed MUR sites; allow projects that 
submitted a development application or environmental· 
application before 1/1/18 to proceed, subject to Conditional 
Use Authorization 

• PDR design standards 

• Transparency: Require 30% transparency for facades 
>50' in length; no transpa·rency required for shorter 
facades 

• Floor-to-floor height: Require 17' height for PDR uses, 
· regardless of location in building . 

4 
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NOTABLE PLANNING DEPART ENT RECOM ENDATIONS 

• Key Site Exceptions: exceptions crafted to each site 

• Special Height Exception for 1 Vassar: condition the extra 
height at the residential project on additional public benefits (ex: 
on-site BMR units or higher affordability) 

• -Bulk requirements on Stillman Street:· 1essen the bulk reduction 
requirements to reflect the alley's adjacency to the freeway 
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E 

• POPOS Design & Approval Process: Establish that the -. 
Commission shall consider the open space of diverse 
inhabitants of the Plan area, including but not limited to: youth, 
families, seniors, workers, and tesidents 

• Green/living walls: Require new developments to provi.de 
green or living walls, subject to further exploration on feasibility 
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NO.TABLE PLANNING DEPART ENT RECOM END IONS . 

· . • Old M·int: Restore funding to $20 millio·n (from ·$15 million) 

•. Regional Transit Capacity.Enhancement & Expans.ion: reduce­
funding by $5 million·, to $155- million 

• Maintain other-categories as amended: PD.R Relocation 
Assistance Fund ($1 O million) and Environmental Sustainability & 

. ·Resilience ($65 million) 
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I E ENT REC E 

E E . I S · (may require trailing legislation) 

• Live/Work Lofts: Explore legalization .~s a source of revenues to 
fund community stabilizatio·n and affordabl_e housing acquisition 
and rehabilitation 

• Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS): Explore the 
development of design guidelines 
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'· 

LE NI G DEPART ENT RECO END IONS 

s PTE IS I 5/10/18 

• TDM G~andfathering: Require projects that submitted 
applications before September 4, 2016 to meet 75% of the TOM. 
requirements 

• 505 Brannan Street: Add.the project as a Key Site 

• 598 Brannan Street (Park Block): Allow Co.mmission to grant a 
waiver that allows land dedication of space for construction of a · · 
public park to count against various fees, including the TSF and 
Central SoMa Fee 

9 
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' 

1. Am·endments to the Gene.ra·I Plan (180490) 

2. Amendments to th·e Planning & Administrative Code (180184) 

3. Amendments to the Zoning Map (180185) 

4. Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453) 

5. Amendments to the Special Tax Financing. Law (180612) 
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l TODAY'S PRESENTATION I 
.!" \/ 

.ff ·,fl .· 

; 1 Overview of the Central SoMa Plan 
» Plan vision & goals 
» Public Benefits package 

2 · Plan Evolution 

,, 

» Changes from 2016 Draft Plan through May 10th Planning 
Commission Adoption 

3 Planning Commission Recommendations 

1;- · ·4 Conclusi.on 
I 

r . 
. r; 
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. . 

r: TODAY'S ACTl·ONS 

1. Amendmerats to the General Plan (18(1490) 

2" · Amemdmemts to ttle Plannimg Cec:le ancl AdmiAistrative Code (180184) 

3. Amenclmemts ta the Zoning Map (18Q185) 

4. Approval of the· hleusing Sustainability District (180453) 

. 5. Amer11clmemts to tile Snecial Tax Financing. Law (180612) .i ' I"" 

'·" 
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CENTRAL SO A PLAN - CONTENTS 

. • Creation of the Central SoMa-Plan 

• Amendments to East SoMa & Western SoMa Plans 

• Planning Code: creation of the Central SoMa 
Special Use District (SUD) 

•· Admin Code: PDR protection 

. • Amendments to Height and Bulk District Maps 
· • ·Arnendmentsto·Zoning Use DistrictMaps 

· • \ tmplementaUonJtllatrix · · · ·. 

: tt. BubUp-6er1efi;ts Prq;gtam 
. • Guide to Urban Design . 

·. •·• Ke1-:!Develo,prnent Sites Guiclelimes _• -
. • Key Streets·{iui.delines 

(continuec on next page) 

4 



1372

TI 
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CE.NTRAL SOMA PLAN - C NTENTS 

,"{ 

; 

'~ 

t . .,, ... 
., 

~l . .. ,, 
... 
... 

r } -- . 
~: 

/i 

~· ~, * TraHing legislation 
.•. 
.. 

• .•. Amencirth,;mts te 'Admiinistr~fi~e·~c.9aie:".$~;~&.i.a.t}~)( > .. ·.· 

. Finarncir1g Law 
: • 8~$olutions of Intention -(ROI$) and Ordinancesto _·. 

-establlshthe CentratSpMa SpecialTax District* ·. · 
. . . ::.:.: .. ··_.... . . . '. . ·.. . . ' ', . . 

; .· • Amendment~ to Business & Tax Regulations and 
Planning Codes to create a Central SoMa Housing 
Sustainability District (HSD},· pursuant to California 
A873 

5-:: 
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i: PLAN AREA ] 

LAN ISIO 
A sustainable neighborhood: 

socially, economically, 
environmentally 

- • • Central Subway under construction, 
expected to open in 2019 

BART/Muni Metro Subway 

Muni Metro (Surface) 

7 
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PLAN STRATEGY 

Accornmodate 
Demand 

0 Provide 
Public Benefits 

0 
Respec·t and 

Enhance 
Neighborhood 

Chara,:ter 
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.. 

I PLAN PHILOSOPHY I 

keep what's great 

Diversity of 
Residents 
ancl Jobs 

Diversity of 
Buildings and 
Architecture 

address what's not 

Umaffotdable 
Rents 

Unsafe and 
Unpleasant 

Streets 

Abundant Local 
and Re,gional 

Transit 

Lack of Public 
Parks and 
Greenery 

Renowned 
Culture and 

~.ightlife 

Inefficient Zoning 
and Insufficient 

Funding 
9 



1377

PLAN GOALS 

";,. 1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing 

-, 2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents 

3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center 

4. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, 
Bicycling, and Transit 

5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities 

6. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood 

·. 7. (:»reserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 

:_· 8.. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood ant.a 
r . ·the City 

.:-~~ .,~ ~":,~ 

.,';,;,.:. __ ,:,: 
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. PLAN TIMELINE 
' . ,, 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 . 2017 2018 

~m1mm~~anaY~~~~~rn1J11mm11~fil~m~~~~~~~~1111111n11~i~~~~~~~~n~~1m1111m~~~~~~~~~~nn~ l . l . l . . ! .. 
,Plan 
process 
·,begins. 

1st Draft Plan 
Released 

EIR process · 
begins 

Revised 
Draft Plan 
Released 

Adoption 
hearings at 

Planning 
Commission 

DEIR & B0arr11 
:· 

Released . Plan 
Adoption 
process 
begins 
(expected) 

11 
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OUTREACH PROCESS: 2011 - 2018 

• 15 public workshops, office hours, 
charrettes, walking tours 

• Public surveys 

• 17 hearings at Planning Commission 
· & Historic Preservatic,n Commission 

• 2 informational hearings at Board of 
Supervisors (Land Us.e Committee) 

12 
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OUTREACH: ADVOCACY GROUPS (PARTIAL LIST) 

77 Dow Place HOA 

Alliance for Better District 6 

Arden HOA 

Asian Neighborhood Design 

· California Culture and Music Association 

,.· Central City SRO. Collaborative 

Central Subway Outreach Committee 

Clementina Cares 

,; Eastern Neighborho.ods Citizens Adviso~y Committee 

· Filipino-American Development Foundation 

Good Jobs for All 

Housing Action Coalition (HAC) 

One Bluxome HOA 

·· Rincon Hill /South Beach/Mission Bay Neighborhood 
.\ AS$PCiation 

•· San Francisco Bi-cycle Coalition 
! r San· Fr~ncisco: Planning and .Urban Research (SPUR) 

~J:7J. .... ,· -'fl'ff,,, · · t San'· Francisco Senior and Disa.bility Action 
' r 
1, San Francisco Youth Commission 

SF BLU HOA 

SoMa Community Coalition . 

SoMa Community Collaborative 

SoMa Community Stabilization Fund Citizens 
Advisory Committee 

SoMa Pilipinas 

South Beach/Mission Bay Merchants Association 

South of Market Action Network (SOMCAN) 

South of Market Business Association (SOMBA) 

South of Market Leadership Council 

South of Market Project Area Committee (SOMPAC) 

TODCO 

Walk SF 

We Are SoMa 

Western Soma Taskforce 

Verba Buena Alliance 

Verba Buena Community Benefit District 

YIMBY Action 

"13 
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VISUALIZATION - EXISTING DEVELOPMENT 

. \ 

-~-~-

,;3-D Model of Existing Buildings (2016) 
Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill 

14 
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j'v1SUALIZATION - POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT! 
j' . 

.:: ' 
3-D Model of Potential Development 

Central SoMa Development Potential 

Anticipated Projects Outside of Central SoMa 

Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill 

15 
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1i•· 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY 

D 
D 

-
O feet 

30 - 85 feet 

130 - 160 feet 

180 - 250 feet 

260 - 400 feet 

.Existing Development Capacity Proposed Development t:apacity 
16 



1384

PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE 

No Plan = $580 million in Public Benefits 

ent,ral S a Ian= $2.2 11111lill Ill I 1IOn 111 ublic enefits 

N.OTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. 

17 
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PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE 

,.1 

(continued on next page) 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years> in 2017 dollars. 18 
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: PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE (CONTINUED) 

TOTAL 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. 

19 
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PUBLIC BENEFITS: FUNDING SOURCES 

FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT 

' ' ~ $~~116 lr,illtlii} 
I l 1 ' I ~ 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years I in 2017 dollars. 

20 
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NEW FUNDING SOURCES: RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES) 

$0 $1·0.' $0 
vf~ 

· CONDO: CONDO: 
$3.30 $5.50 

$0 
(2% escalation) (2% escalation) 

RENTAL: RENTAL: 
$0 $0 

$1.30 

' •' .. · ... .,, 

' ,.. NC>TE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern NbAds Fee, etc.) 
21 · 
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.. 

NEW FUNDING SOURCES: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES) 

Office >50k sq ft: $21.50 

All other projects: $41.50 

$0 

0 

_ $1.75 

Office >f ;ok sq ft: $0 

All other projects: $20 

$:2.75 
(4% escalati ::>n annually for 

25 years,~'.% thereafter) 

1.2!5 FAR 

··:·:Office >50k: ·g:re~terof :0:4 :,FAR otsec; 202.a (Prop X) 

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.) 
22 
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· KEY DEVELOPMENT SITES 

PURPOSE 

Larger sites where we have 
crafted more flexible / site­
specific ·zoning in exchange 

. for a greater amount of public 
benefits, including: 

• affordable housing 

• parks & recreational 
facilities 

• community facilities 

• low-rent/ extra PDR 

• bike & ped improvements 

:1-
.Cf), 

.o· 
z' 
N 

@ 23 



1391

HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT 

CENTRAL S A HSD VERVIEW 

• Enacts California AB73 (Chiu) to create the first Housing 
Sustainability District in the state 

BENEFITS 

• lncentivizes & streamlines housing production: Creates 1;20-day 
. ministerial process 

• lncentivizes use of prevailing wage and union labor 

• Qualifies SF for 'zoning incentive payments' from State (l'BD) 

-> -:,s-,,-:.·.i·=~:,- .­

i.:.~ 
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,- • I:.- .,i:\;.~t '.({i:f, 

: ' ,~- ~~-:: ~ .... 

I HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT I 

CENTRAL SOMA HSD MEETS AB73 REQUIREMENTS 

·• District must provide 20% BMR units (Central SoMa provides 33%) 

• .District must have an approved EIR to address environmental 
impacts 

• Projects rm:1ust fl)rovide 1@% om-site BMR units 

• Proj.ects rmust meet wage and labor standards 

. » Pay prevailing wages (pr@jects <75 units) 

» Use skilled and trairne€i w®rkforce (projects 75+ ·units) 

25 



1393

•• ·- ~·· ~ ( ··' :.-\·. -·' ' ., • < : 

HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT 

i: . CENTRAL S MA l CAL PR RAM (Sec~ 343) 

• Projectsthat are NOT eligible: 

» Projects over 160 ft (unless 100% affordable) 

)) Article 1 O or 11 historic properties 

» Properties containing existing units 

» Projects with >25,000 GSF of office space 

.i 

.·,,i;. 

·".:?~}'.:~-·~:, . . ie1'-., 
;\. : 

·'• 
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e_j,'.-''!'-P•<>, 

... ". 

HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT 

CENTRAL S MA LOCAL PB GRAM (Sec. 343) 

• · 120-Day Review Process: 

» Bef0re applying: @lennonstrate c@mp,liarice with EIR Mitigation 
Measures 

» Design review 

» lrnformational lmearin~ 

» Progress requirement: ence approved, must seek a site/ 
builcf ing permit within 36 months of approval, or seek an 
extensi®tn 

27 
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SPECIAL TAX DISTRICT - LEGISLATIVE ACTION 

Administrative Code Chapter 43, Section 10: 
Special Tax Financing Law 

,,Proposed amendments would enable the City to spend C,antral 
:.. . SoMa Special Tax revenues on eligible Facilities and Services*, 
¥ , . 

. ~,~-~~··· ·.!&which may include, but are not limited to: 
\fA 

/1· • 
l-
1' 

r p; • Grants to nonprofit/public social service organizations 

• Environmental sustainability, including air quality mitigation and 
technical studies/guidelines 

• Park programming and activation 

*NOTE: As identified in the forthcoming Resolutions of Intention, or ROls 28 
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PLAN EVOLUTION DURING ADOPTION PROCESS 

. ~' 

;, . KEY AREAS I 

;, 
s 

• Jobs-Housing Balance 

• Public Benefits Package 

• Development Requirements 

30 
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: JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE 

.. f:. 

WHAT WE HEARD 

• Maximize housin§ production, especially affordable units 

• Streamlimethe preductiort process 

• Produce / protect affordable housing units upfront through 
. a@@ressive site acquisitien 

• 'I~.-

31 
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JOBS .. HOUSING BALANCE 

HO THE PLAN EVOLVED 

• Housing production is now maxed out at the EIR cap (+17o/c_,, from 
7100 to 8300 units) 

• Central SoMa will be the state's 1st Housing Sustainability Ciistrict 
(HSD) u·nder AB73 

• Some Key Sites are pursuing land dedication for affordable housing · 

• Continuing to work with MOHCD to leverage City programs: 

>> Acquisition / rehabilitation to stabilize existing units 

>> Securing additional housing locations in the broader ~,OMA 
neighborhood 

32 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS I 

WHAT WE HEARD 

;~ · .• Maximize afforelable housin@ (also see previous section) 
·tpltit·>f. ' ·-t:,·h-, 

~· • ... Provide furnEJing for social/cultural r9rogramrnin@ (not just facilities) ,, 

• Pla.1:1 fer future capital needs at Versa Buer,a Gardems 

• Fund neighborhood cleaning & maintenance 

• Work witm SFUSD to support existirn§ scrnools and plan for future 
·§r©wth 

• Support development of Good Jobs (e.g. living wage and/or 
unior.1izecl) for low-income Mousenolds 

• Keep the Prop X Conditional Use for PDR replacement 

33 
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PUBLIC BENEFITS 

HO THE PLAN EVOLVED 

• Increased housing = +230 more affordable units (2900 totctl) 

• Additional $70 million for public benefits from CFO (see belc1w) 

• A Good Jobs goal was added to General Plan amendments 

ADDITIONAL FUNDING CATEGORIES $/YR $/25YRS 

f\~ff'G///1'/i"' ~Rt~ l ~tt~ 'M -¢!«, X'hf ~\A p!)'.,i;'!J-; Y'Q/01.,,;1& 

' ; $8501,600 
' ' 

i , : $2,S6~,fHHl1 

I I • 
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PUBLIC BENEFITS 

OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION 

• Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (CAC) & 
SoMa Stabilization CAC 

)> Because adjusting the CAC will require significant 
consid·eratien of responsibilities and allocation of funding from 
projects, this will returri to the Planning Comuwiission and the 
Board as trailing IE3:gislation. 

• Staf,f are working with SFUSD to assess future school capacity 
ne;eas and bow s1rowth Mere and City,wide may lae accommodated 

• The Gooc:I Jobs goal may rneeEI to be fleshed out through trailing 
leg·islatior1 · · 

35 
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PUBLIC BENEFITS 

OTHER TOPICS RE UIRING DISCUSSI N (CONTs) 

•. NOTE: There is no ne~d for a Conditional Use requirement ·/or PDR 
replacement under Prop X, since PDR replacement is explicitly 

.\ required. 

¢ • >> In addition, any CU requirement applied to housing would make them 
~~~~!; .• ''\\"<· ineligible for the Housing Sustainability District, affecting _. 7e 1% of 
: units impacted (up to 1/2 of total units) 
., 
r. 
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DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS . 

WHAT WE HAVE HEARD 

• Changing financial market has made some projects less feasible, 
particularly rental housing 

• Want greater flexibility/ exceptions (e.g. sirnilar to a Planned Unit 
· Development) 

37 
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DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS 

THE PLAN EVOLVED 

• Dropped the Mello-Roos Special Tax on rental housing to in1prove 
financial feasibility ($1.75/sq ft) 

• NOTE: Kept current zoning structure (no PUD-type exceptions 
possible) 

» However, site-specific exceptions were crafted for individual l(ey Sites 
in Section 329(e). 

38 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS .. 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING 

PQ.POs··•oesngn 
; .. Exeepti0n$·· 

... ·. P~ssenger & Freight· 
Leading 

·:,rransportation Demand 
IV1·anagement . 

To allow greater flexibility and diversity of POPOS d13sign. 

To streamline and improve processes for reviewing passenger 
and freight loading. 

To allow some relief for projects that have been designed 
assuming the same level of grandfathering as the citywide TOM 
ordinance. 

Active.:Uses ·on Ground . To allow some flexibility for micro-retail and hotel uses. 
Floors 

Alternate Uses·.··.in.:PDR 
··· Beplacemenf Space. 

To support other desirable uses that cannot pay high rents. 

:: .... ~'~~; __ ;~ 

40 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING 

(~Key DevelopmentSites 

~;Park""Fee Waiver at 598 
:. Brannan Street 

. . ' . . 

> Central SoMa Mello­
~'-Roos: ~pecial' Tax 
\District . · ... 
: . . ' 

. To craft exceptions to specific key sites, and to add an additional 
key site (505 Brannan Street) 

To enable construction of a park on land currently owned by 
SFPUC. 

. To establish the purpose and application of the proposed Mello­
Roos Special Tax District in Central SoMa. 

· SoMa Stabilizati:onFund> · To allow Mello~Roos tax revenues to accrue to the fund . 

. Community-Advi.sory · .. 
·, Committee, (CACs) · 

,To split the existing Eastern Neighborhoods CAC into two more . 
manageable geographies. 

· Other Clarifying· . . 
• Amendments 

· · · ·.. To correct and clarify the code amendments. 

41 
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";;},,d•_·.~.Jll • ' -.,'Jt':,~ 

TODAY'S ACTIONS 

1. Amendments to the General Plam (180490) 

2. Amendments to the Plarnnimg Code and Aclministrative CoEle (18C:>184) 

3. Amendments to the Zoning Map (18018$) 

4. Approval of the Housing Sustainability D·istrict (18()453) 

5. Amemclments to the·Sp.ecial Tax Financing Law (180612) 
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-http://centralsoma.sfplanning.org P1San Francisco ann 

-g 
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lroDAY'S PRESENTATION I 

1 Ove1rview of the- Central SoMa Plan 

» Plan vision & goals 

» Public Benefits package 

2 Plan Evolution · 

» Changes from 2016 Draft Plan through.Planning · 

Commission Adoption 

3 Planning Commission Recommendations 

4 Conclusion 

2 
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! T DAY'S ACTI NS 
.. ~ 

·, Hearin·g to consider: 
~J .. 

-~" 1. Amendments to the General Plan 

2. Amendments to the Zoning Map 

3. Approval of the Implementation Program · 

4. Approval of the Housing Sus.tainability District (HSD) 

Note: Amendments to the Planning Code. and Administrative· 
Code were referred on 7/9 from Rules Committee to Land Use &-

' 

Transportation, to be heard. on 7/16. 
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· CENTRAL SO A PLAN - CONTENTS 

• Creation of the Central SoMa Plan 

• Amendments to East SoMa & Western SoMa Plans 

• Planning Code: creation of the Central SoMa 
Special Use District (SUD)* 

• ·Admin Code: PDR protection and Special Tax 
_ Financing Law* 

• Amendments to Height and Bulk District Maps 

• Am$ndments to Zoning Use District Maps 

• Implementation Matrix 

• Public Benefits Program 

• Guide to Urban Design 

• . Key Development Sites Guidelines 
• Key Streets Guidelines 

~ Considered at Rules Committee on 7 /9 ''!ft ··i·~··.;~.J 

(continued on next page) 

4 
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I CENTRAL SOMA PLAN - CONTENTS I 
• Resolutio_ns of Intention {ROls) and Ordinances to 

establish the Central SoMa Special Tax District* 
. . 

• Amendments to Business & Tax Regulations and . 
Planning Codes to create a Central SoMa Housing 
Sustainability District (HSD), pursuant to California 
AB73 

* Will be considered at GAO Committee on 7 /18 

5 
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I PLAN STRATEGY I 

Accommodate 
Demand 

Provide 
Public Benefits 

·. Respect and 
Enhance 

Neighborhood 
Character· 
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I PLAN AREA ] 

PLAN VISION 
A sustainable neighborhood: 

socially, economically, 
environmentally 

- • 1 Central Subway under construction, 
expected to open in 2019 

........ w-• BART/Muni Metro Subway 

--· Muni Metro (Surface) 

7 
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I PLAN PHILOSOPHY I 

keep whats great · 

Diversity of 
Residents 
and Jobs 

Diversity of 
Buildings and 
Architecture 

address whats not 

Unaffordable 
Rents 

Unsafe and. 
Unpleasant 

Streets· 

Abundant Local 
and Regional 

Transit 

Lack of Public 
Parks and. 

· Greenery 

Renowned 
Culture and 

Nightlife 

? 

r·. 

--."' ;'(>. ' -

Inefficient Zoning 
and Insufficient 

Funding 
9 
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I PLAN GOALS] 

Goal 1 Accommodate a Substantial 
Amount of Jobs and Housing 

Goal 2 Maintain the Diversity of Residents 

Goal 3 Facilitate an Economically 
Diversified and Lively Jobs Center 

Goal 4 Provide Safe and Convenient 
Transportation that Prioritizes 
Walking, Bicycling, and Transit 

,t 
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I PLAN GOALS I 

Goal 5 Offer an Abundance of Parks and 
Recreational Opportunities 

Goal 6 Create an Environmentally Sustainable 
and Resilient Neighborhood 

Goal 7 Preserve and Celebrate the 
Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage 

Goal 8 Ensure th.at New Buildings Enhance. 
the Character of the Neighborhood 
and the City 

1· 
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I PLAN TIMELINE I 

2011 2012 2013 - 2014 

~11111111 1111111111 

! ! 
Plan 1st Draft Plan 
process Released 
begins 

EIR process 
begins 

2015 2016 

1111111111, 

Revised 
Draft Plan 
Released --

DEIR 
Released 

2017 2018 

11111111111~1 

Adoption 
hearings_ at 

Planning 
Commission 

& Boa""1 

Plan 
Adoption 
process 
begins 
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I OUTREACH PROCESS: 2011 - 20181 

• 15 public workshops, public surveys, · 
office hours, charrettes, walking 
tours· 

• 17 hearings at Planning Commission 
& Historic Preservation Commission 

• 2 informational hearings at Board of 
Supervisors (Land Use Committee) 
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I OUTREACH: ADVOCACY GROUPS (PARTIAL LIST) I 
77 Dow Place HOA 

Alliance for Better District 6 

Arden HOA 

Asian Neighborhood Design 

California Culture and Music Association 

Central City SRO Collaborative 

Central Subway Outreach Committee 

Clementina Cares 

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Com.mittee 

Filipino-American Development Foundation 

Good Jobs for AU 

Housing Action Coalition (HAC) 

· One Bluxome HOA 

Rincon Hill /South Beach/Mission Bay Neighborhood 
Association 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR) 

San Francisco Senior and Disabil.ity Action 

San Francisco Youth Commission 

SF BLU HOA 

SoMa Community Coalition 

SoMa Community Collaborative 

SoMa Community Stabilization Fund Citizens 
Advisory Committee 

SoMa Pilipinas 

South Beach/Mission Bay Merchants Association· 

· South of Market Action Network (SOMCAN) 

South of Market Business Association (SOMBA) 

South of Market Leadership Council 

South of Market Project Area Committee (SOMPAC) 

TODCO 

Walk SF 

WeAreSoMa 

Western Soma Taskforce 

Verba Buena Alliance 

Verba Buena Community Benefit District. 

YIMBY Action 
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I VISUALIZATION EXISTING DEVELOPMENT! 

-~-~ 

3~D Model of Existing Buildings (2016) 
Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill 

1! 
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I VISUALIZATION - POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT I 

-~ 

$-D Model of Potential Development 

Central So Ma Development Potential 

Anticipated Projects Outside of Central So Ma 

Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill 

it 
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I EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY! 

D 
D 

-

O feet 

30 - 85 feet 

130 -160 feet 

180 - 250 feet 

260 - 400 feet 

Existing Development Capacity Proposed Development Capacity 
1 · 
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I Puegc BENEFITS PACKAGE I 

No Plan = $500 million. in Public Benefits 

entral So a Plan = $2.2 Billion in Public Benefits· 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over.the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. 

11 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE I 

(continued on next page) 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 doHars. 
11 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE (CONTINUED) I 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. 

21 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS: FUNDING SOURCES I . 
FUNDING SOURCE AMOUNT 

I 

Centr~I SoMa Community Facilities Fee (NEW) · $20 million 
I 

I TOTAL 
I 

$2.16 bil'lion . 
. . 

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over ~he life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. 

2· 
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I NEW FUNDING SOURCES: RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES) I 

$0 

$0 

$10 

CONDO: 
$3.30 

(2% escalation) 

RENTAL: 
$0 

· $1.30 

$0 

CONDO: 
$5.50 

(2% escalation) 

RENTAL: 
$0 

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.) 
2: 
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I NEW FUNDING SOURCES: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES) I 

Office >50k sq ft: $21.50 

All other projects: $41.50 

$0 

0 

$1.75 

Office >50k sq ft: $0 

All other proj~cts: $20 

$2;75 

(4% escalation annually for. 
25 years, 2% thereafter) 

t25 FAR 

1 sq ft for every 50 GSF of development 

Office >50k: greater of 0.4 FAR or Sec. 202.8 (Prop X) 

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.) 
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I KEY ~EVElOPMENT SITES I 
PURPOSE 

Larger sites where we have 
crafted more flexible / site­
specific zoning in exchange 
for a greater amount of public 
benefits, including: 

• affordable housing 

• parks & recreational 
facilities 

• community facilities 

• low-rent/ extra PDR 

• bike & ped improvements 

\ 
'·· --·'J ·--···~~-~--.. ~--~~--~··-·-·-·- .,. 

',1- l 
·~r U) ••. ' . 

)Cl; ,z. 
,tNL ... 
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I HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT I 

CENTRAL SOMA HSD OVERVIEW 

• Enacts California AB73 (Chiu) to create the first Housing 
Sustainability District in the state 

BENEFITS 

. ,, .; .,, 
. ;· ·.· 

• lncentivizes & streamlines housing production: Creates 120-day 
ministerial process 

• lncentivizes use of prevailing wage and union labor 

• Qualifies SF for 'zoning incentive payments' from State (TBD) 

2! 
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I HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT I 

CENTRAL SOMA HSD MEETS AB73 REQUIREMENTS 

. • District must provide. 20% BMR units (Central SoMa provides 33%) 

• District must have an approved EIR to address environmental . 
impacts 

• Projects must provide 10% on-site BMR units 

· • Projects must meet wage and labor standards 

» Pay prevailing wages (projects <75 units) 

» Use skilled and trained workforce (projects 75+ units) 

21 
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I HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT I . 
. . 

CENTRAL SOMA LOCAL PROGRAM (Sec. 343) 

• Projects that are NOT eligible: 

» Projects over 160 ft (unless 100% affordable) 

» Article 1 O or 11 properties 

» Properties containing existing units V 

» Projects with >25,000 GSF of office space 

2· 
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I HOU~ING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT I 

CENTRAL SOMA L CAL PROGRAM (Sec. 343) 

• 120-Day Review Process: 

» Before applying: demonstrate compHance with EIR Mitigation 
Measures 

» Design review 

» Informational hearing at Planning Commission 

» Progress requirement: once approved, must seek a site/ 
building permit within 36 months of approval, or seek an 
extension 

2l 
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L N E LUTION: 2016 
DR F THROUGH CPC 

· .. · DOPTION 
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I PLAN EVOLUTION DURING ADOPTION PROCESS 

KEY AREAS. 

· •.Jobs-Housing Balance 

• Public Benefits Package_ 

• Development Requirem·e.nts 

3{ 
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I JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE I 

WHAT WE HEARD 

• Maximize housing production, especially affordable units 

• Streamline the. production process 

· • Produce / protect affordable housing units upfront through 
aggressive site acquisition 

. ~~) 
.. -' f~ 

3' 
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I JOBS - HOUSING BALANCE I 

HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED . 

• Housing production is now maxed out at the EIR cap (+17%, from 
7100 to 8300 units) 

• Central SoMa will be the state's 1st Housing Sustainability District 
(HSD) under AB73 

• Some Key Sites are pursuing land dedication for affordable housing 

• Continuing to work with MOHC.D to leverage City programs:· 

» Acquisition / rehabilitation to stabilize existing units 

» Securing additional housing locations in the broader SOMA 
neighborhood 

3! 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS 

WHAT WE HEARD 

• Maximize affordable housing (also see previous section) 

• Provide funding for social/cultural programming (not just facilities) 

•. Plan for future capital needs at Verba Buena Gardens 

• Fund neighborhood cleaning & maintenance 

• Work with SFUSD to support existing schools and plan for future 
growth 

• Support development of Good Jobs (e.g. living wage and/or 
unionized) for low-income households . 

• Keep the Prop X Conditional Use for PDR replacement 

3: 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS I 
HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED 

• Increased housing = +230 more affordabl'e units (2900 total) 

• Additional $70 million for public benefits from CFO (see below) 

• A Good Jobs goal was added to General Plan amendments 

ADDITIONAL FUNDING CATEGORIES $/YR $/25YRS 

' ' I I 

:: .· Be1$sie Qar~ichael' ~chool suppl~mental services : $250,000 
,' ' ' i1 ! I i ' ' 
, ,' J0IiAL : 1 

,, ' i 1 1 ! I 

- I O I , ~~ -'T 

$7'.0 miUion ··: 
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I PUBLIC BENEFITS I 

OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION 

•. Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (CAC) & 
SoMa Stabilization CAC 

» Because adjusting the CAC will require significant 
consideration of responsibilities and allocation of funding from 
projects, this will return to the Planning Commission and the 
Board as trailing legislation. 

• Staff are working with SFUSD to assess future school· capacity 
needs and .how growth here and Citywide may be accommodated 

• The Good Jobs ·goal may need to be fleshed out through trailing 
legislation 

3/ 
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I PU~~IC BENEFITS I 

OTHER TOPICS REQUIRING DISCUSSION (CONT.) 

• NOTE: There is no need for a Conditional Use req·uirement for PDR 
replacement under Prop X, since PDR replacement is explicitly · 
required. 

» In addition, any CU requirement applied to housing would make them 
ineligible for the Housing· Sustainability District, affecting ---75% of 
units impacted (up to 1/2 of total units) 

3t 
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I DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS I . 

WHAT WE HAVE HEARD 

• Changing financial market has made some projects less feasible, 
particularly rental housing 

• Want greater flexibility/ exceptions (e.g. similar to a Planned Unit 
Development) 

3· 
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I DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS I · 

HOW THE PLAN EVOLVED 

• Dropped the Mello-Roos Special Tax on rental housing to improve 
financial feasibility ($1.75/sq ft) 

• NOTE: Kept current zoning structure (no PUD-type exceptions 
possible) 

31 
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I OM MISSION 
MENDATIONS 
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I PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING I 

• POPOS Design Exceptions 

• Passenger & Freight Loadin·g 

• TOM Grandfathering 

• Active Uses on Ground Floors 

• Alternate Uses in PDR Replacement Space 

. . 

41 
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... 

I PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS - 5/10/18 ADOPTION HEARING I 

• Key Site Guidelines 

• Park Fee Waiver for Park at 598 Brannan Street 

• Central SoMa Special Tax District 

• Public Oversight: Eastern Neighborhoods CAC &.SoMa 
Stabilization CAC 

• Other clarifying· amendments 

4· 
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[ TODAY'S ACTIONS] . 

Hearing to consider:. 

1. Amendments to the General Plan 

2. · Amendments to the Zoning Map 

3. . Approval of the Implementation Program 

4. Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (HSD) 

Note: Amendments to the ·Pla.nning Code and Administrative . 
Code were. referred on 7/9.·from Rules Committe.e to Land Use & 
Transportation, to be heard on 7/16. 

.· ' 

43. 
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November 13, 2018 
 
 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors  
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
RE: November 13, 2018 Agenda Items Nos. 52 through 56 

Central SoMa Plan Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps, 
Business & Tax Regulations, Administrative Code (Board File Nos. 180490, 180184, 
180185, 180453, 180612) 

 
Dear Board President Cohen and Supervisors:  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in with SPUR’s support for the Central SoMa Plan, 
with two caveats below (on page 2). We are pleased to see that the approval of the Central SoMa 
Plan and its implementing actions are finally before you. The city has been working with the 
community for several years to get this ambitious plan completed, and we urge you to approve it. 
 
Why should the Central SoMa Plan be approved? What do we see are its merits?  

1. Central SoMa is the right location for jobs: Central SoMa is an area that is key to San 
Francisco and to the region. It lies adjacent to the Financial District, an existing dense 
jobs center, and it holds the most links to regional transportation infrastructure. 
Downtown San Francisco is the area in the region with the lowest rate of driving to work 
and one of the few places within the region where people can and do commute by public 
transportation.  

This is therefore the right place — from an environmental standpoint, a jobs 
agglomeration standpoint and others — for accommodating a significant amount of 
growth for both jobs and housing, but particularly for the 40,000+ jobs this Plan 
contemplates.  

2. The Central SoMa Plan helps to address the housing shortage and the affordability 
crisis: With recent amendments, this plan now accommodates 8,300 homes, which is an 
increase from what was originally planned. Additionally, the housing sustainability 
district, which uses David Chiu’s AB 73 from last year, will help expedite the production 
of these units which have already been considered through this planning process.  
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 2 

We would support future efforts to add more housing in the Central SoMa Plan and 
elsewhere in San Francisco and the region without coming at the expense of jobs in 
regional-transit locations.  
 

3. The Central SoMa Plan provides for unprecedented public benefits: The growth 
accommodated by this Plan is expected to one day fund up to $2 billion in public benefits 
towards affordable housing, transportation, open space, sustainability and many other 
needs for the city and this neighborhood. These benefits will be transformative…once the 
Plan is approved and once that development moves forward. But we have been waiting 
for the plan’s completion for long enough. In the meantime, the economy has been 
shifting, construction costs have been rising and the feasibility of development moving 
forward is now shakier than it was a few years ago. 

In that spirit, now is better than later. Displacement of both residents and businesses from San 
Francisco is happening in part because there is more competition for homes and office space. 
Quote unquote “normal” office jobs for nonprofits, engineering and architecture firms and other 
businesses are being shifted to downtown Oakland in the best case, but also to more suburban 
locations or other regions, because of the increased cost to lease office space in San Francisco.  
 
While we are extremely supportive of the Central SoMa Plan overall, SPUR has concerns 
about two of the amendments under consideration: 

• 249.78(c)(7) and 249.78(c)(8): Prohibition on Market-Rate SRO and Group Housing 
We oppose the prohibition on new construction, market-rate SRO housing or group 
housing in Central SoMa. Given the scope of the housing shortage and the fact that 
housing models are already evolving across the country, this seems like the wrong move 
to make today. We need more places for people to live, and it's clear that people are 
choosing to live in many different ways in cities today, particularly in places like South of 
Market. The development of market-rate group or SRO housing does not harm the current 
or future residents of existing SRO housing. While we think that the city should closely 
monitor trends in housing development to understand how it is impacting the city and its 
residents, we strongly disagree with precluding a whole category of housing types, when 
what we need today is more creativity, not less, and more options, not fewer.  

 
• Uncodified: Non-Severability/Effect of Litigation 

Lastly, we are very concerned about the clauses proposed and deleted on the topic of non-
severability and litigation. We agree that the upzonings in the Central SoMa Plan should 
remain tied to the benefits promised with the plan, but we suggest not throwing the baby 
out with the bathwater. The CFD is only responsible for generating $400 million out of a 
potential $2 billion in benefits. We must protect the broader benefits of the plan and leave 
this clause out of the final approved legislation.  
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 3 

 
The Central SoMa Plan is a thoughtful and ambitious plan to improve the neighborhood for 
residents, workers and visitors. It will increase housing opportunities, provide significant 
affordability, expand green space, transform the experience of being on the street, maintain a vital 
mix of uses, allow a diverse mix of businesses to remain in San Francisco and more. SPUR urges 
you to support this Plan and set in motion the processes that will bring these benefits to Central 
SoMa, San Francisco and the region.   
 
Thank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Best, 
 
 
 
Kristy Wang 
Community Planning Policy Director 
 
cc:  SPUR Board of Directors  
 Mayor London Breed and staff 
 Planning Department staff 
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SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART i~u 

September 28, 2018 

Chair Katy Tang 
Vice-Chair Jane Kim 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safai: 

We represent the San Francisco Flower Mart, one of the oldest wholesale flower markets in the 
United States. We manage the wholesale marketplace which houses over 50 individual flower 
vendors. We support the Flower Mart Project in Central SoMa as an office and retail 
development above a new, state-of-the-art wholesale flower market. This has been the plan 
for the site for at least the past four years. However, it is important to note that we are 
absolutely opposed to any residential units on the site. 

The San Francisco Flower Mart is an industrial business. We are heavily reliant on vehicles to 
both receive and deliver the products we sell in our wholesale marketplace, many of these 
vehicles are semi-trucks and box trucks. Our businesses operate late night and very early 
morning hours, as early as 12:00 AM, when our vendors begin receiving deliveries on semi­
trucks and box trucks. Our customers arrive and begin buying our perishable products at 2:00 
AM. Although we sell a beautiful product, we are extremely noisy and typically have trucks 
parked, sometimes double parked, in our alleyways and surrounding streets most days during 
the week. If housing were to be built on this site, it would conflict with these activities and 
cause a hardship for our wholesale vendors and customers to operate effectively. While we 
support housing being built in San Francisco in general, we very strongly request that you 
maintain the Flower Mart Project as it has been planned, with only office and retail space above 
and adjacent to the wholesale flower market. 

Respectfully, 

v~Y~ 
Vance Yoshida 
President 
San Francisco Flower Mart LLC 

J~BO-€,y 
Jeanne Boes 
Chief Operations Officer and General Manager 
San Francisco Flower Mart LLC 

6TH & BRANNAN STREETS® SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 ® 41 5.392-7944 
G'.l ® WWW.SANFRANC!SCOFLOWERMART.COM ® ® 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) 
Tuesday, October 30, 2018 8:33 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
Petition to preserve funding for the Old U.S. Mint 
Old Mint Petition - sept 12th.pdf 

From: Rob Cromwell [mailto:robcromwell@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 11:17 AM 

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

l~lt'\O 
l\(I \&'7 
l8(/4,'5; 

t~L i{ 
\ll.J 6J,\c)' 

Cc: Breed, London (MYR) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra 
(BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) 
<rafael.mandefman@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; andrevJ@tefarch.com; 

richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC} <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC} <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Frye, 
Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC} <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC} 
<lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Petition to preserve funding for the Old U.S. Mint 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write in support of the City's commitment to 
dedicate $20M to the Old U.S. Mint's (located at 88 5th St) rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. 

Please find attached a signed petition by 50 residents and business owners that live and/or work at Mint 
Plaza in support of maintaining the $20M in funding. 

We understand that amendments were introduced to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce critical 
funding (from $20M to $15M) needed to repair and restore the U.S. Mint. The proposed reduction would 
severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any 
proposal to decrease this dedication. 

Thank you, 

Residents and business owners of Mint Plaza 

1 
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9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the pk1za and inter3ct VJith the O!d ~v1int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Rob Cromwell 

https://docs .google .com/forms/di I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHx WUy I ZY Jedi t#responses 11100 
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9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY /edit#responses 2/100 
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9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Old Mint on a c.laiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Kyle Pickett 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 3/100 
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Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundieds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1lnt on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Lesley Hamilton 

https:// docs.google.com/forms/d/ 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy 1 ZY /edit#responses 5/100 
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Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Anne Drazen and Leonard Singer 

https://docs .google .com/forms/di 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy 1 ZY /edi t#responses 7/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie ilve and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid ivlint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Harshita bansal 

https:// docs .google.corn/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WU y IZY /edi ti/responses 9/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and wmk diiectly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Kelly Lui 

https:// docs .google .com/forms/di l RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHx WU y lZY /edi ttlresponses 11/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Claire Liu 

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/ 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHx WUy 1 ZY /edit#responses 13/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old fv1int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Amar Birgisson 

https://docs .googl e.com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHx WU y IZY /edit#responses 15/100 



1476

9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

JI 

https://docs.google.corn/forrns/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 16/100 



1477

9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Ankit Agrawal 

https://docs .google .com/forms/di l RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy IZY /edit#responses 17/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and wurk directly ur1 the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Harshita Bansal 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 19/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

SCOTT warner 

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy lZY /edi t#responses 21/100 



1482

9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

https:// docs .google .com/forms/di I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHx WUy I ZY Jedi t#responses 22/100 



1483

9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and Lip close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

David Ellis 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edittlresponses 23/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on a dni!y basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Sophie Pearson 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Matthew Martin 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Gerardo A. Chirichigno 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid iviint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Dustin Dolginow 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and internet with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Elaine Ellis 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Elcin Atamer 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and \,VOrk directly on the p!aza and interact vv1ith the O!d ~v~int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Simon Kalouche 

https:// docs .google.com/forms/d/ 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHx WUy 1 ZY /edit#responses 37/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work 
units, hundreds of people !ive and ,Nork directly on the plaza and interact v1!th the Old ~Aint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Ryan O'Shea 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 39/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a da1iy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Craig Rice 

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHxWU y IZY /edi t#responses 41/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, humlreus of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a dally basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Fred van den Bosch 

https://docs .google .com/forms/di 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY /edi ti/responses 43/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundieds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on n daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Charlie Martell 

https://docs.google.corn/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUy!ZY/editllresponses 45/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take th.e 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Geoffrey Rosenblatt 

https://docs.google.corn/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 47/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
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We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Olga Kulicheva 

https:// docs .google.com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY /edit#responses 49/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 

Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Taylor Henning 
~---· ........... .. 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
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We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Joel Norsworthy 
_ .... "'"''"'""'"' 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on a dally bnsis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Richard Meyer 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/!RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUy!ZY/edit#responses 551100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street b.etween Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Neil Patel 

https://docs .google .com/forms/di 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy lZY /edit#responses 57/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza nnd interact vJith the O!d ~v~int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Shana Lypka 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 59/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Kevin Gibbon 

https:// docs.googl e.com/forms/d/ 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHxWU y 1 ZY /edit#responses 61/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Sarah Siwak 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 63/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid iviint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Josh Walter 

https:11 docs .google.com/forms/d/ 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y0TfHx WU y !ZY /edi t#responses 65/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
uni is, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and internet with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Katherine Harnish 

https:// docs .google .com/forms/di I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY /edit#responses 67/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Elaine Wong 

https:// docs .google .com/forms/di 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy 1 ZY /edit#responses 69/100 



1530

9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/ 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WU y lZY /edi t#responses 70/100 



1531

9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and v1ork directly on the p!aza and interact \iVlth the O!d ~Aint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Sandeep Srinivasan 

https:// docs .google .com/forms/di 1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHxWUy 1 ZY /edi ttlresponses 71/100 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plnzn and internet \Vith the O!d ~v1int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of.life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Tammy Butow 
M .......................... '" 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Ying Tung Chen 
~,,_. .................. , .. ,,, 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Cameron Miller 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and vvoik diiectly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central So Ma Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Peter Miller 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
ufliis, hufldteds of people live and work directly on the plaza and internet vvith the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Vesna Planko 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Kathy Chan 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid iviint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

William Eidenmuller 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Colin carrier 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Tom Perrault 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Seema Kapur 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Sandeep Srinivasan 
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September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25o/o reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Michelle Wood 
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9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

https://docs .google .com/forms/di l RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy 1 ZY /edit#responses 96/100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $1 SM - would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Ken Matsuura 

https:// docs .google .com/forms/di lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy l ZY /edi t#responses 97/100 
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9/12/2018 Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

https://docs .google.com/formsldl l RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY ledi !#responses 981100 
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding 

September 6th 2018 

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson 
Land Use Committee of the 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee: 

On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future 
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the 
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work 
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Old Mint ur1 a daily basis. 

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the 
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of 
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and 
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy, 
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt 
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood. 

The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The 
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the 
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its 
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already 
struggling. 

For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's 
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced 
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S. 
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction -- from $20M to $15M -- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. 
Mint. 

We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal 
to decrease this dedication. 

Sincerely, 

First and Last Name* 

Jonathan Wolk 

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43Y0TfHxWUylZY/edit#responses 99/100 
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Do you live or work at Mint Plaza? 

Live 

Work 

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google. 

https:// docs .google.com/forms/d/ l RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY /edit/lresponses 100/100 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, October 22, 2018 1:42 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: Central SOMA Plan 
2018.10.22.BOS Central SOMA-Phillips Joinder.pdf 

From: Richard Drury <richard@lozeaudrury.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 22, 2018 11:46 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC} <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Toyer Grear <toyer@lozeaudrury.com>; Jacobo, Jon (BOS} <jon.jacobo@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Central SOMA Plan 

l ~\l i~U 
\~t~ 
\~~63 
l O \ 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Board of Supervisors and Ms. Gibson: 

Please see attached comment on the Central SOMA Plan, which will be considered by the Board of Supervisors 

Land Use Committee today. Please include the attached comment letter in the administrative record for this 

matter. Thank you. 

Richard Drury 

Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 836-4200 
richard@lozeaudrury.com 

1 
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T 510.836.4200 
F 510.836.4205 

410 12th Street. Suite 250 
Oakland, Ca 94607 

www.lozeaudrury.com \~ )a~ \·)v1t 
, lcho,d@ lomod,o,y co; IJIJ fl\~; '/'06~ 

By Email and Overnight Mail 

October 22, 2018 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall , Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Board. of. Supervisors@sfgov.org 

Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
lisa.g ibson@sfgov.org 
(By Email only) 

RE: Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa 
Plan (SCH NO. 2013042070). Request for Supplemental EIR. 

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors and Clerk of the Board : 

We present these comments on behalf of Paul Phillips and Genia Phillips, who 
are residents living at 631 Folsom Street, members of 631 Folsom O.A. ("SF Blu"), and 
members of Central SoMa Neighbors (CSN). Paul and Genia Phillips hereby join in all 
of the comments that have been made by this law firm on behalf of SF Blu and Central 
SOMA Neighbors. Rather than repeat those comments, we incorporate all prior 
comments in their entirety herein by reference as if set forth in full. 

Sincerely, 

W~ 
Richard Toshiyuki Dr ry 

I 
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T S 10.83fi.tQ()() 

F 510.836.-1205 

By Email and Overnight Mail 

October 18, 2018 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

,t 10 12th Strf;P>t, St1tt0 2SO 
O.:ikland, Ca 9"1607 

Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Board .of .. Supervisors@sfgov.org 

Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 
(By Email only) 

\/0~1 O 
\~OW0 
~OLlG'.1 
l&U \~L\ 
l~U&\1 

\'/WW.IO~(;dUcir(J r"\I.COil\ \\}<"}'71""\-"'ut (/ 
r 1cl1arc!@!oz,::audrury.com \ \UV \ 011 0 ;~,m,91~ 

RE: Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa 
Plan (SCH NO. 2013042070). Request for Supplemental EIR. 

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors and Clerk of the Board: 

We present these comments on behalf of the 631 Folsom O.A. ("SFBlu"), Central 
SoMa Neighbors (CSN), SFBlu residents Gina Cariaga and Jason DeWillers, in support 
of our appeal of the Central SoMa Plan and the Environmental Impact Report for the 
Central SoMa Plan. Today, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
released a report proving that ride-hailing services such as Uber and Lyft are 
responsible for 51 % of traffic delays in San Francisco, with the SOMA area being the 
hardest hit. (Exhibit A). We request that the City prepare a supplemental environmental 
impact report ("SEIR") to analyze this new information. This is significant new 
information that demonstrates that the Central SOMA Plan will have far greatertraffic . 
impacts than disclosed in the environmental impact report ("EIR"). The EIR assumed 
that ride-hailing services generate absolutely no traffic. The EIR is demonstrably false, 
and is therefore woefully deficient. A supplemental EIR is required to analyze this 
significant new information and to propose feasible mitigation measures, such as 
limiting Uber/Lyft (as taxis are limited), imposing impact fees on Uber/Lyft, requiring 
Uber/Lyft vehicles to comply with the same clean-vehicle requirements imposed in taxis, 
etc. · 



1564

Central SoMa Plan EIR 
Appeal of Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu 
October 18, 2018 
Page 2 

I. LEGAL STANDARD. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 sets for the standard requiring recirculation 
prior to final project approval. Recirculation of an EIR is required when "significant new 
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft 
EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification [of the Final EIR]." 
New information added to an EIR is significant when "the EIR is changed in a way that 
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse 
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect 
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to 
implement." The Guidelines require recirculation when: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or 
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would 
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level 
of insignificance. 
(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts 
of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it. 
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and 
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
(Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043) 

The new report shows that the Central SOMA Plan will have new significant 
impacts on traffic that were not analyzed in the EIR, that there will be an increase in 
severity of traffic impacts over the level analyzed in the EIR, and that the EIR is so 
fundamentally and basically inadequate conclusory in nature that meaningful public 
review and comment were precluded. Therefore a Supplemental EIR is required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

Even if the Project had already received final approval, (which it has not), a 
supplemental EIR would be required pursuant to CEQA section 21166 and CEQA 
Guidelines section 15162, which states: 

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a 
project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless the lead 
agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole 
record, one or more of the following: 

(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major 
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of 
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of 
previously identified significant effects; 
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Central SoMa Plan EIR 
Appeal of Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu 
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(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the 
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or 
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant 
effects; or 

(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could 
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: · 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR or negative declaration; 

(B) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than 
shown in the previous EIR; 

(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would 
in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 
of the project, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure 
or alternative; or 

(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents decline to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative. 

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority Report constitutes "New 
information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified" which shows that: "(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not 
discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;" and "(B) Significant effects 
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR." 
A supplemental EIR is therefore required to analyze this new information and to 
propose feasible mitigation measures. 

II. ANALYSIS. 

A. A Supplemental EIR is Required to Analyze the Impacts of Ride-Hailing 
Services on Traffic, Air Pollution and Pedestrian Safety. 

The EIRfails entirely to analyze the impacts of Uber/Lyft on traffic congestion. 
The EIR assumes that nobody will take Uber/Lyft at all. The Final EIR admits that the 
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DEIR does not consider ride hailing. The FEIR claims that there is inadequate data to 
allow analysis. (Response to Comments, RTC-152). 

Now, accurate data exists from the County's own Transportation Authority. 
Today's report concludes that Uber/Lyft are responsible for 51 % of traffic congestion in 
the City and County. The EIR's conclusion that the Central SOMA Plan will have no 
impact on traffic, while ignoring Uber/Lyft, is simply untenable. 

In our comments on the Draft EIR, Traffic Engineer Daniel Smith, PE, pointed out 
that the Central SOMA Plan will actually increase vehicle miles travelled ("VMT"). As a 
result, the City may not rely on SB 7 43 to conclude that traffic impacts are less than 
significant and must instead conduct a standard level of service ("LOS") traffic analysis. 
Mr. Smith concludes that the Plan will have highly significant traffic impacts, causing 
gridlock throughout the Central SoMa area. 

In response to comments, the Final EIR admits that the Plan increases VMT per 
employee ("VMT per capita of 6.8 without the Plan and 7.1 with the Plan for 2040"), but 
claims this is "within the general margin of error." (RTC-141-142). The City's position 
ignores the plain language of the statute. SB 7 43 contains no "margin of error." The 
plain fact is that even by the City's own calculation, the Plan will increase, not decrease 
VMT. Therefore SB 743 simply does not apply. The City's response to comments is 
plainly inadequate. 

In the attached comment letter, Mr. Smith points out the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority studies showed that ride-hailing services have a significant 
adverse impact on traffic. (Exhibit B). Today's study shows that the impact is far worse 
than previously believed. 

Clearly, ride-hailing services will increase VMT. VMT already increases due to 
the Project. Therefore VMT will increase even more than projected in the EIR. 
Therefore the City cannot reply on SB 743 to ignore traffic impacts, and a traffic analysis 
and mitigation is required. 

A Supplemental EIR is required to analyze the impact of ride-hailing services on 
traffic congestion, and related air pollution and pedestrian safety impacts. The San 
Francisco County Transportation Authority study constitutes significant new information 
that must be analyzed in a supplemental EIR to propose feasible means to mitigate the 
Plan's significant traffic impacts. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Toshiyuki Drury 
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Congestion in San Francisco worsened between 2010 

and 2016. The Transportation Authority's Congestion 

Management Program monitoring indicates that average 

AM peak arterial travel speeds decreased since 2009 by 

-26%, while PM peak arterial speeds have decreased by-27% 

during this same time period. Vehicle hours of delay on the 

major roadways increased by 40,000 hours on a typical 

weekday, while vehicle miles travelled on major roadways 

increased by over 630,000 miles on a typical weekday. 

During this period significant changes occurred in San 

Francisco. Roadway and transit networks changed, 

including the implementation of transit red carpet lanes, 

the expansion of the bicycle network, and the opening of the 

Presidio Parkway (rebuilt Doyle Drive). San Francisco added 

70,000 new residents and over 150,000 new jobs, and these 

new residents and workers added more trips to the City's 

transportation network. Finally, new mobility alternatives 

emerged, most visibly TN Cs. 

In recent years, the vehicles of transportation network 

companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft have become 

ubiquitous in San Francisco and many other major cities. 

Worldwide, the total number of rides on Uber and Lyft 

grew from an estimated 190 million in 2014 to over 2 

billion by mid-2016 (1). In San Francisco, this agency (the 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority or SFCTA) 

estimated approximately 62 million TNC trips in late 2016, 

J 

comprising about 15% of all intra-San Francisco vehicle 

trips and 9% of all intra-San Francisco person trips that 

fall (2). 

The rapid growth of TN Cs is attributable to the numerous 

advantages and conveniences that TNCs provide over 

other modes of transportation, including point-to-point 

service, ease of reserving rides, shorter wait times, lower 

fares (relative to taxis), ease of payment, and real-time 

communication with drivers. The availability of this new 

travel alternative provides improved mobility tor some 

San Francisco residents, workers and visitors, who make 

over one million TNC trips in San Francisco every week, 

though these TNC trips may conflict with other City goals 

and policies. 

The purpose of this report is to identify the extent 

to which TNCs contributed to increased roadway 

congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016, 

relative to other potential contributing factors including 

employment growth, population growth, and changes to 

the transportation system. This information is needed to 

help the Transportation Authority fulfill our role as the 

county Congestion Management Agency and inform our 

policy and planning work. As the Congestion Management 

Agency for San Francisco, the Transportation Authority is 

required by state law to monitor congestion and adopt plans 

for mitigating traffic congestion that falls below certain 
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thresholds. The report is also intended to inform the Transportation Authority board which is comprised of the members 

of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as well as other state and local policy-makers, and the general public, on the 

relationship between TN Cs and congestion in San Francisco. 

This document: 

Identifies common measures of roadway congestion; 

Discusses factors that contribute to roadway to congestion; and 

Quantifies the relative contributions of different factors, including population, employment, road network changes 
and TN Cs, to observed changes in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016, by location and time of day. 

The report utilizes a unique TNC trip dataset provided to the Transportation Authority by researchers from Northeastern· 

University in late 2016, as well as IN RIX data, a commercial dataset which combines several real-time GPS monitoring sources 

with data from highway performance monitoring systems. These data are augmented with information on network changes, 

population changes, and employment changes provided by local and regional planning agencies, which are used as input to 

the Transportation Authority's activity-based regional travel demand model SF-CHAMP. 

Network 
2% 

Employment 
23% 

SHARE OF CHANGE IN DELAY BY FACTOR 

DO TNCs AFFECT CONGESTION? 

Network 

1% 

SHARE OF CHANGE IN VMT BY FACTOR 

Network 
4% 

SHARE OF CHANGE IN SPEED BY FACTOR 

Yes. When compared to employment and population growth and network capacity shifts (such as for a bus or bicycle lane), 

TN Cs accounted for approximately 50% of the change in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016, as indicated by 

three congestion measures: vehicle hours of delay, vehicle miles travelled, and average speeds. Employment and population 

growth-encompassing citywide non-TNC driving activity by residents, local and regional workers, and visitors-are 

primarily responsible for the remainder of the change in congestion. 

Daily vehicle hours of delay (VHD) on the roadways studied increased by about 40,000 hours during the study period. 
We estimate TN Cs account for 51 % of this increase in delay, and for about 25% of the total delay on San Francisco 
roadways and about 36% of total delay in the downtown core in 2016, with employment and population growth 
accounting for most of the balance of the increased in delay. 

Daily vehicle miles travelled (VMT) on study roadways increased by over 630,000 miles. We estimate TN Cs account for 
47% of this increase in VMT, and for about 5% of total VMT on study roadways in 2016. 

Average speeds on study roadways declined by about 3.1 miles per hour. We estimate TNCs account for 55% of 
this decline. 
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FIGURE I. CHANGE IN VEHICLE HOURS OF DELAY BY TIME PERIOD BY Ft.\CTOR 
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FIGURE 2. CHANGE IN VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR 
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FIGURE 3 CHAMGE IN SPEED (MILES PER HOUR) BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR 
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5 

WHEN DO TNCS AFFECT CONGESTION? 

During the AM peak, midday, and PM peak 

periods, TN Cs cause between 43% and 48% 

of the increased delay and account for about 

20% of total delay during these time periods. 

Employment growth and population growth 

combined account for just over half of 

the increased delay. In the evening time 

period, TN Cs are responsible for 69% of the 

increased delay, and for about 40% of the 

total delay. 

Similarly, during the AM peak, midday, and 

PM peak periods, TNCs cause about 40% 

of the increased vehicle miles travelled, 

while employment and population growth 

combined are responsible for about 60% of 

the increased VMT. However, in the evening 

time period, TNCs are responsible for over 

61 % of the increased VMT and for about 9% 

of total VMT. 

TNCs are responsible for about 45%-55% 

of the decline in average speed during most 

times of day, and are responsible for 75% of 

the declines in speed during the evening 

time period. 
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FIGURE 4. % CHANGE IN VEHICLE HOURS OF DELAY 
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WHERE DO TNCS AFFECT CONGESTION? 
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TN Cs increase congestion throughout the city, but their effects are concentrated in the densest parts of the city, and along 

many of the city's busiest corridors, as shown in Figure 4. In Supervisorial District 6, TN Cs add almost 6,000 daily hours of 

delay, accounting for about 45% of the increased delay, and 30% of total weekday delay. In District 3, TNCs add almost 5,000 

daily hours of delay, accounting for almost 75% of the increased delay and about 50% of total delay. TN Cs are responsible 

for approximately 40%-60% of increases in VMT in many areas of the city. District 6 and District 10 have experienced 

the greatest increases in VMT between 2010 and 2016, and TN Cs account for 41 % and 32% of the increases in these 

districts, respectively. 

6 
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FIGURE 5. CHANGE IN VEHICLE HOURS OF DELAY BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT BY FACTOR 
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I t 
In recent years, the vehicles of transportation network 

companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft have become 

ubiquitous in San Francisco and many other cities. TNCs 

are charter party carriers as defined by the California Public 

Utilities Commission that provide transportation services, 

facilitated by smartphone apps that allow people to request 

and pay forrides sourced from a pool ofavailable drivers. It is 

estimated that the worldwide total number of rides on Uber 

and Lyft grew from 190 million in 2014 to over 2 billion by 

mid-2016 (1). In San Francisco, TNC trips were estimated to 

comprise about 15% of all intra-San Francisco vehicle trips 

and 9% of all intra-San Francisco person trips in 2016, as 

documented in the San Francisco County Transportation 

Authority's 2017 report "TN Cs Today."(2) 

The rapid growth of TN Cs is attributable to the numerous 

advantages and conveniences that TNCs provide over other 

modes of transportation, including point-to-point services, 

ease of reserving rides, shorter wait times, lower fares, ease 

of payment, and real-time communication with drivers. 

Some of these advantages are the product of the technical 

innovations such as directly connecting travelers and drivers, 

and using the location-enabled features of smartphones. 

Other advantages derive from the relatively light regulatory 

requirements under which TN Cs operate compared to taxis 

and other for-hire vehicles. Unlike the taxi fleet, which is 

capped by the number of taxi medallions, there is no limit to 

the number of TN Cs that can operate in the city, and TN Cs 

8 

are not subject to price controls, geographic service area 

requirements, disabled access obligations, vehicle emissions 

requirements, or other taxi requirements. The availability of 

this new travel alternative provides improved mobility for 

some San Francisco residents, workers and visitors, who 

make over one million TNC trips in San Francisco every 

week. These TNC trips may also contribute to increased 

congestion. 

In last year's "TNCs Today" report, the Transportation 

Authority provided information about the number, timing, 

and location of intra-San Francisco TNC trips. The report 

also included estimates of the number of TNC drivers and 

vehicles on the road and reported important measures such 

as the number of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) generated 

by TN Cs. However, the TN Cs Today report did not address 

the implications of these trips on transportation network 

performance, such as roadway congestion. If all TNC trips 

simply replace private vehicle trips, then TNC trips may 

have a limited impact on roadway congestion. But if TNC 

trips replace walk, bike, and transit trips, or if they induce 

entirely new vehicle trips, TNC trips may have a more 

significant effect on congestion. In addition, the timing and 

location of TNC trips is important. TNC trips that occur 

during peak periods in the densest parts of the city likely 

have a greater effect on congestion than TNC trips that 

occur during off peak periods in less dense areas. 
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The purpose of this report is to identify how TNCs have 

affected roadway congestion in San Francisco between 

2010 and 2016. This information is needed to help the 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority fulfill 

its role as the Congestion Management Agency for San 

Francisco County. As the Congestion Management Agency, 

the Transportation Authority is required by state law to 

monitor congestion and adopt plans for mitigating traffic 

congestion that falls below certain thresholds. The report is 

also intended to inform the Transportation Authority board 

which is comprised of the members of the San Francisco 

Board of Supervisors, as well as other state and local policy­

makers, the general public, and TNCs themselves on the 

relationship between TN Cs and congestion in San Francisco. 

This document: 

• Identifies common measures of roadway 
congestion; 

• Discusses factors that contribute roadway 
congestion; and 

• Quantifies the relative contributions of different 
factors, including population, employment, road 
network changes, and TNCs, to observed changes 
in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 
2016, by location and time of day. 

This report shows how congestion has changed in San 

Francisco between 2010 and 2016 using_ well-established 

metrics such as vehicle hours of delay (VHD), vehicle miles 

travelled (VMT), and average speeds. It also estimates how 

much different factors, including TN Cs, employment growth, 

population growth, and changes to the transportation 

system such as the addition of bike lanes and transit red 

carpet lanes, contribute to these changes in congestion. 

The data used to develop this report comes from several 

sources. Changes in measures of congestion are based on 

INRIX data, a commercial dataset which combines several 

real-time GPS monitoring sources with data from highway 

performance monitoring systems. TNC information is 

based on the profile of local TNC usage in San Francisco 

documented in the TNCs Today report. The original TNC 

data was gathered by researchers at Northeastern University 

from the Application Programming Interfaces (APis) of 

Uber and Lyft, and subsequently processed into imputed 

in-service and out-of-service trips by Transportation 

? 

Authority staff. Changes in population, employment and 

network configurations are based on detailed information 

developed by the San Francisco Planning Department, 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). 

Panel regression models, which are statistical models used 

to evaluate changes over time, were used to estimate the 

relationship between TN Cs and congestion. Travel demand 

models, which simulate travel based on observed behavior, 

provide the ability to control for changes in population, 

employment, network capacities and other factors 

independently, and network supply models which estimate 

changes in speeds based on network capacities and demand, 

were used to control for changes in population, employment, 

network capacities and other factors independently. Panel 

regression models, travel demand models, and network 

supply models are well established in practice. 

The report builds upon the TN Cs Today report by answering 

the question of whether TNCs contribute to congestion in 

San Francisco, and by how much relative to other factors. 

However, it does not address other key questions, such as the 

effects of TN Cs on safety, transit ridership, or other potential 

longer-term effects such as changes in vehicle ownership or 

residential and employment location. Subsequent reports 

by the Transportation Authority and the SFMTA will seek 

to address these important analytic and policy questions 

in depth and will be complemented through the larger 

Emerging Mobility Services and Technology (EMST) policy 

framework. The development of the countywide plan (the 

San Francisco Transportation Plan) within the ConnectSF 

long-range planning program, being undertaken by the 

Transportation Authority in coordination with other City 

agencies, will also make use of this report's findings. This 

report is research-oriented and does not include policy 

recommendations, but rather seeks to provide knowledge 

needed by the Transportation Authority board, other policy­

makers, and the general public to make informed decisions. 
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Congestion means different things to different people. Some 

people may perceive congestion based on travel speeds, 

while others may consider travel time delays or vehicle miles 

traveled as a more meaningful indicators of congestion. This 

report uses three common measures of roadway congestion: 

VEHI u OF D 

Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) is a measure of the overall 

amount of excess time vehicles spend in congestion. It is the 

difference between congested travel time and freeflow travel 

time on a given link, weighted by the number of vehicle trips 

on that link. For example, if during a given time period the 

congested travel time on a link is 1 minute greater than the 

freeflow time on that link, and 60 vehicles traverse that link 

during this time period, it will result in one hour of VHD 

(1 minute of delay per vehicle * 60 vehicles = 60 minutes 

of delay). 

l 0 

HI Ml 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is a measure of the overall 

amount of motor vehicle travel, as measured in distance, 

that occurs on the network. It is the length of network links, 

weighted by the number of vehicle trips on these links. VMT 

is a key metric used in San Francisco, the Bay Area region 

(via Plan Bay Area) and the state, to evaluate transportation 

system performance. San Francisco additionally utilizes 

VMT to evaluate environmental impacts of land 

development projects. 

0 

Speed is simply the average speed of vehicles on a given link 

during a given time period. 
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Population and employment changes can directly affect 

roadway congestion. Increases in population will lead to 

increases in trip-making as people seek to participate in 

activities such as working, shopping, and going to school. 

Depending on travelers' choices of travel modes (such 

as walking, biking, taking transit, or driving), roadway 

motor vehicle congestion may be affected. Between 2010 

and 2016, the population of San Francisco increased 8.8% 

from approximately 805,000 people to 876,000 (3). While 

about half of San Francisco trips are by walking, transit, and 

biking, a significant share of trips involve private vehicles, 

likely leading to increased congestion. Similarly, increases in 

employment lead to total travel as more people go to work. 

Between 2010 and 2016, employment in San Francisco 

increased significantly (28.4%) from approximately 545,000 

jobs to over 700,000 jobs (4). According to the Census, 

approximately 48% of commute trips to, from or within San 

Francisco were by automobile. 

! I 

N 

Changes to network capacities affect roadway congestion. 

Increases in roadway capacity may alleviate motor vehicle 

congestion, at least in the short term, while decreases in 

roadway capacity may increase congestion. The analyses in 

this paper capture capacity changes between 2010 and 2016 

and therefore encompass network capacity changes such as 

the rebuilding of Doyle Drive and medium-term changes 

such as the reallocation of right-of-way to transit red carpet 

lanes and bicycle lanes. To a more limited extent, the analyses 

could reflect short-term changes in capacity, for example 

the effect on congestion of construction-related, permitted 

lane closures that may temporarily reduce capacity for 

a number of days or hours. However, there is no data on 

unpermitted short-term capacity reductions associated 

with construction, delivery or other activities, and thus they 

are not considered in this analysis. In addition to roadway 

network changes, changes to transit network capacities may 

influence roadway congestion by inducing people to shift 

modes or take new trips, and are included in this analysis. 

As the TNCs Today report documents, TNCs comprise 

a significant share of intra-San . Francisco travel. TNCs 

may decrease congestion by inducing mode shifts to 

more sustainable modes by providing first- and last­

mile connections to transit services, or by reducing auto 

ownership levels and thus incentivizing people to make 

more transit, bike and walk trips. In addition, higher TNC 
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vehicle passenger occupancies resulting from "ridesplitting" 

where TNCs are shared concurrently could, in theory, 

reduce the number of vehicles trips if they are replacing 

a trip that would otherwise be in a vehicle with fewer 

occupants. Conversely, TNCs may increase congestion if 

their convenience causes a walk, transit, or bike trip to shift 

to a TNC vehicle trip. According to recent studies, between 

43% and 61% of TNC trips substitute for transit, walk, or 

bike travel or would not have been made at all (5,6,7,8). TNC 

passenger pick up and drop off activity may also result in 

increased congestion by disturbing the flow in curb lanes 

or traffic lanes. Finally, out-of-service miles (or "deadhead" 

miles) resulting from TNCs repositioning themselves to 

more optimal locations for getting new passengers, or 

from driving to pick up passengers who have reserved rides 

(whether single passenger or shared), also increases the 

amount of vehicular traffic and congestion. 

12 

OTHER FACTORS 

Given the rapid pace of technological change in the 

transportation sector, other factors may also be contributing 

to changes in congestion. For example, increased use of 

online shopping and delivery services might exacerbate 

roadway congestion due to an increase in delivery vehicle 

trips and loading durations. Conversely, if these deliveries 

are in place of multiple vehicle trips that would have been 

made by individuals, they may reduce roadway congestion. 

New emerging mobility alternatives such as dockless shared 

bikes and scooters may reduce congestion if they induce 

mode shifts away from vehicle trips, though if these trips are 

shifted from transit, walk, or bike their effect on congestion 

would likely be minimal. 
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FIGURE 7. PERCENT CHANGE IN OBSERVED PM PEAi< SPEEDS (2010-2016) 
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Measures of roadway congestion (VHD, VMT, Speed) were calculated from observed roadway conditions in both November­

December 2010 (before) and November-December 2016 (after), consistent with the TNC data, which was collected in 

November-December 2016. The observed roadway conditions are derived using the GPS- and fleet-based speed data licensed 

from INRIX. The analysis was conducted using directional segments known as Traffic Messaging Channels (TMCs), which 

average about 0.3 miles long. For each analysis year, data was aggregated to these TM Cs and averaged across days to represent 

average weekday conditions for five times-of-day (TODs). Figure 7 illustrates the percent change in observed PM peak 

speeds for all TMCs. 

13 
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FIGURE 8. PICKUPS AND DROPOFFS PER MILE 
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Background growth data was derived from San Francisco's travel demand model, SF-CHAMP. SF-CHAMP produces estimates 

of traffic volumes on all roads in San Francisco and requires inputs describing factors such as population, employment, and 

multi-modal transportation network capacity and performance. For this analysis, each one of these factors was individually 

controlled for in SF-CHAMP, which provides the ability to understand the relative contributions of these factors to overall 

changes in congestion. The version of SF-CHAMP used in this study was calibrated to 2010 conditions and does not account 

for TNCs. This means that when the model is run for 2016 inputs, it provides a "counterfactual" estimate of congestion if 

TN Cs did not exist. 

TNCS 

TNC information was based on data originally gathered.by researchers at Northeastern University from the Application 

Programming Interfaces (APis) of Uber and Lyft that show the locations of available vehicles to mobile apps, and then 

was shared with the Transportation Authority. The data was collected from mid-November to mid-December of 2016, 

excluding dates around the Thanksgiving 2016 holiday. Transportation Authority staff then processed the data to impute 

estimates of out-of-service TNC volumes, in-service volumes, and pickups and dropoffs by directional link and time-of-day. 

This information was the basis for the TNCs Today, which is the only detailed profile of local TNC usage in San FrancisGo. 

Figure 8 shows the average number of pickups and dropoffs per mile on TMC segments. Detailed descriptions of the data 

preparation process can be found here (2) and here (20). Note that, due to the data collection methodology, estimates of 

TNC volumes and pickups and dropoff reflect only intra-SF TNC trips, and are thus an underestimate of total TNC activity. 

'14 
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DUM 

It was not possible to incorporate all the potential 

factors contributing to changes in congestion into this 

analysis, primarily because there is little available data 

describing these factors. For example, there is no source for 

comprehensive citywide information on how freight and 

commercial delivery and loading volumes and durations have 

changed between 2010 and 2016. The SF-CHAMP model 

data does incorporate some information on background 

growth in freight and commercial vehicle volumes through 

its commercial vehicle model. While the SF-CHAMP model 

is insensitive to increased levels of home shopping such as 

Amazon, as well as use of more recent emerging delivery 

services, in the most congested parts of San Francisco, 

commercial and freight deliveries typically use commercial 

vehicle loading zones (both on-street and off-street) in order 

to minimize the interruption of traffic flow. In fact, recent 

data from the San Francisco Police Department indicates 

that TNCs account for over 75% of citations downtown for 

blocking lanes of traffic (22). 

Visitor travel in San Francisco has also increased significantly 

between 2010 and 2016. However, visitor travel is estimated 

to represent less than 5% of travel in San Francisco, and 

recent survey data indicates that TNCs are used less 

frequently by visitors than Muni and BART, although this is 

likely changing as TNCs become more ubiquitous. Increases 

in pedestrian travel might also impede traffic flow due to 

turning movements or other conflicts, but there is no data 

available to indicate whether increases in pedestrians in San 

Francisco have reduced auto speeds. Changing demographics 

may also contribute to increased TNC usage, as the National 

Household Travel Survey indicates that people with higher 

incomes appear to make more TNC trips. Finally, while this 

research does address changes in network capacity resulting 

from major transportation and land use projects, due to a 

lack of data it could not incorporate temporary unpermitted 

disruptions in traffic resulting, for example, from short­

term construction activities. 

15 
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In order to identify how TN Cs and other factors may have 

affected roadway congestion in San Francisco between 

2010 and 2016, two stages of analysis were performed. The 

first stage quantifies the contribution of TNCs to changes 

in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016 by 

estimating a statistical fixed-effect panel regression .model 

and then applying this model to identify the relationship 

between the change in TNC activity and the change in 

roadway congestion measures between 2010 and 2016, 

assuming zero TN Cs in 2010 and observed TNC levels (from 

TNCs Today study) in 2016. Observed TNC levels includes 

in-service TNC volumes, out-of-service TNC volumes, and 

TN C pick up and drop off activity. Estimates of the combined 

effect of the growth of non-TNC factors such as population, 

employment, and network changes are derived from the SF­

CHAMP activity-based model system. Because the estimated 

model relies on the transformation of the observed speed 

data as the dependent variable in the regression analysis, we 

refer to this stage as the empirical analysis. 

In the second stage, a scenario analysis, the SF-CHAMP 

activity-based demand model was again used, this time 

to systematically estimate the individual contributions 

to changes in roadway congestion of the factors of 

transportation network supply change, population change, 

employment change, and TNCs. 

A distinguishing feature of both stages of the analysis was 

that it they were performed at a disaggregate level, using 

the previously described 1400 INRIX "Traffic Messaging 

Channels" (TMCs) or directional roadway segments, and 

across five times of day. The TMCs are approximately 0.3 

miles long in San Francisco, on average. The spatial and 

temporal detail is important because adding vehicles 

does not always have the same effect on travel speeds: an 

additional vehicle on an uncongested segment in the early 

AM has a very different effect on delay than an additional 

vehicle on a downtown segment during the PM peak. 
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RICAL 
This study is structured as a before-and-after assessment 

between 2010 conditions when TNC activity was negligible 

and 2016 conditions when it was significant. We derived 

measures of roadway conditions in both years from GPS­

based speed data licensed from INRIX as previously 

described. We estimated the relationship between the 

change in TNC activity and the change in roadway travel 

time, assuming zero TNCs in 2010, and incorporating a 

2016 "counterfactual" scenario in which TN Cs do not exist. 

We do this using a fixed-effects panel data regression model 

(9). The fixed-effects models estimate coefficients based 

on the change between 2010 and 2016 conditions. There 

is precedent for using both before-and-after analysis and 

panel data models in transportation analysis, including to 

study changes in congestion (10), TNC growth (11), and the 

effects of new technology (12). 

We converted the observed travel times to implied volumes 

usingr volume-delay functions (VDFs), This time-implied 

volume is the model's dependent variable, and the conversion 

ensures that it is linearly related to the background volumes 

and TNC volumes. There is one observation for each 

directional roadway segment, for each time-of-day, with 

data in 2010 and in 2016 for each observation. To control 

for road and transit network changes, as well as changes 

in socioeconomic conditions, the model includes the 

TABLE 1 FIXED-EFFECTS PANEL ESTIMATION RESULTS 

Variable 

SF-CHAMP background volume 

Presidio Parkway scaling factor 

TNC Volume 

background traffic volume as a variable, as estimated by SF­

CHAMP version 5.2. Because SF-CHAMP version 5.2 does 

not account for TNCs, this background traffic reflects the 

expected traffic volume change with no TNCs. The model 

also includes measures of TNC activity for each observation, 

with those measures set to zero in 2010. Table 1 shows the 

model estimation results. 

The estimated parameter on the SF-CHAMP background 

volume is approximately 0.92, not significantly different 

than 1. This is logical, because we expect that each vehicle 

added in background traffic should have an effect on 

congestion of adding about 1 vehicle to the implied volume. 

The Presidio Parkway scaling factor accounts for major 

construction that was underway on those links in 2010 but 

not 2016. 

We include two measures of time and location-specific TNC 

activity. The TNC volume parameter measures net effect 

of TN Cs. If TN Cs purely substitute for other car trips, the 

estimated TNC parameter should be O as they substitute for 

other vehicles already counted in the background volumes. 

Negative values would be consistent with TNCs reducing 

traffic, while a value of positive 1 would be consistent 

with TNCs purely adding itself to background traffic. The 

estimated coefficient of 0.69 can be interpreted as meaning 

that TNCs do not purely add to traffic through induced 

travel or shifts from non-vehicular modes. 

Parameter Standard Error T -statistic 

0.9172 0.0541 16.952 

-0.3648 0.0189 -19.327 

0.6864 0;0720 9.5387 

Average impact duration of TNC PUDO on major arterials [s) 144.75 7.7195 18.751 

Average impact duration of TNC PUDO on minor arterials [s) 

Number of Entities 

Number of Time Periods 

R-squared between groups 

R-squared within groups 

16 

79.486 12.114 

7081 

2 

0.5819 

0.2985 

6.5617 
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The pick-up and drop-off (PUDO) parameters represent the 

average number of seconds that a pick-up or drop-off disrupts 

traffic in the curb lane. Details of the PUDO specification are 

documented elsewhere (13). Locally collected data show that 

the average time needed for a passenger to board or alight 

from passenger vehicles such as TNCs and taxis is about 1 

minute. The higher average impact durations estimated in 

these models suggest that the traffic disruption persists 

after the stopped vehicle departs because additional time is 

needed for traffic flow to recover to its pre-PUDO condition. 

We applied the estimated model to assess network-wide 

performance metrics for three scenarios: 

• 2010: reflecting observed 2010 conditions, when no 
TN Cs were present; 

• 2016 Counterfactual: represents a counterfactual 
scenario of what 2016 conditions would be if there 
were no TN Cs; 

• 2016 TNC: the full application of the model to 2016 
conditions 

The first and last scenarios are directly comparable to the 

observed speed data. The 2016 counterfactual scenario 

is derived by including the 2016 SF-CHAMP background 

traffic growth and Presidio Parkway scaling factor, but 

setting the TNC variables to zero. 

0 ANALYSIS 

While the empirical analysis allows us to quantify the 

contribution of TNCs to changes in congestion in San 

Francisco between 2010 and 2016, it does not provide insights 

into the relative contributions of other potential causes of 

change in roadway performance. To decompose these other 

factors, the SF-CHAMP model was used to perform a series 

of systematic scenario analyses. 

We test each scenario using San Francisco's SF-CHAMP travel 

demand model. SF-CHAMP is an activity-based travel demand 

model that simulates the daily movements of individual 

travelers for a synthetic population in the 9-county San 

Francisco Bay Area (14,15,16). It has a long history of being 

successfully used to evaluate a range of policy and planning 

scenarios (17,18). We use version 5.2.0, which was calibrated 

to 2010 conditions and does not, on its own, include TNCs 

as a mode. Observed TNC travel flows and volumes based 

on the TNCs Today data set are used to account for TNCs. 

The remaining inputs, including transportation networks, 

population and employment data are not forecasts, but have 

been updated to reflect actual 2010 and 2016 conditions. 

17 

2010: Conditions in year 2010, assuming the effect 
of TN Cs is negligible. This is just the 2010 base SF­
CHAMP model run, which ~as calibrated to observed 
2010 conditions. 

2016 Network Changes: A hypothetical scenario 
that shows what 2016 system performance would 
look like if changes to the transportation networks 
(both roadway and transit) were the only things that 
changed between 2010 and 2016. 

2016 Network and Population Changes: A 
hypothetical scenario that shows what 2016 system 
conditions would look like if both the transportation 
network and population changed between 2010 
and 2016. 

2016 Network, Population and Employment 
Changes: Also referred to as the "2016 
Counterfactual" this is a hypothetical scenario that 
shows what 2016 would look like if all the observed 
network, population and employment changes 
occurred, but ifTNCs had not been introduced 
in San Francisco. 

2016 TNC: This scenario incorporates all the assumed 
growth in population and employment between 
2010 and 2016, changes to the roadway and transit 
networks, and also includes the effect ofTNC 
in-service volumes, TNC out-of-service volumes, and 
TNC pick up and drop off activity. This scenario 
also accounts for mode shifts to TN Cs from other 
travel modes. 

With these scenarios, it was possible to estimate the 

incremental effects on congestion of network change, 

population change, employment change, and the introduction 

ofTNCs in San Francisco. Additional technical details related 

to these scenarios are documented in other reports (19). 
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N ANALYSIS 

These two stages of analysis result in network performance 

metrics for a total of five scenarios, three of which are 

available in both stages of analysis: 2010 Base, 2016 

Counterfactual, and 2016 with TNCs. For the three 

overlapping scenarios, the relative contribution of TNCs 

to the change in congestion is similar in direction and 

magnitude, with the empirical analysis (which directly 

reflects observed speed changes) showing a somewhat 

greater share of the increase in congestion attributable to 

TNCs. Table 2 shows the relative contribution of TNCs 

to each of the congestion metrics for the two stages of 

the analysis. 

TABLE 2. CONTRIBUTION OF mes TO CHANGE IN CONGESTION 
BY ANALYSIS STAGE 

Vehicle Hours of Delay 

Vehicle Miles of Travel 

Speed 

64% 

44% 

65% 

51% 

47% 

55% 

For the re~ults presented here, the shares from the scenario 

analysis are applied to the total change in congestion from 

the empirical analysis to obtain a best estimate of the 

specific contribution of each factor to changes in network 

performance. This represents a lower-bound estimate 

of the effects of TNCs on congestion, relative to the 

estimated effect of TN Cs on congestion as estimated in the 

empirical analysis. 

18 

Traffic congestion has been getting worse since 2009. 

The Transportation Authority's Congestion Management 

Program (CMP) monitoring indicates that average AM peak 

arterial travel speeds have decreased since 2009 by -26%, 

while PM peak arterial speeds have decreased by -27% 

during this same time period. On freeways, average AM 

peak speeds have decreased by-30%, while average PM peak 

freeway speeds have decreased by almost -16% (21). 

FIGURE 9. SAN FRANCISCO ARTERIAL AND FREEWAY SPEEDS 
[2009-2017) 
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FIGURE 10. 2009 PM PEAf< LEVEL OF SERVICE 

FIGURE 11. 2017 PM PEAK LEVEL OF SERVICE 
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Figure 10 and 11 shows this change visually 

by mapping the PM peak roadway level-of­

service (LOS) in 2009 and 2017, with the 

data showing lower level-of-service in 2017. 

LOS is a traffic engineering concept, based 

on volume to capacity (v/c) relationships 

of a given roadway facility, used to evaluate 

the operating conditions on a roadway. LOS 

describes operating conditions on a scale of 

A to F, with "N.' describing free flow, and "F" 

describing bumper-to-bumper conditions. 

This corresponds to the period in which 

TNCs emerged. 
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Given the significant worsening of congestion in San Francisco in recent years, a critical question is whether, and to what 

degree, TNCs have affected congestion. Using the congestion measures, data, and methods previously described, it appears 

that TN Cs contributed approximately 50% of the overall increases in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016, 

although this varies widely by neighborhood and time-of-day. Employment and population growth-an expression of greater 

economic activity in the city that encompasses the driving activity of all non-TNC travelers/motorists-account for the other 

half of the increase in congestion. 

FIGURE 12. TOTAL DELAY AND CHANGE IN DELAY 
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FIGURE 13. SHARE OF CHANGE IN DELAY BY FACTOR 
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VEHICLE HOURS OF DELAY 

Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) is the number 

of extra hours that vehicles are in traffic 

beyond what they would have experienced 

under uncongested "free flow" conditions. 

Figure 12 indicates that daily vehicle hours 

of delay increased on study roadways from 

approximately 65,000 hours in 2010 to 

over 105,000 hours in 2016 with TNCs, an 

increase of 62%. In the counterfactual 2016 

scenario, where TNCs are unavailable and 

travelers use other modes, the daily vehicle 

hours of delay are approximately 79,000, an 

increase of 22% over 2010. This suggests 

that TNCs are responsible for about 25% 

of the total delay on monitored streets 

(the difference between 105,000 hours and 

79,000 hours of delay in 2016). 

Figure 13 illustrates how much each 

of the factors contributes to changes 

in delay between 2010 and 2016. TNCs 

account for 51 % of the increase in delay. 

Population change and employment change 

are responsible for just under 4 7% of the 

increase in delay, and network changes 

account for only about 2% of additional 
delay. 
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The amount of vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, that is generated is a fundamental measure of transportation system 

performance. Higher levels ofVMT are associated with greater levels of emissions of greenhouse gases such as CO2 as well as 

other pollutants. In addition, higher levels of VMT are also associated with greater roadway congestion. The VMT estimates 

in this report include both in-service and out-of-service VMT generated by TNCs on San Francisco roadway segments for 

which INRIX speed monitoring data is available. In-service VMT refers to the vehicle miles traveled when transporting a 

passenger. Out-of-service VMT refers to the vehicle miles traveled while circulating to pickup a passenger. 

FIGURE 14. TOTAL I/MT AND CHANGE IN I/MT 
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FIGURE 15. SHARE OF CHANGE IN VMT BY FACTOR 
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Figure 14 indicates that daily VMT 

on study roadways increased from 

approximately 4.9 million miles in 2010 to 

5.6 million miles in 2016 on study roadways 

on a typical weekday, an increase of 13%. In 

the counterfactual 2016 scenario, where 

TNCs are unavailable and travelers used 

other modes, daily VMT increases to 5.3 

million miles, an increase of approximately 

7%. The relative increases in VMT are lower 

than the relative increases in hours of delay 

due to the non-linear relationship between 

traffic and delay. One additional VMT in 

congested conditions increases delay more 

than one additional VMT in uncongested 

conditions. TNCs also contribute relatively 

more to delay than to VMT because of the 

additional delay associated with TNC pick 

up and drop off activity does not result in 

additional VMT. 

Figure 15 illustrates the sources for the 

changes in VMT between 2010 and 2016. 

TNCs are estimated to account for 47% 

of the increase in VMT, and about 5% of 

total VMT in 2016. Population change and 

employment change are responsible for 

just over 52% of the increase in VMT, and 

network changes account for about 1 % of 

changes in VMT. 
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FIGURE 16. AVERAGE SPEEDS AND CHANGE IN SPEEDS 
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The average speed captures a length­

weighted estimate of the speeds on all study 

roadways. Figure 16 indicates that average 

speeds decreased from just over 24.0 miles 

per hour (mph) in 2010 to approximately 

20.9 mph in 2016, a decline of 13%. In the 

counterfactual 2016 scenario, where TNCs 

are unavailable and travelers used other 

modes, average speeds decline by only 4%. 

Figure 17 illustrates the sources for the 

changes in speed between 2010 and 2016. 

TNCs account for 55% of the decrease in 

speeds. Population change and employment 

change are responsible for just over 41 % of 

the decrease in speeds, and network changes 

decrease speeds by approximately 4%. 
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TNC usage varies by time-of-day, and thus affects congestion differently at different times of day. An additional vehicle on 

the roadway during congested time periods results in more congestion than an additional vehicle during uncongested time 

periods. The following summaries use five times of day derived from the SF-CHAMP model, which vary in length: the AM 

peak, PM peak, and early AM periods are 3 hours long, while the midday and evening periods are 6.5 and 8.5 hours long, 

respectively. The figures below demonstrate that TNCs significantly contribute to increased congestion across all times of 

day, especially in the evening, but during the AM and PM peaks and the midday as well. 

H OF 

FIGURE 18. DELAY BY TIME PERIOD 
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FIGURE 19. CHANGE IN DELAY BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR 
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. Figure 18 compares the VHD from 2010 

to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which 

TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with 

TNC scenario. This figure shows that TNCs 

increased VHD in all time periods relative 

to 2016 No TNC scenario. The greatest 

total increases in delay occurred during the 

midday and evening period. TNCs increase 

delay in the evening from 23% without TN Cs 

to 106% in reality, and increase the delay in 

the midday from 25% without TN Cs to over 

60%, and also increase delay significantly in 

the PM and AM peak periods. 

Figure 19 illustrates the total increase 

in delay between 2010 and 2016, as well 

as the share of this delay caused by TNCs, 

network changes, population changes and 

employment changes. During the AM peak, 

midday, and PM peak periods, TN Cs cause 

between 43% and 48% of the increased delay 

and about 20% of total delay. Employment 

growth and population growth combined 

account for just over half of the increased 

delay. In the evening time period, TNCs are 

responsible for almost 70% of the increased 

delay, and for about 40% of the total delay. 
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FIGURE 20. VMT BY TIME PERIOD 
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FIGURE 21. CHANGE IN VMT BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR 
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Figure 20 compares the VMT from 2010 

to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which 

TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with 

TNC scenario. This figure shows that TNCs 

increased VMT in all time periods relative 

to 2016 No TNC scenario, with the greatest 

increases occurring during the midday and 

evening period. 

Figure 21 illustrates the total increase 

in VMT between 2010 and 2016, as well 

as the share of this delay caused by TNCs, 

network changes, population changes and 

employment changes. TNCs contribution 

to increased VMT varies by time period. 

During the AM peak, midday, and PM 

peak periods, TNCs cause about 40% 

of the increased vehicle miles travelled, 

while employment and population growth 

combined are responsible for about 60% of 

the increased VMT. However, in the evening 

time period, TNCs are responsible for over 

61 % of the increased VMT and for about 9% 

of total VMT. 
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FIGIJRE 22 SPEED BY TIME PERIOD 
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FIGURE 23. CHANGE IN SPEED BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR 
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Figure 22 compares speeds from 2010 to 

the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs 

don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC 

scenario. This figure shows that average 

speeds have declined across all time periods, 

but that this decline has been exacerbated 

byTNCs. 

Figure 23 shows the decrease in average 

speeds between 2010 and 2016, as well as 

the share of this delay caused by different 

factors. The decline in average evening 

speeds has been most precipitous, dropping 

over 4 miles per hour, with almost 75% of 

this change attributable to TNCs. Speed 

decreases during the other time periods 

were about 3 miles per hour, with about 

45%-55% of this decrease caused by TN Cs. 
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FIGURE 24. SAN FRANCISCO SUPERVISOR DISTRICTS 

e 

I 
TNC usage varies across the city, and thus affects congestion differently in different neighborhoods. An additional vehicle 

on the roadway in more congested areas results in more congestion than an additional vehicle in less congested areas. The 

following sections first use maps to illustrate overall changes in the congestion measures on the INRIX segments, followed 

by supervisorial district-level charts. Figure 24 illustrates the San Francisco Supervisor districts. The subsequent figures 

demonstrate that TN Cs significantly contribute to increased congestion, especially in the densest parts of the city. 

26 
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FIGURE 25. % CHANGE IN DELAY INRIX SEGMENT 
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Figure 25 shows the percent increase in VHD between the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TN Cs don't exist, and to the 2016 

with TNC scenario. It indicates that the greatest increases in delay occurred in the core northeastern quadrant, as well as 

along key corridors such the Mission corridor. 

27 
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FIGURE 26. DELAY BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT 
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Figure 26 compares the delay from 2010 to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TN Cs don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC 

scenario. This figure shows that TNCs increased delay in all districts relative to 2016 No TNC scenario. The greatest total 

increases in delay occurred in District 3 and District 6. The greatest relative increase in delay occurred in District 3, while the 

greatest total amount of delay occurred in District 6. 

FIGURE 27. HOURS OF DELAY BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT 
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Figure 27 illustrates the total increase in delay between 2010 and 2016, as well as the share of this delay caused by TNCs, 

network changes, population changes and employment changes. The greatest increases in delay occurred in Districts 3 and 6, 

with approximately 73% of the increase in delay in District 3 due to TN Cs, and about 45% of the increase in delay in District 

6 due to TNCs. We estimate that approximately 36% of total delay in District 3 and District 6 combined is due to TNCs. 

28 
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FIGURE 28. % CHANGE IN VMT BY INRIX SEGMENT 
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Figure 28 shows the percent increase in VMT between the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TN Cs don't exist, and to the 2016 

with TNC scenario. It indicates that the greatest increases in vehicle miles travelled occurred along key corridors, and with 

general increases in the northeast quadrant. 
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FIGURE 29. VMT BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT 

1,200,000 

1,000,000 

800,000 

600,000 

400,000 

.

1
······.:·o·:. % 24% Jl 

200,000 

0 

D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7 DB D9 D10 D11 

1 2010 111 2016 No TNC 111 2016 With TNC 

Figure 29 compares the VMT from 2010 to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TN Cs don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC 

scenario. The percentage change shown is relative to the 2010 Base scenario. This figure shows that TN Cs increased VMT in 

all districts relative to 2016 No TNC scenario, with the greatest total increases occurring in Districts 6 and District 10, and 

the greatest relative increase occurring in District 3. 

FIGURE 30. CHANGE IN VMT BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT BY FACTOR 
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Figure 30 illustrates the total increase in VMT between 2010 and 2016, as well as the share of this delay caused by TN Cs, 

network changes, population changes and employment changes. As noted, the greatest total increases occurred in Districts 

6 and 10. TN Cs accounted for 44% and 35% the increased VMT in these districts, respectively. While the total increase in 

VMT in Districts 3 and 5 were less than observ~d in other districts, the share of this increase attributable to TN Cs in these 

districts was over 70%, the highest in the city. 
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FIGURE 31. % CHANGE IN SPEED BY INRIX SEGMENT 
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Figure 31 shows the percent decrease in speed between the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the 

2016 with TNC scenario. It indicates that the greatest decreases in speeds occurred South of Market, Downtown, and along 

the Embarcadero and with general increases in the northeast quadrant. 
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FIGURE 32. SPEED (MILES PER HOURI BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT 
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Figure 32 compares speeds from 2010 to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TN Cs don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC 

scenario. The percentage change shown is relative to the 2010 Base scenario. This figure shows that average speeds have 

declined in all districts, with the greatest relative declines between the 2016 No TNC and 2016 With TNC scenarios occurring 

in Districts 3, 6, 5 and 9. Overall speeds were lowest in District 3 and highest in District 10. 

FIGURE 33. CHANGE IN SPEED BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT BY FACTOR 
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Figure 33 shows the decrease in average speeds in each District between 2010 and 2016, as well as the share of this delay 

caused by different factors. The greatest declines in speed occurred in Districts 9 and 10. While almost 50% of this decline was 

due to TN Cs in District 9, only 27% of the decline in District 10 was due to TN Cs. Districts 3 and 6 also experienced notable 

declines in speed, with 82% of the decline in speed in District 3 attributable to TNCs. Note that the more than half of the 

decline in speeds in District 6 is attributable to employment and population growth. 

32 
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Congestion in San Francisco worsened between 2010 

and 2016. The Transportation Authority's Congestion 

Management Program monitoring indicates that average 

AM peak arterial travel speeds decreased since 2009 by 

-26%, while PM peak arterial speeds have decreased by-27% 

during this same time period. Vehicle hours of delay on 

the study roadways increased by 40,000 hours on a typical 

weekday, while vehicle miles travelled on study roadways 

increased by over 600,000 miles on a typical weekday. In 

addition, travel times have become less reliable. 

During this period significant changes occurred in San 

Francisco. Roadway and transit networks changed, including 

the rebuilding of Doyle Drive, the implementation of transit 

red carpet lanes, and the expansion of the bicycle network. 

San Francisco added 70,000 new residents and over 150,000 

new jobs, and these new residents and workers add more 

trips to the city's transportation network. Finally, new 

mobility alternatives emerged, most visibly TNCs. TNCs 

have become an important travel option in San Francisco. 

33 

By late 2016, TNCs were estimated to generate over one 

million intra-San Francisco vehicle trips in a typical week, 

representing approximately 15% of all intra-SF vehicle 

trips, and the number and share of TNC trips in San 

Francisco has undoubtedly increased since 2016. The rapid 

growth ofTNCs is attributable to the numerous advantages 

and conveniences that TNCs provide over other modes 

of transportation, and the availability of this new travel 

alternative has undeniably provided improved mobility for 

many San Francisco residents and workers. 

TNC vehicle trips contribute significantly to increased 

congestion. After accounting for the effects of increased 

employment, increased population, and transportation 

network changes, TNCs are estimated to cause 51% of the 

increase in vehicle hours of delay, 4 7% of the increase in 

vehicle miles traveled, and 55% of the decline in speeds 

citywide between 2010 and 2016. 

It is important to note that the effect of TN Cs on congestion 

varies considerably by time-of-day. During most of the day, 

approximately 40% to 50% of the increase in vehicle hours 

of delay is attributable to TN Cs, but in the evening, almost 

70% of the increase in vehicle delay is due to TN Cs. Similarly, 

during most of the day approximately 40% on the increase 

in vehicle miles traveled is due to TNCs, but in the evening 

TN Cs account over 60% of increased VMT. Speeds declined 

by about 2 to 3 miles per hour during most of the day, with 

TNCs accounting for about 45% to 55% of this decrease. 

However, evening speeds declined by almost 4.5 miles per 

hour on study roadways, and TNCs are estimated to cause 

75% of this decrease. 

The effects of TN Cs on congestion also varies significantly 

by location. The greatest increases in vehicle hours of delay 

occurred in Supervisorial Districts 3, 5 and 6, with over 70% 

of the increase in delay in Districts 3 and 5 due to TNCs, 

and about 45% of the increase in delay in District 6 due to 

TN Cs. Vehicle miles traveled increased most significantly in 

Districts 6 and 10, with TN Cs accounting for 41 % and 32% 

of the increased VMT in these districts, respectively. While 

the total increase in VMT in Districts 3 and 5 were less 

than observed in other districts, the share of this increase 

attributable to TN Cs in these districts was between 65% and 

75%, the highest in the city. Average speeds have declined in 

all districts, with the greatest relative declines occurring in 

Districts 3, 6, 5 and 9. 
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The report identifies the extent to which TN Cs contributed 

to roadway congestion in San Francisco between 2010 

and 2016, relative to other potential contributing factors 

including employment growth, population growth, and 

transportation network changes. The report does not 

include policy recommendations, but rather seeks to 

prnvide knowledge needed by the Transportation Authority 

board, other policy-makers, the general public, and TNCs 

themselves to make informed decisions. 

Subsequent reports by the Transportation Authority and 

others will address additional important analytic and policy 

questions in depth, including: 

TNCs and Street Safety (SFMTA). How do TN Cs 
affect the safety of people who use the roads, including 
public transit riders, bicyclists and pedestrians? 

TNCs and Transit Ridership (SFCTA). How do 
TN Cs affect public transit ridership and mode share? 

TNCs and Public Transit Operations (SFMTA) 
How do TN Cs affect public transit service operations? 

TNCs and Disabled Access (SFMTA). To what extent 
do TN Cs serve people with disabilities? 

TNCs and Equity (SFCTA). Can TN Cs be accessed 
by all San Francisco residents including communities 
of concern and those without smartphones or credit 
cards? Are all neighborhoods served equitably? 

TNCs and Land Use. What effects do TNCs have on 
trip generation? How does TNC demand vary by land 
use type and intensity? How do TN Cs affect parking 
and loading demand? 

Additional data collection will be necessary in order to help 

answer these questions. We welcome research collaborations 

to obtain further information, including data to validate or 

enhance these findings, TNC vehicle occupancy information, 

traveler demographics and travel purposes, travel costs, 

TNC fleet composition data, and a range of other data items. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To:. 
Cc: 
Subject: 

-
Patricia Valencia ·<glosunsunshine@gmail.com~ 

· Monday, October 01, 2018 10:59 AM 
Tang, Katy (BOS). 
Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS) 
RE: San Francisco Flower Market 

fl This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
L! 

Dear Sirs, 

We have been a tenant in the San Francisco Flower Mart for 10 years. 
We support the Flower Mart project with office and retail above the new wholesale flower market. 
Our business starts very early in the morning with loud trucks loading/unloading as early as midnight. 
I support housing in San Francisco, but tlie housing project units in the Flower Mart project does not seem 

. . . . 

feasible, because of the odd hours (very early'in the morning} will conflict with our wholesale business. 
If people are living righ~ above or right next to the wholesale flower market, they will complain and it may not 

.be a very good fit. 

Patricia Valencia 
Patricia Araujo Clay 
su·nshine Flowers International 

1 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Pin Nursery <pinnurseryinc@gmail.com> 
Monday, October .01, 2018 9:21 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: New Flower Mart project 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

• I am a tenant of the Flower Mart, have been for 30 years. 
• I support the New Flower Mart project as an office and retaii project above the new wholesale flower 
market. 
• We.are a late-night/early morning operation and I d·on't support any residential units in the New Flower 
Mart. 

• I don't support residential units above or right next to the new wholesale flower market. 
• Our work is noisy and if you put housing in the New Flower Mart it will hurt our operations and cause 
conflict with the new residents. 

Charlie Cheng 
Pin Nursery 
7980 Holsclaw Rd 
Gilroy CA, 95020 
408-710-933 8-

·~ 

1 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

·'· 

Jeanne <jeanne@sfflowermart.com> 
su·nday, September 30, 2018 8:12 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS) 
Letter from SFFM 
180928 Ltr from SFFM to BOS Land Use.docx 

: l This message is from outside the. City email system. Do not open links or attachments from ·untrusted sources. 

September 28, 2018 

Chair Katy Tang 
Vice-Chair Jane Kim 
Supervisor Ahsha Safai 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

/ 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Dear SupervisorsTang, Kim and Safai: 
r-

We represent theSan Francisco Flower Mart, one of the oldest wholesale flower markets in the United St.ates. We 
manage the wholesale marketplace .which houses over 50 individual flower vendors. We support the Flower Mart 
Project in Central So Ma as an office and retail development above a new, state-of-the-art wholesale flower 
market. This has been the plan for the site for at least the past four years. Ho"wever, it is important to note that we are 
absolutely opposed to any residential units o·nthe site. · 

The San Francisco Flower Mart is an industrial business. We are heavily reliant on vehicles to both receive and deliver 
the products we sell in our wholesale marketplace, many of these vehicles are semi-trucks and box trucks. Our 
businesses operate late night and very early morning hours, as early as 12:0~ AM, when our vendors begin receiving 
deliveries on semi-trucks and box trucks. Our custom'?rs arrive and begin buying our perishable products at 2:_00 
AM. Although .we sell a beautiful product, we are extremely noisy and typically have trucks parked, sometimes-double 
parked, in our alleyways and surrounding streets most days during the week. If housing were to be built on this site, it 
would conflict with these activities and cause a hardship for ~ur wholesale vendors and customers to operate · 
effectively. While we support housing being built in San Francisco in general, we very strongly_ request that you maintain 
the Flower Mart Project as it has been planned; with only office and retail space above and adjacent to the wholesale 
flower market. · 

Respectfully, 

v(Ul\,U., Y ~ 
Vance Yoshida 
President 
~an Francisco Flower Mart LLC 

J~Bo-e,y 

Jeanne. Boes 
Chief Op~rations Officer and General Manager 

1 
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San Francisco Flower Mart LLC 

Jeanne Boes 
General Manager 
Chief Operations Officer 
SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART 
640 Brannan Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
415.392. 7944 
415.637.8817 cell 

www.sfflowermart.com 
http://www.facebook.com/SFFlowerMart 
https://twitter.com/sfflowermart 

~ONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This email is intended only for the person or entity to whkh it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, 
confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this email or the information herein by anyone other 
than the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received 
this email in error, please call the California. Flower Mart LLC at 415.392.7944 and destroy the original message and all copies. 

2 
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By Email and US Mail 

September 26, 2018 

I Sl0.836.4200 
F 510.836.4205 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 
angela.calvillo@sfgov.org 

410 12th Stneet, Suite 250 
Oakland, Ca 9r1607 

Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org 

File Nos. 180490, 180185, 
180453, 180184, 180612 
Received via email 
9/26/18 

\VI//\V. !ozea udrury.con1 
r icha rd (~!lo zeoL1d ru r y,co rn 

RE: Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa Plan 
(SCH NO. 2013042070) 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Ms. Gibson: 

I am writing on behalf of SF Blu, a San Francisco Homeowners' Association 
representing residents living at 631 Folsom Street, to request that the City and County of San 
Francisco ("City") provide us with written notice of any and all notices issued under California 
Planning· and Zoning Law and/or the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), referring or 
related to the Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa Plan (SCH 
NO. 2013042070). 

In particular, we hereby request that the City send by mail or electronic mail to my firm at 
the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related to activities undertaken, 
authorized, approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City and any of its subdivisions, 
including, but not limited to the following: 

• Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California 
Planning and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091. 

Any and all notices prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
('-'CEQA"), including, but not limited to: 

• Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA. 
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Request for CEQA Notices 
September 26, 2018 
Page 2 of 2 

• Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") or 
supplemental EIR is required for a project, prepared pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 21080.4. 

• Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project prepared 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 of Title 14 
of the California Code of Regulations. 

• Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out a project, prepared 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law. 

• Notice of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration prepared 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law. 

• Notice of exemption from CEQA prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code 
section 21152 or any other provision of law. 

• Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA. 
• Notice of any Supplemental EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA. 

Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public 
hearings to be held under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code governing 
California Planning and Zoning Law. This request is also filed pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and Government Code Section 65092, which require local 
agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them with the 
clerk of the agency's governing body. 

Please send notice by electronic mail to: 

Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
41 O 121h Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
richard@lozeaudrury.com 

Please call should you have any questions. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

t~r~-­
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP ; 
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Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, September 19, 2018 3:23 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Subject: Owner Opposition to the BLU HOA Board's Appeal on the Central Soma Plan. 

I am presenting for the Supervisors' review, a copy of my presentation at the next Supervisors meeting regarding the 

Central Soma plan and its impact on the BLU. I will also forward a copy of my Cease and Desist letter, objecting to the 

possible unauthorized use of HOA funds to oppose the plan by some individuals of the HOA Board and its Director. 

Cliff 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com> 

Date: September 19, 2018 at 3:11:51 PM PDT 

To: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com> 

Subject: Draft of Presentation to Supervisor Board 

Hi. I am Cliff Leventhal, and owner and resident at the BLU, 631 Folsom Street, since March 2013, and a 

former member of the BLU Social Committee. I retired recently as the owner of a Computer 

Manufacturer and Distributor, headquartered in New York. I would like to speak on behalf of myself and 
several other owners at the BLU in favor of the Central Soma plan, and opposed by some members of 

the HOA Board. 

I live on the 4th floor of the building, and was not surprised the some of the owners in the Penthouse 

and upper floors of the 20 floors of residences were opposed to a development over a block away that 

might obstruct their view of the Bay Bridge. To me, what is more important is what is happening on the 

streets of San Francisco. Hawthorne Street, adjacent to our building, is nightly strewn with shards of 

broken car windows, and on Harrison Street you find the homeless pushing shopping carts of their 

meager possessions past many undeveloped sites. We have to take care of these unfortunate folks, and 

help upgrade our neighborhood and their lives 

What disturbs me is that some members of the Board, living in the upper stories, are pro-porting that 

the building as a whole is opposed to the Central Soma plan, and have taken it upon themselves to fight 

it, project by project, possibly using everyone's HOA funds. To the best of my knowledge I and other 

owners outside the board were never consulted about our views. The legality of the HOA Board 

representing the building as a whole is questionable: I have documented this with a Cease and Desist 

letter to the HOA Board and Building Management and an forwarding you a copy of my letter. 

I have also twice requested through the Building Manager that the Developers, and even our Supervisor, 

be invited to present information to the HOA members, and twice been denied by the HOA Board. All 
that is presented at the HOA meetings are the unsupported views of some of the Board's members and 

Director. 

If the goal is to enhance the value of our properties, it would best be served by helping the homeless, 

and providing shops, offices, and residences in place of the current conditions on Harrison Street. I am 

strongly in favor of the Central Soma plan, which took years of effort by professional city planners to 
develop. My only reservation is that it does not go far enough and should be expanded to provide even 

more residences, as is being don·e in several other projects. 

1 
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Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: · 

Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com> 
Friday, September 21, 2018 3:20 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
DRAFT - Leventhal - Letter to HOA.docx. 
DRAFT - Leventhal - Letter to HOA.docx 

Attached, for review by the Board of Supervisors, is a draft copy of the Cease and Desist letter I had my lawyer prepare. 
It was sent to the BLU Manager, and the HOA Board. It was sent Sept 7. As of today, Sept 21, I have not received any of 
the information requested. 

Cliff Leventhal 
631 Folsom St. 4D 
San Francisco CA 94107 

1 
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September_, 2018 

Via Email and U.S. Mail 

Re: Central SoMa Plan and EIR 

JESSICAM. TAKANO 

jtakano@donahue.com 

This office represents Cliff Leventhal, a homeowner in the SF BLU condominium 
building. It has come to our client's attention that the SF BLU Homeowners' Association (the 
"HOA") has recently taken actions relating to the Central SoMa Plan, including the following: 
(1) filing an appeal challenging the Central SoMa Plan on or about June 8, 2018 (the "Appeal"); 
and (2) sending a letter dated June 26, 2018 to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (the 
"Letter"), threatening legal action on behalf of the HOA. 

We understand that there was no HOA Board of Directors ("Board") meeting at which 
these issues were discus~ed, no formal Board approval of the Appeal or the Letter, and no 
advance notice given to the HOA members before these steps were taken. It seems that only the 
individual Board members, or some of them, were involved in the preparation.of the Appeal and 
the Letter; and that these individuals improperly purported to speak on behalf of the HOA. This 
conduct was in violation of [cite section of CC&Rs; cite section of Davis-Stirling]. 

Three weeks after the Letter was sent, the Board held a meeting on July 17, 2018. 
Although the Central SoMa Plan was not an agenda item, an Owner present at the meeting 
reportedly raised the issue. The Owner asked the Board how the HOA's opposition to the 
Central SoMa Plan - as expressed in the Appeal and the Letter would be funded. In response, 
the Board discussed using building reserves to finance a lawsuit against the City. 

Our client strongly objects to any HOA funds being used to oppose the Central SoMa 
Plan in any way. This would be a misuse of the HOA's reserves, which are earmarked solely for 
"the repair, restoration, replacement, or maintenance of, or litigation involving the repair, 
restoration, replace, or maintenance of, major components of the Common Area and facilities .... " 
(CC&Rs, Section 4.3(d); Davis-Stirling [cite].) Indeed, we understand that the HOA is 
underfunded as it is, and that the diversion of HOA funds for use in opposing the Central SoMa 
Plan would only exacerbate this problem. Nor would it be proper for the HOA to increase 
assessments or impose special assessments for this purpose. The Board's authority to take such 
action is quite limited and would likely require the approval of a majority of the Owners at a 
properly-noticed meeting, with a quorum present. (CC&Rs, Section 4.5.) 

Further, it would be improper for the Board to commence or pursue litigation against the 
City regarding the Central SoMa Plan. The CC&Rs only contemplate lawsuits by the HOA 
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September _, 2018 
Page2 

relating to defects in or damage to the building, or enforcement of the Condominium Documents. 
(CC&Rs Sections 4.9(n), 9.l(b).) Moreover, even assuming the HOA had the authority to file 
suit against the City (which our client denies), the Board would first be required to comply with 
Section 9.l(b) of the CC&Rs, which requires written notice to all members of the HOA and a 
meeting to discuss the contemplated lawsuit. 

Any further action in contravention of the CC&Rs and Davis-Stirling, inciuding 
expending HOA funds to oppose the Central SoMa Plan, will expose the members of the Board 
to liability for breach of their fiduciary duties owed to the HOA and its members. Our client 
hereby demands that the members of the Board immediately cease and desist their improper and 
unauthorized conduct with respect to the Central SoMa Plan, and that the Board instead proceed 
in strict compliance with the CC&Rs and California law. 

Finally, our client demands full disclosure of the Board's past activities related to the 
Plan, the One Vassar project, and/or the 350 2nd Street project. Please provide me with copies 
of all notices sent to the Owners, if any, all meeting minutes, and the provisions of the CC&Rs 
which the Board relied on as authority for filing the Appeal and sending the Letter in the name of 
the HOA. We will also require copies of all contracts for services entered into by the Board 
relating to these issues, all legal bills for representing the HOA (whether paid by the HOA or 
others), all conespondence with outside parties, and summaries of all material conversations or 
meetings with outside parties relating to the Central SoMa Plan. Please provide these materials 
by close of business on September 17, 2018. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to your prompt response. 

Very truly yours, 

Jessica M. Takano 

cc: Client (via email) 
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. . . · 1110 Howard Street I SF, CA 94103 I phone (415) 255-7693 I www.somcan.org · 
- hi ~M. 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Environmental Review Officer · 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
Room#244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

June 11, 2018 
Via Hand Delivery 

RE: Central SoMa Plan -Appeal of the 5/10/18 Planning Commission Decisions 

Dear Clerk of the Board and the Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

The South of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN) appeals the following 
decisions concerning the Central SoMa Plan ("the Plan"). The Plan Area is bounded by Second 
Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and an irregular border 
that goes along Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson Streets to the north. 

1) Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (BIR) and Adoption of Findings 
and Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives and a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations 

The final resolutions for the relevant appeals are attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in 
support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits A-D. 

I. Citizens appeal the decisions made by the Planning Commission to certify the 
. Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adopt Findings·and Evaluation of Mitigation 

Measures and Alternatives and a Stat,ement of Overriding Considerations, State 
Clearinghouse No. 2013042070 (Exhibit A, Resolutions) 

The appeals related to CEQA are filed on the following bases. 
• The BIR is inadequate, incomplete, and deficient 
• Inadequate and incomplete analysis of and failure to disclose the severity of the 

level of impact for the following environmental impacts: 
o Creation of a Second Financial District 
o Existing Youth and Family Special Use District 
o Transportation and Ride Hailing Companies 
o State Density Bonus Laws 
o Economic Impacts from Displacement and Increase in Vehicle Miles 

Travelled 

1 
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o Residential Units Not Being Used as Traditional Housing 
o The 5M Project 
o New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements 
o Consideration of Continued PDR Uses 
o Lack of Affordability of Housing Incentivized by the Plan and 

Socioeconomic Makeup of New Residents 
o Open Space 
o Stabilization of Non-Profit Organizations 
o Health Impacts 
o Density of Workers Based on Square Footage of Office Space and 

Auxiliary Jobs is Under Calculated 
• Failure to adopt all feasible mitigations and alternatives 
• Strong disagreement with Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report , 
• Inadequate and incomplete Findings, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and 

Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations 

Il. Exhibits (Attached) 

Exhibit A: Resolutions 
20182 EIR Certification 
20183 CEQAFindings 

Exhibit B: Letters (including comments submitted on the Plan BIR during the BIR comment 
period) 
Exhibit C: Links to videos of hearings in which testimony was given on the Central SoMa Plan 
Exhibit D: Transcript Planning Commission Hearing, May 10, 2018 on the Central SoMa Plan 

Thank you, 

Angelica Cabande 
Organizational Director, South of Market Community Action Network 

2 
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1110 Howard Street I SF, CA .94103 I phone (415) 255-7693 I www.somcan.org 

February 13, 2017 

Lisa M. Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
1650. Mission Street 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
and via e-mail Lisa.Gibson@sfgov.org 

Re: Planning Department Case 2011.1356E 
State Clearinghouse No. 2013042070 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

The South of Market Community Action Network ("SOMCAN") is a multi-racial, community 
organization that educates, organizes, and mobilizes immigrant and low-income South of 
Market ("SoMa") residents to fight for improvements to their quality of life by engaging in the 
decision making processes that affect their neighborhood and greater San Francisco. Our 
mission is to build and support a strong, organized community that takes collective action to 
achieve equity, and social and economic justice. SOMCAN works to address gentrification and 
displacement issues in SoMa and San Francisco. 

We respectfully submit this comment letter on the Central SoMa Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (the "DEIR"), which encompasses the area of South of Market bounded by 2nd 
Street (east); 6th Street (west); Townsend Street (south); and an irregular border jogging 

between Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets (north). 

Comment Period Extension Period Should Have Been Granted 

Firstly, we object again on the grounds that there has been insufficient time for the public to 
review this nearly 700 page long technical document. We, along with other community 
members, submitted a letter dated February 3, 2017 requesting for an extension of the 
comment period, which Planning denied. 

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 1 
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Since 2000, SOMCAN has worked to educate and organize the community particularly around 
land use issues. With only 60 days from the release of the DEIR to the closing of the comment 
period, and the fact that the DEIR was released on December 14, 2016 just prior to the 
holidays, there has not been enough time for our organization to complete a thorough review, 
technical and otherwise, of the DEIR, as well as present the contents to community members, 
and compile their feedback. This a fatal flaw and fundamental deficiency of this DEi R that it has 
not sufficiently been available to the public for review and comment. 

A More Extensive and Thorough Public Review Needed of DEIR Given Relaxing of Project 
Level Reviews 

This is not.a project level EIR. This is a Plan Area EIR that comes to us in the new era of "by­
right" development encouraged at the State level (there is once again legislation pending at the 
State level to allow development "by-right'' without any project level environmental review or 
public hearings) and at our local lever, with this Central So Ma Plan proposing a radical relaxing · · 
of development controls. 

In the past, Area Plans have been written with the presumption that more detailed 
environmental review will be done as projects are proposed by developers during the 
implementation of the Area Plans. This will almost certainly not be the case here, yet the public 
has not been allowed a reasonable time to review this DEIR and provide comment; and 
Planning has ignored the fact that the City is reducing the public's ability to comment on 
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan going forward. 

The following are SOMCAN's comments to the DEIR as we have best been able to compile 
them given the insufficient time Planning has afforded our organization to engage residents of 
SoMa in a thorough review and understanding of the contents of this DEIR. 

SOMCAN's areas of concern are: 
1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Financial District at the Expense of 

Families, Youth and Seniors Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa. 
2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregards the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use 

District 
3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure and Impact of Ride Hailing 

Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not Fully 
Considered 

4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls 
Have Not Bee·n Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR 

5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR 
6. The DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being 

Used as Traditional Housing 
7. The 5M Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis 
8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not 

Properly Presented or Studied in the DEIR 

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 2 
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9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate 
10. The DEIR Does Not Address the Lack of Affordability of Housing lncentivized By 

the Plan and the Socioeconomic Makeup of New Residents That Will Result 
11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoMa By 

Relying on POPOS 
12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stabilization of SoMa based Non-Profit 

Organizations 
13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise, 

Degraded Air Quality, Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and Increased Wind Speeds 

EXPLANATION OF CONCERNS: 

1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Financial District at the Expense of 
Families, Youth and Seniors Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa 

The area defined as the Central SoMa Plan Area is a neighborhood. While we are not opposed 
to further growth, we are opposed to Planning's proposed transformation of this neighborhood 
into a new Financial District. The scale of development and the mix of commercial, office and 
high end luxury development described in the Plan are not conducive to a healthy 
neighborhood. 

There are many established aspects to what constitutes a healthy neighborhood that the DEIR 
should be studied against. We demand that this DEIR be studied against the City's Healthy 
Development Measurement Tool (HDMT), which was developed by Planning in partnership with 
the Department of Public Health and community organizations during the Eastern 
Neighborhoods rezoning1. Please refer to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Health Impact 
Assessment (ENCHIA)2.3 

Youth, families and seniors in SoMa demand a family-friendly neighborhood, human scale, 
safety for pedestrians of all ages and abilities, with access to light and air, and neighborhood 
services close by. The Plan as proposed is completely out of character with the goal of 
sustaining Central SoMa as a neighborhood and a dynamic employment center co-existing in a 
mutually supportive way. Instead of building-towards the long-established community and City 
goal of creating a family-friendly neighborhood in Central SoMa, the DEIR proposes a second 
Financial District, which will harm the health of existing and future populations. 

2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregards the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use 
District 

1 http://www.who.inUhia/conference/poster_bhatia_2.pdf 
2 http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/multimedia/data-visualizations/2015/hia-map/state/california/eastern­
neighborhoods-community 
3 http://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2007/09/hiarepoitenchia.pdf?la=en 

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 3 
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The Central SoMa Plan incorporates areas that are covered under the SoMa Youth and Family 
Special Use District:4 was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2009. The SoMa 
Youth and Family Special Use Dfstricf s purpose is to expand the stock of affordable housing, as 
well as protect and enhance the health and environment of youth and families in SoMa. The 
Central SoMa Plan does not adequately take into account the SoMa Youth and Family Special 
Use District and instead of strengthening its controls, the DEIR undermines its goals. 

We demand that as part of the Central SoMa Plan, projects within the SoMa Youth and Family 
Special Use District are required to undergo review and approval by resident groups and 
community organizations before they are considered by the Planning Department. We are 
demanding that this community approval process function similarly to other Special Use Districts 
in the City such as the Bernal Heights Special Use District.5 

Planning has abused the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District since it was established 
during the Eastern Neighborhood rezoning. These abuses including the re-mapping of the · 
SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District by the Hearst and Forest City's 5M development, 
which covers five city blocks near 5th and Mission Streets .. The 5M project gained approval in 
December 2015 for a large office tower by re-mapping the boundaries of the SoMa Youth and 
Family Special Use District with justifications by the Planning Department that this Special Use 
District does not have strong controls. SOMCAN, along with several other community-based 
organizations, have been demanding strong controls since before 2009 for the SoMa Youth and 
Family Special Use District so we can protect youth, families and seniors in the neighborhood. 
Planning has ignored our calls to strengthen this SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District 
through the Central SoMa rezoning process. The Central SoMa Plan must be revised to 
address this deficiency. 

The environmental impact of displacement is clear and further criticized in our point #5 below. 
As long as Planning continues to promote the displacement of youth, families and seniors from 
Central SoMa in favor of large scale office and luxury housing developments, there will be an 
increasing and compounding environmental impact which has not been studied or reported in 
the DEi R. We demand that Planning revises the Central SoMa Plan in partnership with the 
community to strengthen the controls of the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District in 
order to stabilize and grow our economically and racially diverse community. 

3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure and Impact of Ride Hailing 
Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not Fully 
Considered 

The transportation infrastructure within and adjacent to the plan area of the Central SoMa DEi R 
lags far behind the infrastructure needs of both past and current growth. This is true, even if you 

factor in the transportation improvements that are underway, such as the Central Subway. 

4 http://sf-planning.org/sites/defau lt/files/FileCenter/Documents/14 79-SoMa_ YFZ_ SUD _Legislation. pdf 
5 http://masonkirby.com/wpb/wp-content/uploads/2010/03/nwbhdrb_infopacket.pdf 

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page 4 
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The Central SoMa Plan is predicated on the construction of the Central Subway that connects 
Central SoMa with Chinatown. The Central Subway addresses a transit need that is long 
overdue as public transit for SoMa has been inadequate for decades. Because of years of lack 
of infrastructure improvements, the Central Subway is addressing a past need, not a present or 
future need. As State Senator Scott Wiener has said, "San Francisco's unfunded transportation 
needs are billions and billions of dollars" because "MTA has a long history of not moving quickly 
enough on important capital projects"'6 Thus, even with the new Central Subway, the 
transportation infrastructure will continue to be inadequate. 

There is also mention of the construction of the new Transbay Terminal just to the east of the 
Central SoMa Plan Area. However, Transbay Terminal won't be completed for some time, and it 
is unclear whether it will connect with CalTrain. Also, proximity .to BART should not factor into 
the Central SoMa Plan because it runs down Market Street which is two to three long blocks 
north of the Central SoMa Plan Area. BART is not only far from the Plan Area, it has its own 
issues with capital obsolescence, arid is hardly in co.nditiori to accommodate dramatic growth. 

The DEIR is also negligent in assessing the new impacts of ride-hailing/ Transportation Network 
Company (TNC) services like Uber and Lyft. The references in the DEIR on pages IV.D-65 and 
IV. D-76 are completely inadequate. Their impact can in no way be equated with bicycles in 
terms of traffic or environmental impact. Their vehicles circle endlessly as they aim to be 
proximate to the next person who orders their services such as rides and food deliveries. As 
more office space and more residences are built in the Plan Area, the volume and impacts from 
these services will increase dramatically. The DEIR completely ignores this environmental 
impact. 

The increase in ride-hailing/ TNC traffic not only increases "Vehicle Miles Traveled" (the new 
CEQA standard in assessing traffic impacts) it will also impact the "Level of Service" (the CEQA 
previous standard) at many intersections. It will also impact pedestrian safety in ways that have 
not been studied. All of these omissions-- inadequately evaluating the transportation 
infrastructure needs of the current and increased future population and the lack of proper 
analysis of ride-sharing traffic-- make the DEIR dangerously deficient. 

4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls 
Have Not Been Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR 

In 2016, the City passed the "Density Done Right" legislation allowing 100% affordable housing 
developments to apply for a significant increase in height and number of units without any 
rezoning. Also during 2016, legislation passed at the State level to enable developers 
throughout California to more easily take advantage of State Density Bonus incentives. 

The DEIR references these laws on p. 11-22 but only in reference to increased heights. It's 
unclear how the State Density Bonus will or will not be applied to heights and to unit counts for 

6 http://www.sfexaminer.com/wiener-proposes-major-fundraising-legislation-for-transportation-agencies­
statewide/ 
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market rate developments, especially in light of Planning's approval of the project at 333 12th 
Street, the first housing development in San Francisco to be approved with applying the State 
Density Bonus. The DEIR also references the Density Bonus for affordable housing projects on 
p. Vl-2 but says that the increased number of units has not been considered for the DEIR. The 
DEIR is incomplete if it does not completely study the impacts of increased heights and 
increased number of units for both affordable and market rate housing. 

The DEIR must also completely disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use 
either the State Density Bonus Program, or the San Francisco "Density Done Right" program. 
The DEIR must clearly indicate on maps where those sites are located, and must compare the 
new proposed zoning and its resulting intensity of use with the potential intensity of use if 
developers take either the State or Local density bonus. The DEIR must compare the relative 
impacts of these two scenarios on the environment. Without these analyses for each project 
within the plan area, as well as the overall impacts, the DEi R is inadequate. 

5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR 

Regardless of the assertions in the DEIR, there are environmental impacts due to displacement 
of residents from their homes or small businesses in SoMa, especially when considering the 
huge increase in "Vehicle Miles Traveled" that will result with this proposed Central SoMa Plan. 

There are several ways that the Central SoMa Plan encourages displacement in an area 
already suffering from increased no-fault evictions and skyrocketing rents. A UC Berkeley study 
in collaboration with UCLA shows that SoMa is undergoing "advanced gentrification."7 

Gentrification happens when more affluent people replace less wealthy people. The DEIR 
encourages luxury, high end housing in SoMa, which in turn encourages the price of other 
housing to increase. Landlords of adjacent properties begin to charge more rent to cash in on 
the new populations in the nearby luxury condos or new high-end shops. 

The DEIR upzones large swaths of Central SoMa. Upzoning of property increases the values of 
the underlying land, which leads to increased costs for residential and commercial tenancies 
and increased sale prices. Therefore existing residents or small businesses that are paying less 
than the new market rate will be forced out. Upzoning incentivizes· tearing down existing ·housing 
and existing small businesses so that developers can maximize the new build-out potential of 
that property. Coupled with the relaxing of local controls and push to have less local approval 

hearings, there will be less incentive for developers to provide "right to return" or provide 
increased levels of affordability to existing residents or businesses that will be forced out when 
the buildings are torn down. 

There are no new protections being implemented by the DEi R for existing tenants and 
community serving institutions and businesses. Other than the push to preserve certain historic 
areas and buildings, there are no new protections in place to prevent displacement that the City 

7 http://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf 
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knows will occur due to the new development that will be incentivized by this Central SoMa Plan 
(as exhibited in Plan Bay Area "Communities of Concern"). As shown in a University of 
California Berkeley report on transit oriented development and gentrification89, areas in the Bay 
Area that have convenient access to transit are areas most likely to suffer gentrification and 
displacement, including SoMa.10 The Central SoMa Plan talks about increasing land values as a 
primary reason for the underlying elements of the Central SoMa Plan, yet it does not adequately 
take into account the fact that increased land values cause speculation and displacement. The 
increased land values presented in the Central SoMa Plan's various "menu" options is a recipe 
for massive displacement of existing residents and small businesses. 

Large-scale displacement creates a significant environmental impact when considering CEQA's 
"Vehicle Miles Travelled" standard. Working class and lower .income households get displaced 
outside San Francisco and their commutes increase, increasing their "Vehicle Miles Travelled." 
When people who work in SoMa are displaced, they will often retain their employment in SoMa, 
thetefore theif.."Vehicle Miles Travelled" will increase. Many existing residenfs in SoMa can not ·. 
afford the luxury homes that are and will be built in SoMa and access to affordable housing is 
extremely limited, so if for any reason they need to move out, it's highly unlikely they will move 
be able to stay in the neighborhood. 

Furthermore, much of the luxury housing that gets built doesn't provide housing even though it's 
approved by Planning to be residential housing units. When these units are used as "pied-a­
terres" or "short term rentals" or "corporate rentals" or "student housing", they are not helping to 
alleviate any housing shortage, because although they are approved by Planning as residential 
use, they are not in fact used for residential purposes. Therefore people are being displaced 
and commuting farther for.work, meanwhile the new housing units aren't necessarily supporting 
residents being able to live in homes close to their work. 

Replacing low income residents with higher income residents replaces a population with lower 
car ownership with a population that has a higher rate of car ownership. 11 12 More affluent 
people are also more likely to use ride-hailing/ TNC services than public transit. They have 
access to the smartphone-based apps and can pay more for a ride than public transit riders. 
This puts more single vehicles on the road thatare idling and circling in their competition for 
fare-paying customers. There are also tech ·Shuttles that service SoMa residents to take them to · 
their offices on the Peninsula. The impacts of the increased "Vehicle Miles Travelled" caused by 
the new, more affluent populations which is encouraged in the DEIR is not considered in the 

document. 

8 http://ucconnect.berkeley.edu/transit-oriented-development~and-commercial-gentrification-exploring­
linkages 
9 http://wW'f'/.urbandisplacemerit.org/map/sf . . 
10 http://communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/reports/Gentrification-Report.pdf 
11 http://socrates.berkeley.edu/-raphael/BerubeDeakenRaphael.pdf · 
12 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S09658564000001.85 
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This means that gentrification has a "quadruple" environmental impact by lengthening the 
commute times of people working in SoMa from their new place of residence outside of San 
Francisco; replacing these people with a population more likely to own and use automobiles; 
increasing the number of people living in SoMa as a "bedroom" community for their commute on 
a shuttle to the Peninsula; and increasing use of ride-hailing/ TNC services whose vehicles 
constantly idle and circle in competition for rides. None of these impacts of gentrification on the 
environment have been studied, which a significant flaw in the DEIR. 

6. The DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being 
Used as Traditional Housing 

Cities across the US and even Canada are learning that developers are not producing housing 
units to be used for housing people. Many cities are now fully realizing the negative impacts of 
the push to "build, build, build", an ideology fully embraced by this Central SoMa Plan. 
Footnoted here are examples of Vancouver13 and New York City1-4 that show that rn world where · 
real estate is solely developed as a commodity and home-sharing is corporatized, often new 
condos are not being occupied by local residents, or any people at all. Also footnoted is a map 
of vacant units in San Francisco indicating that many of our City's vacant units are in SoMa.15 

We are not opposed to building new housing, but we feel that it is environmentally important to 
ask the question, who are we building new housing for? Without adequate controls and 
enforcement in place: 

• SR O's in SoMa will not continue to be used as open and accessible affordable housing 
options; 

• new condos will be affordable only as high end luxury housing or sitting vacant because 
they are owned by investors who have no intention of living in these units; 

• new condos will be used as commercial "short term rentals" instead of as residential use; 
• new condos will be used as "corporate rentals" instead of as residential use; and 
• other buildings will be used as "student housing" instead of residential use. 

The inadequacy of the DEIR is that it studies the impacts of residential development as though it 
will be used for residences. The environmental impacts of corporate rentals, short term rentals 
and other commercial uses are different from residential uses. Without sufficient controls and 
enforcement, there is no way to ensure that new housing that is incentivized to be built under 
this new land use Plan will be used as housing. 

7. The SM Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis 

13 http://www.theglobeandmail.com/real-estate/vancouver/dark-windows-illuminate-problems-in­
vancouvers-real-estate-market/article31822833/ 
14 https://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/08/nyregion/stream-of-foreign-wealth-flows-to-time-warner­
condos.html 
15 http://www.antievictionmappingproject.net/vacant.html 
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The DEIR has moved SM from being "Plan-induced growth to cumulative growth" per footnote 
on p. IV-S. The problem is that SM is the largest single development within the boundaries of the 
Central SoMa Plan Area. It created new rules for development (its own Special Use District) that 
were based on recommendations from a draft version of the Central SoMa Plan. 

Furthermore, new development in the Central SoMa Plan Area is being proposed in this Plan at 
a scale that is conversely driven by the scale of development that Planning pushed to approve 
for SM. With SM being the largest single development in Central SoMa, they must be considered 
together in the Central SoMa Plan. They have linked, not dissociated as separate, cumulative 
impacts. SM is not built and its construction timeline is not clear. SM should be studied as a 
principal contributor to the environmental impacts of the Central SoMa Plan. The omission of 
any analyses of the impacts of the SM project in the DEIR.is a critical flaw of the DEIR. 

8. The ·Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not 
Property: Presented or Studied in-the DEIR 

The DEi R is inadequate on the grounds that it does not incorporate all the City's policies with 
respect to office space development controls. Page 111-19 of the DEi R details the City's pipeline 
of office developments with respect to Planning Code Section 321, which caps large office 
construction at 9SO,OOO square feet per year. The way that this section 111.C.2 is presented is · 
unclear since there is additional office space development that is not subject to this cap 
because the cap only applies to "large office." Furthermore, this section of the DEIR fails to 
incorporate the voter approved Proposition O passed in November of 2016, which significantly 
increased the large office cap to include an increased amount of office space at the Shipyard. 
The Plan is focused on constructing a massive amount of new office space and essentially 
makes So Ma a second Financial District (this is true for all the Project Alternatives as well). The 
DEIR's lack of clarity on how it will comply with Prop M requirements, especially in light of the 
passage of Proposition 0, is a critical flaw. 

Given the intensity of new high'"end office space that is being proposed, the fact that "local hiring 
and training goals" are still in the section of the DEIR called "Areas of Controversy and Issues to 
be Resolved" (p. S-79) is not only offensive to the community, but is potentially very damaging 
environmentally. With this approach, Planning is saying that new jobs in So Ma will be for people 
who are not current residents which indicates an in-migration of new people. Planning is also 
saying that current residents of SoMa will have to move somewhere else to find work. What are 
the environmental impacts of all this forced migration? This is not analyzed in the DEIR. Also, as 
new, more affluent people move into SoMa displacing current residents who live and work in 
SoMa, how much farther will those displaced workers have to travel and what is the resulting 
environmental impact? Again this is not analyzed in the DEi R. 

9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate 
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Page S-4 of the DEi R clearly indicates that Planning has not created an actual plan for 
Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses in its vision for Central SoMa. This has 
historically been one of San Francisco's most important areas for PDR uses, which ensured a 
diversification of the economic base of the city and job opportunities for people with trade 
credentials, not just advanced university degrees. 

The DEIR indicates that it is removing "protective zoning" for PDR, but there is no complete 
report of how much PDR has been lost since the implementation of the Eastern SoMa Plan, 
which was in part intended to protect against the loss of PDR. Creating "incentives to fund, 
build, and protect PDR uses" is problematic since features that appear to be incentives today 
will quickly not be incentives tomorrow depending on land use, financial, and capitalization 
macro conditions that are driving the development market at any particular time. 

There are many innovative mixed-use building types, but the prospect of "require(ing) PDR 
space as part of large com·mercial developments" seems to be a limited·application. It would be 
important to understand what precedent there is for such a mix of uses in new developments 
and how likely it would be to have PDR on the ground level of a large commercial tower. What 
kind of PDR would it be? Who would be employed? 

For all PDR, we are concerned that there be increasing job opportunities for SoMa residents 
and diversification of San Francisco's economy. This will protect San Francisco against "boom 
and bust" cycles; it will ensure that there is less regional impact on the environment that comes 
when sectors of the economy are segregated geographically; and will therefore result in less 
"Vehicle Miles Traveled." 

The Plan calls for adding technology jobs to SoMa, yet these jobs are largely inaccessible to 
existing community residents. SoMa needs a diversity of job types in the neighborhood that are 
not only accessible to community residents but provide a living wage that can support workers 
to stay in the neighborhood. This is highlighted especially in the types of jobs provided by 
production, distribution, and repair businesses that provide jobs for working class residents and 
are jobs that cannot afford to be lost. PDR businesses also provide essential support to other 
industries and sectors so should be proximate to those other functions for them to be viable and 
effective. More consideration of continued PDR use is required -in the DEIR. 

10. There is No Proof that the Plan will Accomplish its Goal of Alleviating Housing 
Prices or Maintaining a Diversity of Residents 

The Plan states as one of its main goals accommodating housing demand and addressing such 
demand to alleviate housing prices. The Plan, however, does not provide any studies or figures 
that support the claim that new development will drive down housing costs. As a result, the goal 
of the Plan of maintaining the diversity of residents, here in terms of socioeconomic makeup, 
appears empty. The Plan would cause a greater increase in the number of people living and 
working in the area than would be seen without the Plan, as shown in the DEIR. As the DEIR 
states on page V-10, "what effect development under the Plan would have on housing 
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affordability is a matter of considerable controversy," and that "the influx of real estate 
investment and higher income, residents may increase gentrification of a neighborhood, with 
displacement of households being a negative outcome." 

Further study must be done regarding what effects new housing development will have on 
housing prices if the Plan is serious about its commitment to maintaining a diversity of residents 
in the area. If new housing development under the Plan-- the majority of which is market-rate-­
cannot be proven to bring down housing prices, the Plan will then only work to exacerbate the 
gentrification and displacement crisis in the ·area. Studies must be done to address these facts if 
the Plan is to move forward in meeting its core goals, especially as they relate to affordability 
and maintaining a diversity of residents. 

11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoM a By 
Relying on POPOS 

The SoMa is the most open space deficient neighborhood in San Francisco 16, along with the 
neighboring Tenderloin. Instead of providing sufficient, green and publicly accessible open 
space, Planning has been defaulting to providing new open space for SoMa through Privately 
Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)17. POPOS have a negative impact on the community for 
many reasons: 

• These spaces aren't truly open to the public, activity is discouraged and hours·are 
limited; 

• POPOS are not protected by the Proposition K Shadow Ordinance because they are not 
open spaces owned by the City's Rec and Park Department; 

• Because there's no Prop K protection, it's difficult to establish a standard of shadow 
protection for these open spaces because CEQA is not specific on this matter; 

• These spaces do not represent the type of open space that is public and accessible for 
use by youth, families, and seniors (like a public park); and 

• POPOS overly regulate the types of activities allowed and have restrictive hours that 
limit access; 

SoMa has such a lack of places for public recreation and truly accessible open spaces that 
there must be a clear plan for creating new public open spaces that are owned-and- managed by 
Rec and Park. 

12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stabilization of SoMa based Non-Profit 
Organizations 

The Central SoMa Plan has no provision for stabilizing nonprofit organizations in the 
neighborhood. As studied by Supervisor Kim, MOHCD, and the Northern California Community_ 

16 http://defauit.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/OpenSpaceMap.pdf 
17 http://sf-planning.org/privately-owned-public-open-space-and-public-art-popos 
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Loan Fund, the escalation in property values, and the lack of commercial rent control has put 
nonprofit organizations at imminent risk of displacement.1819 

By encouraging the construction of a second financial district, commercial rents will become 
increasingly more expensive placing nonprofit organizations even more at risk. Low income and 

· immigrant communities in SoMa rely on many of these nonprofit organizations for basic services 
and to be able to survive in the community. Without these organizations, SoMa residents will be 
further at risk for displacement. 

As noted elsewhere in this letter, displacement does result in environmental impacts. Therefore, 
the DEIR is deficient in that it does not recommend strategies for stabilizing nonprofit 

. organizations in SoMa. 

13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased N.oise, 
Degraded Air Quality,. Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and Increased Wind Speeds 

On page V-3, section V.B.6 "Wind" it says that "Subsequent future development anticipated 
under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas." 
Organizations that work with seniors and people with disabilities in SoMa are concerned that 
any increase in wind speeds caused by the heights and bulk of the proposed buildings in 
Central SoMa will cause a hardship and injury to seniors and people with disabilities at both 
public open spaces and in the public rights of way. 

Noise in SoMa is already the worst in the City.20 Any increase in noise levels from construction 
incentivized by the Central SoMa Plan (p. Vl-44 says it would be "significant" and that Mitigation 
Measure M-N0-2a "would be insufficient to reduce the construction-related noise impacts to a 
less than significant level" on p Vl-45). Noise levels especially from construction activity have 
not been studied in the DEIR. Also after construction, the degraded air quality from increased 
traffic, increased idling from vehicles stuck in traffic or increased ride-hailing vehicles, or from 
increased truck traffic will all have detrimental impacts. 

We are also concerned about the vulnerability of seniors and people with disabilities while 
walking in the neighborhood to injury from vehicle collisions: Providing sidewalk extensions may · 
help in some areas, but the extent of increase in automobile traffic is under-reported in the 
DEIR, and the potential incidents of pedestrian injuries from automobiles is also under­

estimated. These environmental impacts are not sufficiently studied in the DEi R. 

Conclusion: Preparation of the DEIR Did Not Sufficiently Allow for Public Input 

18 https://www.ncclf.org/npdmitigation/ 
19 https://sfgov.legistar.comNiew.ashx?M=F&ID=2730532&GUID=77CFFOCE-7 AC6-4569-ACEE­
D2568711018F 
20 http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Noise.pdf 
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The Central SoMa Plan DEIR is inadequate and should be revised with the additional suggested 
studies and recirculated to address the critical flaws we outlined above. Going forward, a 
version of the Central SoMa Plan that creates a family-friendly neighborhood would be 
SOMCAN's preferred alternative. We are recommending that Planning study a new alternative 
that supports growth of SoMa in a way that supports the needs of current and future youth, 
families and seniors. None of the alternatives currently outlined in the plan supports this vision 
or these needs, and instead will reshape SoMa to be San Francisco's second Financial District 
with little regard to the protection of the environment of existing residents, small businesses, 
non-profits and PDR spaces. 

The preparation of this DEIR did not adequately allow for incorporation of community input. For 
example, the boundaries of the Central SoMa Plan changed significantly during 2016, and the 
public was not sufficiently noticed. Despite SOMCAN's history in engaging with a diverse and 
large constituency in SoMa, SOM CAN was not provided an opportunity to participate in 
TODCO's -"community alternative\ and therefore we cah not endorse this altemative. While the 
Mid-Rise Alternative has intriguing elements, it does not come close to being a vision that we 
can embrace. The changes in boundaries, the brief public comment on the published DEi R all 
make it impossible for the SOMCAN, its members and the larger SoMa community to 
adequately assess the Plan or any of its proposed alternatives. 

As a public disclosure document, the Central SoMa DEIR is wholly insufficient and a new 
alternative should be studied that fully supports families and seniors in SoMa, and the DEIR 
should be recirculated for public input and review. 

Sincerely, 

Angelica Cabande 
SOMCAN 
Organizational Director 

Joseph Smooke 
SOMCAN · 
Board Chair 
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June 29, 2018 

Dear President Cohen and Members of the SF Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Jeanne Boes, General Manager and Chief Operations Officer of the San Francisco Flower 

Mart LLC {SFFM}. SFFM is the master tenant of the historic wholesale flower market at 6th & Brannan 
Streets in SoMa. I represent our members/ownership group and our 50+ tenants which make up the 
San Francisco Flower Mart. I am writing to express our support for the Central SoMa Plan and the 
Flower Mart Project. 

To give you a brief history, the San Francisco Flower Mart has operated in the City of San Francisco 
since 1912. We were founded by groups of immigrant flower farmers to the Bay Area, Chinese, Italian 
and Japanese farmers of California cut flowers and plants. We have relocated our market four times 
over the years in SF, going from selling at the foot of Lotta's Fountain to our current location at 5th and 
Brannan Streets. These farmers even supported and worked their Japanese neighbors' farms during 
World War II, when Japanese Americans were relocated to internment camps. We have always stayed 
together in SF! 

We are now at another transition in our life in the City, preparing to relocate to a temporary location at 
2000 Marin Street, as our partner Kilroy Realty builds-out the new Flower Mart. We are eternally 
grateful for the support of both Supervisor Jane Kim, and Supervisor Aaron Peskin. These Supervisors 
worked tirelessly to assure that the temporary location of the SFFM will be at 2000 Marin Street and 
not at Piers 19 & 23 on the crowded, busy Embarcadero. This temporary site will assure the viability 
of our tenants during the buildout of the new Flower Mart at 6th & Brannan Streets. 

Here is a snapshot of the SF Flower Mart. We are part of a $26 billion US Industry; with retail sales in 
the US totaling $7,500,000,000. This means we generate hundreds of millions of dollars annually in the 

City of San Francisco. 

We house over 50 small businesses in the market (vendors),26 of these vendors qualify as "Legacy 
Businesses" in SF. They are purveyors of cut flowers, potted plants, blooming plants and floral supply 

products. Products in our market at one time were only from the immediate Bay Area, now flowers 
come from all over the world. These products are delivered to our marketplace via the aid of the 
trucking and transportation industry. We are heavily reliant on semi-trucks and box trucks to receive 

and distribute our products. 

In addition to showing our full support for the Plan and the Project, we want to bring attention to couple of very 
important issues as they relate to the viability of the wholesale flower market, parking and zoning requirements. 

6TH & BRANNAN STREETS @ SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941 07 t'?J 41 5.392-7944 
@ ,'J) WWW.SANFRANCISCOFLOWERMART.COM f\9 ¢1> 
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We employ over 350 blue-collar workers in the Flower Mart, and most of these workers drive their 

vehicles to work. They currently park on the surrounding streets and alley ways, with no cost to them. 

Our business depends on the use of personal vehicles -- vans, and box trucks. We are heavily reliant on 

transportation; public transportation is not an option for our vendors. In addition to the inaccessibility of 

public transit during our early morning hours, our vendors often arrive with trucks full of product. We 

operate during the hours of: 

12 am to 3 pm, 1\/londay, Wednesday and Friday 

5 am to 3 pm, Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday 

Our peak hours of operation run from 5-6 am to 12-1 pm Monday-Friday. 

We have over 4,300 registered buyers ("Badgeholders"), most of which are small business owners, who 

operate in every surrounding county of the Bay Area, including SF. Our customers load their vehicles with 

the product they purchase at the SFFM and deliver the product back to their businesses via personal 

vehicles, small trucks, or vans. Currently, our parking lot holds 144 customer cars and trucks and is often 
double parked to accommodate demand. Our vendors park their box trucks on the streets surrounding the 
market. 

In the New Flower Mart Project we have been promised 150 car spaces and 25 truck parking spaces within 
the parking garage dedicated to the SFFM -- there is no way we can operate with less than that. In addition to 
those spaces within the project, we will also need to use the parking and loading spaces proposed on the streets 
surrounding the market for the early morning and late night hpurs. 

Another issue that has been brought to our attention is the zoning requirement for PDR use to have transparent 
windows and doors on 60% of the ground floor street frontage. Looking at the current design and customer 
flow, either the windows would look into the refrigeration units causing temperature variations along with 
sunlight which would damage the pmduct. Our perishable products need regulated stable environments to 
maximize shelf life. The other option woud tiave the windows opening into the back-of-house of the vendor's 
operation, resulting in a lack of privacy and security. This requirement would negatively affect the operations of 
our vendors in the market. 

We urge you to approve the Central SoMa Plan, and the Flower Mart Project, which will allow our vendors to 
continue to grow and thrive for another 100 years in SF. Please also consider the exceptions for the Flower Mart 
Project related to the two issues described above. 

Respectfully, 

anne Boes 

General Manager, .Chief Operations Officer 

SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART LLC 

6TH & BRANNAN STREETS (t! SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941 07 {?) 41 5.392-7944 
©@ WWW.SANFRANCISCOFLOWERMART.COM @ (?, 
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Central SoMa Zoning Analysis - Suggested Planning Code Amendments 

The table below identifies issues in the proposed Central SoMa Planning Code amendments ordinance (BOS File No. 180184) that are 
of particular concern to the proposed Flower Mart Project. Suggested revisions are indicated in red. 

Topic · Draft Planning Issue Suggested Revision 
Code Section: 

SFFM Proposed Amendments not Addressed by Planning Commission 
Parking Proposed§ The proposed ordinance does not provide an Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) should be amended to allow Key Sites to seek 

329( e )(3)(B) exception from the parking standards for the Key an exception from the maximum accessory parking requirements in 
Sites, even though those properties are required to order to provide sufficient parking for large scale wholesale and 
provide large PDR spaces, the future tenants of distribution uses. 
which are likely to require large amounts of 
parking. (B) Exceptions .... the req_uirement that POPOS be Ol]_en to the s!iJ!. 

established in Section 138Cd2(J2(B2; & the commercial orientation o[ 
In particular, the success of the replacement large sites established in Section 249. 78Cc2C62,-; or the access01y 
Wholesale Flower Market will depend in large part 12.arking maximums set fj;Jrth in Section 151.1, such that the Key Site 
on the provision of adequate parking ( as required idenfr{ied in Section 329Ce2C22(F2 may_ 12.rovide accessorJ!.12.arking fj;Jr 
by KRC's agreement with the Wholesale Flower Wholesale Sales and Distribution uses ul]_ to a rate o{_one car Qer each 
Market tenants) to accommodate a high vohune of 750 square feet of Gross Floor Area. 
wholesale customers moving large amounts of 
goods. We propose the addition of an exception 
that would allow Key Sites to receive an exception 
to provide additional parking for wholesale 
/distribution uses. 

Transparent Proposed§§ The Proposed§ 249.78(c)(l)(E) applies the Proposed § 329( e )(3)(B) should be amended to allow Key Sites to seek 
Fenestration 249.78(c)(l)(E) transparency and fenestration requirements of an exception from the requirement that PDR uses meet the transparency 
ofPDR and 329(e)(3)(B) existing Code Section 145.1 to PDR uses. and fenestration requirements contained in§ 249.78(c)(l)(E). 

The types of uses that occupy PDR space often (B) Exceptions . ... the req_uirement that POPOS be op_en to the skv 
involve machinery, noise, and abnormal operating established in Section 138Cd2(J2(B2; & the commercial orientation o[ 
hours, and are not the type of uses enhanced by large sites established in Section 249. 78Cc2C6h or the requirement that 
ground floor transparency-nor are they the kinds PDR uses meet the transp_m·encv and &nestration req_uirements 
of uses for which ground floor windows would established in Section 249. 78Cc2CI 2CE2. 
enhance the pedestrian environment. 

I:\R&A\729409\Memos & Correspondence\BOS CSOMA Comment Letter\Zoning Text.Redlines 7.9.18.docx 
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POPOS Amended§ 138; Under proposed § 329( e )(3)(B), Key Sites may Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) regarding open space exceptions that should be 
Proposed§ seek an exception from "the requirement that corrected as follows: 
329( e )(3)(B) POPOS be open to the sky established in Section 

138(d)(2)(B)." But it is§ 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that (B) Exceptions. . . . the reg_uirement that POPOS be O'fJ.en to the skv 
requires at grade open space to be open to the sky. established in Section 138Cdl(}lfB.EWl; or the commercial orientation o( 

large sites established in Section 249. 78Ccl[62. 
Proposed§ 138(d)(2)(B) requires that projects "on 
sites of 40,000 square feet or more and located 
south of Bryant Street shall provide the required 
open space outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu 
fee." 

POPOS& Amended § 426 As amended,§ 426 states that an in-lieu fee is Amended § 426 should be revised such that an in lieu fee would not be 
Open Space required for each square foot of POPOS and non- required where a project obtains an exception only from the qualitative 
In-Lieu Fee residential open space that is :required but not standards of the POPOS requirements, but where the project provides 

provided. the amount of POPOS mandated by the Code. We suggest the following 
amendment: 

... In the CMUO District, the usable open space requirement of Section 
135.3 and the POPOS requirement of Section 138 may be satisfied 
through payment of a fee of $890 for each square foot of required usable 

· open space not provided. Pay_ment o(_a &e shall not be required (pr any_ 
square (potage o(_usable oeen seace or POPOS that is 'f].rovided in the 
amount required, but (pr which a variance or exce'f].tion is granted '{gr 
design standards otherwise ar2.r2.licable to such O'f].en S'f].ace or POPOS . . 
!. 

Living and Proposed§§ Proposed§ 249.78(d)(3) requires that Central Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) should allow for a Key Sites exception from 
Solar Roofs 249.78(d)(3) and SoMa buildings that are 160-feet-tall or less the living roof and solar requirements as long as a comparable amount 

329( e )(3)(B) provide at least 50% of the roof area as living roof of required living roof and/or solar system area is provided elsewhere 
and comply with Building Code Section 5.201.1.2, on the property. 
which sets forth the requirements for solar systems 
on non-residential buildings. (B) Exceptions . ... the reg_uirement that POPOS be O'f].en to the s'fri. 

established in Section 138CdUJ2Cll.2; e.< the commercial orientation of 
large sites established in Section 249. 78Cc2C62.,-; or the living and solar 
roof§ reguirements established in Section 249. 78Cd2C32, so long as a 
com'f].arable amount o(_reg_uired living and/or solar roo(_area is 
e_rovided elsewhere on the 12ro12.ertJ!.. 

I:\R&A\729409\Memos & Correspondence\BOS CSOMA Comment Letter\Zoning Text Redlines 7.9.18.docx 2 
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Tower Proposed§§ Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) states that Key Sites can Proposed § 132.4( d)(3) should be amended to clarify that Key Sites can 
Separation 132.4(d)(3) and seek an exception for the tower separation obtain an exception from the tower separation requirements without· 

329( e )(3)(B) requirements in§ 132.4, and Planning staff has meeting the four criteria set forth in proposed§ 132.4( d)(3)(B): 
advised that Key Sites are not required to meet the 
4 criteria listed in proposed § 132.4( d)(3) in order Through the {2.rocedures o[_Section 329, the Planning Commission may_ 
to obtain this exception. However, this should be reduce the se12.aration required under subsection (!1.2 i[_it fl.nds that a 
clarified in the Code language. Tower v..rotect meets all o[_the fpllowing criteria. Key_ Sites, as identified 

in { 329Ce202, are not required to comely_ with the fgllowing criteria in 
order to obtain a reduction o[.the Building Se12.aration requirements set 
fgrth in subsection CA2, as the Key_ Sites are eligible {gr a general 
exceetion from the Building Se72.aration requirements 12ursuant to § 
329Ce2C32rB2. 

Key Sites Proposed§ The proposed language eliminates the ability of Revise amended§ 329(d)(l2) to allow Key Sites projects to seek PUD-
Exceptions, 329(d)(12) Central SoMa SUD projects to seek the PUD type exceptions (as set forth in§ 304) via an LPA: 
Generally exceptions under § 304, which are currently 

available to LP A projects pursuant to existing § Where not specified elsewhere in this S~bsection ( d), modification of 
329( d)(12). other Code requirements whieh that could otherwise be modified as a 

Planned Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of 
The Central SoMa Plan requires or encourages a the zoning district in which the property is located, exce{2t that such 
mix of PDR, office, retail, and residential in a modifications shall not be {2.ermitted {gr non-Key Sites v_rotects in the 
relatively dense environment, all while striving for Central SoMa S{2_ecial Use District. Those woiects on Key_ Sites, as 
a dense, walkable, and transit-oriented identified in subsection Cel below, mav obtain exce{2_tions {j_wn those 
neighborhood. Some measure of flexibility in Code requirements that could be otherwise be modified as a Planned 
applying prescriptive Code standards is necessary Unit Develorz.ment. . 
in order to facilitate building typologies and mixes 
of uses that are relatively novel. 

I:\R&A\729409\Memos & Correspondence\BOS CSOMA Comment Letter\Zoning Text Redlin!:)s 7.9.18.docx 3 
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,;:;,,ATE OF CALIFORNIA· BlJSIN§S§ CONSUMER SERVICES AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DiVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
(916) 263-2911 /FAX (916) 263-7453 
V!WW.hcd.ca.gov · 

July 6, 2018 

\ 11t,L( 0 . 
\iO\~l, ,~o tt6'3 
lfOl~'t 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 

\ fD(t.\~ 

San Francisco, CA94102-4689. 

RE: Housing Sustainability District Ordinance 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

<; "~ 1M. '11lY wJ 
l,,JIJ.,M11W6 

Thank you for submitting the City and County of San Francisco's ("San Francisco") proposed 
ordinance establishing a housing sustainability district in central south of Market ("HSD­
Central SOMA"). This letter serves as the preliminary determination by the Department of 
Housing and Community Dev~lopment (HCD) required pursuant to Government Code (Gov. 
Code) section 66202. 

HCD has pr.eliminarily determined that the proposed HSD-Central SOMA ordinance· 
addresses the requirements of housing sustainability districts, pursuant to Gov. Code, §§ 
66200 through 66210. Please note that HCD's determination is only preliminary and may be 
subject to change for reasons including, but not limited to, the preparation of guidelines, new 
information in an adopted ordinance, certification of compliance, or other subsequent 
submittals (Gov. Code, § 66209). In addition, HCD has not conducted a full review of any · 
design review standards for consistency with Gov. Code§ 66207. Finally, please be aware 
that the Legislature has not appropriated funds for a zoning incentive payment and as a 
result, San Francisco is not entitled to a zoning incentive payment pursuant to Gov. Code, § 
66202, subdivision (a)(2) or§ 66204, subdivision (b) at this time. 

Once the proposed HSD-Central SOMA ordinance takes effect, please submit an 
acknowledgement of such to HCD. Additionally, in the event the Legislature appropriates 
funds for zoning inventive payments, San Francisco should submit an application for a 

. zoning incentive payment, including all of the information required by Gov. Code, §§ 66202, 
subdivisions (a) and (b), and 66204, subdivision (b). 

HCD commends San Francisco for its leadership in advancing the state's housing goals, 
including with this implementation of AB 73 (Chiu) to streamline and incentivize housing 
production. Streamlining and production incentives such as housing sustainability districts 
are critical tools to increase housing supply and affordability, while conserving existing 
housing stock affordable to lower income households. HCD applauds San Francisco's long­
standing commitment, innovation and success in promoting the development, conservation 
and preservation of affordable housing. . · · 

1\\~,\~ 



1634

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Housing Sustainability District Ordinance 
Page 2 

If HCD can provide any additional assistance; or if you or your staff have any questions, 
please contact Paul McDougall, Housing Policy Manager, at paul.mcdougall@hcd.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Zachary Olmstead 
Deputy Director 
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()SPUR 
Sa11r11 Fn:indsco I San Jose I Oakland 

July 6, 2018 

Land Use & Transportation Committee 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

City Hall, Room 244 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: July 9, 2018 Agenda Items Nos. 6, 7 & 8 

Central SoMa Plan Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning Maps 
(Board File Nos.180490, 180185, 180453) 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safaf: 

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in with SPUR's support for the Central SoMa Plan. SPUR is very 

pleased to see that the approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions are finally before 

you. We urge you to approve this ambitious plan as quickly as possible. Thc1 city has been working with 

. the community for several years to get this Plan completed, and it is time to get it across the finish line. 

Why should the Central SoMa Plan be approved? What do we see are its merits? 

1. Central SoMa is the right location for jobs: Central SoMa is an area that is key to San 

Francisco and to the region. It lies adjacent to the Financial District, an existing dense jobs center, 

and it holds the most links to regional transportation infrastructure. Downtown San Francisco is 

the area in the region with the lo~vest rate of driving to work and one of the few places within the 

region where people can and do commute by public transportation. 

This is therefore the right place - from an environmental standpoint, a jobs agglomeration 

standpoint and others - for accommodating a significant amount of growth for both jobs and 

housing, but particularly for the 40,000 jobs this Plan contemplates. 

2. The Central SoMa Plan helps to address the housing shortage and the affordability crisis: 
. With recent amendments, this plan now accommodates 8,300 homes, which is an increase from 

what was originally planned. Additionally, the housing sustainability district, which uses David 

Chiu's AB 73 from last year, will help expedite the production of these units which have already 

been considered through this planning process. 

We would also support future efforts to add housing in the Central SoMa Plan and elsewhere in 

San Francisco and the region without coming at the expense of jobs in regional-transit locations. 

SAN FrMNCISCO 

654 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415) 781-8726 

SAN JOSE 

76 South First Street 
San Jose, CA 95113 
( 408) 638-0083 

OAKLAND 

1544 Broadway 
Oakland, CA 94612 
(510) 827-1900 

spur.org 
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3. The Central SoMa Plan provides for unprecedented public benefits: The growth 

accommodated by this Plan is expected to orr'e day fund up to $2 billion in public benefits towards 

affordable housing, transportation, open space, sustainability and many other needs for the city 
and this neighborhood. These benefits will be trimsforrnative ... once the Plan is approved and once 

that development moves forward. But we have been waiting for the plan's completion for long 

enough. In the meantime, the economy has been shifting, construction costs have been rising and 

the feasibility of development moving forward is now shakier than it was a few years ago. 

In that spirit, now is better than later. Displacement of both residents and businesses from San Francisco is 
happening in part because there is more competition for homes and office space. Quote unquote "normal" 
office jobs for nonprofits, engineering and architecture firms and other businesses are being shifted to 

downtown Oakland in the best case, but also to more suburban locations or other regions, because of the 

increased cost to lease office space in San Francisco. 

The Central SoMa Plan is a thoughtful and ambitious plan to improve the neighborhood for residents, 
workers and visitors, It will increase housing opportunities, provide significant affordability, expand green· 
space, transform the experience of beirig on the street, maintain a vital mix of uses, allow a diverse mix of 

businesses to remain in San Francisco and more. SPUR urges you to support this Plan as quickly as 

possible in order to set in motion the processes that will bring these benefits to Central SoMa; San 

Francisco and the region. 

Tl).ank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions. 

~~ 
Kristy Wang 

Community Planning Policy Director 

cc: SPUR Board of Directors 
Mayor Mark Farrell and staff 
Supervisor London Breed and staff 

John Rahaim, Lisa Chen / Planning Department 
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June 26, 2018 

Board of Supervisors 

T 510.836.4200 
F 510.836.420.S 

City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 

410 12th Street, Suite 2.SO 
Oakland. Ca 94607 

www.lozeaudrury.com 
richardfi"Jlozeaudrury.corn 

Via E~mail and First Class Mail 

\?0 \~LI 

l1W1i5 
l iD1-tcto 

Re: Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu Objection to Designating the One Vassar Project as 
a Key Development Site in Central SOMA Plan 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors ("CSN") and SFBlu to object to 
the proposal to designate the One Vassar Project, located at 400 2nd Street, as a "key 
development site" pursuant to the Central SOMA Plan. The purpose of designating key 
development sites in the Central SOMA Plan is to "maximize public benefits" at certain large 
underutilized lot areas within the Plan area and to "ensure that their development directly 
delivers critical public benefits." Central SOMA Plan and Implementation Strategy, Part II, Draft 
Key Development Site Guidelines, p. 170 (emphasis added). Key sites that are included in the 
final Central SOMA Plan would be subjected to a streamlined approval process in exchange for 
delivering critical public benefits. CSN and SFBlu oppose the inclusion of the One Vassar 
Project as a key development site in the Central SOMA Plan .because rather than deliverin§ 
public benefits, the One Vassar Project, as currently proposed, will adversely affect the 2n and 
Harrison area. 

First, CSN and SFBlu do not believe the potential public benefits cited in the 
Implementation Strategy are likely to come to fruition. No commitments have been forthcoming 
from the developer of the site. The excessive height limits proposed for this Project are not 
necessary to secure potential public benefits from this site. Indeed, CSN and SFBlu do not 
believe there is any public benefit in constructing a large hotel at this site. Numerous other hotel 
projects already are underway or will be spurred on by the Central SOMA Plan in other more 
appropriate locations. Accelerating the approval of this controversial Project will lessen the 
likelihood that public pressure would be brought to bear to ensure any heightened public benefits 
from the Project. 

Second, rather than provide public benefits to the area around 2nd Street and Harrison 
Street, the One Vassar Project and its 4,000 plus commercial and residential occupants will 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
June 26, 2018 
Page 2 of2 

overwhelm the surrounding neighborhood and degrade the quality of life of existing residents. 
CSN and SFBlu are concerned that the number of occupants envisioned by this Project in this 
location is out of balance with the surrounding area. In order to restore consistency in this 
portion of the Central SOMA Plan, the One Vassar Project parcel should be limited to a 
maximum height of 130-feet. CSN and SFBlu believe that height limit would better balance the 
number of commuters and visitors accessing the Project, be more in keeping with adjacent 
projects, and ensure that the Project provides public benefits rather than disproportionately 
overwhelm public transit and the local neighborhood. 

Third, it is CSN's and SFBlu's understanding that the One Vassar project does not intend 
to further a clear public benefit of ensuring good jobs in either the construction or operation of 
the Project. CSN and SFBlu are extremely concerned that identifying this site at this planning 
stage for special treatment as a key development site is premature. It is our understanding that 
the Planning Commission has endorsed the preparation of Community Good Jobs Employment 
Plans ("Good Jobs Plans") for any non-residential development over 25,000 square-feet. See, e.g. 
https :/ lhoodline.com/2018/05/planning-commission-unanimously-approves-central-soma-plan. 
These Good Job Plans would be subject to public review and comment prior to a project being 
considered for approval by the Planning Department. The Good Jobs Plan would provide details 
of a project's strategy for providing permanent jobs for SOMA residents paying good living 
wages and benefits. The plan would also explain how a project planned to engage with the local, 
concerned community and other civic and labor organizations. Prior to identifying this site as a 
key development site, the City should require the One Vassar Project to prepare a Good Jobs 
Plan in order to identify and lock in actual public benefits to the community of this oversized 
development proposal, not merely the potential for such benefits. 

Given the current likelihood that the One Vassar Project, as currently designed and 
envisioned will more likely bestow significant burdens rather than benefits on this portion of 
Central SOMA, CSN and SFBlu respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors remove this 
site from the list of key development sites currently proposed in the Central SOMA Plan. 

S)~cerely, 

'/{ t7 (-./.\ 
'\. V \_ ;..,__ "';-.--·', __ ... ______ ) ~-· -.\ 

Richard T. Drury / 
Lozeau Drury LLP i 

on behalf of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu 
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. RE: Land Use And Transportation Committee 

File Nos. 180185 and 180490 

··,::·: 

I received a notice of public hearing from the· Clerk of the Board of 
Supervisors. My name is spelled Paul Tieck, not Paul Tiger. 

The area being discussed at the July 9 public hearing is within walking 
distance of the Caltrain station. This area should not have any height limit at 
all. Securing a permit to build any kind of structure should· not take three 
years. This is more than twice the 16 months it took to build the Empire State 
Building. The hundreds of pages of obstruction for the sake of obstruction 
that is cluttering the planning code needs to be replaced with an easy- to -
understand set of incentives and guidelines for getting quick approval of a 
development project. 

The minimum requirements for securing a building permit .should be 

proof of liability insurance, -- -
I 

an engineering plan for making sure that the foundation of the proposed 
new building will stay in one place 

a way has been figured out to prevent damage to the foundations of 

neighboring structures during construction of the project, 

having a licensed contractor lined up to carry out the proposed project, 

showing in writing that a plan for managing traffic around the construction 
site has been agreed upon. 

( :, 
C) 

. C> C :> 
~-' ; <- .. 

• 11.. r1:: 

··; ··' e,.1 
I 

·- .......... -· .1 

[ PG 1] 
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If half or more of the area of a proposed new project is set aside for long 
- term residential use, it should get priority of review over other projects that 
will have less than half of the area set aside for residential use. 

Any residential project that 

meets the minimum requirements for a building permit as outlined above, 

is located within a third of a mile of a major transit hub { like Caltrain }, 

comes with a plan in writing to provide affordable replacement housing for 
. . 

any people currently living on the site, 

and comes with a written agreement to set aside at least 15% of the new 
units as affordable to people within the surrounding neighborhood earning 
less than half of the median income for the area 

should be given over - the - counter approval. 

A residential unit that has someone living in it should be taxed at a lower 
rate than a vacant residential unit, or any space that is not used for 
residential purposes. 

[ PG 2 J 
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_. HEIGHT LIMIT .... -- -- ------ ... - .... ------ -
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Height limits push new development into the surrounding community, 
resulting in displacement. 

....... 

Stacking new housing units dozens of stories high results in much less 
community displacement. When a big highrise residential structure is 
completed, it will have hundreds of empty units in it. There will be empty 
housing units on the market. The new highrise will create vacuum in the 
housing market. 
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City Jfa:11 . 
i Di', C~r'itM i;t .G<1odl¢'ttPJM¢, Roq:m :i44' 

S~h(tr~~ctl~{f ~446"S.9 
'J<',;ix NQ\ SS4.;;SJ/i$ 

t:ourrr.x No, ss<i.s2:z1 

NOTICE OF PUBLlC: HEAR1NG 
BbARQ OF S:tJPE;R;\/l~bR$ OF·THJ::;'.GITY.ANP CQU.Nt'( OF SAN fRAN.Gl$QO 

LAND U$6 ANDTIAAN$PQRTATION COMMJTTEE: 

Date·: Monday~ July 9, 20-18 

1:30,p,m. 

Leg_i'sla:tive. Cnamb:errRot>m 250, Iocate.d,at City Hall 
1 o,-.,Carlton $; G'oodlettPlace.,:Sai1 Francisc.o, CA 

F.H~:No~ 1&ots$., o:rdin~nc~ ~rP~noing th~ L'.qn{hgJvl@p, o.hhe· PfamnJng 
Qo:q~i tp cr$pte the, Gentrf:ll SPwth of Mark~t ($:otvfa) $pech:1t U~r~·:Oistd6£ 
a0r1d make. othet amendments to·the He'igt)t:and Bulk District Maps and 
Zoning Use D1strid Maps tbns ist:ent with the Ce:nfral SoMa Area Plan, 
encom ·assin· ah area.· erterall ·.• hounded oM its Westen;,·· ortfon 15·· Sixfh 
$tr~e(~n i{$·~~st$tti, ·po~ibrt by,y$~tond Stree('on; It~ ~or.t~~rrt p·oJon· try 
the .b.ord~r of the :Downtown PIPnAr~ii (an frregwJar oordE;?.r that: 'gemm~ily 

_jo,g,s. a:ro·n·g Fhlsom, Howard and st~ven:son Streets}, and o.n lts southem 
porti6n by Townsend Stre:e1taffirmJng the Planning Deparl:tnettt's 
determihatio · :11nder the:·Calffotri'ia EnVironmenfal ctaaiff Act, and ..... , .......... . n . ......... ~ s··, ., .• , .. , .•..... , ... · ........ . Y ... . , , .... . 
rntkirg, finding~ of c,on$1s{~My with the ~ene:r$l Plan; andjhe eight 
priority pol'laies of Planning Co.de, Section ·tQl,A'. . . 

File No. 1'8049.0:, Ordinarlce amending the: General'.Plan by adding the 
C£?nfr?I' sowth 9f M~Tk~t(SoMa;) AN& P'l?11i g~ner~JlY !Joiir:id~g qn ifs 
We$f(5n} pgrtfqn b.Y Sixth $treet. on hf? e$.~fetn portlon hy $.~oond Street; 
on Jts northern po.rtlon by the :border ofthe D'owntown Plan Area; and on 
its st1athem portion by Townstind Street; making<conformihg 
amendments:to:the Commerce·and Industry Element, the Houslng 
Element, the Ur:hait Design l;lement, the Uind Use Index_,: and the. East 
SoMa c;'\tic;l West $oM~ Are~ 8l?Ji$; and; m~klhg ~nv'.ifonm~nt?l ftndfng$-, . 

, (nq!JJd.ihg qqoptJng 9. s,fpfom~nt of overriqing cQnsid$r;::it!qns1 :and findings 
of consistency" With the General Plan) and the eight priority policies, of 
Planning Code, Section tot 1. 
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Paul Tiger 
370 Turk St. #159 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

M;t~}~1~~it~a&t91~§t\~ir~0
mm'itt~¢· 

ju:n:e.ztf;2pte:· ,, . ,' . ,, . · 
f/qge2,, ·· · 

. fr1, qccdn;iiance. wlthAc:frrtlhif3ttqtiV~ G9de1:S~c±Jon 67.'.7 -t., pE}rions·w.hP'El[~ .. upalJ1¢ tq 
attE}n,d lhi heating on thes¢ niatt~rs · n;1c1y:.sµb111h'writf~11 corntne.l'.lf$ "tbthe. C>ity I?>ilotto • thE}J\me, 
fhe. hearing begin~. The§$ GPri1tnents W:iil .b:e ,ma~e. f>$tt of the offlcia.l publkfrecord hi .tt'les~ .. 
matters; ~hd:sh~li be br¢ught,(p. thEriltfo.ntltir(pfth~=:rn~rnhers of"the'.Comriiitfoe; Wdtteli 
comm~hts:sh¢qldbe:f:iddfo~$et:f 'ttiAct:g¢1~:ef#ivHfo1, Ct~r,k':pfth'e: sbard1. ciiyHiH; 1' or:. Carlton 
.ft'$oogl$ftP.li=:lGE?,R6qJti.444i Sarr Prtincis.¢9".CA:94;f02; ·1t1fprm,atlon tefoti,Qg:taJthe.s.e · . 
·t:::·~~;:;:;~~irt::1t~=~r:~t;.;;i:ii:.:~~~~~:;~ii~qt~;,~:1.itorrn·atib:rt,.rel~l(rig.·tb· 

Jn ' g· -~'·~ ' ... 
: .·~ :/ ~~g$i~-~:~1~il~,-Gierk M'.~he, $.~~rd 

,,V . 

• bATED/P Us1;;l$.HE;bX.tv1A)t.EOlPQ,sX~6~ Jun~,;2gi 2(r1;~. 
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T Sl0.836 4200 
F 510.836.420:, 

,110 12th Street. Suite 250 
Oak!on.:l. Cct 94607 

V.''NW.!o):et1uclrury.cor11 
rich<irt.h?' Jozeaudrury corn 

r-~-' 
June 26, 2018 Via E-mail and First Class 1'\1ail ~~ 

Board of Supervisors +· c:: 
City and County of San Francisco \ ~-::;

0

• 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

City Hall, Room 244 \ 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 ~ 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org ~ 

Re: Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu Objection to Designating the One Vassar Prpject°;s 
a Key Development Site in Central SOMA Plan · 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors ("CSN") and SFBlu to object to 
the proposal to designate the One Vassar Project, located at 400 2nd Street, as a "key 
development site" pursuant to the Central SOMA Plan. The purpose of designating key 
development sites in the Central SOMA Plan is to "maximize public benefits" at certain large 
underutilized lot areas within the Plan area and to "ensure that their development directly 
delivers critical public benefits." Central SOMA Plan and Implementation Strategy, Part II, Draft 
Key Development Site Guidelines, p. 170 ( emphasis added). Key sites that are included in the 
final Central SOMA Plan would be subjected to a streamlined approval process in exchange for 
delivering critical public benefits. CSN and SFBlu oppose the inclusion of the One Vassar 
Project as a key development site in the Central SOMA Plan because rather than delivering 
public benefits, the One Vassar Project, as currently proposed, will adversely affect the 2nd and 
Harrison area. 

First, CSN and SFBlu do not believe the potential public benefits cited in the 
Implementation Strategy are likely to come to fruition. No commitments have been forthcoming 
from the developer of the site. The excessive height limits proposed for this Project are not 
necessary to secure potential public benefits from this site. Indeed, CSN and SFBlu do not 
believe there is any public benefit in constructing a large hotel at this site. Numerous other hotel 
projects already are underway or will be spurred on by the Central SOMA Plan in other more 
appropriate locations. Accelerating the approval of this controversial Project will lessen the 
likelihood that public pressure would be brought to bear to ensure any heightened public benefits 
from the Project. 

Second, rather than provide public benefits to the area around 2nd Street and Harrison 
Street, the One Vassar Project and its 4,000 plus commercial and residential occupants will 

OJ 
0 
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overwhelm the surrounding neighborhood and degrade the quality oflife of existing residents. 
CSN and SFBlu are concerned that the number of occupants envisioned by this Project in this 
location is out of balance with the surrounding area. In order to restore consistency in this 
portion of the Central SOMA Plan, the One Vassar Project parcel should be limited to a 
maximum height of 130-feet. CSN and SFBlu believe that height limit would better balance the 
number of commuters and visitors accessing the Project, be more in keeping with adjacent 
projects, and ensure that the Project provides public benefits rather than disproportionately 
overwhelm public transit and the local neighborhood. 

Third, it is CSN's and SFBlu's understanding that the One Vassar project does not intend 
to further a clear public benefit of ensuring good jobs in either the construction or operation of 
the Project. CSN and SFBlu are extremely concerned that identifying this site at this planning 
stage for special treatment as a key developme11-t site is premature. It is our understanding that 
the Planning Commission has endorsed the preparation of Community Good Jobs Employment 
Plans ("Good Jobs Plans") for any non-residential development over 25,000 square-feet. See, e.g. 
h ttps://h oodline.com/2018/05/planning-commission-unanimous ly-approves-cen tral-soma-plan. 
These Good Job Plans would be subject to public review and comment prior to a project being 
considered for approval by the Planning Department. The Good Jobs Plan would provide details 
ofa project's strategy for providing permanent jobs for SOMA residents paying good living 
wages and benefits. The plan would also explain how a project planned to engage with the local, 
concerned community and other civic and labor organizations. Prior to identifying this site as a 
key development site, the City should require the One Vassar Project to prepare a Good Jobs 
Plan in order to identify and lock in actual public benefits to the community of this oversized 
development proposal, not merely the potential for such benefits. 

Given the current likelihood that the One Vassar Project, as currently designed and 
envisioned will more likely bestow significant burdens rather than benefits on this portion of 
Central SOMA, CSN and SFBlu respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors remove this 
site from the list of key development sites currently proposed in the Central SOMA Plan. 

Sjncerely, 

·, ~ 

';~~- '--· ). ./ .' -"-._~¥---·,, 

\ 
Richard T. Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP .' 
on behalf of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu 
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To:._. Supervisor Jane Kim 

cc: Barbara Lopez 
Christine Linnenbach 
Carlton Linnenbach . 

From: Steven L. Vettel 

Re: Central SOMA Planning Code amendments 

Subject: Amendments relative to 636 Fourth Street 

[_ :\ : : :; ·._· .· 

L'>;o t ,'u··' .t' ',; ::·, ;:,_ .... 7 fl 11 r'\ ' ri ' ~~ ... - ~ l'ii l: ; i 

&A_ ,.~. --·-·---

Date: July 2, 2018 

I understand that an issue has arisen as to whether certain amendments to Board File 

180184 relative to the bulk and setback requirements for a proposed residential tower at 636 

Fourth Street can be enacted by the Board of Supervisors without referral back to the·. Planning 

Commission. I am writing on behalf of the Linnenbach family, the sponsors of the 636 Fourth 

Street project (the "Project"), to explain why we do not believe there is a legal requirement for 

such a referral back in this case. 

1; The proposed amendments were previously considered by the Planning 

Commission. Attached hereto is a summary of the several Planning Commission hearings during 

which the issue of the orientation of the proposed tower on the Project site, including its tower 

separation from 505 Brannan Street, were discussed during public testimony and in the 

Commissioners' deliberations. The attachment includes minute cites to the video recordings of 

the hearings. The precise amendments at issue, including tower separation, tower setback, tower 

size and tower length, were provided to the Planning Department on May 1, 2018, via my email 

to Steve Wertheim. We also presented the proposed amendments to the Planning Commission in 

writing and inmy and Christine Linnenbach's oral testimony during its May 10, 2018, hearing. 

At that hearing, the Commissioners had 3.0 staff recommended amendments before them, as well 

as the amendments we proposed. Staff did not provide the Commissioners with an explanation 

of the vast majority of these staff amendments (unlike our testimony that directly explained the 

Russ Building ,., 235 Montgomery Street ,, San Francisco, CA 94104 ·• T 415.954.4400 ,; F 415.954.4480 
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proposed amendments). Nonetheless, I understand the City Attorney has determined that all 30 

of those amendments were adequately considered by the Commission on May 10. Given the 

perfunctory nature of the Commission's consideration of staff's amendments, we believe the 

Commission did consider our proposed amendments relative to 636 Fourth Street, likely 

believing they were included in the 30 staff recommendations and therefore did not warrant 

specific discussion. On several occasions the Commissioners directed staff to bring them 

amendments that would improve the Plan's jobs-housing balance, as these amendments do. 

2. Even if not adequately considered by the Commission, the Board of Supervisors 

is authorized to make. non-material modifications to Planning Code provisions without referral 

back to the Commission. Planning Code Section 302(d) provides: "In acting upon any 

proposed amendment to the text of the [Planning] Code, the Board of Supervisors may modify 

said amendment but shall not take final action upon any material modification that has not been 

approved or disapproved by the Planning Commission." The amendments proposed for the 636 

Fourth Street Project are not "material modifications" of the Central SOMA Code amendments 

requiring referral back. The Central SOMA Code amendments legislation is 194 pages in length. 

The legislation will regulate land uses in a 17-block area and enable 33,000 new jobs and 8,300 

dwelling units. in comparison, the 636 Fourth Street amendments concern the orientation and 

bulk of a single building. Should the amendments be enacted, the height of the Project would 

remain unchanged at 250 feet, and the dwelling unit count would potentially increase by only 

approximately 40 units (0.5% of the enabled 8,300 units). The floor plate of the tower would 

increase by 500 square feet, and the horizontal length of the tower would increase by 15 feet. 

These minor changes to the physical characteristics of a single building are not "material 

modifications" of the legislation requiring r~ferral back. 

For sake of analogy, the Planning Department has a rule of thumb that approved projects 

may increase in unit count by 5% without requiring referral back to the Planning Commission for 

a new hearing on the modified project. The 636 Fourth Street amendments would not come 

close to increasing the development density in the Central SOMA area by 5% or more. 
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Similarly, CEQA provides standards for when modifications to a project are material 

enough to require additional CEQA review. CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 states: 

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project, no 
subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that project unless. the lead agency determines, 
on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record, one or more of the 
following: 
(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of 
the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
signific?,nt effects; 
(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project 
is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative 
declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or 
(3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have 
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was 
certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the 
following: 
(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous 
E.IR or negative declaration; 
(8) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown 
in the previous EIR; . 
(C) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact 
be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, 
but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 
(D) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects 
on the environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure 
or alternative. 

The minor modifications to the Code represented by the proposed 636 Fourth Street 

amendments would not fall within any of these situations requiring further CEQA review. 

30840\6775354.1 
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636 Fourth Street Project: Planning Commission hearings during which tower separation, 
setbacks, tower size and horizontal dimensions were discussed 

February 1, 2018 (tower separation and increasing size of 636 Fourth Street project] 

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer. php?view _id=20&clip _id=29695 

2:00 Steve Vettel 
2: 17 Commissioners Melgar 
2:23 Commissioner Richards 
2:35 Director Rahaim 
2:36 Commissioner Moore 

March 15, 2018 

In general public comment, Christine Linnenbach presented Steve Vettel' s March 14, 2018 letter 
addressing tower separation, height and unit count at 636 Fourth Street to the Commissioners. 

March 22, 2018 [tower separation and increasing size of 636 Fourth Street project] 

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer. php?view _id=20&clip _id=30100 

2:09 Steve Vettel following up on letter dated March 14, 2018 
2: 15 Commissioner Moore · 

April 12, 2018 (tower separation] 

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view _ id=20&c1ip _id=3 0263 

1 :22 Tara Sullivan/RJR ( counsel for 505 Brannan) 
1:38 Commissioner Richards 
1:47 Commissioner Koppel 
1 :49 Commissioner Moore 
1 :50 Commissioner Richards 

May 10, 2018 (tower separation, setbacks from streets and property lines, tower size and tower 
horizontal dimension] 

http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer. php?view _id=20&clip _id=3 0502 

5:58 Steve Vettel introduces the code amendments referencing the reduced setbacks on 4th and 
Bluxome Streets, the tower resulting shift to the southeast, the proposed 13,000 sf tower 
floorplate with a longer horizontal dimension than previously proposed 

6:42 Christine Linnenbach follows up on Steve's comments to provide the written proposed 
code amendments for 636 Fourth Street to the Commissioners 

1 
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6:43:40 Christine hands the code amendments to Jonas Ionin, the Commission Secretary, and 
requests that the documents be put in the record and that Mr. Ionin give copies directly to the 
Commissioners and the Director. Mr. Ionin retrieved the code amendments from Christine and 
handed them directly to the Commissioners 

The Commissioners did not directly address the amendments presented by Vettel and 
Linnenbach during their deliberations. But neither did the Commission discuss at the hearing the 
30 other amendments proposed by Planning Department staff on pages 239 to 244 of the staff, 
including designating 505 Brannan as a key site: 
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20l l. l 356EMTZU _ Central%20SoMa.pdf 

30840\6761127.1 

2 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will 
hold a public hearing to consider the following proposals and said public hearing will be held 
as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard: 

Date: Monday, July 9, 2018 

Time: 1 :30 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subjects: File No. 180185. Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning 
Code to create the Central South of Market (SoMa) Special Use District 
and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps and 
Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan, 
encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth 
Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by 
the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally 
jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern 

· portion by Townsend Street; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

File No. 180490. Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the 
Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its 
western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, 
on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on 
its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming 
amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing 
Element, the Urban Design Element, the Land Use Index, and the East 
SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; and making environmental findings, 

· including adopting a statement of overriding considerations, and findings 
of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 
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Land Use and Transportation Con1111ittee 
File Nos. 180185 and 180490 
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In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on these matters may submit written comments to t.he City prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in these 
matters, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, t Dr. Carlton 
B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to these 
matters are available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to 
these matters will be available for public review on Friday, July 6, 2018. 

ck .. ,;; ~"~ 
·· { Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

DATED/PUBLISHED/MAILED/POSTED: June 28, 2018 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

PROOF OF MAILING 

Legislative File No. 180185 and 180490 

Description of Items: Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use 
District and General Plan Amendments - Central South of Market Area Plan - 227 
Notices Mailed 

I, Jocelyn Wong , an employee of the City and 
County of San Francisco, mailed the above described document(s) by depositing the 
sealed items with the United States Postal Service (USPS) with the postage fully 
prepaid as follows: 

Date: June 29, 2018 

Time:· 11 :03 am 

USPS Location: Re pro Pick-up Box in the Clerk of the Board's Office (Rm 244) 

Mailbox/Mailslot Pick-Up Times (if applicable): N/A ---------------
~ \ 

/ \ 

Instructions: Upon completion, original must be filed in the above referenced file. 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
Telephone (800) 788-7840 I Fax (800) 464-2839 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

ALISA SOMERA 
CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

Notice Type: 

Ad Description 

COPY OF NOTICE 

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

AS - 07.09.18 Land Use -180490 & 180185 Central 
SoMa Plan & SUD 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): 

06/28/2018 

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last 
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an 
invoice. 

I IIIIIII IIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIIII IIII IIII 
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EXM# 3148963 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF THE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS­

PORTATION COMMITIEE 
MONDAY, JULY 9 2018 -

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, CHAMBER 

ROOM, ROOM 250 
1 DR. CARL TON B. 

GOODLETI PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hearing to 
consider U,e following 
proposals and said public 
hearing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
interested parties may attend 
and be heard: File No. 
180490. Ordinance amend­
ing the General Plan by 
adding the Central South 
of Market (SoMa) Area 
Plan, generally bounded on 
its western portion by Sixth 
Street, on its eastern portion 
by Second Street, on its 
northern portion by the 
border of U,e Downtown Plan 
Area, and on its southern 
portion by Town send Street; 
making confonning amend­
ments to the Commerce and 
Industry Element, the 
Housing Element, the Urban 
Design Element, the Land 
Use Index, and the East 
SoMa and West SoMa Area 
Plans; and making environ­
mental findings, including 
adopting a statement of 
overriding considerations, 
and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and 
the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 
101.1. File No. 180185. 
Ordinance amending the 
Zoning Map of the 
Planning Code to create 
the Central South of 
Market (SoMa) Special Use 
District and make other 
amendments to the Height 
and Bulk District Maps and 
Zoning Use District Maps 
consistent witli the Central 
SoMa Area Plan, encom-

b~~~~~d a~n ani~ g!~~;1~ 
portion by Sixth Street, on its 
eastern portion by Second 
Street, on its northern portion 
by the border of the 
Downtown Plan Area ( an 
irregular border that 
generally jogs along Folsom, 
Howard and Stevenson 
Streets), and on its southern 
portion by Townsend Street; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's detennination 
under U,e California 
Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings of 

consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1 In accordance 
with Administrative Code, 
Section 67.7-1, persons who 
are unable to attend the 
hearing on these matters 
may submit written com­
ments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. 
These · comments will be 
made part of the official 
public record in these 
matters, and shall be brought 
to the attention of the 
members of the Committee. 
Written comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda infonnation 
relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on 
Friday, July 6, 2018. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 
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835 MARKET ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
Telephone (415) 314-1835 / Fax (510)743-4178 

ALISA SOMERA 

CCSF BO OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 

1 DR CARL TON B GOODLETT PL #244 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA- 94102 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 

(2015.5 C.C.P.) 

State of California ) 
County of SAN FRANCISCO ) ss 

Notice Type: GPN - GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description: 

AS - 07.09.18 Land Use -180490 & 180185 Central SoMa 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the State of California; I am 
over the age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested in the above 
entitled matter. I am the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER, a newspaper published in the English language in 
the city of SAN FRANCISCO, county of SAN FRANCISCO, and adjudged a 
newspaper of general circulation as defined by the laws of the State of 
California by the Superior Court of the County of SAN FRANCISCO, State of 
California, under date 10/18/1951, Case No. 410667. That the notice, of which 
the annexed is a printed copy, has been published in each regular and entire 
issue of said newspaper and not in any supplement thereof on the following 
dates, to-wit: 

06/28/2018 

Executed on: 06/28/2018 
At Los Angeles, California 

I certify (or declare) under penalty of peljury that the foregoing is true and 
correct. 

Signature 
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EXM#: 3148963 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC 
HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
OF THE CITY AND 

COUNTY OF SAN FRAN-
CISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANS­
PORTATION COMMITTEE 
MONDAY, JULY 9 2018 • 

1:30 PM 
CITY HALL, CHAMBER 

ROOM, ROOIVI 250 
1 DR. CARLTON B. 

GOODLETT PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee 
will hold a public hear\ng to 
consider the following 
proposals and said public 
heartng will be held as 
follows, at which time all 
interested parties may attend 
and be heard: File No. 
180490. Ordinance amend· 
ing the General Plan by 
adding the Central South 
of Market (SoMa) Area 
Plan, generally bounded on 
its western portion by Sixth 
Street, on its eastern portion 
by Second Street, on its 
northern portion by the 
border of the Downtown Plan 
Area, and on its southern 
portion by Townsend Street; 
making conforming amend­
ments to the Commerce and 
Industry Element, the 
Housing Element, the Urban 
Design Element, the Land 
Use Index, and the East 
SoMa and West SoMa Area 
Plans; and making environ­
mental findings, including 
adopting a statement of 
overriding considerations, 
and findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and 
the eight priortty policies of 
Planning Code, Section 
101.1. File No. 180185. 
Ordinance amending the 
Zoning Map of the 
Planning Code to create 
the Central South of 
Market (SoMa) Special Use 
District and make other 
amendments to the Height 
and Bulk District Maps and 
Zoning Use District Maps 
consistent with the Central 
SoMa Area Plan, encom­
passing an area 9enerally 
bounded on its western 
portion by Sixth Street, on its 
eastern portion by Second 
Street, on its northern portion 
by the border of the 
Downtown Plan Area (an 
irregular border that 
generally jogs along Folsom, 
Howard and Stevenson 
Streets), and on its southern 
portion by Townsend Street; 
affirming the Planning 
Department's determination 
under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; 
and making findings of 

This space for filing stamp only 

consistency with the Genera! 
Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1 In accordance 
with Administrative Code, 
Section 67.7-1, persons who 
are unable to attend the 
hearing on these matt~rs 
may submit written com­
ments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. 
These comments will be 
made part of the official 
public record · in these 
matters, and shall be brought 
to the attention of the 
members of the Committee. 
Written comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, · 
Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
Information relating to this 
matter is available in the 
Office of the Clerk of the 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this matter will be 
available for public review on 
Friday, July 6, 2018. • 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 




