" File No. __ 110785 B Committee Item No. 3. )
- . Board Item No. ' 5 \
COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
'AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST

Commlttee Land Use and Economic Development Date September 12, 2011 |

Board of Supervisors Meetmg Date _ ql/ 17/ //

Cmte Board

 Motion
Resolution
Ordinance
Legislative Digest
‘Budget Analyst Report
Legisiative Analyst Report
Youth Commission Report
Introduction Form (for hearings)
Department/Agency Cover Letter andlor Report
‘MOU
Grant Information Form
Grant Budget -
Subcontract Budget
Contract/Agreement
Form 126 — Ethics Commlssmn
. Award Letter
Application
Public Correspondence

0

v
N

»

OO
ORI

»
3¢

NS
4
v
o

XOOOOOO0D
DDDDDDDDD

O
-
- X
m
A

(Use back side if additional space is ne‘ed_ed) |

Plannihq .Commissiort Resolut_ion No. 18406

4
OO0OOOCC

' Completed by: Alisa Miller e Date_ September 9, 2011
Completed by: Alica Miller ______Date_dSeptember 15.20))

An asterisked item represents the cover sheet to a document that exceeds 25 pages.
' The complete document can be found in the file.



—

O R ® N = O © ® N o o b w0 N D

O © ® N O o A W N

Amended in Committee

| FILE NO. 110785 | 9/12/2011 'ORLINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Zoning - Establishing Standards forBird—Safé‘BL-JiIdings]

Ordinance amendlng the San FranCIsco Plannlng Code by: 1) addlng Section 139 to
establlsh standards for blrd-safe buildings to help reduce i injury and mortality in blrds
caused by certaln types of new. construction, replacement facades, and building
features; 2) amending'Sectibn 145.1 to allow for exceptions to transparency and
fenestration requirem‘ents to meet Standards for b.ird-safe buildings; and 3) adoptin’g
findings, including environmental findings and findings of consistency‘ with the
General Plan and Planning Code Section 1l01-.1. |

" NOTE: _ Additions are szngle underlme zz‘alzcs szes New Roman

deletions are
Board amendment addltlons are double-underlined underllned

Board amendment deletlons are stnketh#eug#ne#mal

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Franc_:isco:
Section 1. Findings.. The Board of Supervisors of thé City and Counfty of San
Francisco (hereinafter “Board”) hereby finds and determines that;' |
(@) kGevneral Findings.

(1)  Over thirty year_s'of research has proven certain building features, such as

location near open spacé, reflective/tranépatent glass, lighting, and bther design elements, to

be biologically significant in causing death or injury to birds. Studies have determined that
annual bird fatalities in Ndrth America from window collisibns may be as high as 1 billion birds
per year and that building collisions ére’a threat of significan’t magnitude to affect the viability
of bird ponulations, leading to local, regional, and national declines. |

(2) The majority of these deaths are foreseeable and avoidable through a variety of

|| different building design modifications including, but not limited to, the use of fritting, frosting,

| screens, architectural features (overhangs, louvers, awnings), ultra-violet glass, angling and
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film and art treatment of giass, and lighting modifications_. Itis anticipat_ed that more options
will continue to be developed thro—ugh new rese‘arch and creative design. |

(3) San Francisco has almost 400 different bird species, located along the Pacific
FIyway; and has numerous open spaces. Bird'groups local animal control agencies, and
building owners have noted bird strikes at San Fran0|sco burldings

“4) On October 8, 2009, the San Fran0|sco Plannlng Commission (hereinafter
“‘Commission”) requested that the Department present information on Bird- Friendly Burldlng
Standards as developed by cities within North America and in other countries. Information
was provided at this hearing by theJDepartment and the American Bird Conservancy.

(5)  On February 5 .2009vthe Commission received information from the
Department on San Fi'anClSCO s “Lights Out for Birds” program in response toa

Commissioner’s request

4) In October 2010 the Department released a draft document entitled “Standards |

for Bird-Safe Buildings” that summarizes major research, presents deS|gn recommendations
and proposes a three-tiered approach to the problem that includes: 1) es’tablishment of
building requirements for the most hazardous conditions; 2) use of an educational checklist to
educate project sponsors and their future tenants on potential hazards-; and 3) creation and
expansion of Voluntary programs to encourage more bird-safe practices, including
acknowiedging those Who\pursue certiﬁcation through a new program for “bird-safe building”
recognition. | o | | | | ,

| (6)  On October 14, 2010, the Commrssron conducted a duly noticed public hearlng
at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the draft document titled “Standards for Bird-
Safe Buildings.” The Commlssmn heard and considered testimony presented to it at the
public hearing and further considered Written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf

of the applicant, the Department, and other interested parties.
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6) At the October 14, 2010 hearing, the Commissi_on dire.cted the Department to
collect p’ublic-: comment through the end 'of 2010, consider revisions tothe’docu,ment based on-
the comments received, and return in 20,11 with a draft Ordinance for the Commission’s
consideration that Would implement proposed controls and adopt a final “Standards for Bird-
Safe Buildings” document. |

(b)  General Plan, Planning Code and Environmental Findings.

- (1) - Ataduly noticed public hearing on July 14, 2011, in Resolution No. 18406, the ’
Commission adopted the policy documvent\title'd “Standards for Bird,—Safe Buildings Spring

2011” and recommended approval of the draft Ordinance that would amend the Planning

|| Code to implement this Commission policy. A copy\ of said Resolution'is on file with the Clerk -

of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 110785 and is incorporated herein by | reference.

(2)' The Plannrng Commission in Resolutlon No. 18406 found that the proposed
Planning Code amendments contained in this Ordinance were, on balance, consistent with
the City’s General Plan and with Planning Code Section 101 1(b) In addrtron the
Commrssron recommended that the Board adopt the proposed Plannrng Code amendments
The Board fnds that the proposed Planning Code amendments contained in this Ordlnance
are conSIstent wrth the Clty S General Plan and with Planning Code Section 101.1(b) for the
reasons set forth in said Resolution.

(3)  Pursuant to Planning Code Sectlon 302, the Board finds that the proposed
Ordinance wrll serve the public necessity, convenlence and welfare for the reasons set forth in-
'Plannrng Commission Resolutlon No. 18406 -which reasons are lncorporated herein by
reference as though fully set forth _

@ Environmental Frndlngs The Plannlng Department has determined that the
actfons contemplated in this Ordinance are in compliance wrth the California Environmental

Quality Act (California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is |
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on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 110785 and is incorporated herein
by referénce. | |
Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by ‘adding Se_ctibn

139, to read as followsf

SEC. 139. STANDARDS FOR BIRD-SAFE B _UILDIN GS:

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to establish B_z'fd—Sa[e'Sz‘andards_ for ﬁew

building construction and replacement facades to reduce bird mortdlz'z‘y from circumstances that are

known to pose a high risk to birds and are considered to be “bird hazards”. The two circumstances. _

reguldted by this Section are 1) location-related hazards, where the siting of a structure creates

increased risk to birds and 2) feature-related hazards, which may create increased risk to birds

regardless of where the structure is located. Location-related hazards are created by structures that

are near or adjacent to large open spaces and/or water. When structures are located in such an area,

the portion of the structure most likely to sustain bird-strikes requires facade treatments. Even ifa

structure is not located near a locational ha'zara", particular building features also may create a hazard

for birds. Structures that create such a feature-related hazard are required to treat all of the feature-

related hazard, While these controls do not apply retroaczively, the purpose of these controls is to

énsure that new conStruction that is bird-safe gnd to decrease existing bird—hazards over time.

(b) Definitions.

(1) Bird—Saf_e Glazing T reatment. Bird-Safe Glazing Treatment may include fritting,

netting, permanent stencils, frosted glass. exterior screens, physical grids placed on the exterior of

glazing or UV patterns visible to birds. To qualify as Bird-Safe Glazine Treatment vertical elements of

window patterns should be at least 1/4 inch wide at a minimum spacing of 4 inches or horizontal

elements at least 1/8 inch wide at a maximum spacing of 2 inches.

Supervisor Mar
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(2)  Bird Hazard. Specific circumstances that create a hazard for birds dae to either the

location of the building or due to Speciﬁc buila’iﬁz features that increase the risk of bird-building

: _c_ollisions as described under (c) below.

(c)  Contrals. The fallowing Bird-Safe Standards shall apply to: 1) new construction, 2)

building additions that create a Bird’Hazard, or 3) the replacement of 50% or more of the ,glazi'n,q on

an existing Bird Hazard. Additions to existing buildings subject to this SubSection are required only to

treat the new building addition. Bird Hazards eonsist of.‘ 1) location-related hazards and 2) feaz‘ure—

related hazards and the Stana’ara’s speczf ed below shall apply to structures that present these hazards.

These controls shall apply to all structures subj ect o this Section re ardless of whether the

ownership or use is public or grivate.

(1) Location-Related Standards These standards apply to buildings located inside of open

spaces two acres and larger a’omznaz‘ea7 by vegetation, including vegetated landscaping, foresz‘

meadows ,qrasslana’ or wez‘lana’s or open water (hereznaﬁ‘er an Urban Bird Refuge) These sz‘ana’ara’s ‘

also shall apply to buila’irzgs less than 300 feet from an Urban Bzra’ Refuge if such buzldmgs are in an

unobstructed line to the refuze The standards are as follows

(4) Facade Requirement. Bird- Safe Glazing Treatment is reauzrea’ Such that the

Bird Collision Zone, as defined below, facing the Urban Bird Refuge consists of no more than 1 OA :

untreated elazing. Building owners are encouraged to concentrate permitted transparent  olazing on the

oround floor and lobby entrances 1o enhance visual interest for pedestrians. The Bird Collision Zone

shall mean z‘he portion of buildings most likely to sustain bird-strikes from local and migrant birds in

search of fooa’ and shelter and mclua’es

(i) -~ The building facade begmmng at grade and extena’zngf upwara’s for 60 feet, or

‘(ii) - Glass facades directly adiacent to landscaped roofs 2 acres or larger and

 lextending upwards 60 feet from the level of the subject roof.

Planning Commiission
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(B) nghtln}l Minimal lighting shall be used. Lighting shall be shzelded No

uplicghting shall be used. Event searchlights are be prohibited on property subject to these controls

(C) Wind Generation. Wind generators in this area sh’alZ be verical-acecess

ppearance_comply with the Plannlng Degartment's

: Qermlttlng reguwements! lncludlng any momtorlnq of wnldllfe impacts that the Deoartment may
require. ' - '

(2)  Feature-Related Standards. F ecature-related hazards include free-standing glass walls,

wind barriers skyWast balconies, and ,Qreenhouses on rooftops that have unbroken glazed segments

24 square feet and larger in size. F eature—related hazards can occur throu,qhout the City. Anv

structure that contains these elements shall treat 100% of the glazzng on Feature-Specific hazards.

- (3) Exceptlons Certazn exceptzons apply to thzs Sectzon as set forth below.

(A) - Certazn Excepttons for Locatzon-Related Standards fo be Applled fo

, Reszdenttal Butldtngs within R-Dzstrzcts

ki) _Limited Glass Facade. Residential buildings within R-Districts that are Zess than

5 féet in height and have an exposed facade comprised of less than 50% elass are exempt frém new or -

replacement facade: ,qlazzng requirements included in Sectzon ] 39(c) ( 1) Locatzon—Related Standards

(zz) Substantial Glass Facade. Residential buildings that are less than 45 feet in’

height but have a facade with surface area composed of more than 50% glass, shall provide glazing

treatments as descrzbed in Section 139(c)(1)(A) for 95% of all laree, unbroken zlazed segments that

are 24 square feet and laigger '

(B) General Exceptions for Historic Buildings. Vi reatment of replacement glass

faca‘des for structures desienated as City landmarks or within landmark districts pursuant to Article 10

'of the Planning Code or any building Category I V or Category szthzn a Conservation District

\pursuant to Article 11 of the Plannznz Code, shall conform to Secretary of Interior Standards for

Rehabilitation of Historic Properties. Reversible treatment methods such as netting, glass films, grates,’

Planning Commission .
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and screens are recommended. Netting or any other method demonstrated to protect historic buildings

om pest species that meets the Speciﬁcations fbr Bird-Safe Glazing T veatment stated above also may

be usea’ to fulf { the requzrement

o, © © N o o A~ w N

- (C) General Watvers and Modtf' cattons The Zonm,qumzmstrator may either

waive the requzrements com‘amed wzz‘hm Section 1 39(0) (1 ) and Sectzon 139(c)(2) or modzﬁ) such

reqmrements to allow equzvalent Bird-Safe Glazing. T reqtments upon the recommendatzon OL

qualzf ed biologist.”

Section 3. The San Francnsco Plannlng Code is hereby amended by amending Sectlon
1451, to read as follows:
SEC. 145.1. STREET FRONTAGES, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL COMMERCIAL, AND MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) = Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to preserve, enhance and promote
attréctive, clearly-defined street frontages that are pedestrian—orientéd,' fine-grained, and
which are appropriate énd_ compatible with the ‘buiIdings and uses in Neighborhood _
Commercial Distridts, Commercial Disfricts, Residential-Commercial Districts, Mixed Use
Districts. | |
(b) ‘Definitions.
| (1) Development lot. A "dévelopmén’t IoI“ shall mean:
| (A)  Any lot containing a proposal for new construction, 6r |

~(B)  Building alterations which would increase the gross square footage ofa
structure by 20 percent or more, or | "
j (C) In a building contalnlng parklng, a change of more than 50 percent of the

building's gross floor area to or from resndentlal uses, excludlng residential accessory off-

street parking.

Plahning Comrhissio'}‘n ;
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(2) Active use. An "activel use", shall mean any principal conditional | or accessory
use which by its nature does not require non- transparent walls facing a public street or.
involves the storage of goods or vehicles.

(A)  Residential uses are considered active uses above the ground floor; on

the ground ﬂoor‘ residential uses are considered active uses only if more than 50 percent of

- {the linear residential street frontage at the ground level features walk-up dwelling unrts Wthh

provrde direct, individual pedestrlan access to a public srdewalk and are consistent with the
Ground Floor Residential Desrgn Guidelines, as-adopted and perlodlcally amended by the
Planning Commlssron |

(B) Spaces accessory to residential uses, such as ﬁtness or community

_Irooms, are considered active uses only if they meet the intent of this section and have access

dlrectly to the public sidewalk or street.

(C) - Building lobbies are considered active uses, so long as they do not

~ [exceed 40 feet or 25% of burldlng frontage whichever is larger.

(D) Pubhc Uses described in 790.80 and 890.80 are consrdered actlve uses
except utility installations.

(c) Controls The followrng requirements shaII generally apply, except forthose
controls listed in subsectrons (1) Above Grade Parking Setback and (4) Ground Floor Ceiling
Helght which only apply to a "development lot" as defined above. C

In NC-S Districts, the appllcable frontage shall be the primary facade(s) which contaln '
customer entrances fo commercral spaces.

(1) - Above-Grade Parking Setback. Off-street parking at street grade on a

development lot _must be set back at least -25 feet on the ground floor and at least 15 feet on

floors above, from any facade facmg a street at least 30 feet in width. Parklng above the

- |ground level shall be entirely screened from all publlc rights-of-way in a manner that

Planning Commission : _
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laccentuates ground floor uses, minimizes mechanical features and is in keeping with the

overall massing and architectural vocabulary of the building. In C-3 Districts, parking above
the ground level, where permitted, shall also be designed to facilitate conversion to other uses

by maintaining level floors and a clear ceiling height of nine feet or equal to that of the

| adjacent street-fronting active uses, whiChever is greater. Removable parking rarnps are

excluded from this requirement.

IThe following shall apply to prcjects subject to this section:

(A)  when only one parking space is permitted, if a space is proposed it must

be within the first 25 feet of the building;

) (B)  when two or more parking spaces are proposed, one space may be .
within the first 25 feet of the building; |

(C) whenthree or more parking spaces are proposed, all parklng spaces
must be set back at Ieast 25 feet from the front of the development.

(2) Parking and Loading Entrances. No more than one-third of the width or 20

feet, whichever is less, of any given street frontage of a new or altered structure parallel to

and facing a street shall be devoted to parkmg and loading ingress or egress. In NC-S '
Districts, no more than one-third or 50 feet whichever is less, of each lot frontage shall be

devoted to ingress/egress of parklng Street-facing garage structures and garage doors may

Inot extend closer to the street than a pnmary building facade unless the garage structure and

garage door are consistent with the features listed in Sectlon 136 of this Code. The total

street frontage dedicated to parking and loading access should be minimized, and combining

:ent'rances for off-street parking with those for off-street loading is encouraged. The placement -
of parking and loading entrances should minimize interference with street-fronting active uses '
and with the movement of pedestrians, cyclists, pu-blic transit, and autos. Entrances to off-

street parking shall be located at least six feet- from a lot corner located at the intersection of |

Planning Commission , , v
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two public rights-of-way. Off-street parking and loading entrances should minimize the loss of

lon-street parking and loading spaces. Off-street p'arking and loading are also subject to the

provisions of Section 155 of this Code. 1n C-3 Districts, so as not to preélude the convers}ion'
of parking space to other uses in the future, parking at the ground-level shall not be sloped,
and the ﬂoor shall be aligned as closely as possible to sidewalk level along the principal

pe_destrian frontage and/or to _those' of the street-fronting commercial spaces and shall have a

[minimum clear ceiling height of 14 feet or equal to that of street-fronting commercial spaces,

| Whiehever is greater. Removable parking ramps are excluded from this reguirement

(3) Active Uses Required. With the exception of space allowed for parking and
Ioading access, bu1lding egress, and access to mechanical systems space for active uses as

defined in Subsection (b)(2) and permitted by the specific district in which it is located shall be

-[provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground ﬂoor and-15 feet on floors

above from any facade facing a street at least 30 feet in width. ’Building'sys'tems including -
mechanical electriCal* and plumbing feattjres may be exempted 'from this requiremenl by the '
Zoning Administrator only in instances where those features are prov1ded in such a fashlon as
to not negatively impact the quality of the ground floor space.

(4)  Ground Floor Ceiling Helght. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in this
Code: | | | |

| (A)  Ground floor non-residential uses in UMU Districts shall have a minimum
floor—to-floor height of 17 feet, as measured from grade.

(B) Ground floor non- resrden’ual uses in all C-3, C M, NCT, DTR Chinatown

Mixed Use RSD, SLR, SLI, SSO, MUG MUR and MUO Distncts shall have a minimum floor-

- |to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade.

(C) Ground floor non—residenfial uses in all RC districts, C-2 districts, RED

districts, and NC districts other-than NCT, shall have a minimum floor—to-floor height of 14

Planning Commission . : N ,
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feet, as measured from grade except in 40-foot and 50-foot heighf districts, where buildings
shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 10 feet. '

(5) Street-Facing Ground Level Spaces The floors of street—frontlng interior
Spacee housing non-residential active uses and lobbies shall be as close as possible to the
level of the adjacent sidewalk at the principal entrance to these spacee. Street-facing ground- -

level spaces housing non-residential active uses in hotels office buildings, shopping Centers,

‘ | and other large bu11d|ngs shall open directly onto the street, rather than solely into lobbies and

lntenor spaces of the bundmgs Such required street—facmg entrances shall remain open to
the public during business hours. | . .
(6) Transparency and Fenestration. Frontages with active uses that are not
residential or PDR must be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorwaye for no less
than 60 percent of the street frontage at the ground level and aIldw Visibility to the inside of the -
building. The u‘se of dark or mirrored glass shall not count towards the required transparent

area. Buzldzn,qs located inside of, or within an unobstructed line of less than 300 feet of an Urban Bird

Refu,ge as deﬁned in Section 139(c)(1), shall follow olazing requzrements wzz‘hm Sectzon 139(c) of this
Code: - /
(7). Gates, Railings, and Grillwork. Any decorative railings or grillwork, other than

wire mvesvh which is placed in front of or behind ground floor windows, shall be at least 75

~ [percent open to perpendicular view. Rolhng or sliding security gates shall consist of open

grlllwork rather than solid material, soasto provide visual interest to pedestnans When the

gates are closed, and to permlt light to pass ’_through mostly unobs_tructed. Gates, when both

lopen and folded or rolled as well as the gate mechanis'm, shall be recessed within, or laid

, ﬂush with, the building facade

(d) Exceptions for Historic Buildings. Specific street frontage requwements in this

Section may be modified or waived by the Planning Commission for structures designated as

Planning Commission
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landmarks, significant or contributory butldings within a historic district, or buildings of merit
when the Historic Preservation Commission advises that complying with specific street

frontage requirements would adversely affect the Iandmark si'gniﬁcant contributor'y, or

, merltonous character of the structure or that modlﬁcatron or warver would enhance the

economic feasibility of preservatlon of the landmark or structure.

APPROVED AS TO FORM
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

o Ol \%///rf%—

lohn D. Malamut
Deputy City Attorne

Planning Commission . “ - o
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FILE NO. 110785

LEGISLATIVE DI_GEST \

[Planning Code - Zoning - Establishing Stahdards for Bird—Safe Buildingé]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by adding Sectlon 139 to
establish Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings to help reduce injury and mortality in birds
_caused by certain types of new construction, replacement facades, and building
features; amending Section 145.1 to allow for exceptions to transparency and
fenestration requirements to meet Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings; and adoptmg
findings, including environmental findings and findings of con5|stency with the
‘General Plan and Plannmg Code Section 101.1. :

EXIstlng Law :

The San Francisco Planning Code regulates various aspects of building design, lncludlng
facades and fenestratlon within the City and County of San Franmsco

Amen{dments fo Current Law

This legislation would create Planning Code Section 139 to establish standards for bird-safe
building design in order to reduce injury-and mortality in birds. The design controls would
apply to certain types of new construction, replacement facades, and some building features.
The Ordinance also would amend Section 145.1 to allow for exceptions to the transparency
and fenestration requirements consistent with the standards for bird-safe buildings. This -
Ordinance also would adopt environmental findings and findings of consistency with the
General Plan and priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ~ ‘ - Page 1
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. July 21,2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk

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 2010 0182TU:
- ' Standa_rds for Bird-Safe Bu11d1ngs '

BOS File No: 110'74)5

(pending)
' Planmng Commission Recommendation: Approval

Dear Ms. Céliri_llo,

/

_ On July 14, 2011 the San Francisco Plahiu'ng Commission (hereinﬁter “Commission”) conducted a -

duly notlced pubhc hearing at a regularly scheduled meetlng to con51der the proposed Ordlnance

'The proposed Ordmance initiated by the Comrmssmn would create or amend. the foIIDng
Sections within the Planning Code (herelnafter “Code”) to: a) reduce building-related hazards for

San Francisco’s resident and migrant bird species; b) éstablish consistent building standards for
creatmg blId safe buildings; and c) provide certam exemptions from these requirements.

" Create Section 139 Standards for Bll‘d Safe Buildings to:

a. Idehtify geographical areas in San Francisco that due to the location .
may present increased hazards for birds. Certain treatments would
be required in the vicinity of these areas.

. b. 'Identify certain bulldmg features, Wthh in.and of themselves create
special hazards for birds. ' ‘

» Amend Section 1451 - Street Frontages Ne1ghborhood Commerc1al ;
Residential- Commerc1al Commerc1al And Mixed Use Dlstncts to:

~a. Provide for excep’nons to the ex;stmg-transparency and fenestration'
requirements for buildings riear sensitive habitat.

" The 'proposed changes have been determined to be categoricatl‘y exempt from environmental
review under. the California Environmental Quality Act Sections 15307 and 15308.

COWWWLS Ui«mnmg orG.

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400 -

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax: . )
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

* 415.558.6377



Transmital Materials. - ) ' ‘ CASE NO 2010 0182T
: Standards for Bird- Safe Bunldmgs Ordlnance

At the July 14th, hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed
Ordinahce. Please find attached documents relating to the Commission’s action. If you have any
"qu'estions or require further information p]ease do not hesitate to contact me.

Sihcefeiy,

AnMarie Rodgets
Manager of Legislative Affairs

cc:

Mayor’s Office, Jason Elliot

Land Use Chair, Supervisor Eric Mar |
Supervisor Cohen .

' Supervisor Wiener

* Attachments (one copy of the following):

Planning Commission Resolution No. 18406

Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. 2010. 0182TU _ _
Draft Ordinance (ongmal) : . . o

SAN FRANCISGO )
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTM ENT

- Planning Commission
Resolution No. 18406
Proposed Commission Policy and
Planning Code Amendment
i~'H.EARING DATE: JULY 14, 2011

Project Name: Standards for Bird-Safe Bmldlngs -

Case Number: . 2010.0182TU
. Staff Contact: Erika Lovejoy, Senior Planner
. erika.lovejov@sfgov.org, 415-575-9026
Reviewed . by: AnMarie Rodgers, Mar{age’r Legiélat@ve Affairs
. : " anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395
. Récommendation: . Approval with Modifications-

ADOPTING A PLANNING COMMISSION POLICY DOCUMENT TITLED, ]ULY 2011
STANDARDS FOR BIRD- SAFE BUILDINGS”. THIS POLICY DOCUMENT WILL ‘GUIDE THE

1650 Mission'St.
Suite 400

San Francisco, -
CA'94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

. Fax '
- 415.558.6409

- Plahning

Information:

'415.558.6377

COMMISSION - AND DEPARTMENT IN REVIEW OF BUILDINGS WITH THE GOAL OF-

REDUCING BUILDING-RELATED HAZARDS FOR BIRDS IN SAN FRANCISCO.

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE.

THAT WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE TO ACHIEVE THE FOLLOWING: A). REDUCE

BUILDING-RELATED HAZARDS FOR SAN FRANCISCO’S RESIDENT AND MIGRANT BIRD -

SPECIES; B) ESTABLISH CONSISTENT BUILDING STANDARDS FOR CREATING BIRD- SAFE
BUILDINGS AND C) PROVIDE CERTAIN EXEMPTIONS FROM THESE REQUIREMENTS.
- INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO CREATING SECTION 139; AMENDING SECTION 145.1;
-_ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, PLANNING CODE
SECTION 302 FINDIN GS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND
'THE PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.

) PREAMBLE

WHEREAS on February 5, 2009, the San Francisco Planning Comnusswn (herelnafter ”Commlssmn”) :

received information from Planning Department staff (hereinafter “staff”) on San Pranc1sco’s “Lights Out
for Birds Program” in response to 2 Commissioner request and '

il

wivw sfplanning. Oi’g '



Exhibit B: Resolution No. 18406 S . B ~ Case No. 2010.0182TU
Adoption Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 : ‘Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings

WHEREAS, on October 8, 2009, the Commission requested that statf present information on Bird-
Friendly Building Standards Informational Presentation by Christine Sheppard, PhD, Bird Collisions
Campaign Manager of the American Bird Conservancy, Washington, DC; and : :

WHEREAS, on October. 14, 2010, the San Francisco Planning Commissi_on conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly schédt_iled meeting to consider a draft document titled “Standards for Bird-

Safe Buildings”; and
WHEREAS at the October 14, 2010 hearing, jthe Commiss'rOn requested the following:

1. Collect public comment on the draft ”Standards For Blrd—Safe Burldmgs document through the

end of 2010; _
2. Consider rev15ioris to the document based upo’n‘comments received'
. 3. Prepare a draft ordinance for the Commission’s con51derat10n in early 2011 that would

implement proposed controls; and
4. Prepare a final "Standards For Bird-Safe Buildings” policy for the Commission’s.consideration;

WHEREAS the Planning Commission '('he'rei.nafter ”Commission”) conducted a duly‘ noticed public-
hearing at a regularly scheduled rneetmg to consider 1rut1at10n of the proposed Ordmance on June 23,
2011; and

WHEREAS, at that hearing the Commissiori adopted Resoluhon Number 18383 to. Initiate sard
amendments to the Planning Code and to announce their intent to consider adoptlon of the both the draft
Ordinance and the draft Policy document on or after Iuly 14, 2011;

p
WHEREAS, pursuant to Plarming Code Section 306.3, the Planning Department has.provided appropriate
notice for a potential public hearing to consider adoption on or after July 14, 2011; , .

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds that vast evidence has demonstrated that bird collisions with
" buildings are a real threat that can be significantly reduced through design. The issue of bird-safe design
is mcreasmgly of interest to the people of San Francisco and across the country. Bird-safe design has been’
raised as an issue during recent entitlement hearings and CEQA review. By defining the most hazardous
_conditions and codifying effective and appropriate controls, the Commlssron seeks to decrease b1rd
causalities and to increase certainty in the development process. : -

WHEREAS, The Commission finds that there are two circumstarrces that warrant regulation: 1) location-
related hazards where the siting of a structure creates mcreased risk to birds, and 2) feature-related
hazards which may create increased I'lSk to blrds regardless of where the structute is located

WHEREAS Locahon—related hazards are created by structures that are near or ad]acent to large open

spaces and/or water.

: WHEREAS Even if a structure is not located near a locahonal hazard partlcular buﬂdmg features also

may create a hazard for birds.

SAN FRANCISCO . : Co ‘ ' : - 2
. PLANNING DEPARTMENT . X - . .



_Exhibit B: Resolution No. 18406 - S : Case No. 2010.0182TU
Adoption Hearing Date: July 14, 2011  Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings

_WHEREAS, the proposed Qfdinance has been determined to be cétégorice;lly exempt from environmental
review under Sections 15307 and 15308 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines. .

WHEREAS, _‘the proposed legislation 'and policy document are intended to resolve the aférementioned
issues; and: : ‘ - ’

WHEREAS, the Commission has heard and considered the tesfirnony presented to it at the public hearing
“and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of Department staff
and other interested parties; and ' : '

‘WHEREAS, all pértinent documents eray be found in the files of the Department, as ‘the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and ‘ -

: WHEREAS, thme Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinancé_ and policy document; and
MOVED, that the Cominiésion hereby adopts this Resolution to:

1) recommend approval of the draft Ordinance to the Board of Supervisors with the following
modification: The requirements for bird-safe glézing as defined in §139(b)(1) should be revised
‘to read “Bird-Safe Glazing Treatment may include fri’tting, netﬁng, permanent stencils, frosted
glass, exterior screens, physical .grids placed ‘on the exterior of glazing or UV pétterﬁs_ visible to
birds. To qualify as Bird-Safe Glazing Treatment, vertical elements of the window patterns shall -
should be at least 1/4.inch wide at a minimum spacing of 4 inches, and or horizontal elements at -
least 1/8 inch wide at a maximurn spacing of 2 inches. Ne-gqualified-glazing shall have awisible _-
Hghtreflectance-exceeding 10%.”; and S ' - : I

2). .adopt as Commission Policy the document titled, “July 2011 Standards for Bird-Safe B‘uﬂdﬁmg.s”.‘

n

- FINDINGS

. Having reviewed the materials identified in the p'réamble above, and héving heard all testimony and
“arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: . : A

1. Issuestelated to Bird-Safe Buildings. The Commission finds that: o

- ® 'Vast evidence has demonstrated that bird collisions with buildings are a real ﬂ'ufeat that can
" be significantly reduced through design. The issue of bird-safe design is increasingly of -
Interest to the people of San Francisco and across the country. Bird-safe design has been
' raised as an issue during recent entitlement hearings and CEQA review:. By defining the most
haéardous conditions ér}d codifying effective and appropriaté controls, the \Commiss_ion

seeks to decrease bird causalities and to increase certainty in the development procéss. '
- There are two circumstances that warrant regulation: 1) location-related hazards where the .
siting of a structure creates increased risk to birds and 2) feature-related hazards which may

create increased risk to birds regardless of where the structure is located.

" SAN FRANCISCO : . Co : T 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT - . . . ) .



Exhibit B: Resolution No. 18406 . Case No. 2010.0182TU
Adoption Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 - _ ‘Standards for Bird-Safe Buﬂdmgs

»  Location-related hazards are created by structures that are near or adjacent to large open
. spaces and/or water. .
= Even if a structure is not located near a locat1onal hazard partlcular bu1ld1ng features may

also create a hazard for birds. C " ' .
»  The proposed legislation and pohcy document are mtended to resolve the aforemenhoned

issues; and , , )
2. General Plan Compliance. This Resolution is consistent with. the following Objectives and

Policies of the General Plan: |

- L. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENT

- OBJECTIVE 1
ACHIEVE A PROPER BALANCE AMONG THE CONSERVATION UTILIZATION, AND

DEVELOPMENT OF SAN FRANCISCO'S NATURAL RESOURCES.
. POLICY 1.1 Conserve and protect the natural resources of San Francisco.
POLICY 1.2 Improve the quality of natural resources. ‘ -
POLICY 1.3 Restore and replenish'the supply of natural resources.
POLICY 1.4 Assure that all new development meets strict environmental quality standards and

' recogruzes human needs.

OB]ECTIVE 3 : .
MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE QUALITY OF THE BAY, OCEAN, AND SHORELINE

AREAS. .
POLICY 3.2 Promote the use and development of shorehne areas cons1stent with the General

b Plan and the best interest of San Francisco.

OBJECTIVE 8
ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF PLANT AND ANIMAL LIFE IN THE CITY:

' POLICY 8.2 Protect the habitats of known plant and animal spec1es that require a relat1vely

" natural environment.
POLICY 8.3 Protect rare and endangered spec1es

" OBJECTIVE 12
ESTABLISH THE CITY AND COUNTY-OF SAN FRANCISCO AS A MODEL FOR ENERGY

MANAGEMENT.
POLICY 121 Incorporate energy management prac‘aces into bulldmg, fac1hty, and fleet

maintenance and opera’aons

Dtscusszon The Introduction to the Environmental Protection Element parallels the issues at play in
developing controls to ensure San Francisco’s buildings are bird-safe. As stated in the Introduction, “The
" Environmental Protection Element addresses the impact of urbanization ... on the natural environment. In
highly urban San Francisco environmental protection is not primarily a process of shielding untouched
areds ﬁom the initial encroachment of a man-made environment. The scales already are and will continue
to be balanced towdrd the side of development. The challenge in-San Francisco is to achieve a more sensmve

&

SAN FRANGISGO c . _ . 4
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, Exhibit B: Resolution No. 18406 ‘ o . Case No. 2010.0182TU
_ Adoption Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 B Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings

balance, repairing damage alread y done, restoring some natural amenity to the city, and bringing: about
productive harmony between people and their ‘environment. An important purpose, therefore, of an
environmental protection element is to give natural environment amenities and values approprzate
" consideration in urban developinent along with economic and social considerations.” '

IL. URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

,OB]ECTIVE 2 : ‘ .
CONSERVATION OF RESOURCES WHICH PROVIDE - A SENSE OF NATURE
CONTINUITY WITH THE PAST, AND FREEDOM FROM OVERCROWDING

POLICY 2: Limit improvements in other open spaces having an estabhshed sense of nature to
those that are necessary, and unlikely to detract from the primary values of open space.

Dzscusswn Part of the value of our open space is the opportumty to feel connection with nature. To
ensure- that San Francisco’s open spaces with bird habitat that provide the opportumty for birdwatching,
. the City should ensure that nearby buzldmgs compliment this activity.

1. RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
PO'LICY 213 Preserve and protect signiﬁcant natural- resource areas. .

Discussion: The health of bzrds often reflects the health and trends of the land, air, and water upon which
we humans also. depend. People rely on birds Jfor such services as pest control and keeping natural systems -
iin balance. By eating insects, weed seeds, and nuisance ‘rodents, birds provide us with free ecological
services. The City can help ensure that we continue to reap these beneﬁts by taking efforts to protect the
ngratory birds thut visit and those that live here Year round.

IL COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
_.OBJECTIVE i ‘
~ MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE-TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF- THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Discussion: Accordmg to ”Bzrdmg in the United Sfates A Demographic and Economzc Analysis by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, “ ..birdwatchers generated $85 billion in overall economic output,
including $13 billion in fedeml zznd state income taxes, and supported more than 863,000 jobs.”

3. _.Planmng Code Sectlon 101 Fmdlngs The proposed amendments to the Planmng Code are .
~consistenit with the e1ght Pr10r1ty Pohc1es set forth in Section 101. l(b) of the Plarmmg Code in
that: .

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

The proposed Ordinance will not disrupt existing nezghborhood—servmg retail. Future opportumhes :
for employment in such buzldmgs will not be affected by the proposal

SAN FRANCISCO - o . ' . . o . 5
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Adoption Hearing Date: July 14, 2011

SAN FRANCISCO

Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings

That existing. housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to

' preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed amendmeuts will not have an impact on hausmg in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.
Controls are in place in section 317 of the Planning Code that severely restricts the conversion of
housing units to commercial units. New retail that is-established in areas where these controls LUOHZd

* apply would still be able to promde transparerncy on the ground ﬁoor where it is most important.

: That the Clty’ s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced

The proposed amendments will have 7'10 adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

ne_ighborhood parking;

The proposed amendments will. not resu/t in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or -

ovel burdening the streets o¥ neighborhood parking.

That a diverse economic base be marntamed by protecting our mdusttlal and service sectors

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for :

resident employment and owner_sl'up in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed amendments would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to.

office development, and future opportunities for resident employment or- ownersth in these sectors
would not be impaired. :

That the C1ty achieve the greatest poss1b1e preparedness to protect agalnst injury and loss of

life in'an earthquake,

Preparedness agamsz‘ injury and loss of lzfe in an earthquake is unaﬁ‘ecz‘ed by the proposed
amendments. Any new construction or alteration associated wn‘h a use would be executed in
compliance with all applicable construction and safely measures.

. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

Landmarks and historic tmildings} would be unaffected by the proposed amendments. Should a
landmark or historic building trigger the requirements of the proposed Ordinance, the controls have
been written to preserve the historic character and be compliant with City controls and guidelines for
historic buildings s well as the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.

" That our parks and open space and. their access ‘to sunhght and vistas be protected from ,
‘ development o

The City's parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas would be unaffected by the

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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: proposed amendments. If ﬁﬁything, the proposal would require new development to be more compatible
with our parks and open space. ' '

Thereby éertify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on July 14, 2011. -

: ’Fo?..‘.
Linda Avery . \,

- Commission Secretary
AYES‘: Fong;, Miguel, Moore, Olague, ‘Suga.ya :
NAYS: Antonini

' ABSENT:Borden .

ADOPTED: July 14,2011

SAN FRANCISCO : . ' : 7
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File 110785: Support: Establishing Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings
Carmen Chu, David Campos, David _ -
Board of Supervisors to: Chiu, Eric L Mar, John Avalos, Ross 09/12/2011 01:49 PM

Mirkarimi, Sean Elsbernd, Malia Cohen,

From: Ruth_Ostroff@fws.gov

To: - Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org _

Cc: . Erika.Lovejoy@sfgov.org, Marie Strassburger@fws gov, Sheila. Nickolopoules@sfgov.org,
nweeden@goldengateaudubon.org '

Date: 09/09/2011 04:11 PM

Subject: Support: Establishing Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings

September 9, 2011

To:

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board ‘

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

Via E-mail: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org: -

Regarding:
Board of Supervisor's meeting September 12, 2011: Land Use Committee agenda item #3 110785

" [Planning Code - Zoning - Establishing Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings] - Support

. Dear Ms, Calvillo,

On behalf of the US Fish and Wildlife Service Pacific Southwest Region's Migratory Birds Program, | am
- writing to express our appreciation for what the City has done and continues to do for migratory birds in
the region. As you may know, San Francisco was selected this spring as one of the ten new cities
throughout the United States to receive funding as part of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Urban
Conservation Treaty for Migratory Birds (Urban Bird Treaty) grant program. The Bird-Safe Buildings"
project will support a public education effort that will pro-actively increase awareness of the issues of bird
safety and buildings for homeowners and businesses alike. :

The Urban Bird Treaty program was created in 1999 to help municipal governments conserve birds that
reside, nest in or overwinter or migrate through their cities. The treaties are a partnership agreement
between a U.S. city and the Fish and Wildlife Service to conserve migratory birds through ‘education,
habitat improvement, and bird conservation actions. This project, in collaboration with Golden Gate
Audubon, will help to implement the City of San Francisco's "Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings" policy,
which we support. Few American cities have taken active measures to protect birds and decrease building
collision and San Francisco is positioning itself at the forefront of urban efforts to mitigate the hazards
posed to birds in an urban environment:

_ It has been and continues to be, a pleasure working with the San Francisco Planning Department staff on
' thls project.



Il

If you have any questions, please contact me. My contact information is included below.
Sincerély, '

Ruth Ostroff

Ruth Ostroff - ‘

Assistant Coordinator, Central Valley Joint Venture
. Migratory Birds Program

US Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 8 -

2800 Cottage Way, W-1916

Sacramento, CA 95825

Phone: 916-414-6460

- Fax: 916-414-6512
ruth_ostroff@fws.gov -
WWW.CVjv.org -



September 7, 2011
Dear Supervrsors Cohen, Mar and Wlener

I am an avid birder, nature gu1de Audubon conservanon member, bird rescuer and San
Francisco resident who opposes the legislation entitled “Sta.ndards for Bird-Safe
- ’Bulldtng” that is before you today : '

You are bemg asked to approve a boﬂer plate document developed n New York City that
“was intended to reduce the occurrence of bird collisions in that city. Over the last century
New York City has recorded a history of such eolhsrons occurrmg mainly dunng '
extreme weather condltrons :

Our C1ty Planmng department has not grounded its proposal with. empmcal data that
shows that San Francisco has a similar problem. Original data has not been collected, nor
are there local historical datasets that show this pattern. The Bay Area is the home to at
least eight scientific organizations dedicated to bird conservation who have not reported -

. "such a trend. Professional ornithologists agree that each site or habltat is‘unique and
requlres mdependent investigation in regard to this issue.

Good Iegrslatron requires proof that a systematic problem exists and that the proscnptrons
‘and prescriptions enacted into law are real remedies. Without baseline statistics that
measure if this problem exists today we will never know if these new codes have any
positive (or negatlve) effect on bll‘d mortahty You may be turning a myth into a legal '
fact. : .

This question should be turned over to local and bona fide scrent1sts not amateur .
- conservation lobbying groups seeking publicity, as has been done here. If our buildings
are killing hundreds of thousands of birds annually the evidence should be easy to report.
Residents and businesses should be accurately informed about which nelghborhoods and
: agamst What building types these birds are colhdlng-

‘With this ev1dence in hand I hope you then will do everythlng p0551b1e to protect birds
from this threat :

A successful conservat1on movement needs the support of the pubhc who should not be
} -asked to bear arnﬁclal or symbohc burdens

I have included (below) more data in my responses.to the SF Planning Department’s ‘
. 'October and June drafts of the “Safe Buildings™ proposal. ‘

Thank you for your consideration.
Richard Drechsler T . - o
740 Rhode Island St. . o S .

San Francisco, CA 94107
(415)641-7076 '



July 10, 2011

' _'Regardmg “Standards for B1rd-Safe Bmldmgs” (SBSB)
Pubhc Review Draft — June 11, 2011

Dear Planning De_partrnent Commissioners,

In December of 2010 I wrote to you opposing the October 2010 version of the “SBSB”
" plan because it lacked empirical data that described either the degree or characteristics of
bird mortality caused by collisions with structures in San Francisco. Instead, the
document relied on statistics, photographs and anecdotal accounts from research
conducted in New York, Chlcago and Toronto. - -

I am an avid birder, nature guide Wildlife hospital volunteer, Audubon conservation
~ member and frequent bird rescuer. I worry about birds in this city and beheve we should
do thmgs to make the1r lives easier and safer. . - \

But I continue to oppose this plan because it still does not use locally collected datato
‘demonstrate how, when and where birds collide with structures in San Franc1sco All
other cities referenced have done their “due diligence” by demonstrating to their residents _
the nature and severity of bird collisions. These cities have shown respect for the process
of governance and for their c1t12ens who Wﬂl have to abide by. new bmldmg codes

* These cities have also demonstrated respect for the conservation movement by .
demanding proof through a scientific process. San Franciscans who are lobbying for new '
building codes should be required to provide professionally coltected evidence that
demonstrates that a systematic problem exists and how new codes ‘would correct these
problems :

- What is pa.rticula_rly troubling about the June 11 revision of the SBSB is how hard it
strains to twist what little new data has been.collected in order to prove its point.

- For instance two new pieces of misleading information has been added to the revised
document. They are: 1) Statistics collected by San Francisco Animal Careé and Control
(ACC) and 2) Acknowledgement of the tragedy that killed 3000 birds in Beebe, AK on =
New Year” sEve 2011 R

Accordmg to the SBSB document SF/ACC has reported collecting 938 birds in a two
year petiod (469/year). It does not state where these birds were found or how they died.
The (false) implication made by the SBSB report is that every dead bird found in San -
Francisco died from a collision with a building or wmdow In reality these birds died
from a dozens of dlﬁerent causes. : _ :

As a volunteer I monitor four acres in San Francisco where over 250 dead birds are found
each year. I have photographs of their bodles ‘Not a'single one of these birds died as a
- result of a coll1d1ng with a building. ' _



As a wildlife rehabllltatlon volunteer I see birds whose i injuries run the gamut of causes:

- car accidents; poisoning; infectious disease (viral, bacterial, fungal); bodies drained by
ticks, flees, lice and mites; greased and oiled; attacked by predatory birds; attacked by
mammals; birds fallen out of nests; abandoned by parents and (yes) ones that have
collided with something. The use of ACC’s mortality statistic is, in this context,
misleading and inappropriate and should not be part of training material.

SBSBs reference to the mass bird deaths in Arkansas is even more.puzzling. The causes -
of their death in the small, darkened town of “Beebe” (pop. 5,500) is the opposite of how
the SBSB wants us to believe that birds die due to collisions. Beebe does not have tall
buildings. On New Year’s Eve, 2011, celebration fireworks frightened roosting
Blackbirds into the air. According to reports birds slammed into parked ears, trees, - '
unlighted utility towers and the roofs of residential houses. Birds died not because of tall
* modefn buildings, glass windows or confusing hghts but rather because they could not
“see where they were ﬂymg :

How does this cause of death in Beebe square W1th the SBSBS desue fora “L1ghts Out”

- San Francisco? Even more ironic 1s the fact the houses where collisions did occur would

have been exempt from the restrictions proposed in the SBSB (p. 32) because they are
residences and (presumably) less than 45 tall. -

‘ Durmg the Fall bird migration of 2008 “The Golden Gate Audubon Society” conducted a
six week study of bird collisions among the tall buildings of downtown San Francisco =
(“Gull”, Vol. 93, No.9, Dec. 2008). They have never pubhshed the results of this study or
d1vulged any of its data Further, no subsequent study was undertaken '

The Bay Area is horne to more dedicated avian conservatlon orgamzatlons than anyWhere
else in the country. (PRBO CAS, GGRO, SFBBO, IBRCC, etc.). None of these
orgamza’uons have supphed studies, data or weighed in on this i issue.

~This is baffling to me. Your department has identified two theoretical (building) hazards
to migrating and resident birds: “feature related” and. “location related” hazards. I cannot
understand why, prior to publishing SBSB, you did not first identify a set of buildings in
the most hazardous locations containing hazardous features. You could then have enlisted
_(Audubon?) volunteers to monitor bird strikes in these neighborhoods. This Would have -
provided useful baseline statistics to support the theme of SBSB

~One unplrcatlon I read from your document is that you con51der bird strikes to be a global
law of nature; and that its existerice need not be (re)proved in every locale. Many
ormtholog;sts who study. bird collisions d1sagree with this pren:use

In the concluswn to his 2005 report about bird colljisions at the Emp1re State Building
. (“Night Moves: Nocturnal Bird Migration from the Top of the Empire State BLuldlng”)
Dr.Robert Decandldo quotes his colleague Dr. Joelle Gelmng from Central Mlchlgan

- University:



“Fewer avian collisions occur at tall structures riear cities, but we do not know why. What
we do know now is that each site is unique because of its location, the number of species
of birds passing through the area in migration, wind/weather patterns, type and mtens1ty .

of lighting used, etc.” . . -

We need to uncover the ﬁmque natiire of the ﬁe1ghborhoods and districts of San
Francisco before laws, codes or voluntary programs are enacted. Laws should be based
on the truths we discover in the field. S Lo

© Without baselme statistics that descnbe the b1rd colhslon problem today the city will

never know if the remedial measures descnbed in SBSB are successful or not. We W111

never know 1f our efforts are domg more harm than good.

Smcerely,_ .

Riéhard Drechsler
740 Rhode Island St.
San Francisco, CA.94107

415-641-7076



December 28, 2010

Regarding: “Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings” (SBSB)
' Public Review Draft, October 2010

Dear Planmng Department Commlssroners

'Let me admit from the outset that I am a birder, nature guide, Wlldhfe hosprtal volunteer
and frequent bird. rescuer I worry about brrds - .

Butl believe' that there-are many problerns with this report because its information, -
conclusions and recommendations are not grounded by data collected in San Francisco.
The authors frequently assume that the “bird-glass” collision problem is a “physical law”.
and occurs in the same way and degree in San Francisco as it does in New York City,
Toronto and Chicago: Hence the rnany references to these cities. '

This report cannot lead us, ernpmcally, 0 offendmg.bulldmgs or neighborhoods or ‘
quantify the extent of bird mortality there. It seems as though the “Recommendations and
Guidelines” section (P. 27) is merely trying to address a theoretical or even a political
‘problem. And because. there is no real local data to evaluate, much of the information.
presented is anecdotal. The report tries to leverage unrelated references such as the
' tragedy of Altamont Pass (P 23),in order to persuade readers : : :

In the month since I read this report I haVe atternpted to find supporting empirical
evidence for its theories. I would like to give two examples to show why it is n:nportant to-
tallor your research to the phys1ca1 and natural ecology of San Francrsco

_ The first main theme of this report is that large mst1tut10nal buildings with facades of
~ glass or one$ that are illuminated’ (ﬁom inside or out) confuse a bird’s navigational senses
that lead to collisions. The paper does not talk about or show smaller houses or other
residential structures that may also threaten birds. Ornrttmg residences and residential
neighborhoods from this discussion may work in the case of Manhattan (that has very
- fewsingle farmly resrdences) but 1t does not descnbe San Francrsco
An example of this is the drscussron (P. 15) about the deaths of three raptors; fledgling -
Peregrine Falcons who are born on roofs or Jedges and learn to fly between tall buildings
and in narrow air space. Their sad deaths while learnlng to ﬂy does not tell the fllll story.”
“of the life of raptors in San Francisco. : :

San Francisco’s local “Golden Gate Raptor Clbs-ervatory” (GGRO) tracks injured and |
_-dead raptors that are identified by an aluminum band fitted on their leg. They “band”
these birds in the Marin Headlands , just across the Golden Gate Bridge. :

: Dunng the last five years the GGRO has collected information about approximately 330 .
of their raptors who have d1ed Of these, 25 (7 %) were found dead or mortallty 111_]11I€d in



San Francisco. One or two birds were found in the downtown (hlgh—rlse) district and
none were classified as victims of high-rise bulldlng collisions.

Further reading of GGRO’s records shows many raptors flying into the windows, patio '
doors and into the interior of small residences. Residential structures are a bird safety
factor in San Franc1sco but are. not dlscussed in “SBSB”. -

g The second theme of “SBSB”' is that birds are most vulnerable during their two seasonal
'Fall/Spring migrations. The report specifies dates of special concern for these two
seasons. No data is supphed to support the establishment of either set of dates

One source of data to help gauge the nature of seasonal i mJunes to birds exists in wildlife
hospital intake records. Data from one local hospital, collected for 19 years, show a large
decline in mortality and 1 mjury during the period that your “SBSB” report calls “Fall S
~ Migration”. -

_ The “SBSB” report claims that adults and hatch-year birds (250 species) that migrate - :
over San Francisco can get hurt or killed by offending buildings. Actually, injuries during
“Fall Migration” are half what they are durmg the prior season. Injuries during “Spring
Migration” are also less than in the summer. The “SBSB” report does not address the
causes of injury or locatlons of collisions during the season when i mJury and death are
greatest. :

In sum, I 'do not believe that these guidelines should be distributed until local,
professionally administered studies are complete. Studies need to measure-and report on
dangers to birds from a]l of San Francisco’s maj or building types, dun'ng all seasons.

' _The bay area is the home of at least four research groups spe01ﬁca11y focused on b1rd
conservation (SFBBO, PRBO, GGRO and SCPBRG). None of these groups have
participated in the writing of your report. They should be m_volved

Finally, my concern is that by not having comparative baseline statistics the city will
never know if its bird safety recommendations are effective. Hard data will help you
educate property owners and convince some of the many lives that they can help to save. -

_Siricerely yours, '

- Richard Drechsler

740 Rhode Island St.
San Francisco, CA
(415)641-7076 © g



~ Nancy E. Smith

884 Chestnut Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

smithany@msn.com
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Supervisors Malia Cohen, Eric Mar, and Scott Wiener ' _ —c’ —n»ﬂg
D
' ¢/o Ms. Alisa Somera, Clerk, Land Use and Economic Development Committee - @ ;-gr_zg
San Francisco Board qf Supervisors %f 5%51
City Hall , = 9<Y
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place . w °9F
. : : : w =
San Francisco, CA 94102 S - r P

email alisa.somera@sfgov.org
Dear Supervisors:

lam writing in Support of the proposed Standards for Bird Safe Buildings in San Francisco, the sﬁbject of your

Committee’s hearing on September 12.

Given our City’s location on the Pacific Flyway, the dangers to migrant and local bird populations of collisions with
buildings, and the widespread interest in birding among City residents and visitors, | encourage you to support the

proposed Standards.

| am unable to attend your hearing, but did attend the hearing before the Planning Commission and read its supporting
documentation. | believe the Standards will significantly benefit bird populations and our community. '

Sincerely,

Nancy E. Smith



AMERICAN BIRD
CONSERVANCY
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: Superv1sors Eric Mar, Malia Cohen and Scott Wlener 1 ?_ mg
c/o Ms. Alisa Somera § = PO
Clerk for the Land Use and Economic Development Committee (9 & f;o‘ .
1Ty
San Francisco Board of Supervisors s N By, rc;“i
City Hall - ?‘:%E
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place . %’ oM
- San Francisco, CA 94102 ' ' August 29, 2011 o 2 _“EU
Dear Superv1sors o %
[¥x4

On behalf of Amerlcan Bird Conservancy (ABC) I urge the Commission to approve the proposed San -
' Francisco Standards for Bird-safe Bulldmgs on September 12.

“ABCisa 50 1(c)(3) non-profit orgamzatlon dedicated to the conservation of native blrds and their
habitats throughout the Americas. ABC is the only U.S.-based group dedicated solely to overcoming the
greatest threats facing native birds in the Western Hemisphere—safeguarding the rarest bird species,
restoring habitats, and reducing threats, while unifying and strengthening the bird conservation

- movement. ABC is also the leading force in ongoing efforts to protect birds from collisions with the only
national bird collisions program. : :

As you may know, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a comprehensive report on bird populations
in the United States showing that nearly one third of the nation’s 800 bird species are endangered,
threatened or in significant decline. Sadly, building collision is one of the greatest man-made killers of
birds. In fact, it is estimated that three hundred million to one billion birds or more die each year from
collisions with glass on buildings—from office buildings to residential homes. Millions of birds depend

on the San Francisco Bay estuary system, not only during migration but throughout the winter, which is
why ABC named it one of 500 Globally Important Bird Areas in the United States.

ABC believes the San Francisco Bird-Safe Building Standard will prevent hundreds of thousands of -
- needless bird deaths and make San Francisco a leader in the global effort to reverse trends of increasing
bird mortality that are causing bird populations to decline.

San Francisco’s Standards are forward-thinking, creating zones of relative risk to direct the most serious
efforts to the areas where birds are most threatened. Asrecognized by the code, many commonly used
techniques, such as using fritted glass or louvers to control light and heat gain, also reduce bird collisions.
Lighting strategies that protect birds also save energy without negatively impacting building operations or
safety. Again we urge the Committee to pass the Standard, as written, without delay.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this request. If Ican be of any assistance on this issue, please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Smcerely,

did e/

Christine Sheppard, PhD
Bird Collisions Campaign Manager

1731 Connecticut Avenue, NW,‘ 3" Floor e Washington, D.C. 20009
Tel: 202-234-7181 o Fax: 202-234-7182 e abc@abcbirds.org e www.abcbirds.org
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Serving Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco Counties

September 6, 2011

Supervisors Eric Mar, Malia Cohen and Scott Wiener ‘
c/o Ms. Alisa Somera, Clerk for the Land Use and Economic Development Committee
San Francisco Board of Supervisors ’
_ City Hall o
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Sent by email alisa.somera(@sfgov.org

' RE: Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings |
Dear Supervisors Mar, Cohen and Wiener:

" The Sierra Club urges you to approve the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings that will
come before your committee on September 12. These Standards were recently approved
by the San Francisco Planning Commission and deserve your support.

It has now been scientifically documented that billions of birds a year are killed by
collisions with buildings. Many of us have witnessed birds striking the windows of our
houses or offices; certainly I have on a number of occasions. Such collisions are sadly the
largest cause of bird mortality in the United States. The good news is that there are
solutions to this sad situation. Window treatments and architectural designs can greatly
reduce the likelihood of bird strikes. The Planning Department and Commission are to be
congratulated on developing and approving standards that would implement this new
knowledge. . o

This is not just a “bird” issue. Birds play a key role in our environment. They
significantly reduce troublesome and dangerous insect populations such as mosquitoes
and agricultural pests as well as acting as pollinators for some plant species.

Again, we ﬁrge you to approve these Standafd_s for Bird-safe Building.

‘Yours,

Arthur Feinstein, Chair |
Sierra Club, San Francisco Bay Chapter
2530 San Pablo Avenue

Berkeley, CA 94702
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| support Bird-Safe building standards
Kimberly Jannarone to: alisa.somera

- 09/04/2011 01:31 PM

Supervisors Eric Mar, Malia Cohen and Scott Wiener

¢/o Ms. Alisa Somera ' _

Clerk for the Land Use and Economic Development Committee

San Francisco Board of Supervisors : _ ,

I'm writing to say I strongly support strong standards for bird-safe buildings in San Francisco. I've known
for years about the extraordinary number of birds--perhaps as many as one billion-~killed each year by
colliding with buildings. These deaths are a terrible waste. And they can be reduced dramatically by a
range of techniques. - . . : o

- Safer forms of window glass, guidelines for shuttered windows, and identification of buildings that are
particularly dangerous to flying birds are all reasonable steps to take to mitigate these useless death.
Thank you for considering my comments. o ' '

* -Kimberly Jannarone -

Duboce Park

san Francisco
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Please support the Standards for Bird Safe Bulldlngs in San Francisco

} leewaysf :
~ to: ,

" alisa.somera’

09/07/2011 04:51 PM

Show Details

1 Attachrhent

image001 gl

The American B1rd Conservancy (ABC) and Golden Gate Audubon hailed the passage by the San
Francisco Planning Commission of new B1rd Safe Bu11d1ng Standards.

Kindest Regards, lee Rudiﬁ

Unless someone like you cares a whole awful lot, Nothing is gbing to get better. It's not. Dr. Seuss "The Lorax"

% Please consider the environment before printing this email. Thank you.

7/
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