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: ’ Amended in Committee
FIL_E NO. 121033 10/22/2012 ‘ OR..NANCE NO.

.
AT %, ]
R

' [Planning Cod&™ Limited Commercial Uses in Residential Transit Oriented Mission District]

‘Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code Section 231 to allow for greater

size and depth from the corner for limited commercial uses in the Residential Transrt
Sl i, fk"' '1{{'?” *

Oriented Mission (RTO -M) District; and making environmental findings and fmdmgs of

consistency with General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1.

NOTE: : Addl’[lons are Smgle unuerlzne ztachs szes New Roman;,

deletions are
Board amendment addltlons are double-underlined underllned

Board amendment deletions are stnketh;eugh—nelcma-l

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:
. Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of fhe City and County of San
Francisco hereby finds and determines that: | |

| (a) General Plan Consistency Findings.

M Cn Marchr1 1012, at a-du[y notieed public hearing, the Planning Commission in
Resolutlon 18615 found that the proposed Plannlng Code amendmerits to Section 231
contalned in thls ordinance were consistent with the City’s General Plan and Planning Code
Section 101.1(b). A copy of sald-resolutlon is on file with the Board of Superwsors in File No.
121033; and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board finds that the proposed Planning
Code amendment >is on balance consistent with the City’s General Plan and with Plan-ning
Code Section 101.1(b), for the reasons set forth in said resolution. )

(25 Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board finds that the proposed

ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare for the reasons set forth in

Supervisor Campos . - , , . :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ . » ) . Page1
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Planning Commission Resolution 18615, which reasons are incorporated as if fully set forth
herein. 7 ' |

(b) Environmental Findings.

The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act ('Califorhiaqut;Iic éesources
Code Section 21000 et séq.).-Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of

Supervisors in File No. 121033 and is incorporated herein by reference.

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is-hereby amended by arﬁe‘ndihg Section
231, to read as follows:' ) '_ |
SEC. 231.. LIMITED CORNER COMMERCIAL USES IN RTO AND RM DISTRICTS.
(@) Purpose. .Comer stores enhance and support the cha.racter and traditional
pattern of RTO and RM Districts. These smalt neighborhood-oriented establishmehts provide
convenience goods and services on a’ retail basis to meet the frequent and recurring needs of
‘neighb'orhood residents witHin a short walking distance of their hoh'les. These uses tend to be

small in scale, to serve primarily walk-in trade, and cause minimum interference with nearby

" streets and pfopérties. These uses are pemitted only on the ground floor of corner buildings,

and their intensity and operaﬁng hours are limited to ensure compatibility with the

- predominantly residential character of the district. Accessory off-street parking is prohibited for

these uses to maintain the local neighbérhood walk-in character of the uses.
(b) Location. Uses permitted under this section must be located:
. (1) completely within an RTO, RTO-M, RM-3, or RM-4 District;

(2) onorbelow the ground floor; and

Supervisor Campos : :
BOARD GF SUPERVISORS _ Page 2
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(3 inRTO andRTO-M Districts, on a corner lot as defined by Section 10215,
with no part of the use extending moie than 50 feet in depth from said c_oinei, as iIIustrated in
Figure 231. _

[Figure 231. Limitations on Corner Retail in RTO and RM Districts]

(4) in RM-3_ard-RM-4 Qis#iets-and RTO-M Districts, on a comer lotas
defined ih Section 102.15, with no part of the use extending more ihan 100 feet in depth from
said corner. | N |

(c) Permitted.}Us‘es.. Any use lS permitted which complies v\.Ni’.[h the most restrictive
use iimitations for the first story and .below of an NC-1 District, as set forth in Sections 710.10

through 710 95 of this Code.

~(d) Use Size. No more than 1, 200 occupied square feet of commercial area ina

'RTO orRTO-M District and no more than 2,500 occupied square feet of commercial area in a

RM-3, er-RM-4_or RTO-M-District shall be'aliowed per corner lot, except those lots which
occupy more than one corner on a given block and which may provide an additional 1,200
occupied square feet of eommercia-i area per additional corner, so long as the commercial
space is distributed equitably throughout appropriate parts of the parcel or project.

(e) Formula Retail Uses. All uses meeting the definition of “formula retail” use per
Section 703.3(b) shall not be permitted except by Conditional Use through the procedures of’
Section 303. ' | | '

) Parking. No accessoiy parking shall be permitted for uses permitted under this
Section. o

(g) Operating Hours. The hours during which the use is open to the public shall

- be limited to the period between 6:00 a;m_. and 10:00 p.m.

(h) - Conditions. Any uses described above shall meet all of the following

conditions:

Supervisor Campos » _
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 3
10/22/2012
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(1) The building shall be maintained in a soﬁnd and attractive condition,
consistent with the general appearance of the neighborhood; |

(2) _Any signs on th’e property shall comply with the requirements of Section
606 of this Code; | |

(3) Truck loading shall be limited in such a way as to aﬁoid undue interference
with sidewalks, or with crosswalks,,’bus stdps, hydrants and other public features;

(4) Noise, odors and other nuisance factors shall bé adequately controlled;

‘and

(5) The use shall comply with all other applicable provisions of this Code.

(i) Street Frontage. In addition to the street frontage reqwrements of Section 144,
the followmg provisions of Section 145.1 shall apply to the street frontage dedicated to limited
commercial uses permltted by this section: active uses per Section 145.1(c)(3); tran_spare-ncy
and fenestration per Section 145.1(c}(6); and grates, railing, and grillework per Section
145.1(Q)(7). o |

(j)- Awninvgs. Awnings are permitted, subject to the standards in Section 1 36.1('a)

of this Code. Canopies and marquees’are not permitted.

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from the

date of passage.

-Section 4. This section fs uncodified. In enacting this Ofdinance,-the Board intends to
amend only'thdse words, phrases, paragréphs, subsections, sections, articles, numbers,
punctuation, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent part of the Planning Code that are

explicitly shown in this legislation as additions, deletions, Board amendment additions, and

Supervisor Campos :
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Board amendment deletions in ,éccordan_ce'with the "Note" that appears under the official title
of the legislation.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney

By:

Supervisor Campos ' _ ’
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : ' Page 5
10/22/2012

originated at : n:\Negana\as2012\1100234\00804513.doc
revised on: 10/22/2012 — n:\legana\as2012\1100234\00804513.doc
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FILE NO. 121033

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(10/22/2012, Duplicated and Amended in Committee)

[Plannlng Code Limited CommerCIal Uses in Residential Transit Oriented Mission Dlstrlct]

Ordlnance amending the San Francisco Planning Code Section 231 to allow for greater
size and depth from the corner for limited commercial uses in the Residential Transit
Oriented Mission (RTO-M) District; and making environmental findings and findings of
consistency with General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1.

Existing Law

Section 231 of the Planning Code permits limited commercial uses on the ground floor in
corner stores in Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) and Residential Mixed Districts. The code
establishes the intensity, dimensions, and hours of operation of these uses, to ensure
compatibility with surrounding reSIdentlal uses. :

Amendments to Current Law

This ordinance would amend Section 231 to allow for greater size and depth from the corner
for limited commercial uses in the RTO Mission District. Currently, these uses are allowed to
have a depth of 50 feet from the corner and a size of 1,200 occupied square feet The
ordinance amends these numbers to 100 and 2,500, respectively.

Background lnformation

. The purpose of Section 231 is to permit corner stores in RTO and RM Districts. These stores
enhance and support the character and traditional pattern of these districts.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . ) : Page 1
. ‘ 10/22/2012
n:\Iegana\a'5201 2\1 1_CJOZ34\00804522.doc
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

May 31,2012

Supervisor Chiu and

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Franasco, C'.A 94102 -

5

R’e: _ : - Transmittal of Planmng Case Number 2011.0533Z and 2011.0532T
BF No. 11-0547 and 11-0548: Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open
Space, and Limited Conforming Uses.

Recommendation: Approval with_Modiﬁcations

Dear Supervisor Chiu and Ms. Calvillo,

On May 3, 2012 and May 17, 2012, the San Francisco Plé.nning Commission (hereinafter

“Commission”) conducted a duly noticed public hearings at a regularly scheduled meeting to
"consider Phases Two and Three of the proposed Ordinances under Board of Supervisors File
" Number 11-0547 and 11-0548. ' :

At the May 3% Hearing, the Commission voted 6-1 to recommend approval with modifications of
Phase Two of the proposed Planning Code Text Amendments (Ordinance 11-0548) and voted 6-0,
with Commissioner Fong recused, to recommend approval with modifications of Phase Two of
* the proposed Zoning Map Amendments (Ordinance 11-0547).

At the May 17 Hearing, the Commission voted 5-1 to recommend approval with modifications of
Phase Three of the proposed Plarming Code Text Amendments (Ordinance 11-0548) and voted 6-0
to recomimend approval with modifications of Phase Three of the proposed Zoning Map
Amendm.nts (Ordinance 11~ 0547)

Supervisor, please advise the City Attomey at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the. changes recommended by the Commission. The attached resolution and exhibit provides
more detail about the Commission’s action. If you have any questions or require further
information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Smcerely,
A —
ArMarie Rodgers

Manager of Legislative Affairs

www . siplanning.org
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1650 Mission St
Suite 400

San Francisca,
CA 84103-2479

Reception;
415.558.6378
P
415.558.6409 .
Planning

Information:
415.558.6377
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Cc City Attorneys Judith Boyajian and Marlena Byrne

Attachments (one copy of the following):

SAN FRANCISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 18615,
18616, 18626 and 18627

Departinent Execufive Summaries for Phases
Two and Three for both the Plarming Code and

. Zoning Map Amendments.
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'SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1850 Mission St.

Sufte 480
o . . : . San Francisco,
Planning Commission GA 941032470
Resolution No. 18615 Jrpyer
HEARING DATE: MAY 3, 2012 : -
' ' ' . 4155586408
Project Name: Amendments relating to: %ﬁﬁm
Parking, Awrung, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and Limited 415,558.6377
: Conforming Uses. '
Case Number: 2011.0532T [Board File No. 11-0548]
Initiated by: Supervisor Chiu / Introduced May 3, 2011
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewedby: ~ AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

. anmarie rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395 ,
Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications of “Phase Two” Including
the . Topics of Automotive Uses, Limited Corner Commercial Uses
(LCCUs), Accessory Uses, Non-Conforming Uses, and Washington
Broadway and Waterfront SUDs. '

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE BY
REPEALING SECTIONS 136.2,'136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 AND 607.4 AND
AMENDING VARIOUS OTHER CODE SECTIONS TO (1) INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF
PRINCIPALLY PERMITTED PARKING SPACES FOR DWELLINGS IN RC-4 AND C-3 DISTRICTS,
(2) MAKE OFE-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE VAN NESS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT
AND RC-3 DISTRICTS CONSISTENT WITH THOSE OF RC4 DISTRICTS, (3) ELIMINATE
MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS EOR THE CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS AND
NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS, (4) ALLOW EXCEPTIONS FROM
REQUIRED PARKING UNDER SPECIFIED CIRCUMSTANCES, (5} AMEND THE RESTRICTIONS
ON OFF-STREET PARKING RATES AND EXTEND THEM TO . ADDITIONAL ZONING
DISTRICTS, (6) REVISE SIGN, AWNING, CANOPY AND MARQUEE CONTROLS IN SPECIFIED
ZONING DISTRICTS, (7) INCREASE THE PERMITTED USE SIZE FOR LIMITED CORNER
COMMERCIAL USES IN RTO AND RM DISTRICTS, AND ALLOW REACTIVATION OF LAPSED
LIMITED COMMERCIAL USES IN R DISTRICTS, (8) REVISE THE BOUNDARIES OF AND
MODIFY PARKING AND SCREENING REQUIREMENTS IN THE WASHINGTON-BROADWAY
AND WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICTS, (9) MODIFY CONTROLS FOR USES AND
ACCESSORY USES IN COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS, (10)
PERMIT CERTAIN EXCEPTIONS FROM EXPOSURE AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR-
HISTORIC BUILDINGS, AND (11) MODIFY CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS IN VARIOUS USE
. DISTRICTS; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, SECTION 302

www.siplanning.org
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" Resolution No. 18615 ' CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 Parking, Awmng, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

PREAN[BLE )
Whereas, on May 3, 2011 Supervisor Chiu introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors
(hereinafter “Board”) File Number 11-0548 which would amend the San Francisco Planning Code by
repealing Sections 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending
various other Code sections to (1) increase the amount of principally permitted parking spaces for
dwellings in RC4 and C-3 Districts, (2) make off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special Use
District and RC-3 Districts consistent with those of RC-4 Districts, (3) eliminate minimum parking
requirements for the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and North Beach Neighborhood Commercial
Districts, (4) allow exceptions from required parking under specified circumstances, (5) amend the
restrictions on off-street parking rates and extend them to additional ioning districts, (6) revise sign, -
awning, canopy and marquee controls in specified zoning districts, (7) increase the permitted use size for
limited cormer commercial uses in RTQO and- RM districts, and allow reactvation of lapsed limited
commercial uses in R districts, (8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and screening
requirements in the Washington-Broadway and Waterfront Special Use Districts, (9) modify controls for
uses and accessory uses in Commercial and Residential-Commerdial Districts, (10) permit certain
exceptions from exposure and open space requirements for historic buildings, and (11 modlfy
conformity requirements in various use districts; and

Whéreas, on December 15, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter ”Cbmmission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to- consider the proposed
Ordinance; and

Whereas on February 8, 2012, the legislative sponéor, Board President David Chiu, sent the Commission a
memorandum requesting that the Commission not consider certain topics from the proposed Ordinance
as it is his intend: to remove the following topics from the proposed Ordinance: The C-3 parking changes,
Affordable Housing FAR exempﬁons, changes to Planning Code Section '155(g) having to do with the
long term parking rate structure, and proposed dlanges to Port Property and the expansion of the
Waterfront Advisory Commiittee.

Whereas on March 1, 2012, the Planning Commission considered a portion of the proposed Ordinance,
herein referred to as “Phase One”, covering the subject areas of Clerical and Minor ModJ.ﬁca’aons,
Transfer of Developm(ent Rights (TDRS), Limited Commercial Uses, Bike Parking, and S1gns and

Whereas, at the March 1, 2012 heanng, the Comn'ussmn recommended approval with modifications of
Phase One in Resolution Number 18553; and

Whereas, at this same hearing the Commission requested that the remainder of the proposed Ordinance
be brought back for two later hearings; and

Whereas, the Commission requested that the next hearing consider the “Phase Two” topics of the same
proposed Ordinance including the topics of changes to Automotive Uses, Limited Corner Commercial

S&N FRANCISCO . 2
PLANNING DEFPARTMENT . )
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Resolution No. 18615 ' . ' CASE NO. 2011.0532T

Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 - - Parking, AWning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs... ... '

Uses (LCCUs), Accessory Uses, Non-Conforming Uses, W ashington Broadway and Waterfront SUDs and
the Van Ness Avenue SUD; and :

Whereas, the Commission further requested that the remainder of the topics of the proposed Ordinance
be considered at a later hearing called “Phase Three” that would include the topics of changes to Parking,
Opens Space for Commercial Uses, Gross Floor Area and Floor Area Ratio, Streetscape Improvements
Transportation Management, and Powers of the Zoning Administrator; a.nd

Whereas, this hearing is to consider the topics described as “Phase Two”; and

Whereas, the Commission requested that the proposed Changes to the Van Ness SUD which mclude
parking ratio modifications, the elimination of the Van Ness Sign District and the Van Ness Special Slgn
District for illumination be brought back to the Commissiori under Phase Three; and

Whereas, the proposed zoning changes have been deterrmned to be exempt from environmental review
under the General Rule Exclusion (Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines); and

Whereas, the Commission has heard and considered the tesﬁmony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant,
Department staff, and other interested parties; and - ‘

Whereas, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Depa:tment as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and '

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve with
modifications Phase Two of the proposed ordinance. Speaﬁcally, the Commission recommends the

fo]_lowmg modifications:

Auto Uses

1. Modifying the proposed controls for parking lots in Section 223(1) - “parking lots” - for the C—Z
District from “prohibited” to “Conditional Use Authonzaﬁon

2. . Modify proposed Section 223(0) to require a CU for Storage Yards for Commerctal Vehicles or
Trucks in C-M Districts rather tha_n prohibiting them outright.
LCCUs

3. Do not amend Section 231 to allow LCCUs to have 2,500 sq. ft. or allow them within 100" of a
corner. This proposed change should be reviewed when the Market and Octav1a Plan undergoes
its scheduled 5 year review. : :

4 Do not add proposed Section 231(k), which requires Conditional Use authonzatLon when
converting a dwelling unit to establish a Limited Corner Commercial Use. Dwelling unit
conversions are already controlled by Section 317.

SN ERANDISCO ' 3
L ANNING DEFARTMENT .
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Resolution No. 18615 ' ' CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

N onconformmg Uses.

5. Modify the proposed changes to Section 182 so that a nonconformmg use can only be converted
to one dwelling unit as of right, and require a CU for the conversion of more than one dwelling
unit, and remove the provision that allows a non—conformmg use to be converted to group
housmg as of right. '

6. Add the following modifications to Section 184 to darlfy When surface parkmg lots would need
to cease operation:

Any noncom’:orrmng commeraal or mdustrlal use of land where no enclosed buﬂdmg is mvolved

See&eﬂ—}%ée} shall be ehrmnated no later than ﬁve years and 90 dags from the effechve date of
Ordinance No. [INSERTY;

7. Modifjf Planping Code Section 156 to allow for a 5 year temporary use permit instead of a 2 year
temporary use permit. '

(A No permanent parking lot shall be permitted in C-3-0, C-3-R, C-3-G and NCT Districts;
temporary parking lots may be approved as conditional uses pursuant to the provisionsof .
Section 303 for a period notto exceed two years from the date-of approval in NCT Districis and
five years from the date of approoval in C-3 Districts; permanent parking lots in C-3-S Districts
shall be permitted only as a conditional use. -

Washington-Broadway SUD

8. Remove the provision in the proposed Ordinance that would change surface parking lots from a
COIldltI.OIIBl use to “not permitted.”

" FINDINGS -

Havmg rev1ewed the matenals 1dentlﬁed in the preamble above, and having heard all testlmony and
arguinents, this Commlssmn finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. San Frandsco’s Planning Code has provided for reduced parking requirements in dense and transit-
rich neighborhoods since the 1960s, as a way of reducing traffic congestion, encouraging walking,
cycling, and public transit, and making efficient use of scarce land;

2. In 1973, the San Francisco City Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors adopted the-"Transit
First Policy”, giving top priority to public transit investments as the centerpiece of the city's
transportation pohcy and adopting street capaaty and parlqng policies to dlscou.rage increases in

" automobile traffic;

S&N FRANDISCO 4
PLANNING DEPARTEAENT
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Resolution No. 18615 . ‘ CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

- 10.

11.

| Off-street parking facilities increase building costs, which in turn are transferred to costs of housing

and doing business. As a land use, off-street parking facilities compete with and displace land uses
that provide greater social and economic benefit to the dity;

A basic assumption of the Transportation Element is that a desirable living environment and a
prosperous business environment cannot be maintained if traffic levels continue to increase in any
significant way. A balance must be restored to the city's transportation system, and various methods
must be used to control and reshape the impact of automobiles on the city. This includes limiting the
city's parking capacity, especially long-term parking in commercial areas;

" On October 26, 2010 the Board of Supervisors adopted the goal of having 20% of trips by bike by the

year 2020;

The City of San Francisco’s Housing Element seeks to remove unnecessary constraints to the

construction and rehabilitation of housi.ng;'

Existing buildings con&ibute_ to the unique character of San Fiam_:isco. Reusing buildings, rather than
demolishing and rebuilding them, can preserve the built character of neighborhoods, as well as foster
sustainability by conserving the energy and materials embodied in these buildings.

" Small commerdial uses, although often nonconforming, tend to provide convenience goods and

services on a retail basis to meet the frequent and recurring needs of neighborhood residents within a

short distance of their homes;

Small businesses that combine office, production, retail, and even residential uses are iﬁcreasi_ngly
common in San Francisco, but frequently do not fit into traditional zoning categories. Creating more
flexibility in zoning arcund accessory uses will help add to the vibrancy of the City’s neighborhoods
and to the City’s diverse economic base;

Over the years, the Planning Code has been amended and expanded. While many of these changes
have been necessary to address emerging issues and changing policy in the City, the current Planning
Code can be oveily complex and redundant;

General Plan Compliance. The proposed"Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan: '

L HOUSING ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 1 .

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CTTY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

SAN FEANGISCT ‘ ' -5

MING DEPASTNG
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Resolutfion No. 18615 CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 ' Parkmg, Awmng, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

POLICY 1.6 :
Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within established building envelopes in
commuriity based planning processes, especially if it can increase the number of affordable units
in multi-family structures. ' '

POLICY 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, Where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

OBJECTIVE 8
BUILD PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR CAPACITY TO SUPPORT, FACILITATE, PROVIDE
AND MAINTAIN AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

OB]ECTIVE 12
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT $ERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION |

Policy 12.1
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of
movement. -

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance changes Section 182 to allow “any nancom‘onning use to be
converted to dwelling unifs or to group housing, in a-district where such use is principally permitted,
without regard to the requirements of this Code with respect to residential density or required off-street
pérla'ng. " The Commission finds that this change is too broad because it allows any nonconforming use in
any Zoning District where housing and group housing are principally permitted to be converted to an -
unspecified number of dwelling units. The Commission believes that one housing unit is acceptable, but
anything more than that should require Conditional Use Authanzatwn The Commission also feels that

: that group housing should be excluded from this section.

II. TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT 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

Policy 1.2
~ Ensure the sa.fety and comfort of pedestnans throughout the CLty

SAK ERANDISDO . : 5
P SNNING DEPARTRNIENT
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Resolution No. 18615 . CASE NO. 2011. 0532T
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 - Parkmg, Awnmg, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

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.

Phase Two of the prdpo’sed Ordinance would exempt Automotive Service Stations that are located on
Primary Transit Streets or Citywide Pedestrian Network Streets from the conversion process for
Automotive Service Station and guide decision makers to consider General Plan polices during this
conversion. Similarly, changes recommended by this Commission to require Conditional Use authorization

© for certain parcel delivery service and storage yards would still permit the use, but provide greater
oversight to ensure that the district is still able to serve its primary furction.

OBJECTIVE 7
DEVELOP A PARKING STRATEGY THAT ENCOURAGES SHORT-TERM PARKING AT THE
PERIPHERY OF DOWNTOWN AND LONG-TERM INTERCEPT PARKING AT THE
PERIPHERY OF THE URBANIZED BAY AREA TO MEET THE NEEDS OF LONG-DISTANT
COMMUTERS TRAVELING BY "AUTOMOBILE TO 'SAN FRANCISCO OR NEARBY

DESTINATIONS.

Policy 7.1
Reserve a majority of the off-street parking spaces at the penphery of downtown for short term

parking.

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance with the recommended modifications would increase scrutiny of
parking Iots in the C-2 district, by adding a requirement for Conditional Use authorization.

IV. MARKET & OCTAV]'_A AREA PLAN
In order to track implementation, the Planning Department will monitor v1tal indicators.

The existing controlé ‘for LCCUs were developed as part of an eight year community planning processes
about what should be permitted in an RTO district. The intent of the corner store in these districts was to
allow for neighborhood serving uses, with a very limited capacity and impact on the residential context.

. Accordingly the Commission feels that leaving the controls as currently drafted is appropriate. The

" Commission genemlly recommends that ideas specific to the community planning efforts be continued
through the initial five-year post-plan adoption period, which for the Market Octavia Plan ends May 2013.
The Planning Code provides an avenue for re-evaluating these controls after five years. It should be noted
that while the LCCU concept was o}riginated‘with the community planning efforts, these controls currently
apply outside of the plan areas in the RM-3 and RM-4 districts.

IV. NORTHEAST WATERFRONT AREA PLAN

Policy 8.2 -
Limit additional parking facilities in the northeastern waterfront and minimize the 1mpact ‘of this
- parking. Discourage long-term parking for work trips which could be accommodated by transit.
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Restrict additional parking to: (a) short-term (less than four hour) pa_rking facilities to meet needs
of additional business, retail, restaurant, marina, and entertainment activities; {(b) long-term
parking facilities for marifime activities, hotel and residential uses. To the extent possible, locate
parking away from areas of intense pedestrian activity. Encourage shared parking at adjacent or
nearby facilities. :

Policy 8.6
Remove or relocate 1nla_nd those existing parking facilities on or near the water's edge or w1thm
areas of intense pedestrian actvity.

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinanee allows parking for any principle or conditional use fo be waived by
the Zoning Administrator per Code Section 161 in all three Waterfront Special Use Districts. The proposed
changes are consistent with the way the Code treats other high density, mixed use districts. While the three
SUDs vary slightly, their overall character and location are similar enough that they should all be subject
to parking watvers under Section 161. »

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Policy 6.1

Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and servicesin .

the dty's meighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging d_‘[VEISl"y
among the districts.

Phase Two of the proposed legislation would change the specific restriction, such as horse power, to
performance based restrictions (i.e, no noise, vibration or unhealthful emissions beyond the premises). This
change replaces arbitrary numerical limits with performance standards to limit disturbances to neighbors. -
The horsepower limits currently established in the Code can be violated by standard vacuums or coffee
grinders. Limiting the number of employees as well as the allowable floor area adds an additional layer of
restrictions that isn't necessary if the size restriction already ensures that the use is accessory to the main
use.

12 The proposed replacement project is consistent w1th the e1ght General Plan priority policies set forth
in Section 101.1 in that

A) The existing nelghborhood—sermng retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and futire
opportunities for resident employment in and ownershlp of such businesses will be
enhanced:

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance will not have any negative impact on nezghborhood—sermng
retail uses. :

B') " The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods: '
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Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance would allow nonconforming uses to convert to housing
without regard to specific requirements in the Planning Code, which will help add housing and
preserve neighborhood character by allowing existing buildings to be more easily adapted to new

uses.
189 The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance will not have a negative impact on the City's supply of
affordable housing. '

" D) The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking:

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance will not have any negative impact on commuter traffic or
MUNL ' :

B) A diverse economiic base will be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from - displacement due to commercial office development. And future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

Phase Two of the proposed Ordinance would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors -
or future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors. '

B) The City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake. :

Preparedness against z'ﬁjury and loss of life in an earthquake is unaffected by the 'proposed
amendments. Any new construction or alteration associated with a use would be executed in
compliance with dll applicable construction and safety measures. '

G) That landmark and historic buildings will be preéerved:

Phase Two of the proposed ordinance would allow Landmark and historic buildings to be adaptively
reused more easily by exempting them from certain provisions in the Planning Code, which would
reduce the amount of change that is required to add housing to historic buildings and help preserve
them for the future. : : '
{
H) 'Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from

development:
The City’s parks and open space and their access to suniight and vistas would be unaffected by the

proposed amendments. It is not anticipated that permits would be such that sunlight access, 1o
public or private property, would be adversely impacted.
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I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on May 3, 2012

AYES:
NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED:

SAN FRANDISCO

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary
Commissioners Antonini, Borden, Fong, Miguel, Moore and Wu
Commissioher Sugaya
None

May 3, 2012
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1550 Mission SL
Suite 480

. .. San s,
Planning Commission chsesirs
Resolution No. 18626 e
HEARING DATE: MAY 17,2012 ' .
4155586409
Project Name: Amendments relating to: ' ’ ' f;?;nrrl‘r;% on:
Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and Limited 4155586377
) Conforming Uses.
Case Number: ~~ 2011.0532T [Board File No. 11—0548]
Initiated by: Supervisor Chiu / Introduced May 3, 2011
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs
: . aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewed by: . AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395
Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications Of “Phase T]:uee
~ Including the Topics of Parking, Opens Space for Commercial Uses,
Gross Floor Area and Floor Area Ratio, Streetscape Improvements,
-Transportation Management, Powers of the Zoning Administrator, and
the Van Ness SUD and S5D -

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE BY
REPEALING SECTIONS 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 AND 607.4 AND
AMENDING VARIOUS OTHER CODE SECTIONS TO (1) INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF
PRINCIPALLY PERMITTED PARKING SPACES FOR DWELLINGS IN RC-4 AND C-3 DISTRICTS,
(2) MAKE OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE VAN NESS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT
AND RC-3 DISTRICTS CONSISTENT WITH THOSE OF RC-4 DISTRICTS, (3) ELIMINATE
MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS AND
NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS, (4) ALLOW EXCEPTIONS FROM
REQUIRED PARKING UNDER SPECIFIED CIRCUMSTANCES, (5) AMEND THE RESTRICTIONS
ON OFE-STREET PARKING RATES AND EXTEND THEM TO ADDITIONAL ZONING
DISTRICTS, (6) REVISE SIGN, AWNING, CANOPY AND MARQUEE CONTROLS IN SPECIFIED
ZONING DISTRICTS, (7) INCREASE THE PERMITTED USE SIZE FOR LIMITED CORNER
COMMERCIAL USES IN RTO AND RM DISTRICTS, AND ALLOW REACTIVATION OF LAPSED
LIMITED COMMERCIAL USES IN R DISTRICTS, (8) REVISE THE BOUNDARIES OF AND
MODIFY PARKING AND SCREENING REQUIREMENTS IN THE WASHINGTON-BROADWAY
AND WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICTS, (9) MODIFY CONTROLS FOR USES AND
ACCESSORY USES IN COMMERCIAL AND RES]DENTIAL—COI\{NIERCIAL DISTRICTS, (10)
PERMIT CERTAIN EXCEPTIONS FROM EXPOSURE AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR
HISTORIC BUILDINGS, AND (11) MODIFY CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS IN VARIOUS USE
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Resolution No. 18626 o : CASE NO. 2011.0532T
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DISTRICTS; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, SECTION 302
FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE
PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.

PREAMBLE

Whereas, on May 3, 2011 Supervisor Chiu introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors
(hereinafter “Board”) File Number 11-0548 which would amend the San Francisco Planning Code by
repealing Sections 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending
various other Code sections to (1) increase the amount of principally permitted parking spaces for
dwellings in RC4 and C-3 Districts, (2) make off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special Use
District and RC-3 Districts consistent with those of RC-4 Districts, (3) eliminate minimum parking
requirements for the ‘Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and North Beach Neighbo'rhood. Commercial
Districts, (4) allow exceptions from required parking under specified drcumstances, (5) amend the
restnctLons on off-street parking rates and extend them to additional zoning districts, (6) revise sigr,
awning, canopy and marquee controls in specified zoning districts, (7) increase the permitted use size for
limited corner commercial uses in RTO and RM districts, and allow reactivation of lapsed limited
commercial uses in R districts, (8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and screening
requirements in the Washington-Broadway and Waterfront Special Use Districts, (9) modify controls for
uses and accessory uses in Commercial and Residential-Commercial Districts, (10) permit certain
exceptions from exposure and open space requirements for historic’ bulldmgs, and (11) modlfy
conformity requirements in various use districts; and

Whereas, on December 15, 2011, the San _Frandscb Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
- coriducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed
QOrdinance; and ' T '

Whereas on February 8, 2012, the legislaﬁve sponsor, Board President David Chiuy, sent the Commission a
memorandum requesting that the Commission not consider certain topies from the proposed Ordinance
as it is his intend to remove the following topics from the proposed Ordinance: The C-3 parking and FAR
changes, changes to Planning Code Section 155(g) having to do with the long term parking rate structure,
and proposed changes to Port Property and the expansion of the W;terfrdnt Advisory Committee.

Whereas on March 1, 2012, the Planniﬁg Commission considered a portion of the proposed Ordiﬁance,'
herein referred to as “Phase One”, covering the- subject areas of Clerical and Minor Modifications,
Transfer of Development Rights (TDRS), Limited Commercial Uses, Bike Parking, and Signs; and -

Whereas, at this same hearing the Commission requested that the remainder of the proposed Ordinance
be brought back for two later hearings; and :

Whereas, the Commission requested'that the next hearing consider the “Phase Two” topics of the same
proposed Ordinance including the topics of changes to Automotive Uses, Limited Corner Commerdal
Uses (LCCUs), Accessory Uses, Non—Conformmg Uses, and Washington Broadway and Waterfront
SUDs, and the Van Ness Avenue SUD and SSD; and
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Whereas, the Commission further requested that the remainder of the topics of the proposed Ordinance
‘be considered at a later hearing called “Phase Three” that would include the topics of changes to Parking,
Opené Space for Commercial Uses, Gross Floor Area and Floor Area Ratio, Streetscapé Improvements,
Transportation Management, and the Powers of the Zoning Administrator; and '

Whereas, at the March 1, 2012 hearing, the Commission recommended approval with modifications of
' Phase One in Resolution Number 18553; and :

Whereas, at the May 3, 2012 hearing, the Commission requested that the proposed Changes to the Van
Ness SUD which include parking ratio modifications, the elimination of the Van Ness Sign District and-
the Van Ness Special Sign District for illumination be brought back to the Commission under Phase
Three; and ' '

Whereas,z at the May 3, 2012 hearing, the Commmission recbm_ménded approval with modifications of
Phase Two in Resolution Number 18615; and ’

‘Whereas, this hearing is to consider the topics described as “Phase Three”; and

Whereas, the proposed zoning changes have been determined to be exempt from environmental review
under the General Rule Exclusion (Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines); and

Whereaé, the Cornmission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant,

Department staff, and other interested parties; and

Whereas, the all Pertinent documents may bé found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and - -

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

' MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve with
modifications Phase Three of the proposed ordinance. Specifically, the Commission recommends the

following modifications: :

Clefical Modifications:

1. Section 249.'5(a).should also reference map SU02, the North of Markét Residential SUD is on both
SU01 and SU02.

2. Sectidn 309.1(b)(1)(F) references 827(a)(8) (AO(i), it should reference 827(a)(8)(A)(ii)

3. Section 151(c)(4) should be amended to read as follows:
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“In all districts other than NC, 15 spaces or seven percent of the total gross floor area of the structure
or development, which is ever greater, where no other spaces are required by this Section.”

This section was movet_i to Section 151 from another Section of the Code a.nd reformatted. In the
. process, the underlined portion was inadvertently deleted.

Substantive Changes:
Parking :
1. ' Accept the changes proposed in Supervisor Chiw's letter dated April 26, 2012 that remove the

minimum parkmg controls and set maximum parking conirols in RC Districts and Van Ness'
Avenue SUD.

Streetccape Improvements

2. Integrate the changed outline in Exhibit A of this MotLon, which cover Section 138.1 of the
Planning Code.

Powers of the Z_A

3. Amend Section 161 of the Planning Code to allow the Zoning Administrator to grant
exceptions to off-street parking requirements in C-2 Districts per Section .307. This '
recommended change would result. in allowing administrative exceptlons to off- street
parking requirements in all districts except the RE and RM districts.

Van Ness Avenue

4. Do not delete the Van Ness Special Sign District from the Planning Code under the proposéd .
Ordinance; this issue should be studied further and possibly introduced under separate
lec'lslatLon. : . : '

5. Remove the provision in the Van Ness Spedial Sign District that allows General Advertlsmg
Signs within the Van Ness SSD.

6. - Add a grandfathering clause to the legislation that allows pro]ects that have a].ready been
approved by the Planning Commission but not yet vested to be exempt from any parking
changes on Van Ness Avenue. Thls includes both commercial and residential projects.

FINDINGS

Having rev1ewed the matenals 1dent1ﬁed in the preamble above, and having hea:d all testimony and
. arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as-follows:

1. - San Francisco’s Planning Code has Providea for reduced parking requirements in dense and transit-
rich neighborhoods since the 1960s, as a way of reducing traffic congestion, encouraging walking,
cycling, and public'transit, and makirig efficient use of scarce land;
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!\)

10.

11

In 1973, the San Francisco City Plarming Commission and Board of Supervisors adopted the "Transit
First Policy”, giving top priority to public transit investments as the centerpiece of the city's
transportation policy and adopting street capacity and parking policies to discourage increases in-
automobile traffic;

Off-street parking faah’aes increase building costs, which in turn are transferred to costs of housing
and doing business. As a land use, off-street parking facilities cornpete with and dlsplace land uses
that provide greater social and economic benefit to the city; -

A basic assumption of the Transportation Element is that a desirable living. environment and '_a“

prosperous business environment, cannot be maintained if traffic levels continue to. increase in any

significant way. A balance must be restored to the city’s ’a:arisporta’d.on system, and various methods

“must be used to control and reshape the impact of automobiles on the city. This includes limiting the
dty's parking capacity, especially 1ong—term parking in commerdial areas;

- On October 26, 2010 the Board of Superwsors adopted the goal of having 20% of trips by bike by the

year 2020;

The City of San Franasco s Housing Element seeks to remove urmecessary constraints to the
construction and rehabilitation of housing;

Existing buﬂdings contribute to the uﬁique character of San Francisco. Reusing buildings, rather than
demolishing and rebuilding them, can preserve the built character of neighborhoods, as well as foster
sustainability by conserving the energy and materials embodied in these buildings.

Small commerdal uses, although often nonconforming, tend to provide convenience goods and
services on a retail basis to meet the frequent and recu:rmg needs of neighborhood residents withina

short distance of their homes;

Small businesses that combine office, production, retail, and even residential uses are increasingly
common in San Francisco, but frequently do not fit into traditional zoning categories. Creating more
ﬂex:Lbﬂlty in zoning around accessory uses will help add to the vibrancy of the City’s nelghborhoods
and to the Clty’ s diverse economic base;

Over the yeérs, the Planning Code has been amended and expanded. While many of these changes
have been necessary to address emerging issues and changing policy in the City, the current Planning
Code can be overly complex and redundant; -

General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the followmg Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan:
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L. HOUSING ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1°
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVATLABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. '

POLICY 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and size of units within established bulldmg envelopes in
community based planning processes, espeaa]ly if it can increase the number of affordable units
in multL -family structures.

POLICY 1.10
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely
on public transportation, walking and bicydling for the majority of daily trips.

Phases Three of the proposed ordinance will make it easier to build more housing in transit rich
neighborhoods by excluding duwelling unit density calculations in C-3 Zoning Districts.

OBJECTIVE 10
Ensure a streamlined, yet thorough, and transparent decision-making process.

Pohcy 10.2
Implement planning process lmprovements to both reduce undue project delays and prowde
dlear information to support community review. :

Phase Three of the proposed Ordinance would stream line the approval process by expanding the ZA's
authority by allowing him to waive Duwelling Unit Exposure requirements for Article 11 buildings,
consistent with the ZA's current authoniy to waive Dwellzng Unit Exposure requirements for Article 10
buildings. : -

OBJECTIVE 11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN FRANCISCO
. NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.7 :
Respect San Frandsco’s historic fabnc, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring
consistency with historic districts.

Phase Three of the proposed ordinance makes it easier to convert existing buildings into residential units by
granting the Zoning Administrator greater powers to waive certain Planning Code réquirements.
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OBJECTIVE 12 ,
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION

Policy 12.1 .
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of

movement.

Phases Three of the proposed ordinance recogmnizes the dense transit rich natire of many of San Francisco’s
neighborhoods and removes or significantly reduces minimum parking requirements to encourage transit

use and other forms or transportation. -

IL TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1 _

MEBT THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT 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

Policy 1.2 :

Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

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.

Phases Three of the proposed ordinance requires that projects of certain sizes implement the Better Street
Plans, which enhances the pedestrian realm; and it allows the Zoning Administrator to reduce or waive
required parking or loading for a project when the only feasfblé street frontage for a driveway or entrance to
off-street parking or loading is located on a protected pedestrian-, cycling~ or transit-oriented street -
frontage, or the only feasible street frontage for a drivewny or entrance to off-street parking or loading is
located at a transit stops. Phases 3 also requires that more projects provide transportation brokerage service
and transportation management plans, which helps achieve the City's goal of providing more alternatives

" to the private automobile. Phase 3 also includes Short term parking in FAR calculations in C-3 Districts,

creating a disincentive for adding short term parking to new developments in C-3 Districts.

IIL. URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT -

OBJECTIVE1 . |
EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GIVES TO THE CITY AND ITS
NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE AND A MEANS OF ORIENTATION
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Policy 1.10
Indicate the purposes of streets by adopting and implementing the Better Streets Plan, which
~identifies a ‘hierarchy of street types and appropriate streetscape elements for each street type.

Phase Three of the proposed ordinance would require more projects to remove encroachmznts into the public
right-of-way in order to 1mplement the City's Better Streets Plan.

IV. OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 2
DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A DIVERSIFIED AND BALANCED CITYWIDE SYSTEM OF HIGH
QUALITY PUBLIC OPEN SPACE.

Policy 2.1
Provide an adequate total quantity and equitable dlstnbutlon of pubhc open spaces throughout
the City.

.Phases Three of the proposed ordinance would requife buildings in the C-3 that are primarily retail to
provide open space. This would help to increase the amount of open space available in the downtown core,
which is an area of the City that has limited access to public open space. . ' '

V. VAN NESS AV'E.NUE AREA PLAN

OBJECTIVE 8
CREATE AN ATI‘RACIIVE STREET AND SIDEWALK SPACE WHICH CONTRIBUTES TO
THE TRANSFORMATION OF VAN NESS AVENUE INTO A RESIDENTIAL BOULEVARD.

Policy 8.11
Permit general advertising signs, business signs and other 1denthymg signs. Permitted 51gns

should meet the follovwng design criteriaz . - ,

s  Signs should not feature any flashing, blmkmg, fluctuating or othermse animated light.
Likewise, signs should not feature any moving parts.

e Wall signs shall not be less than 10 feet above grade and should not be higher than 45 feet
above grade and ‘should not be higher than the lowest residential window sill.

s Projecting signs and general advertising signs should not be higher than 36. feet.
Projecting signs shall in no case project more than 4 feet over the sidewalk.

e General advertisement signs should conform to State Outdoor Adverbsement reorula’aons
requiring that no advertising chsplay shall be placed Ivithin 100 feet from another
advertising display.

«  Signs should not be placed in front of windows.
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Modifying the Ordinance so that the Van Ness Special Sign District is not removed is consistent with this
policy. of the Van Ness Area Plan. Furiher, removing the Van Ness Special Sign District for IMumination
from the Planning Code and Zoning Map is also consistent with this policy of the Van Ness Area Plan, as
it specifically prohibits flashing or blinking signs. o ' '

OBJECTIVE 9 :
PROVIDE SAFE AND EFFICIENT MOVEMENT AMONG'ALL USERS ON VAN NESS
AVENUE:

Policy 9.7 _ .
Require residential parking at a ratio of one parking space per dwelling unit.

The Commission acknowledges this policy-and notes that it is in opposition to other. policies in the General
Plan that seek to reduce parking. The Commission hereby decides that removing the requirement of 1 to 1
parking along Van Ness Avenue is on-balance consistent with the City’s General Plan and the mixed use
high denmsity character of Van Ness Avenue. This provision of the General Plan is out of date and is in
comtrast to the recent steps that the City has been taking to réquire less parking for all uses. Further, the
City’s Transit first policy prioritizes transit over aqutomobile use and Van Ness is @ major transit corridor
Eor this reason, the Commission recommends to adopt the pof‘fion of the #roposed Ordinance that would
remove the Van Ness Special Use District exception from the broader parking reguirement fa;‘ RC4
districts, which are currently required at a ratio of 1 parking space to every 4 dwelling units. The
Commission recommends adding a grandfathering clause to the legislation that allows projects that have
already been approved by the Planning Commission but not yet vested to be exempt from this provision.

12. The proposed replacement project is consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth
in Section 101.1 in that

A) ' The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preservea and enhanced and future -
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will be
_enhanced: -

Phase Three of the proposed Ordinance will not negatively impact existing neighborhood-serving

retail uses.

- B) ‘The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

Phase Three of the pioposed Ordinance would remove minimum ?arking requirements from
transit rich urban areas of the City - '

Q) The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
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1

Phase Three of the proposed Ordinance will ﬁot_ha.ve a 'negative impact on the City's supply of
affordable housing. :

_'D) The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or -
neighborhood parking: '

Phase Three of the proposed Ordinance seeks to reduce the impact that private automobiles have on
City streets by eliminating minimum parking requirements and replacing them with maximum
parking requirements. ‘

E) . A diverse economic base will be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement - due to commercial office de‘velopmerit And futre
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

Phase Three of the proposed Ordinance would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors
or future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors.

F)  The City will achieve the greatest possible préparedness to protect against mJury and loss
of life in an earthquake. '

. Preparedness against injury and loss of life in an earthquake is unaffected by the proposed
Ordinance. Any new construction or alteration associated with a use would- be executed in
compliance with all applicable construction and safety measures.

G) | That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:

Phase Three of the proposed Ordinance would allow Landmark and historic buildings to be
adaptively reused more easily by exempting them from certain provisions in the Planning Code,
which would reduce the amount of change that is required to add housing to historic buildings and
help preserve them for the future. o '

H)  Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from
‘ development:

The City’s parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas would be unaffected by the
proposed amendments. It is not anticipated that permits would be such that sunlight access, to
public or private property, would be adversely impacted.

SAN FRANCISCO . . 10
PLANNING DEPARTIENT .
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Resolution No. 18626

CASE NO. 2011.05632T

' Hearing Date: May 17, 2012 ' , Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on May 17, 2012

AYES:
NAYS:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED:

SAH FHANDISCO

Liﬁda Avery
Commission Secretary
Comrthissioners Borden, Fong, Miguel, Sugaya, Wu
Commissioner Antonini
Commissioner Moore
May 17, 2012°

M
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Exhibit A

Proposed Changes fo Planning Code Section 138.1

() Purpose. The purpose of this section is to establish requirements for the improvement of
. the public right-of-way associated with development projects, such that the public right-of-way
may be safe, accessible, convenient and aftractive to pedestrian use and travel by all modes of
transportation consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, achieve best practicesin |~
ecological stormwater management, and provide space for public life and social interaction, in
accordance with the City's "Better Streets Policy" (Administrative Code Section 98.1).

(b) Better Streets Plan.

(1) The Better Streets Plan, as defined in Administrative Code Section 98.1(e), shall
govern the design, location, and dimensions of all pedestrian and streetscape items in the public
right-of-way, including but not limited to those items shown in Table 1. Development projects
that propose or are required through this section to make pedestrian and streetscape
improvements to the public right-of-way-shall conform with the principles and guidelines for
those elements as set forth in the Better Streets Plan to the maximum extent feasible.

(2) - Proposed improvements also shall be subject to approval by other c1ty bod1es with
permitting jurisdiction over such streetscape improvements..

Table 1: Pedestrian and Streetscape Elements per the Better Streets Plan

|Curb ramps® 5.1
| Marked crosswalks* ‘. : 3 5.1
Pedestrian-priority signal devices and timiﬁgs - 5.1
High-visibility crosswalks | S sa
Special cfosswélk treatments _ | n - 151
Restrictions on vehicle turning mox;ements at crosswa]lcs 151

1 .
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Pedestrian-only streets

7 Re;moval or reduction of permanent crosswalk closures 5.1
8 : 'Mid—block crosswalks | 15.1
9 i{aised crosswalks 5.1
10 Curb radius guidelilies 52
11 Comer curb extensions or bulb-outs* 53
12 Extended bulb-outs 153
{13 Mid-block bulb-outs 153
14 Center or sicie medians 5.4
15 Pedestrian refuge islands 54
16 Transit bulb-outs 5.5
117 Transit boafding islands 5.5
18 F léxiblé use of the parkjng lane 15.6
19 Parking lane planters 5.6
20 Chicanes 5.7
21 v Trafﬁc calming circles 5 ..7
22 Modern rounaabouts 5.7
23 ' éidewalk or median pockét parks 5.8
24 Reuse of 'pork chops' and excess right-of-way 5.'8'
25 Multi-way boulevard treatments 5.8
26 Shared pﬁblic ways 5.8
27 158
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28 Public stairs - 5.8
29 Street trees™® : “ | , 6.1
30 -T_reev basin furnishings* | | 6.1
31 Sidewalk planters* ‘ : | 6.1
32 Above-ground landscaping . ' 6.1
33 Stormwater management tools™® o | . '6..2' :
Sﬁeet and pedéstfién lighting% . . - 16.3
35 Special paving* - : o o . 164
36 | Sife furnishings* : : | - 6.5

Standard streetscape elements marked with a

*. (Requirement varies by street type: see the Better Streets Plan)

(c) = Required streetscape and pedestfian improvements. Development projects shall include
streetscape and pedestrian improvements on all publicly accessible rights-of-way directly

* fronting the property as follows:

(1) Street trees.

(i) Application. In any District, street trees shall be required under the following
conditions: construction of a new: building; relocation of a building; the addition of gross floor
area equal to 20 percent or more of the gross floor area of an existing building; the addition of a
new dwelling unit, a garage, or add1t1ona1 parking; or paving or repaving more than 200 square

feet of the front setback

(i) Standards.
(A) Al distriets. In any district, street trees shall: -

(aa) Comply with Public Works Code Article 16 and any other applicé.ble
ordinances; '

(bb)  Be suitable for the sité;
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(cc) Be aminimum of one tree of 24-inch box size for each 20 feet of frontage

of the property along each street or alley, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of
frontage requiring an additional free. Such trees shall be located eitherswithinasetbackareaon

the-let-or within the public right-of-way along such lot, and shall comply with all applicable
codes and standards. -

(dd) Provide a below-grade environment with nutrient-rich soils, free from
overly-compacted soils, and generally conducive to tree root development;

(ee) Be watered, maintained and replaced if necessary by the property owner,
in accordance with Sec. 174 and Article 16 of the Public Works Code and compliant with
applicable water use requirements of Chapter 63 of the Administrative Code.

‘(B)- DTR, RC, C, NC and Mixed-Use Districts, and Planned Unit |
Developments. In DTR, RC, C, NC and Mixed-Use Districts, and Planned Unit Developments,
in addition to the requirements of subsections (aa) - (ee} above, all street trees shall:

(aa) Have a minimum 2 inch caliper, measured at breast height;
_ (bb) Branch a minimum of 80 inches above sidewalk grade;

- (cc) ] Be planted in a sidewalk opening at least 16 square feet, and have a
minimum soil depth of 3 feet 6 inches; ' ' : '

(dd) Include street tree basins edged with decorative treatment, such as pavers
or cobbles. Edging features may be counted toward the minimum sidewalk opening per (cc) if
they are permeable surfaces per Section 102.33. '

(C) Continuous, soil-filled trench. Street trees shall be planted in a continuous
soil-filled trench parallel to the curb, such that the basin for each tree is connected, if all-the
Subsection138-He}IGH®B); €2) (1) the project is on a lot that (a) is greater than 1/2-acre in
total area, (b) contains 250 feet of total lot fronfage on one or more publicly-accessible rights-of-
way, or (c) the frontage encompasses the entire block face between the nearest two intersections
with any other publicly-accessible rights-of-way,; and (3}(2) the project includes (2) new
construction; or (b) addition of 20% or more of gross floor area to an existing buildingres{e) .

o 1 = o Iy 0/ ~ Lo osxr1oty - = 1 3

~ (aa) The trench may be covered by allowable permeable surfaces as defined in
Section 102.33, except at required tree basins, where the soil must remain uncovered:

—— e

N\ Tho Zaming A dwmntmioteots
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(iii) Approvals, aad waivers, and modifications.

4
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(A) Trees mstalled in the public right-of-way shall be subject to Department of
Public Works approval Procedures and other requirements for the installation, maintenance and
protection of trees in the pubhc right-of- ~way shall be as set forth in Article 16 of the Public
Works Code.

(B) - Determination of infeasibility or undesirability. Required street trees may be
found to be infeasible or undesirable under the following circumstances: :

(aa) éB}— Technical infeasibility. Eﬁ—aﬂlfe&se—k&whieh—%he The Department of -
Public Works may determine that capnotgrant-approval-for-installatien-efaone or more trees in

the public right-of-way cannot be planted or cannot meet all the requirements of sub-sections
(ii)(4) — (C) on the basis of madequate 51dewa]k w1dth mterference w1th ut1]1tles or other reasons
regardmg the pubhc Welfare and-where-in 3 APEa

(bb) Incompatibility with existing policy. The Zoning Administrator may

determine that the planting of street trees conflicts with policies in the General Plan such as the
Downtown Plan Policy favormg unobstructed pea’estrzan passage or the Commerce and Ina’uslw
- Element policies to facilitate zna’usm

) Waiver or modifi cation. In any case in which a street tree is determined to
- be infeasible or undesirable under sub-sections (aa) or (bb), the Zomn,q Aa’nzmzsz‘rator may
waive or modify the Street free requirement as follows:

(aa) Foreach requ1red tree that the Zoning Administrator waives, the perm*ttee
shall pay an "in-lieu" street tree fee pursuant to Sectlon 428.

(bb) When = e

treeras As an alternative to payment of any portlon of the m-heu fee, the Zonmg Admmistrator

- may modify the requirements of this section fo allow the installation of alternative landscaping..
including: sidewalk landscaping that is compliant with applicable water use requirements

- of Chapter 63 of the Administrative Code, to satisfy the requirements of Section 138.1(c)(1),
subject to permit approval from the Department of Public Works in accordance with Public
Works Code Section 810B, planter boxes, tubs, or similar above-ground landscaping, street
trees that do not meet all of the requirements of sub-sections (ii)(4) — (C). or street trees planted
in a required front setback area on the subject property.
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: (D) Credit for Existing Street Trees. Where there is an existing, established
street tree fronting the subject property. as determ_ined by the Department of Public Works, the
street tree requirement shall be waived and no in-lieu fee shall be applied for that particular
 Iree. '

(2) Other streetscape and pedestrian elements for large projects.

(i) Application.
(A) In any district, streetscape and pedestrian elements in conformance with the
Better Streets Plan shallmaybe required, if all the following conditions are present: (1) the
project is on a lot that (a) is greater than 1;-acre in total area, (b) contains 250 feet of total lot
frontage on one or more publicly-accessible rights-of-way, or (c) the frontage encompasses the
entire block face between the nearest two intersections with any other publicly-accessible rights-
of-way, and (2) the project includes (a) new construction; oz (b) addition of 20% or more of
oresterthan-S09Y Fho agicting

gross floor area to an existing building;-er{} alterationto-greater than 5070 the EXISHAE

sguare-footage-ofabuilding.

_ (B) Project sponsors that meet the thresholds of this Subsection shall submit a
streetscape plan to the Planning Department showing the location, design, and dimensions of all
existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public right-of-way directly adjacent to the
fronting property, including street trees, sidewalk landscaping, street lighting, site furnishings,
utilities, driveways, and curb lines, and the relation of such elements to proposed new
construction and site work on the subject property. :

(iiy Stardards. Notwithstanding the requirements of Section 138.1 (C)(Z)(i), the
Department shall consider, but need not require, the streetscape and pedestrian elements listed
below when analyzing a streetscape plan: g

(A) Standard streetscape elements. All standard streetscape elements for the
appropriate street type per Table 1 and the Better Streets Plan, including benches, bicycle racks,
curb ramps, corner curb extensions, stormwater facilities, lighting, sidewalk landscaping, special
sidewalk paving, and other site furnishings, excepting crosswalks and pedestrian signals. =

: (aa) Streetscape elements shall be selected from a City-approved palette of
materials and furnishings, where applicable, and shall be subject to approval by all applicable -
City agencies. : :

(bb)  Streetscape elements shall be consistent with the overall character and-
materials of the district, and shall have a logical transition or termination to the sidewalk and/or
roadway adjacent to the fronting property. '

 (B) Sidewalk widening. The Planning Department in consultation with other
agencies shall evaluate whether sufficient roadway space is available for sidewalk widening for
the entirety or a portion of the fronting public right-of-way in order to meet or exceed the
recommended sidewalk widths for the appropriate street type per Table 2 and the Better Streets

6
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Plan and/or to provide additional space for pedestrian and streetscape amenities. If it is found
that sidewalk widening is feasible and desirable, the Planning Department shall may require the
owner or developer fo install such sidewalk widening as a condition of approval, including all
associated utility re-location, drainage, and street and sidewalk paving.

(C) Minimum sidewalk width. New publicly-accessible rights-of-way proposed

- as part of development projects shall meet or exceed the recommended sidewalk widths for the
appropriate street type per Table 2. Where a consistent front building setback of 3 feet or greater
extending for at least an entire block face is provided, the recommended sidewalk width may be-

reduced by up to 2 feet.

Table 2. Recommended Sidewalk Widths by Street Type

Commercial Downtown comme‘rcial' See Downtown Streetscape Plan

- Commercial throtighWay 15

- Neighborhood commercial 15"

Residential Downtown residential | 15 |

- Residenﬁal thioughwa;y 15

- Neighborhood residential '12_'.

Industrial/Mixed-Use Industrial 10

- Mixed-use 15

Speci‘al |Parkway 17

- Park eélge (multi-use path) 25'

- Multi-way boule;'ard 15

- Ceremonial varies
Alley' 9

Small
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Shared public way | |na

{Paseo : varies

(iif) - Review and épprovals.

(A) The streetscape plan required by this section shall be submitted to the

* Planning Department no later than 60 days prior to any Department or Planning Commission
approval action, and shall be considered for approval at the time of other project approval
actions. The Planning Department may require any or all standard streetscape elements for the
appropriate street type per Table 1 aid the Better Streets Plan, if it finds that these improvements -
are necessary to meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan of the City and County of San
Francisco. In making its determination about required streetscape and pedestrian elements, the
Planning Department shall consult with other City agencies tasked with the design, permitting,
use, and maintenance of the public right-of-way. .

(B) Final approval by the affected agencies and construction of such streetscape
improvements shall be completed prior to the issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy or
temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the project, unless otherwise extended by the Zoning
Administrator. Should conditions, policies, or determinations by other City agencies require a,
change to the streetscape plan after approval of the streetscape plan but prior to commencernent
of construction of the streetscape improvements, the Planning Department shall have the
authority to require revision to such streetscape plan. In such case, the Zoning Administrator

- shall extend the timeframe for completion of such improvements by an appropriate duration as
Decessary: ‘ ‘ :

(C) Waiver. Any City agency tasked with the design, permiitting, use, and
maintenance of the public right-of-way, may waive any or all Department required
improvements of the streetscape plan as described in this Subsection under that agency's
jurisdiction if said agency determines that such improvement or improvements is inappropriate,
interferes with utilities to an extent that makes installation financially infeasible, or would
negatively affect the public welfare. Any such waiver shall be from the Director or General
Manager of the affected agency, shall be in writing to the applicant and the Department, and
shall specify the basis for the waiver. Waivers, if any, shall be obtained prior to commencement
of construction of the streetscape improvements unless extenuating circumstances arise during
the construction of said improvements. If such a waiver is granted, the Department reserves the
right to impose alternative requirements that are the same as or similar to the elements in the
adopted streetscape plan after consultation with the affected agency. This Subsection shall not
apply to the waiver of the street free requirement set forth in Section 138.1(c)(1)-

- (d) Neighborhood Streetscape Plans. In addition to the requirements listed in

Subsection 138.1(c), the Planning Department in coordination with other city agencies, and after
a public hearing, may adopt streetscape plans for particular streets, neighborhoods, and districts,
containing standards and guidelines to supplement the Better Streets Plan. Development projects

in areas listed in this subsection that propose or are required through this section to make
8
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pedestrian and streetscape improvements to the public right-of-way shall conform with the
standards and guidelines in the applicable neighborhood streetscape plan in addition to those
found in the Better Streets Plan.

(1) Downtown Streetscape Plan.

(ii) Ineany C-3 District sidewalk paving as set forth in the Downtown Streetscape
Plan shall be installed by the applicant under the following conditions:

(A) Anynew construction; or

(B) The addition of floor area equal to 20 percent or more of an existing bﬁilding;

(iii) In accordance with the provisions of Section 309 of the Planning Code
governing C-3 Districts, when a permit is granted for any project abutting a public sidewalk in a
C-3 District, the Planning Commission may impose additional requirements that the applicant
install sidewalk improvements such as benches, bicycle racks, lighting, special paving, seating,
landscaping, and sidewalk widening in accordance with the guidelines of the Downtown
Streetscape Plan if it finds that these improvements are necessary to meét the goals and
objectives of the General Plan of the City and County of San Francisco. In making this
determination, the Planning Commission shall consider the level of street as defined in the
Downtown Streetscape Plan. '

| (iv) Ifa sidev»{a]k widening or a pedestrian street improvement is used to meet the
open space requirement, it shall conform to the guidelines of Section 138.

(v) The Planning Commission shall determine whether the streetscape improvements
required by this Section may be on the same site as the buildmg for which the permit is being
sought, or within 900 feet, provided that all streetscape mprovements are located entJ_rely Wlﬂ:lm
the C-3 District.

(2) Rincon Hill Streetscape Plan.

, (i) Inthe Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use (RH-DTR) and Folsom and
Main Residential/Commercial Special Use Districts, thé boundaries of which are shown in ‘
Section Map No. 1 of the Zoning Map, for all frontages abutting a public sidewalk, the project

sponsor is required to install sidewalk widening, street trees, lighting, decorative paving, seating
and landscaping in accordance with the Streetscape Plan of the Rincon Hill Area Plan, developed
by the Planning Department and approved by the Board of Supervisors for: (A) any new
construction; or (B) the addltlon of floor area equal to 20 percent or more of an existing buildings
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(ii) Prior to approval by the Board of Supervisors of a Streetscape Plan for Rincon
Hill, the Planning Commission, through the procedures of Section 309.1, shall require an
- applicant to install sidewalk widening, street trees, lighting, decorative paving, seating, and-
landscaping in keeping with the intent of the Rincon Hill Area Plan of the General Plan and in
accordance with this section of the Planning Code.

(e) Additional provisions.

(1) Maintenance. Unless otherwise determined, fronting property owners shall maintain
all streetscape improvements required by this section, including street trees, landscaping, bicycle.
racks, benches, special paving, and other site furnishings at no public expense per the .
requirements of Public Works Code Section 706 (sidewalks and site furnishings) and 805 (street
trees), except for standard street lighting from a City-approved palette of street lights and any
improvements within the roadway. Conditions intended to assure continued maintenance of the
improvements for the actual lifetime of the building giving rise to the streetscape improvement
requirement may be imposed as a condition of approval by the Planning Department. '

(2) For any streetscape and/or pedestrian improvements installed pursuant to this -
section, the abutting property owner or owners shall hold harmless the City and County of San
Francisco, its officers, agents, and employees, from any damage or injury caused by reason of
the design, construction or maintenance of the improvements, and shall require the owner or
owners or subsequent owner or owners of the respective property to be solely liable for any
damage or loss occasioned by any act. This requirement shall be deemed satisfied if City permits
for the improvements include indemnification and hold harmless provisions. ' -

_ (3) Notwithstanding the provisions of this Section, an applicant shall apply for and
obtain all required permits and approvals for changes to the legislated sidewalk widths and street

improvements.

() Removal and modification of private encroachments on public rights-of-way.

(1) Applicability. This section shall apply to developments which meet the thresholds of

Section 138.1(c)2)G)(4)

(2 ) Requirements. As a condition of approval for the applicable developments in

S_ubsecﬁon (b), the Planning Department may require the project Sponsor to.

(A) reduce the number or width of driveway entrances to a lot. to comply with the

streetscape requirements of this Code and the protected street frontages of Section 155(r);
10
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(B) remove encroachments onto or over sidewalks and streets that reduce the pedestrian

path of travel,_or reduce the sidewalk area available for streetscape amenities such as

landscaping, street trees and outdoor seating:

(C)_remove or reduce in size basements which extend under public rights-ofway.

(3) Standards. In instances where such encroachments are removed, the Planning

Department shall require that the replacement curbs. sidewalks, street trees, and landscaping

shall meet the standards of the Better Streets Plan and of any applicable neighborhood

Streetscape plans.

11
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HEARING DATE: MAY 3, 2012 : - ,
- 415.558.6409
Project Name: Amendlnents relating to: - Plarming
Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and Limited Information:
o 'Conforming Uses. ' ’ 413.558.6317
Case Number: 2011.0532T [Board File No. 11-0548] ‘
Initiated by: Supervisor Chiu / Introduced May 3, 2011
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Legi'slaﬁve'Affairs
) aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewed by: ~ AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395 :
Recommendation: - Recommend Approval with Modifications Of “Fhase Two” Including the
Topics of -Automotive Uses, Limited Cormmer Commercial Uses.
(LCCUs), Accessory Uses, Non-Conforming Uses, Washington
Broadway and Waterfront SUDs and the Van Ness Avenue SUD

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would amend the San Francisco Planning Code (herein after “Code) by
repealing Sections 1362, 136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263 2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending
* various other Code sections to (1) increase the amount of principally, permitted parking spaces for
dwellings in RC-4 and C-3 Districts, (2) make off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special Use
District and RC-3 Districts consistent with those of RC-4 Districts, (3) eliminate minimum parking
- requirements for the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and North Beach Neighborhood Commerdal
Districts, (4) allow exceptions from required parking under specified drcumstances, (5) amend the
restrictions on off-street parking rates and extend them to additional zoning districts, (6) revise sign,
awning, canopy and marquee controls in specified zoning districts; (7) increase the permitted use size for
limited corner commercial uses in RTO and RM districts, and allow reactivation of lapsed limited
commercial uses in R districts, (8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and -screening
requirements in the Washington-Broadway and Waterfront Spedial Use Districts, (9) modify controls for
uses and accessory uses in Commerdal and Residential-Commercial Districts, (10) permit certain
exceptions from exposure and: open space requirements for. historic buildings, and (11) modify
conformity requirements in various use districts; adopting findings, incduding environmental findings,
Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Code
. Section 101.1. ) '

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary _ CASE NO. 2011.0332T
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 . Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

At the Planrung Commuission’s March Ist hearing, the Commission voted to break up the proposed
‘legislation info three phases.

®  Phase One includes Clerical and Minor Modifications, Transfer of Development Rights (TDRS),
Limited Commercial Uses, Bike Parking, and Signs. On these topics, the Planning Comumnission
recommended approval with modifications in Resolution Number 18553 on March 1, 2012.

» Phase Two includes changes to Automotive Uses, Limited Corner Commercial Uses (LCCUs),

Accessory Uses, Non-Conforming Uses, Washington Broadway and Waterfront SUDs and the

" Van Ness Aveniue SUD. Proposed for hearing on Aprll 12, 2012. This memorandum addresses
the topics iri Phiase Two.

» Phase Three includes changes to Parking, Opens Space for Commercial Uses, Gross Floor Area
and Floor Area Ratio, Streetscape Impf_oveinents_, Transportation Management, and Powers of the -
Zoning Administrator. Proposed for hearing on April 19, 2012. :

Questions Raised From Last Hearing

The Planning Commi_ésion requested more information on several ifems at the April 12 hearing. Staff has
provided more clarification for these issues in the body of this report. The topics include:

1) Provide more explanation on why the Accessory Use provisions are proposéd to be changed and
examples of what types of uses might benefit from a larger allowable accessory use size;

2) Analyze the impact that removmg Chinatown from the Washington-Broadway SUD would have
- on controls in Chinatown;

3) Describe any discrepancy in the maps provided for the Washington-Broadway SUD;

4) Provide more information about the status of the C-M Zoning Districts and whether or not lots
zoned C-M will be rezoned.

'5) Provide more analysis on the impacts of removing the Van Ness Special Sign District.

1) Accessory Use Prov_isions : ,

The proposed legislation seeks to rationalize the Planning Code by standardizing accessory use controls
. among zoning districts that have similar characteristics. For example, all districts that allow for a mix of
uses will allow % of the total floor area to be used as an accessory use, while districts that are primarily
residential will allow ¥z of the floor area to be used as accessory use. The proposed Ordinance would
increase the accessory use allowance for two primarily mixed use districts: Residential Commercial (RC)
and Commerdal (C). This change would align the allowance with similar mixed use districts such as
‘Neighborhood Commercial (NC)..The proposed ordinance would not change the accéssory use allowance
for any other districts, including districts that are primarily re51dent1al. Please see the chart on the
followmg page for amore detailed explanatlon ’ '

SaN sEACISe0 ] . . 5.
PPN I:EPAErMENT
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Executive Summary _ | CASE NO. 2011.0532T .
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012 - Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs"

Comparison of Accessory Use Controls by Zoning Disfrict
. Existing Controls Proposed Controls

Primarily residential districts

Districts with a mix of uses

NOTE: This table illustrates that the proposed Ordinamnce would create a uniform confrol where mixed-use districts
would be allowed to have up to 1/3 of the floor ared devoted to accessory use, while primarily residential districts
could only have up to 1/4 of the floor area devoted to accessory use.

Examples of uses that could benefit from the increased accessory use size are:

e Research offices that also want to have a small lab as an aCCessory use.
¢ Coffee stores that want to roast coffee for wholesale distribution to other businesses.
e Postvideo production houses that might also want to have a small sound stage to create content.

2) Impacts on Removing Chinatown from the Washington-Broadway SUD

The proposed Ordinance seeks to combine both Washington-Broadway SUDs into 1 SUD, and remove
any parcels on the southwest side of Columbus from the combined Woashington-Broadway SUD. This
would effectively remove lots located in Chinatown from the Washington-Broadway SUD. Because
.many of the confrols_ for Chinatown already do what the Washington Broadway SUD seeks to do, Staif’s
determination is that there would be little to no change. to the controls in Chinatown if it were removed
from the Washington-Broadway SUD. The proposed change appears to be cleaning up the-Code by
removing unnecessary or duplicative provisions. Further the proposed Ordinance contains fixes in Phase
3 to parking controls that would clear up confusion about existing parking controls in Chinatown. Please
see the chart on the following page for a more detailed explanation. '

SER FRANGISCO : 3
PLANNIENG DEFARTRIENT . . .
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Executive Summary -
Hearing Date: May 3, 2012

Provisions of Washington-Broadway

CASE NO. 2011.0532T

Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

Current Code Language

Impact if Legislation

SUDs 1 and 2 Passes
: In general, parking is not Removing Chinatown from
(2) There shall be certain exemptions | required for any use in the Washington Broadway
from off-street parking requirements, Chinatown per Section 151 and SUD would have [ittle impact

as provided in Section 161(d) of this
Code.

Article 8. The one exception is
development on lots that are
larger than 20,000 sq.ft in the
Chinatown Community Business

on this issue. Further, Phase
3 of this Ordinance would
remove all minimum parking
requiremehts from

(CCB) District. Chinatown.
(b) No permitted use shall include | Per Article 8, Drive Up facilities Removing Chinatown from
‘| an establishment of the "drive-in" type, | are not permitted in any the Washington Broadway

serving customers waiting in parked
motor vehicles, with the exception of
automobile service stations.

| Chinatown District

SUD would have no impaict
on this issue.

f

(c) A parkinglot, or-a storage
garage open to the public for passenger
automobiles if nota public building
requiring approval by the Board of
Supervisors under other provisions of
law, shall be permitted only upon
| approval by the Planning Commission
| as a conditional use under Section 303
of this Code. '

Per Article 8, non-accessory
parking lots and storage garages
open to the public either require
Conditional Use or are

| prohibited. Accessory parking

lots are permitted as of right.

Removing Chinatown from
the Washington Broadway
SUD would have little impact
on this issue. Accessory
surface parking lots would be |
permitted as of right.

(d) In Washington-Broadway
Special Use District Number 2 only, a
wholesale establishment conducted
entirely within an enclosed building
shall be permitted as a principal use.

Chinatown is not included in the
Washington-Broadway SUD 2

Removing Chinatown from
the Washington-Broadway
SUD would have no 1mpact
on thls issue

NOTE: This table illustrates that the proposed Ordinance would generally have Little to no- impact on.Chinatown as
the Chinatown Districts currently.contain duplicative cortrols as the Washington-Broadway SUD.

3) Describe any discrepancy in the Washington-Broadway maps
The maps provided by staff at the last hearing correctly describe the proposed Ordinance as drafted. The map
attached the 2011.0533Z Case Report for the associated Ordinance No. Board File No. 11-0577 illustrates the
text description from the Ordinance. (See Case Report 2011.0533Z Exhibit B: Exhibit C: Proposed Conditions

Map)

The draft Ordinance states:

“Section 2. Pursuant to Sections 106 and 302(c) of the Planning Code, the fb]lowing amendments
to Sheet SUO1 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, duly approved and
recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the Planning Commission, are hereby adopted:
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Description of Property to be added to Washington-Broadwav Special Use District 1

Blocks 0165, 0166, 0173, 0174, 0175, 0196, and 0197; all lots zoned C-2 on Blocks 0163, 0164, 0176,
and 0195.” »

However, it appears the proposed Ordinance was drafted in conflict with the associated legislative digest.
The legislative digest states: : '

“Consolidate the two Washington-Broadway SUDs into a single district, limited to the C-2 zoned
areas between Washington and Broadway Streets.” o '

Tt is our understanding that Supervisor Chiu intended to make the change described in the legislative
digest not that described in the draft Ordinance. :

4) Heavy Commercial (C-M) Zoning Districts -

There are a few lots zoned still zoned C-M in the City. Most of these lots are south of market along
Mission Street, while one lot is located on the western boarder of Bernal Heights (See Exhibits B and C).
The rezoning these lots is currently being evaluated as part of the Western SOMA EIR; however not all C-
M lots are actually located within the Western SOMA boundaries. Because there parcels are included in
an EIR that is currently underway, the EIR will need to be certified before the parcels may be rezoned.
The Western SOMA plan does not include a proposal to rezone C-M lots not located within the Western
SOMA boundaries, so once the FIR is complete additional legislation would have to be introduced to

rezone the C-M lots still in existence. ' ) '

5) Van Ness Special SUD . :

The Department respectfully requests that the Commission consider the Van Ness SUD during Phase 3,
currently scheduled for May 17, 2012. The Department seeks to continue our review of this item so that
we can provide a more thorough impact analysis of the proposed change. ‘

Summafy of Proposed Changes (Phase Two):

Automotive Uses: These amendments would have significant changes to controls by prohibiting or
requiring CU for certain uses. The purpose behind many of these changes is to bring outdated zoning
districts, like Heavy Commercdial (C-M) District, more in line with surrounding zoning. The Department
is currently evaluating the rezoning of most of the C-M Districts as part of the Western SOMA EIR. The
proposed changes would also allow more flexibility when converting automobile service stations to other

uses.

1. Surface Parking Lots

The Way It is Now: - . , _

Surface public parking lots are principally permitted in Community Business (C-2) District and
" Heavy Commercial (C-M) District and require Conditional Use authorization in Downtown

Support (C-3-S) District. : '

SER FRANRISCO : 5
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The Way It Would Be:

The proposed leglslaﬁon would prohibit public surface paerg lotsin C-2, C-M and C-3-S
Districts. While temporary parking lots are currently permitted in all of the Downtown (C-3)
Districts, these temporary lots would not be permitted in C-2 and C-M Districts unless the Code:
was changed to include these districts in the temporary parking lot controls, which this ordinance
does not propose to do.

Basis for Recommendation:

The Department recommends modifying the proposed controls for parking lots in Section 223(1) -
“parking lots” - for the C-2 District from “prohibited” as proposed in the draft Ordinance to
allow parking lot uses via “Conditional Use Authorization”. The Department’s recommendation
is based on feedback that we received from the Port of San Francisco, which owns and operates
surface parking lots in the C-2 District. Were surface parking lots to become a nonconforming
use, this would impact the Port’s ability to fulfill its obligations under the Burton Act.

2. Parcel Delivery Services

The Way It Is Now:”

Parcel delivery service where the operation is conducted entirely within a completely enclosed
building including garage facilities for local delivery trucks, but excludmg repait shop facilities’
are principally permitted in C-3-5 and C-M Districts.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation Would change the Code to require Conditional Use authorization in c-
3-5 and CM Districts for this use.

Basis for Recommendatlon:' ) i

C-3-S District enéompasses Yerba Buena Gardens and includes the Convention Center, hotels,
museums and cultural facilities, housing, retail, and offices. C-M Districts provide a limited
suppiy of land for certain heavy commerdial uses not permitted in other commercial districts.
Both Districts have very specific purposes; requiring this use to receive Conditional Use
authorization would still permit the use, but provide greater oversight to ensure that the district
are still able to serve their primary function.

3. Storage Garages

The Way it Is Now:

Storage garages for commerdial passenger vehicles and light delivery trucks require Conditional
Use authorization in Downtown General Commerdial (C-3-G) District and are principally -
permitted in C-3-S and C-M Districts. '

The Way It Would Be:
This garage storage use would be prohlbrted in C-3-G District and require Conditional Use
Authorization in C-3-5 and C-M Districts. . :

» Basis for Recommendation: :
This change is consistent with the definitions and intent of these districts. C-3-Sand C-3-G
Districts are located within the downtown and support such uses as regional shopping
destinations, high density residential, arts institutions, museums, Yerba Buena Gardens, and
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hotels. C-M Districts tend to be located be’tween C-3 Districts and South of Market MJ.xed Use
Districts.

4. Storage Yards for Commercial Vehicles

" The Way It Is Now:
- Per section 203(0), storage yards for commeraal vehlcles or trucks, if conducted within an area

completely enclosed by-a wall or concealing fence not less than six feet high are currently
permitted in C-M Districts and require Conditional Use Authorization in C-3-5 Districts.

The Way |t Would Be:
This type of use would not be permitted in either the C-M or C-3-5 Districts.

Basis for Recommendatlon : :
This change appears to be consistent Wlth the intent of C-3-5 Districts, which encompasses Yerba

Buena Gardens and includes the Convention Center, hotels, museums and cultural facilities,

housing, retail, and offices.

The few remaining C-M Districts tend to be located between C-3 Districts and South of Market

. Mixed Use Districts. Prohibiting this use outright in C-M Districts does not appear to be
consistent with the intent of this Zoning District, which is designated for heavy commercial uses
with an emphasis upon wholesaling and business services. The Department recommends
requiring a CU for this use in C-M Districts because it would be more consistent with the intent
of this district. '

5. Automotive Service Station Conversion

The Way I Is Now:
‘Section 228 limits the ability of Automotive Service Station (gas stations) to convert to other uses.
* Currently, to convert an Automotive Service Station the property owner either needs to obtaina
Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission or a conversion determination
" from the Zoning Administrator. There are no exceptions for Automotive Service Stations that are
located on Primary Transit Streets or Citywide Pedestrian Network Streets.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation would exempt Automotive Service Stations that are located on Primary

Transit Streets or Citywide Pedestrian Network Streets from the requirements outlined in Section
228. The proposed legislation adds two criteria that should be considered when the Commission
considers the conversion of an Automotive Service Statior, which are: '

¢ The importance of the street on which the service station fronts to walking,
cydling, and public transit, and the impact of automobile access and egress to the
service station and of the proposed new uses and structures on the safety and
comfort of pedestrians, cyclists, and fransit riders. 4

e The compatibility of the existing service station and of the proposed new use or

structure with the General Plan and area plan urban design pelicies and the
street frontage standards of this Code. :
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The proposed législaﬁon also adds a title fo this Code section and makes minor reorganizational
changes consistent with our current practice for better organizing the Code.

Basis for Recommendation:
The proposed change brings this part of the Code into greater compaance W'lth the City’s General
Plan, Transit First Policy and Better Streets Plan. -

Limited Corner Commercial Uses (LCCUs"): These changes would generally allow more flexibility with
commercial uses in residential districts. While, the Department generally supports these efforts, LCCUs
were developed as part of multiyear planning efforts and should not be amended without more thorough
examination.

1. Size and Location of LCCUs

The Way It Is Now:

Section 231(b)(3) allows LCCUs with a maxdimum of 1,200 sq.' ft. in floor area in Residential
'Transit Oriented (RTO) Residential Transit Oriented- Mission District (RTO-M), Residential
Mixed Medium Density (RM-3), or Residential Mixed High Density (RM-4) Districts on or below
the ground floor; and on a corner lot as long as no part of the use extends more than 50 feet in
depth from said cormer.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation would increase the 50’ limit to 100" and the use size from 1,200 sg. ft to -
2,500 sq. ft, consistent with the typical lot size'in an R District. : '

Basis for Recommendation: .

The Department Recommends that this change not be made at this time. The existng controls
were developed as part of an eight year community planning processes about what should be
permitted in an RTO district. The intent of the corner store in these districts was to allow for
neighborhood serving uses, with a very limited capacity and impact on the residential context.
Accordingly the Department feels that leaving the controls as currently drafted is appropriate.
The Department generally recommends that ideas specific to the community planning efforts be
continued through the initial five-year post-plan adoption period, which for the Market Octavia
"Plan ends May 2013. The Planning Code provides an avenue for re-evaluating these controls after
five years. It should be noted that while the LCCU concept was originated with the community
planning efforts, these controls currently apply outside of the plan areas in the RM-3 and RM~4
districts.

Supervisor Chiu’s office has agreed to maintain the existing controls in areas affected by the
Market and Octavia Plan; however his office would like to go forward with the changes to
LCCUs in other parts of the City. The Department would prefer making keeping the rules

1LCCUs are definied in Planning Code Section 231 as small neighborhood-oriented establishments that are limited to
1,200 sq. ft. and carmot be located more than 50" from an intersection. They are only permitted in RTO and RM
. Districts. They were first introduced to the Plarming Code as a result of the Market and Octavia Planning effort.
They differ from LCUs (Limited Commercial Uses) in. that L.CUs are commerdal uses located in' Residential Districts
that were established pnor to the current Residential Zoning.
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consistent; however this compromise does address the Department’s main concern regarding the

proposed change.

2.  Conversion of Dwelling Units fo LCCUs

~ The Way It Is Now: . ;
Section 231, which governs LCCUs, does not currently contain a provision that restricts the
conwversion of a dwelling unit to a LCCU. However, Planning Code Section 317, which governs
residential conversions in all zoning districts, requires a Mandatory DR or Conditional Use
authorization - depending on the number of units - when converting a dwelling unit to another
use; therefore if the establishment of an LCCU removes a dwelling unit, the project is subject to
the controls in Secton 317. ‘ '

The Way It Would Be:’ .

The proposed legislation would amend Section 231 to require Conditional Use authorization in .
order to convert a dwelling unit into a LCCU.

.Basis for Recommendation: ‘
The Department doesn't see the benefit to this change. Converting a dwelling unit already
requires either a Mandatory Discretionary Review or Conditional Use authorization hearing
under Section 317; the proposed change is duplicative without any clear public benefit.

Accessory Uses: The proposed amendments would regulate accessory uses? by performance standards
instead of numerical limits that may no longer be appropriate. It also rationalizes accessory use controls
by grouping zoning districts with similar characteristics together. Other changes would be
nonsubstantive in nature. - ' ’

" 4. Accessory Uses in RC districts

The Way It Is Now: ’ o . .
Planning Code Section 204.2 governs Accessory Uses in Residential Districts. Currently, RC

(Residential, Commercial) Districts are included under this section.

The Way It Would Be: . :
Under the proposed legislation, accessory uses in RC District would be governed under Section

204.3, which currently govern accessory uses in C, M and PDR Districts.

Basis for Recommendation:
This change recognizes the mixed use nature of the RC Districts by grouping them with other .

. mixed use districts.

2 An “accessory use” is defined in Planning Code Section 204 as #5 related minor use which is either (a) necessary to
the operation or enmjoyment of a lawful principal use or conditional use, or -(b) appropdate, incidental and
subordinate to any such use.” o
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2. - Rationalizing Accessory Uee Size Limits and Performance Standards

The Way It Is Now:

Section 204.3, which currently covers accessory usesin C, M and Producl:Lon Distribution a.nd
Repair (PDR) Districts, sets specific limitations on accessory uses, such as engine horsepower. It
also limits accessory uses to % of the floor area in C Districts and prohibits accessory uses that
employ more than 10 people in C-2 Districts.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed legislation would change the specific restrlctlon, such as horse power, to
performance based restrictions (i.e, no noise, vibration or unhealthful emissions beyond the
premises). It would also increase to 1/3 of the total square footage that an accessory tise could
occupy in C Districts and RC Districts (added to this secion under this legislation) and remove
any limit on the number of employees and accessory use could have. It also removes antermas as
a perrmtl:ed accessory use. It would not alter the accessory use size provisions in PDR Districts,
Wthh are currertly at 1/3 to the total floor area.

Basis for Recommendation:

This change replaces arbitrary numerical hnuts on horse power with performance standards to
limit disturbanices to neighbors. The horsepower limits currently established in the Code can be
violated by standard vacuums or coffee grinders. Limiting the number of employees as well as
the allowable floor area adds an additional layer of restrictions that isn’t necessary if the size
restriction already ensures that the use is accessory to the main use. As with addmg RC Districts
to Sectlon 204.3, thlS change recognizes the meed use natw:e of C Districts.

Non-Confortning Uses: The proposed amendments would create a strong disincentive for retaining
nonconforming parking in the C-3 District. While these changes appear to be generally consistent with
contemporary planning, there have been concerns over eliminating surface parking lots from the
downtown and as well as changes to the rules that govern the conversion of non-conforming uses in R
Districts. '

1. Nonconforming usés in Neighborhood Commercial Districts

The Way If Is Now: N
Nonconforming uses in Ni elghborhood Commercial Districts can be changed to another use that

is conditionally permitted in that district without Conditional Use authorization except where
major work on the structure is involved.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed legislation would require Conditional Use authorization if a nonconforming use
sought to change to a use that would otherwise require a Conditional Use authorization in that
zoning district. :

Basts for Recommendafion:
This change creates more consistency in how uses are permitted in Neighborhood Commercial

Districts.
SAN FRANDISCO . ' : 10
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2. Conversion of Nonconforming Uses in R Districts

The Way It Is Now: - .
Per Section 182(e), a non-conforming use in an R District that is subject to terrrunahon3 per

Section 185 may be converted to a dwelling unit without regard to the requirements of the
Planining Code with respect to dwelling unit density under Article 2, dimensions, areas and open
space under Article 1.2, or off-street parking under Article 1.5.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation changes Section 182 to allow “any nonconformmg use to be converted

to dwelling units or to-group housing, in a district where such use is principally permitted,
without regard to the requirements of this Code with respect to residential density or required
off-street parking.” Currently, only nonconforming uses in R Districts that are subject to
termination under the provisions of Section 185 of the Planning Code may be converted to one
dwelling unit w1thout regard to dwelling unit densfcy

The ordinance main’caj_ns the exceptions to required off-street parking; however, it defers to the
Zoning Administrator to review exceptions to dimensions, areas arid open space under Section
3074 ’

1

Basis for Recommendation:
The Departiment finds that this change is too broad because it allows any nonconformmg use in

any zoning district where housing and group housing are principally permitted to be converted
to an unspecified number of dwelling units. The Department believes that one housing unit as of
right is acceptable, but anything more than that should require Conditional Use authorization.
The Deparhner also feels that that group housing should be excluded from this section.

3. Parking Lotfs i in the Downtown '

- The Way it Is Now:
Per Section 184, permanent off-street parking Iots in the C-3-O, C-3-R and C-3-G Districts are

allowed to operate in perpetuity as non-conforming uses.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation would remove this provision, which would require off-street parking

lots in the C-3-0, C-3-R and C-3-G Districts to cease operaon within 5 years of the adoption of
the proposed legislation. After the 5 year window, these parking lots could still apply for a 2-year
temporary Conditional Use authorization and would have to come back to the commission every
two years to have it renewed as a temporaiy use.

Basis for Recommandatica:

This proposed change is consistent with the goals of the Downtown Plan and the City’s Transit
First policy. Please note that while there was concern expressed by some members of the public
'tHat the proposed change would require surface parking to go out of business immediately after

? Section 185 requires that non-conforming uses be phased out within five years of the use becoming nonconforming.

4 Section 307, “Other Powers and Duties of the Zoning Administrator,” is also beiﬁg amended under this Ordinance;
however, this topic will be disciissed under Phase 3. .
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. the adoption of this ordinance, this is not the Department’s understandjng of the intention of the
legislation. To clear up any ambiguity the Department proposes the following change:

(a) ‘Any nonconforming commercial or industrial use of land where no enclosed building is

involved in such use—ﬁeeﬁ%%@%eﬁ%—ﬁa&#p@k&g—l@%&—ﬂw—%—@%%&r%—é

_ mﬁﬁ%ﬁ—r—&q-amaed—éyéee&en—léé\ﬁe} shall be ehrrunated no Iater than ﬁve years and 90 daxs from
the effective date of Ordmance No. [INSERTT;

In addition to the modification listed above, the Department recommends modifying the Section
156 of the Code so that off-street parking lots in C-3 Districts require renewal by Conditional
Authorization every 5 years instead of every 2 years as proposed in the Ordinance. :

' Washmgton Broadway and Waterfront Specnal Use Districts: The proposed legislation combines the two
Washington-Broadway SUDs into one SUD to remove duplicative controls as a way towards simplifying
the Code. In addition, there are substantive changes that may affect Port property, mamly around the
proposed map changes for the Waterfront SUDs.

1. Proposed Map Changes -

See map fornew boundaries of Washington-Broadway, SUD and Waterfront SUD.

2. Combined Washington-Broadway SUD

The Way It Is Now:
There are two Washington-Broadway SUDs. The only difference is that Washington Broadway
Speaal Use District 2 principally permits wholesale uses,

The Way It Would Be: .

The two Washington-Broadway SUDs Would be combined into one and remove any lots from the
Washington Broadway SUD that are'southwest of Columbus Street, which Would remove all of
Chinatown from the new SUD

Basis for Recommendation:

This provision helps simplify the Code and provides greater consistency in the Washmgton—
Broadway SUD. Based on current provisions in the Code, removing Chinatown from the
Washington Broadway SUD would not have any substantial impact on controls in Chinatown.
The Washington Broadway SUD appears to be obsolete now that Chinatown has its own controls
that do the same thing. See the chart at the beginning of this report for more m.formatlon

3. Parking Exceptions for Washlnqton-Broadwav SUDs

The Way It Is Now: _
Parking is only required for residential uses in the Washington-Broadway SUDs, but other uses
are exempt per section 161(d). ‘

The Way It Would Be: _
The proposed legislation would make parking not required for any use under the rules in Code
Section 161(d). Parking maximums would be set by zoning district in Section 151.1.
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Basis for Recommendation:
The proposed changes are consistent with the Way the Code treats other high density, mixed use

districts.

4. Surface Parkmg Lots in the Washmgton Broadway SuUD

The Way 1t Is Now:
Surface parking lots open to the public are perrmﬁ:ed with Conditional Use Authorization in the

Washmgton—Bro adway SUD.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation would no longer permit permanent parking lots; however temporary
parking lots would be perrmtted asa temporary use for up to two years with Condltlonal Use

authorization.

Basis for Recommendation:

Similar to the proposed prohlbmon on surface parking lots in the C-2, the Deparhnent
recommends mam’cammg the CU provision for surface parking lots in the Washington-Broadway -
SUD. This will allow existing ones to remain and new ones to be looked at on a case by case '

basis.

5. Parking Exceptions in the Waterfront SUDs

The Way It Is Now:
Off-street parking requirements cannot be waived by Section 161 of this Code in'the Waterfront

Special Use District 2, but can be in the Waterfront Special Use Districts 1 ard 3.

The Way It Would Be:
Parking for any principle or conditional use may be waived by the ZA per Code Section 161 in all

three Waterfront Special Use Districts.

Basis for Recommendation: :
The proposed changes are consistent with the way the Code treats other hlgh density, mixed use
districts. While the three SUDs vary slightly, their overall character and location are similar
enough that they should all be subject to parking waivers under Section 161.

REQUlRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Com:mssmn so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATI_ON

1. -San Francisco’s Planning Code has proﬁded for reduced parking requirements in dense and transit-
rich neighborhoods since the 1960s, as a way of reducing traffic congestion, encouraging walking,
cycling, and public transit, and making efficient use of scarce land;
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10.

In 1973, the San Francisco City Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors adopted the "Transit
First Policy,” giving top priority to public transit investments as the centerpiece of the dity's
transportation policy and adoptmg street capacity and parking policies to discourage increases in
automobile traffic; .

Off-street parking facilities increase building costs, which in turn are transferred to costs of housing
and doing business. As a land use, off-street parking fadilities compete with and displace land uses
that provide greater social and economic berefit to the city;

A basic assumption of the Transportation Element is that a-desirable living environment and a
prosperous business environment cannot be maintained if traffic levels continue to increase in any
significant way. A balance must be restored to the city's transportation system, and varicus methods
must be used to control and reshape the iﬁipact of automobiles on the city. This includes limiting the
city's pérking capacity, especially long-term parking in commercial areas;

On October 26, 2010 the Board of Supervisors adopted the goal of having 20% of all frips be by bike
by the year 2020;

The City of San Francisco’s Housing Element seeks to remove Lmnecessary constraints to theé
construction and rehabilitation of housing;

Existing buildings contribute to the unique character of San Francisco. Reusing buildings, rather than
demolishing and rebuilding them, can preserve the built character of neighborhoods, as well as foster
sustainability by conserving the-energy and materials embodied in these buildings.

Small commercial uses, although often nonconforming, tend to provide convernience goods and
services on a retail basis to meet the frequent and recurring needs of nelghborhood re51dents within a,
short distance of their homes;

Small businesses that combine office, production, retail, and even residential uses are increasingly -
common in San Francisco,. but frequently do not fit into traditional zoning categories. Creating more
flexibility in zoning around accessory uses will help add to the vibrancy of the City’s nelghborhoods
and to the Clty’ s diverse economic base; .

Over the years, the Planning Code has been 'amended and expanded. While many of these changes
have been necessary to address emerging issues and changing policy in the City, the current Planning
Code can be overly complex and redundant; '

PLAMNING DEFARTMENT
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v

RECCMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend apprbml with modifications of the
proposed Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

The proposevd Modifications include:

Auto Uses

1. Modifying the proposed controls for parking lots in Section 223(1) - “parking lots” - for the C-2
District from “prohibited” to ”COI’Ldlt[OI‘LBl Use Authorization”.

2. Modify proposed Section 223(0) to require a CU for Storage Yards for Commerdial Vehicles or
Trucks in C-M Districts rather than prohibiting them outright. :

LCCUs . _

3. Do not amend Section 231 to allow LCCUs to have 2,500 sq. ft. or allow them within 100" of a
corner. This proposed change should be reviewed when the Market and Octavia Plan undergoes
its scheduled 5 year review. _

4. Do not add proposed Section 231(k), which requires Conditional Use au’rhorlzatlon when

converting a dwelling unit to establish a Limited Comer Commercial Use. * Dwelling unit
conversions are already controlled by Section 317.

Nonconforming Uses

5. Modify the proposed changes to Section 182 so that a nonconforming use can only be converted
to one dwelling unit as of right, and require a CU for the conversion of more than one dwelling
unit, and remove the provision that allows a non-corforming use to be converted to group
housing as of right.

© 6. Add the following modifications to Section 184 to clarify when surface parking lots would need
to cease operation:

" Any nonconforming commercial or mdustnal use of land where Ro enclosed bulldmg is mvolved .

in such us

See#ze—n—lééée} sha]l be ehmmated no later than ﬁve years and 90 days from the effechve date of
Ordinance No. INSERT ;

7. MOdeV Planning Code Section 156 to allow for a 5 year tempora.ry use permit instead of a 2 year
temporary use permit.

0@ No permanent parking lot shall be permitted in C-3-O, C-3-R, C-3-G and NCT Districts;
temporary parking lots may be approved as conditional uses pursuant to the provisions of
Section 303 for a period not to exceed two years from the date of approval in NCT Districts and
five years from the ddte of approval in C-3 Dlstﬁcts, permanent parking lots in C-3-5 Districts
shall be permitted only as a conditional use.

Waishington-Broadway SUD

8. Remove the provision in the proposed Ordinance that would change surface parking lots from a
conditional use to “not permitted.”

SAR FFL‘\NI:I“DD 15
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to amend the San Francisco Planning Code by repealing Sections 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187,

.245:.15, 263.2, 2633, 60225, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending various other Code sections would
result in no physical impact on the environment. The proposed legislation was determined to be exempt
from environmental review under the General Rule Exclusion (Secton 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA
Guidelines). ’

PUBLIC COMMENT

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has received comments and questions on the -
proposed legislation from various members of the public, including the Port of San Francisco and the law
firm Ruben and Junius. ' '

Ruben and Junius is concerned about the legislation’s changes to the parking requirements in the C-3
Zoning district, specifically the provision that would require CU for any parld.ng beyond the 2 to 1 ratio.
They felt that this added process without any clear benefit. They also expressed concern over the changes
to 'Section 184 that would require surface parking lots to be removed after 5 years. Their concern is that it
would make the operators cease operation immediately upon the adoption of the proposed ordinance.
Staff’s understanding is that they would have 5 years unit they ceased operation. Also, they expressed
concern that several entitfled projects that are currently on-hold would be required to go-back through the
entitlement process when they came to get their building permit if they did not meet the current Code
requirements. As aremedy to this they wanted to see a grandfathering clause added to the legislaﬁon.

Steven L. Vettel, an Attorney with Fareila Braun + Martel LLP expressed concern that the legislation
would exempt any project with affordable housing units from the FAR calculations. In response Staff has
dlarified this section so that only units that are designated as Affordable are exempt from FAR
calculations. : :

* The Port of San Francisco contacted the Department about how the proposed project would affect their
propertles Of parhcular concern were the changes to the parking requirements in the C-3 D15111c1:s

RECOLMWAHON: ' Recommendation of Approval with Modification °

- Attachments: ~
Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolutiori
Exhibit B: Map of SoMa C-M parcels
Exhibit C: . Map of Bernal Heights area C-M parcel
Exhibit D: The draft Ordinance was originally distributed to the Commission on October 13, 2011

date for October 20 heanng The public may view the proposed Ordinanice online at
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- Executive Summary sy
Planning Code Text and Map Change ey
HEARING DATE: MAY 17, 2012 , C
: Recepfiom: .
: _ 415.558.6378
Project Name: Amendments relating to: v : Fax
Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and Limited 415.558.6408
Conforming Uses. - : : Pfaﬁning
Case Number: 2011.0532T [Beard File No. 11-0548] and 2011.0533Z [Board File No. 11-  infermation:
: 0577] ' . o 415.558.6377
Initiated by: . Supervisor Chiu / Introduced May 3, 2011
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
_ Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395
Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications Of “Phase Three”
' Including the Topics of Parking, Opens Space for Commercial Uses,
Gross Floor Area and Floor Area Ratio, Streetscape Improvements,
Transportation Management, Powers of the Zoning Administrator, and

the Van Ness SUD and S5D

PLANNING-CODE AMENDMENT

" The proposed Ordinance would amend the San Frandsco Planning Code (herein after “Code) by
repealing Sections 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending
various other Code sections to (1) increase the amount of principally permitted parking spaces for
dwellings in RC-4 and C-3 Districts, (2) make off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special Use
District and RC-3 Districts consisterit with those of RC4 Districts, (3) eliminate minimum parking
requirements for the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and North Beach Neighborhood Commercial
Districts, (4) allow exceptions from required parking under specified circumstances, (5) amend the
restrictions on off-street parking rates and extend them to additional zoning districts, (6) revise sign,
awning, canopy and marquee controls in specified zoning districts, (7) increase the permitted use size for
limited cornmer commercial uses in RTO and RM districts, and allow reactivation of lapsed limited
commercial uses in R districts, (8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and screening
requirements in the Washington-Broadway and Waterfront Special Use Districts, (9) modify controls for
uses and accessory uses in Commerdal and Residential-Commerdial Districts, (10) permit certain’
exceptions from exposure and open space requirements for historic buildings, and (11) modi_fy
conformity requirements in various use districts; adopting findings, including environmental findings, '
Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Code
Section 101.1. : :

. At the Planning Commission’s March 1st ﬁearing, the Commission voted to break up the proposed
legislation into three phases. :

www,sfplanning.org
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®  Phase One includes Clerical and Minor Modifications, Transfer of Development Rights (TDRS),
Limited Commerdial Uses, Bike Parking, and Signs. On these topics, the Planning Comuriission
recommended approval with modifications in Resclution Number 18553 on March 1, 2012.

=  Phase Two'i.nc:ludes changes to Automotive Uses, Limited Corner Commercial Uses (LCCUs),
Accessory Uses, Non-Conforming Uses, and Washington Broadway and Waterfront SUDs. This
phase was heard on May 3, 2012.

* Phase Three includes changes to Gross Floor Area and Floor Area Ratio, Opens Space for
Commercial Uses, Parking, Transportation Management, Fowers of the Zoning Administrator,
the Van Ness SUD and SSD, and Streetscape Improvemernts. This memorandum addresses the
topics in Phase Three. .

Summary of Proposed Changes {Phase Three):

Gross Floor Area and Floor Area Ratio Calculations: Amendments described under this category would -

alter the way the Department and Commission regulate Gross Floor Area (GFA) and Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) Calculations. If a feature or use is counted towards the allowable maximum Gross Floor Areg, it
may create a disincentive for providing that feature. Similarly, excluding any feature or use from Gross

Floor Area calculations may, create an incentive for providing that feature. FAR is the ratio of the gross:

floor area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot, and is used in conjunction with height and

“bulk limitations to regulate the size of a development. Like the proposed changes to Gross Floor Area,
amendments in this category would provide either incentive for uses and features not counted towards
FAR limits or disincentives for uses and features that are counted towards FAR limits.

1. Accessory Off-Sfreet Parking -

The Way If Is Now:
GFA in Downtown (C-3) Districts does not currently include floor space used for accessory off-
street parking and loading spaces.

The Way It Would Be:
GFA would include floor space used for accessory off-street parkmg and load_mg spaces in C-3
Districts,

Basis for Recommendation:

By including accessory off-street parking in GFA calculation you create a disincentive to proving
accessory parking. Reducing parking for private automobiles is consistent with the City’s transit
first policy, as well as other policies and goals in the General Plan

2. Bicycle Parking

The Way It Is Now:
Bicydle parkmo' is currently included in GFA calculations.

The Way It Wouid Be:
Bicycle parkmcr would no longer be mcluded in GFA calculatlons,

SEN FEANDISDR i )
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Basis for Recommendation:

It's the City’s goal to increasing bike tnps to 20% by the year 2020; the City also requires that bike
parking be prowded in new developments and major alterations. By excluding bike parking
from the GFA calculations you are removing a regulation that is inconsistent with the goals of the
City and the transit first policy outlined in the General Plan,. as noted in the attached draft
Resolution, and addmg an incentive to dedicate more space to bike parking.

3. Short Term Parking

The Way It Is Now:
Short term parking is excluded from FAR calculations in C-3 Districts.

The Way It Would Be: :

. Short term parking would be induded in FAR calculations in C-3 Districts, creatlng a d1smcentwe
for adding short term parkmg to new developments in C-3 Districts.
Basis for Recommendation:
This change is consistent with the City’s Trans1t First policy a.nd the Downtown Plan, as
described in the attached draft Resolution.

4. Dweliing Unit Density -

The Way It Is Now: :
Dwelling unit density in C-3 Districts is aJlowed fo be exceeded with Condmonal Use

authorization.
The Way It Would Be:

Per the proposed legislation, dwelling unit density would no longer be determiried by lot area or
FAR calculations, but by other limitations in the Code such as height, bulk, setbacks, open space

and exposure.

Basis for Recommendation: ‘
This proposed change is consistent with the City’s desire to increase its housmg stock in order to

meet current and future housing demand. This change is also consistent with recently adopted
. rezoning efforts such’ as Market & Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, the Riricon Hill plans, all of
which use methods other than FAR o control building form. FAR limits for housing are not
necessary in the C-3 districts given that height and bulk limitations limit the number of units and

guide the form of buildings.

Open Space: This amendment would likely have impact only on rare occasions.
1. Retail Buildings

The Way It [s Now:
Buildings in the C-3 Districts that are primarily retail (2/3 of the occupied floor area is ded1cated

- to retail) are not required to provide open space.

. The Way It Would Be:
Buildings in the C-3 Districts that are primarily retail would be required fo provide open space at

the ratios outlined in Section 138(b) of the Code.

SAR SRENDISDD . 3
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Basis for Recommendation:

The proposed change is consistent with recent Planning Code revisions that require public open
space for retail and institutional uses in Mixed-Use Districts, In the case of the Mixed Use
Districts, the Department determined that all significant generators of jobs and visitors; shoppers
and students should be similarly required to provide open space just like office buildings,
especially in the areas that are deficient in existing open space.

Parking: Changes in this section would be substantive in that the Ordinance would decrease permitted
levels of parking in certain districts, consistent with the City’s General Plan and Transit First Policy.

1. Parking in RC Districts

The Way It Is Now:

Required parking for dwelling units in Résidential-Commerdal, High Density (RC4) Districts is
required. at a ratio of 1 parking space to 4 dwelling units and parking for dwelling units in
Residential-Commercial; Medium Density (RC- 3) Districts is currently 1 parking space to 1
dwelling unit. ‘

Accessory parking is govemed by the standard accessory parking controls in the Planning Code:
the maximum accessory parking allowed is 150% of the required number of spaces where three
or more are required (or .375 spaces per unit) or when no spaces are required 15 spaces or 7% of
the total gross floor area, whichever is greater. ‘Any parking provided above those amounts is
regulated as a separate use such as a parking Barage or a parkmg lot.

The Way it Would Be:
As currently writtery, the proposed legislation Womd institute a 1 space to 4 unit required parking
ratio in all RC Districts.

In a letter from Supervisor Chiu dated April 26, 2012, (Exhibit €) the Supervisor propesed
amending the ordinance to remove minimum parking requirements and institute a .375 space per
unit parking maximum in RC4 zoning districts. For the Van Ness SUD and RC-3 districts, he

" proposes eliminating minimum requirements as well as allowing up to .5 parking spaces per unit
by right with a maximum of .75 per unit with Conditional Use.

Basis for Recommendation:
RC Districts are located in dense areas of the city, like the Van Ness Avenue corridor and the
- Tenderloin. (See Exhibit D) The Department supports supervisor Chiu’s amendment to remove
minimum parking controls in the RC Districts. The propesed change is consistent with parking
requirements in other transit-oriented districts, even those with significantly lower densities. The
following districts use parking maximum caps instead of parking minimum requirements:
Downtown' Residential (DTR), Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT), Uppéx; Market Street
NCD, Residential Transit Oriented (RTO), Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts, South of
Market Mixed Use Districts, Light Industrial (M-1), Production Distribution and Repair/ Design
(PDR-1-D), Production Distribution and Repalr/ General (PDR-1-G), Heavy Commercial (C-M).
and Downtown (C-3) Districts.

2. Parking in North Beach, Broadway and Chinatown

The Way It Is Now:

Parking requirements for non-residential uses in the Broadway and North Beach Neighborhood
Commercial Districts and the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts are regulated by the minimum
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parking requirements in table 151 that apply to much of the a’cy However, parkmg controls in
Section 161 and Article 8 basically waive any non-résidential parking requirements in Chinatown,
except in the rare occasion of lots that are over 20,000 sq. ft. in the Chinatown Community
Business District. e '

Recent Ordinance Number 77-10* titled, “Parking Requirements and Garage Installation in
Existing Residential Buildings in Telegraph Hill, North Beach and Chinatown” replaced the
parking requirements for residential uses with maximum limits but did not make conforming
e;ﬂendlnen’és to non~residential uses.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation would remove minimum parking requirements for non-residential uses

in these districts. Maximum parking requlrements for non-residential uses in these districts
would be added to Table 151.1.

~ Basis for Recommendation: _
The proposed change to non-residential uses is consistent with recent changes to residental.

parking in this area. This change would further be consistent with parking requirements in other
transit oriented districts in San Francisco and policies of the General Plan.

Transportation and Congestion Management: Changes to this category would require onsite
transportation brokerage service and transportation management plan in Community Business (C-2)
Districts and all Mixed Use Districts.

1. Onsite Transportafion Brokerage Service

The \‘“ay It Is Now:
Section 163 requires property owners to provide an onsite transportation brokerage service and

transportation management plan when they construct a new building or there is a conversion of
an existing building in the C-3, Eastern Neighborhood and South of Market Mixed Use Districts.

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation would change this section to include Community Business (C-2)

Districts (See Exhibit E) and all Mixed Use Districts.

Basis for Recommendatlon
This change is consistent with Clty’ s tramsit first pohcy and recognizes the dense, transit rich

nature of the districts that would be added to this secton.

1 http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances10/00077-10.pdf
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Powers of the ZA: The proposed Ordinance would expand- the powers of the Zorung Administrator (ZA)
but only when specific parameters are met.

1. Conversion fo Dwelling Unit for Historic Resources

The Way lt Is Now:
The Code currently allows the ZA to waive certain Code requirements under certain
circurnstances such as parking, exposure requirements and open space requirements.

The Way it Would Be:

The proposed legislation would expand the ZA's authority by allowmg him to waive Dweﬂmg
Urit Exposure requirements for Article 11 buildings, consistent with the ZA’s current authority
to waive Dwelling Unit Exposure réquirements for Article 10 buildings. For Article 10 and 11
buildings, it would also permit the ZA to allow off-site publicly accessible open space to be
credited toward the residential open space requirements. As discussed under Phase 2, the
proposed legislation would also permit the ZA to waive or modify exposure requirements, rear
yard requirements and open space requirements when converting a non-conforming use to a
res1den11a1 use, with certain restricions and criteria. -

Basis for Recommendation: ' ,

The proposed changes reduce the need for variances when converting a nonconforming use in a
‘historic resource to a residential use, where those uses are principally permitted. Currently,
converting a nonconforming use typically requires that property owners seek a. Variance for
things such as open space and exposure. These Variances are routinely granted. Allowing the
ZA to waive these requirements on a case-by-case basis eliminates a process and that increases’
the cost to property owners and which has little to no public benefit. - Doing this is also consistent -
with the- Housing Element of the General pla.n, which calls for a more .streamlined decision

A makJ.ng process for housing.

’ 2. Parking Requirements on Profected Streets

The Way If Is Now:
Section 161 provides exemptions from the parking requirement in certain Zoning Districts and -
due to certain lot situations, such as topography.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed legislation adds a subsection to Section 161 that a]lows the Zomng Adrrumstrator
to reduce or waive required parking or loading for a project when the only feasible street
frontage for a driveway or entrance to off-street parking or loading is located on a protected
. pedestrian, cycling-, or transit-oriented street frontage, (See Exhibit F) or the only feasible street
frontage for a driveway or’entrance to off-street parking or loading is located at a transit stop.
The legislation also adds a provision that would allow the ZA to waive parking requirements to
protect street trees with either the recommendation of the Department of Public Works Bureau of
Urban Forestry or the recommendation of a certified arborist, consistent with other recenﬂy
adopted ordinances, BE-101053, “Consistent Street Frontages 2.

1

Basis for Recommendation: .

" The proposed changes reduce process, bring common sense changes to the Planning Code and
are consistent with the City’s transit first policy and General Plan. They also help advance the
goals of the street frontage legislation and help to protect pedestrian and bicycle right-of-ways.
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In addition to the changes proposed in this ordinance, the Department also recommends
Amending Section 161 of the Planning Code to allow the Zoning Administrator to grant
exceptions to off-street parking requirements in C-2 Districts per Section 307. This recommended
change would result in allowing administrative exceptions to off—strfee’c parking requirements in
all districts except the REl-and RM districts. ‘

Van Ness Special Use District: The proposed Ordinance would amend this district’ s sign and parking confrols.
Some sign provisions are obsolete and should be removed, while the Department believes other changes need more

andysis. . :
1. Van Ness Special Sign District (Code and Map Change)

The Way it Is Now: o ) :
Van Ness Special Use District includes a Special Sign District that allows for signs that are larger

and taller than what would be permitted in the underling zoning, Residential-Commercial High
Density (RC-4) Zoning District. It also prohibits free standing signs but allows general
advertising signs. ‘ : : '

The stated intent of the Van Ness SSD is to maintain Van Ness Avenue’s attractiveness to
business, customers and residents as it changes frorh an automotive oriented area to a mixed-use,
predominantly residential district. It recognizes that signs and other advertising devices are
essential to a vital commercial district, and they should not be allowed to interfere with or
diminish the livability of residential units within the Van Ness Special Use District or in adjacent
residential districts. Finally the Van Ness 55D language states that the scale of the District as

* characterized by building height, bulk, and appeérance, and by the width of streets and
sidewalks, differs from that of other commercial and industrial districts, and that sign sizes
should relate and be compatible with the surrounding district scale.

Further the Van.Ness SSD has specific provisions for signs attached to Article 10 buildings that
are unique to this section of the Planning Code. '

Please See Exhibits G and H for the Van Ness SUD and SSD

. The Way It Would Be: - : | :
The proposed legislation would remove the Van Ness Special Sign District from the Planning

Code and the Zoning Map. This area would be controlled by the provisions in Section 606, which
allow for smaller signs that are not as tall. Further, Free Standing Signs would be permitted and
General Advertising Signs would be prohibited. Flease see Exhibit I for a more detailed matrix.

Basis for Recommendation: . '
As stated in the preamble for the Van Ness S5D, the District was created to recognize not only the

unique scale and character of the Van Ness Avenue but also the changing mixed use,
predominantly residential nature of Van Ness Avenue. The controls do allow for slightly largef
and taller signs, but those controls address a spedﬁc context. Further, the controls address ' .
imnpacts to residential units by prohibiting business signs above the level of the lowest residential
windowsill, which is standard control in RC and well as NC Districts. The Van Ness SSD also
has special sign controls for signs attached fo Artidle 10 buildings that are unique to this section

of the Planning Code.
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The Department believes that a more thorough analysis should be undertakeri to fully appreciate
the visual impacts that removing the Van Ness SSD would have, in addition to any impacts to
éigns on Arficle 10 buildings. Therefore, the Department is recommending that the Commission
either recommend that the Van Ness SSD not be deleted from the Code a.nd Zoning Map, or that
additional time be allowed for a more detailed analysis.

2. Special District for Sign lllumination (Code and Map Change})

The Way It ls Now:
Under Section 607 of the Plalmmg Code, signs for “Commercial and Industrial Districts”, there is
a special provision that allows for flashing, blinking, fluctuating, or otherwise animated signs
(video signs are not permitted). These signs are only permitted in “Special Sign Districts for
Hlumination” (SSDI), which are mapped on Section Map SSD 01 and 02. They include the

- Broadway NCD (as discussed in Phase 2), Fisherman's Warf, and Van Ness Averiue. The Van
Ness SSDI has the same boundaries as the Van Ness Spedal Sign District discussed above.

The Code language for Van Ness Avenue references the C-2 District along Van Ness from
approximately Golden Gate Avenue to Sacramento Street. This language is out of date, as there
are only a handful of C-2 zoned properties along Van Ness Avenue, while the map illustrates a
much larger district. Most of the properties that front on Van Ness Avenue in this area are now
zoned RC-4. Like the Code language for the Broadway SSDI, this Code language for the Van
Ness Avenue 55DI was not amended when the zoning districts along Van Ness Avenue were
d1a.r\cred from C-2 to RC4.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed Ordinances would delete Van Ness Avenue from the Spemal Sign Districts for
Mumination in Section 606 and from the Zoning Map. Flashing, blinking, fluctuating, or
otherwise animated signs would not be permitted on lots zoned C-2 along Van Ness Avenue.

Basis for Recommendation:
The Department recommends approval of this provision because it is mainly Code clean-up. This
section of the Code is obsolete and does not reflect the changing nature of Van Ness Avenue from
. a Commercial Corridor to a more mixed use, predominantly residential corridor. The fact that
flashing and blinking signs were not included in the Van Ness Special Sign District, which was = -
originally adopted.in 1988 and has the same boundaries as the Van Ness SSD for Ilumination,
further illustrates the obsolescence of this section of the Planning Code, ‘which dates from the
mid-1970s.

3. Parking in the Van Ness SUD

The Van Ness Special Use District requires residential parking at a ratio.of 1 parking space to 1
dwelling unit, an amount that is four times as high as the base zoning. The underlying zoning in
‘this districtis RC4. RC-4 Districts require residential parking at a ratio of I parking space to
every 4 -dwel]ing units.

The Way It Would Be:
This provision would be removed from the Van Ness Special Use District. As the legislation is
currently drafted, the parking requirements would then revert to the RC4 Parking ratio, which is
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a minimum of 1 parking space to 4 dwelling units. However, since the legislation was

introduced, Supervisor Chiu proposed eliminating minimum requirements as well as allowing =
up to .5 parking spaces per unit by right with a maximum of .75 per unit with Conditional Use in
Van Ness SUD and RC-3 districts. This issue is discussed as item #1 under the “Parking” section
above. : ' T

Basis for Recommendation: _ ,

The City’s Transit first policy prioritizes transit over automobile use and Van Ness is a major
transit corridor. In addition, a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) line is being planned for Van Ness
Avenue, which will further solidify the corridor as amajor transit street. Requiring 1 to 1 parking
along Van Ness is inconsistent with the City’s General Plan and the mixed use high density

-character of Van Ness Avenue. ) :

The Van Ness Area Plan does call out that there should be a 1 to 1 parking requirement along Van
Ness. The Department finds that this is in opposition to other policies in the General Plan that
seek to reduce parking. Removing the requirement of 1 to 1 parking along Van Ness Avenue is
on-balance consistent with the City’s General Plan and the mixed use }ﬁgﬁ density character of
Van Ness Avenue. If the Commission decides to remove the 1 to 1 parking requirement, a
General Plan amendment should also be initiated to remove this provision form the Van Ness
Area Plan.

The Department recommends adding a grandfathering clause to the legislation that allows
projects that have already been approved by the Planning Commission but not yet vested, such as
the Cali.fomia Pacific _Medical,Center on Van Ness Avente, to be exempt from this provision.

Streetscape Improvements. These proposed amendments would increase the Code requirements
consistent with some recerit legislative changes. While the intent is laudable, some of the proposed
amendments seem overly aggressive in removing existing encroachments.

SER

1. Better Streets Plan Implementation -

The Way It Is Now: S ) )

Code Section 138 establishes requirements for improvements to- the public right-of-way
associated with development projects based on the City’s Better Streets Plan. Typically, these
requirements apply to new developments, or additions of a certain size. There are no explict
provisions ‘that seek removal of existing encroachments into the public right-of-way to be
removed or modified in order to meet the new Better Street Standards. '

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed legislation would create a new subsection that would trigger a dity inquiry into

removing existing encroachments for projects that meet certain triggers. The triggers would
include projects that involve new construction, additions over 20% of the floor area,-changes in
use of more than % the building’s floor area, the addition off-street loading, or the remove off
street parking or loading. In these cases the City may consider removal or reduction of the
number of encroachments into the public right-of-way. This may indude narrowing or reducing
the number of driveways, removing encroachments that impede pedestrian travel or remove
basements that exterid under the public right-of-way.
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Bastis for Recommendation:
The Department supports expanding Section 138 to include the proposed changes; however, we
are concerned that the new provision is too broad. Reducing encroachments is typically more
_ difficult than strafifying the street tree requirement which may be satisfied by either planting a
tree or paying a fee. For instance, ‘even if one parking space is-added or removed a propérty
owner could potentially be required to remedy their existing encroachments. Further tying this
provision to a change of use could add a significant burden on property ownérs that are only
" seeking to rent out vacant space. The Department feels that the triggers should be narrowed and
only include changes where the project is on a lot that (a) is greater'than Y-acre In total area, (b)
contains 250 feet of total lot frontage on one or more publicly-accessible rights-of-way, or (c) the
frontage encompasses the entire block face between the nearest two intersections with any other
publicly-accessible rights-of-way, and (2) the .project includes (a) new construction; or (b)
addition of 20% or more of gross floor area to an existing building.

In consultation with Supervisor Chiu, the Department drafted more extensive changes to Section
138 that would address some of the concerns we have with the existing requirements and also
make changes to the existing code language that clarify when certain requirements are required
or not required, and expand some requirements. Supervisor Chiu supports these changes. The
proposed changes are drafted in the attached Exhibit J.

The proposed changes indude:

e Currently, projects of a certain size and within the DTR RC, G, NC and Mixed-Use
Districts, or Planned Unit Developments are required to. plant sireet irees within a
continuous trench? The proposed changes by the Department would' expand this to all
districts.

» The changes proposed'by the Planning Department would remove the provisions that
" require compliance with various sections of 138 when there is a permit to alter, such as a
change of use greater than 50% of the existing square footage of a building. . These
provisions, like the one proposed in this legislaion which ties the removal of .
encroachments to a change of use greater than 50%, are difficult to enforce because
changes of use are often over the counter and they can add a significant burden on
property owners that are only seeking to rent out vacant space; therefore the Department
is proposing that these types of triggers be removed from Section 138 as well as the
proposed legislation..

e The Department’s proposed changes also reorganize portions of Section 138 that identify
when requirements can be waived and who makes that determination. These changes are
not significant and are being done to make the section more dlear. For example, it
clarifies that DPW determines when there is a technical infeasibility to planting street .

* trees, while the Zoning Administrator determines incompatibility with existing policy.
However, it maintains the ZA as the person who makes the ultimate determination.

s  The Department’s proposed changes also codify the Departnﬁent current policy to aIloW
existing street tress to be credited toward street tree requirements. This has been the’
Department’s practice for some time, but it has not been explicitly called out in the Code.

.2 A continuous soil-filled trench parallel {o the curb, such that the basin for each tree is connected.

SR FRANDISED . ' i 10
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REQU[RED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

1. San Francisco’s Planning Code has provided for reduced parking requirements in dense and transit-
rich neighborhoods since the 1960s, as a way of reducing traffic congestion, encouraging walking,
cydling, and pﬁbl_ic transit, and making efficient use of scarce land; ' :

2. In 1973, the San Frandisco City Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors adopted the "Transit

First Policy," giving top priority to public transit investments as the centerpiece of the city's

- transportation policy and adopting street capacity and parking policies to discourage increases in
automobile traffic;

3. -Off-street parking facilities increase buiilding costs, which in turn are transferred to costs of housing
and doing business. As a land use, off-street parking facilities compete with and displace land uses

that provide greater social and economic benefit to the dity;

4. A basic assumption ‘of the Transportation Element is that'a desirable living environment and a
prosperous business environment cannot be maintained if traffic levels continue to increase in any
significant way. A balance must be restored to the city's transportation system, and various methods
must be used to control and reshape the impact of automobiles on the city. This includes limiting the
city's parkirig capacity, especially long-term parking in commercial areas;

5. On October 26, 2010 the Board of Supervisors adopted the goal of having 20% of all trips be by bike
by the year 2020; : ' '

6. The City of San Francisco’s Housing Element seeks to remove unnecessary constraints to the
constructon and rehabilitaion of housing; '

7. Existing buildings contribute to-the unique character of San Francisco. Reusing buildings, rather than
demolishing and rebuilding them, can preserve the built character of neighborhoods, as well as foster
sustainability by conserving the energy and materials embodied in these buildings.

8. Small commerdial uses, although often nonconforming, tend to provide convenience goods and
services on a retail basis to meet the frequent and recurring needs of neighborhood residents within a
short distance of their homes; ' '

9. Small businesses that combine office, production, retail, and even residential tises are increasingly
common in San Francisco, but frequently do not fit into traditional zoning éategories. Creating more
flexibility in zoning around accessory uses will help add to the vibrancy of the City’s neighborhoods

“and to the City’s diverse economic base;

SAN FRANOISCO . 1
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- 10. Over the years, the Planning Code has been amended and expanded. While many of these changes
have been necessary to address emerging issues and cha.ngmg policy in the City, the current Planning
Code can be overly complex and redundant; -

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval with modifications of the
proposed Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

The proposed Modifications include:

Clerical Modn" cations:

1. Section 249.5(2) should also reference map SUOZ the North of Ma_rket Residential SUD is on both
SU01 and SUG2.

" 2. Section 309.1(b)(1)(F) references 827(a)(8)(AO(ii), it should reference 827(a)(8)(A)(i)
3. Section iSl(c)(é) shouid be a.mended- to read as follows:

“In all districts other than NC, 15 spaces or seven percent of the total gross floor area of the structure
or development, which is ever greater, where no other spaces are required by this Section.”

This section was moved to Section 151 from another Section of the Code and reformatted. In the
process, the underlined portion was inadvertently deleted.

Substantive Changes:

, Park:mg

1. Accept the cha.nges proposed in Superwsor Chiu’s letter dated April 26, 2012 that remove the
minimum parking controls and set maximum parkmg controls in RC Districts and Van Ness
Avenue SUD.

Streetscape Improvements
2. Integrate the changed outline in Exhibit B Whlch cover Section 138.1 of the Planning Code.
Powers of the ZA

3. Amend Section 161 of the Planning Code to allow the Zoning Administrator to grant -
exceptions to off-street parking requirements in C-2 Districts per Section 307. This
- recommended change would result in allowing administrative exceptions to off-street
parking requlrements in all districts except the RH and RM districts.

Van Ness Avenue

4. Do not delete the Van Ness 55D ﬁom the Code and Zoning Map, or allow additional time for
a more detailed analysis.

SAH FRANDISED : . L 12
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5. Adda grandfathering clause to the legislation that allows projects that have already been
dpproved by the Plarning Commission but not yet vested to be exempt from any parking
changes on Van Ness Avenue. =~ . : ‘ .

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to amend the San Francisco Planning Code by repealing Sections 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187,
249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending various other que sections would
result in no physical impact on the environment. The proposed legislation was determined to be exempt
from environmental review under the General Rule Exclusion (Section '15061(b)(3) of the CEQA

Guidelines).

PUBLIC COMMENT

As of the date of this rep.o'rt, the Planning Department has received comments and questions on the
proposed legislation from various members of the public, including the Port of San Francisco and the law

firm Ruben and Junius.

Ruben and Junius is concerned about the legislation’s changes to the parking requirements in the C-3
Zoning district, specifically the provision that would require CU for any parking beyond the 2 to 1 ratio.
They felt that this added process without any clear benefit. They also expressed concern over the changes
to Section 184 that would require surface parking lots to be removed after 5 years. Their concern is that it
would make the operators cease operation immediately upon the adoption of the proposed ordinance.
‘Staff’s understanding is that they would have 5 years unit they ceased operation. Also, they expressed
concern that several entitied projects that are currently on-hold would be required to go back through the
entitlement p’rocesé when they came to get their building permit if they did not meet the current Code
requirements. As a remedy to this they wanted to see a grandfathering clause added to the legislation.

Steven L. Vettel, an Aftorney with Farella Braun + Martel LLP expressed. concern that the legislation
would exempt any project with affordable housing units from the FAR calculations. Inresponse Staff has
clarified this section so that only units. that are designated as Affordable are exempt from FAR

calculations.

The Port of San Francisco contacted the Department about how the proposed project would affect their
properties. Of particular concern were the changes to the parking requirements in the C-3 Districts. '

RECOMMENDATION:. Recommendation of Approval with Modification

Attachments:

Exhibit A: . Draft Planhj:ng Commissicn Resolution, Case # 2011.0532T

Exhibit B: Draft Planning Commission Resolution, Case # 2011.0533Z

Exhibit C: Letter from Sup. Chiu Dated April 26, 2012 '

Exhibit D: RC Districts Map ’

Exhibit E: C-2 Districts Map

Exhibit F: Transit, Bike and Pedestrian Network Maps |

Exhibit Gt Van Ness SUD

mﬁ"é DECARTMENT . ’ . 13
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Exhibit H: Special Sign District for lMumination
Exhibit I: Van Ness Avenue Sign District Matrix
- Exhibit J: Proposed Changes to Section 138.1

The draft Ordinance was originally distributed to the Commission on October 13,2011 date for October
20 hearing. The public'may view the proposed Ordinance orline at

http://commissions.sfplanning.org /cpcpackets/2011.0532T. pdf

‘and

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2011.0533Z. pdf
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1650 Mission St

~ Certificate of Determination - Suite 400
- = = R SanFancisco,
. Exemption from Environmental Review . casnman
. . - . Reception:
Cas? No.: 2011. 0551E 415.558.6378
Project Title: Ordinance Nos. 110547 and 110548: Zoning — Uses, Signs, Building
Features, Floor Area Ratio, Parkmg, and Compliance in Specified Use Fax v
415.558.6409
: _ Districts
Location: Citywide ’ Planning
Project Sponsor:  Supervisor David Chiu, District 3, San Franc1sco Board of Supervisors 'gosmég%m;:ﬂ?
. Staff Contact: Jeanie Poling — (415) 575-9072 o

jeanie.poling@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project is two Board of Supervisors (BOS)—proposed ordinances. BOS #110547 would amend the
Zoning Map by (1) adding blocks and lots to the Washington-Broadway Special Use District (SUD) 1; (2) .
_ adding blocks to the Waterfront SUD 2; (3) deleting blocks and adding lots to the Waterfront SUD 3; (4)

. making the boundaries of the Special District for Sign llumination on Broadway co-extensive with the
Broadway Neighborhood Commercial District; (5) deleting the Van Ness Special District for Sign '
Hlumination; and (6) adding The Embarcadero from Taylor Street to Second Street to the Special District
for Scenic Streets. BOS #110548 would amend the San Francisco Planning Code by repealing Sections
136.2, 136.3, _15& 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3, and 607.4 and amending various other
sections. [Continued on foﬂ'owing page.]

EXEMPT STATUS
General Rule Exclusion (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15061(b)(3))

REMARKS:

See next page.

DETERMINATION:

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

7%@/ R ﬂ%fz/izy@//

Bill Wycko / : Date ©
Envircnment4l Review Officer .
cc.  Aaron Starr, Neighborhood Planner Di_stributibn List
Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 ' Historic Preservation Distribution List
: Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued): -

The proposed project would: (1) increase the amount of principally perm1tted parking spaces for
dwellings and modify floor-area controls in RC-4 (Residential-Commercial Combined, High Density) and
C-3 (Downtown Commercial) Districts; (2) make off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special.
Use and RC-3 (Residential-Commercial Combined, Medium Density) Districts consistent with those of
RC-4 Districts; (3) eliminate minimum parking requirements for the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and
North Beach Neighborhood Comumercial Districts; (4) allow exceptions from required parking
requirements and expand bicycle.-parking requirements throughout the City under specified
circumstances; (5) amend the restrictions on off-street parking rates in C-3 Districts and extend them to
additional zoning districts; (6) revise sign, awning, canopy and marquee conttrols i in specified zoning
districts; (7) increase the pern’utted use size for limited corner commiercial uses in RTO ‘(Residential,
- Transit Oriented Ne1ghborhood) and RM (Residential, Mixed) Districts, and allow reactivation of lapsed
limited commercial uses in Residential Districts; (8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and
screening requirements in the Washington-Broadway and Waferf;'ont SUDs; (9) modify corndrols for uses
and accessory uses in Commerdal and Residential-Commerdial Districts; (10) permit certain exceptions
from exposure and open space requirements for designated and contributory historic buildings -
throughout the City; and (11) modify conformity requirements_iﬁ various use districts.

The legislation involves approximately 225 changes to the Planning Code, the bulk of which are clerical
changes that would simplify the Planning Code by removing obsolete sections, consolidating confrols for
a single use or feature into a single code section, and harmonizing similar definitions and controls across
use districts. Other dlerical changes are proposed to address errors in the Planning Code, such as incorrect
" cross references to other Code sections. The proposed non-clerical changes are discussed below. '

Density, Floot Area Ratio, and Op’en Space in C-3 Districts and the Van Ness SUD. The proposed
project would remove the conditional use requirement for higher residential density in the C-3 Districts;
exempt affordable housing from gross floor area ratio limits in the C-3 Districts and the'Van Ness SUD;
permit transferred development rights from any eligible site in.a C-3 District and from the South of
Market Extended Preservation District to be applied to any site in a C-3 District; count space dedicated to
parking that exceeds principally permitted amounts, or parking located above ground, to floor area ratio
(FAR) calculations in C-3 Districts (currently, parking up to 150 percent of what is principally permitted -
" is exempt from FAR calculations); exempt bicycle parking from FAR calculatlons, and extend pubhc open
space requirements in C-3 Districts to projects that are primarily retail.

Parking and Automotive Uses. The proposed project would increase the number of principally
permitted parking spaces from one for every four units to one for every two units in C-3 Districts, and
from three for every eight units to one for every two units in RC Districts; decrease the minimum number
parking spaces required in RC-3 Districts and the Van Ness SUD from one space per unit to one space for
every four units; eliminate minimum parking requirements for the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and
North Beach Neighborhood Commerdial Districts; permit exceptions from parking requirements where
providing required parking would remove a transit stop, compromise a building’s earthquake safety or
" create a geologic hazard; amend the pricing requirements for commuter parkmg to permit a discounted
~ daily rate for use outside commute hours, and to extend these requirements o commuter parking in

“SAN FRANCISCO ’ . ‘2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Residential-Commercial and South of Market Mixed Use Districts and the Washington-Broadway SUD;
expand bicycle parking requirements to include all uses; extend transportation brokerage requirements
(that specify means to reduce commute travel by single-occupant vehicles) to all non-residential projects
over 100,000 square feet in Commercial and Mixed Use Districts; consolidate various automotive use
defiritions in Commerdal (C), Industrial (M), and Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) Districts
- with those for Mixed-Use Districts; remove exceptions permitting non-accessory parking above the
ground floor, and permitting exceptions from parking screening requirements, in C-3 Districts;
consolidate the conditional use findings for non-accessory parking in C-3 Districts in a single section; and
allow autbmobile service stations on transit-priority and major pedestrian streets to be converted to
another use without conditional use authorization, and amend the conditional use criteria for conversion
to include consideration of transportation impacts of the existing and proposed use.

Sign, Awning, Canopy, and Marquee Controls. The proposed project would permit awnings, canopies, -
and marquees in PDR Districts; consolidate awning, canopy, and marquee controls for all use districts
into a single sectiory permit awnings t& be made of cloth, glass, and metal, but not of plastic; conform
signage controls in Residential Districts with those of Neighborhood Commerdal Districts, and to
prohibit general advertising signs in the few RC and NC Districts where they are currently permitted;
remove the special sign districts permitting blinking, flashing, and rotating signs from the Van Ness
Corridor and from the portion of Broadway in the Chinatown Community Business District; prohibit roof
signs, other than historic signs, in Commercial Districts, to prohibit temporary genera] advertising-signs
around Union Square, and to limit business signs to 40 feet in height in C-3 districts; permit window
signs and-small projecting signs, decrease the permitted size of wall signs, and limit sign illumination to
business hours for limited commercial uses in Residential Districts; add The Embarcadero to the list of
scenic streets where certain sign requirements apply, and to exempt historic signs from the sign size
limits for scenic streets; consolidate procedires for designating, altering, and reconstructing historic
signs, and exempt historic signs from height limits on signs; modify the definitions of window signs and
business signs; and remove certain provisions from the Market Street and Upper Market Sign Districts
which duplicate or conflict with sign controls for the underlying use districts.

Limited Commercial Uses in Residential Districts. The proposed project would increase the maximum
size of new limited corner commercial uses permitted in RTO, RM-3 and RM-4 districts from 1250 to 2500
square feet, and permit them to extend more than 50 feet from a street comer; require conditional use
authorization to convert all or part of a dwelling to a limited comer commercial use; permit limited
commerdial uses to be reestablished in spaces that were in a commercial use before 1960, that have not:
been converted to a dwelling, and that conform to current code requirements, with conditional use
authorization; and define commerdial uses conditionally permitted in historic buildings in Residential
Districts as those permitted in an NC-1 district rather than an RC-1 district.

* Washington-Broadway and Waterfront SUDs. The proposed project would comsolidate the two
Washington-Broadway SUDs into a single district, Jimited to the C-2-zoned areas between Washington
and Broadway Streets; permit exceptions to reduce parking requirements in Waterfront SUD #3; remove
parking screening requirements for the Waterfront SUDs, 5o that the citywide screening requirements of
Section 143 apply; and delete height limit exceptions for buildings on piers in'84-foot height districts, as
such height limits no longer exist on the historic piers. :

SAN FRANCISCO ’ . . 3
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Conformity, Changes of Use, and Other Building Requi_rémerlts. The proposed project would 'expand
the exception from residential density limits and minimum parking requirements when converting. non-
conforming uses in existing buildings to residential uses in all districts where residential uses are
principally permitted; permit exceptions from dwelling unit’ exposure and residential open space
requlremem:s when c:unvemng historic Du.uu_lﬂgb ] ft:blut:uum ise; remove ihe t:xcepuuu for Pa.l.m.us .lULb
in C-3 districts from the conforrmty requirements for uses not in an enclosed building; prohrbrt
construction of basement spaces under public streets and alleys; permit the Planning Department fo
require, as a condition of approval, that non-conforming encroachments onto public rights-of-way be
“removed or brought into conformity with current standards when projects are newly constructed or
undergo major additions or major changes of use; extend rooftop screening requirements to Chinatown
Mixed Use Drstncts, and permit dwelhngs to face onto alleys as narrow as 20 feet, rather than 25 feet.

REMARKS: '

Many of the proposed changes o the Planning Code and Zoning Map would not result in physical
environmental impacts, such as clerical changes that simplify or eorrect the Planning Code. The following
is an analy51s of the proposed project by resource topic.

Aesthetics: For non-confomng uses in residential districts, the proposed pro]ect would limit the size of
signs and sign illumination outside of business hours; and would discourage inactive street-fronting uses
like storage or garage doors on prominent corner lots. These proposed changes would not result in an
adverse aesthetic effect on residential areas with non-conforming commercial uses. Furthermore, the
'proposed more restrictive signage controls, such as a citywide prohibition of new blinking signs, removal

_of exemptions for general advertising signs in commerdial districts, and prohibition of roof signs in
Neighborhood Commerdial Districts’ also would not result in adverse aesthetic effects on the visual
character and quality of the City. The proposed project would not affect a scenic resource or vista, nor
would it create new sources of substantial light or glare, or cast shadows. Thus, there would be.no
significant adverse impacts related to visual character resulting from the proposed project.

Ponulation and Housing: The n-mnneprl n‘rnipr-f wonld exemnit affardable hmlr:incr from certain flaor area

ratio limits, which may result in the creation of more affordable housing units and the inclusion of
affordable units in market rate residential projects rather than off site. Also, the proposed project would
allow buildings that have non-conforming uses (Le., older storefronts) to be converted to residential uses
by waiving certain open space and exposure requirements. Citywide, there are currently approximately
2,000 non-conforming limited commercial use buildings in residential districts. The proposed project

would allow some of these units to convert to residential use. This incremental growth in residential infill
units could be met by the dity’s emshng infrastructure and is consistent with city and regional housing
goals

Historical Resources: The prbposed project would encourage the preservation and reuse of existing
buildings by facilitating the conversion of non-conforming uses to residential uses. It would also limit the
size of signage in historic districts, Wlth exemptions for historic signs. These changes would not result in

adverse impacts on historic districts.
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Transportation and Circulation: The proposed project would not generate new travel demand or reduce

roadway capacity, nor result in adverse effects on the overall transit capacity. The proposed project
would reduce parking requirements in dense and fransit-rich neighborhoods and encourage walking,
cycling, and public transit, and make efficient use of scarce land. '

The proposed Jegislation would include changes to parking controls in C-3 (Downtown) districts. More
parking would be permitted, but with a lower threshold for conditional use authorization required in .
-more cases. Other proposed parking-related changes include the reduction of off-street parking-
* requirements in Chinatown, North Beach, and lower Broadway areas; the reduction of residential parking
. requirements in the Van Ness corridor; the removal of parking requirements in the North of Market
Resideﬁﬁal_,SUD; the allowance of administrative exceptions from minimum parking requirements in the
Fisherman’s Wharf area (Waterfront SUD #2); and facilitation of the conversion of automobile service
stations located on important transit and ',ped'estrian streets to other compaﬁble uses. The proposed
- project would not create transit-oriented districts in the Sunset District or elsewhere in the city. San
Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment. Parking
deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment as defined by
CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be heated as significant impacts on the

environment.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Energy Resources: The proposed project would encourage the preservation
and reuse of existing buildings, rather than their demolition and new ‘construction; this may foster
sustainability by conserving the energy and materials embodied in these buildings. In addition, by
discouraging parking, the proposed project would encourage walking, cyding, and the use of public -
transit, thereby resulting in fewer greenhouée gas emissions citywide. :

Neighborhood Concerns: A “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” was mailed on
July 1, 2011, to community organizations and interested parties fequesting comments concefning the
potential environmental effects of this project. One commenter requested more information on how the
proposed legislation would affect parking, traffic,-and businesses along the Van Ness corridor; and
another commenter wanted to know how the proposed legislation would affect the Sunset District, and
specifically whether it would create transit-oriented districts. These topics are addressed in the remarks

above.

Conclusion: CEQA State Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) provides an exemption from environmental
review where it can be seen with certainty that the proposed project would not have a significant impact
on the environment. As discussed above, the project would not result in significant environmental effects.
Thus, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review under the General Rule
Exclusion (CEQA Guidelines Section 15061('b).(3)). '
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April 9, 2012

Supervisor Chiu and

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 Case Number 2011.0532T [Board File No.
' BF No. 11-0548: Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and
Limited Conforming Uses.

Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

Dear Supervisor Chiu and Ms. Calvillo,

On March 1, 2012, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted
a duly noticed public hearings at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed
Ordinance under Board of Supervisors File Number 11-0548. ’

At the March 1st Hearing, the Commission voted 7-0 to recommend- approval thh rrodlﬁca.tlons '

of Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance, which makes a variety of changes to Parking, Awning,
~ Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and Limited Conforming Use controls in the City’s Planning Code.
" At that hearing, the Commission requested that the proposal be amended with the following
changes:

~Clencal Modifi catlons

‘L In Sechon 202 under the descnptlon of RH Districts, there is an added parenthe51s in front
of RH-2, this should be deleted. Also, under the descnp’aon of PDR Districts “PDR-1-
“should be changed to “PDG-1-G.”

2. Sections 604(a) should reference Vintage S1gns and not historic signs in conformance with
Ordmance #0160-11

Non Clerical Modifi catlons

1. Consider the implications of adding the Embarcadero to Scenic Street Special ngn District

controls to large events held along the Embarcadero. Provide a provision to allow for
temporary signs for large events along the Embarcadero, such as the America’s Cup.

Include a maximum duration for such temporary signs, so that they must be taken down

, after the event.

2. Remove the prohibition on remstatmg lapsed LCUs where a re51dent1al unit has been
established.

www.sfplanning.org
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3. -Maintain the existing height limits for signs in the in the C and M Districts:
4 Modify Section 151. l(f) so that any funds recovered from enforcing the Planning Code’s

bike parking requirements by the Plannirig Department are gwen to the Planning
. Department, and not the Metropolitan Transportatlon Administration. '

5. Consider expandlng the proposed legislation so that changing the copy, color orlogoona
‘ sign does not require that the sign be brought into conformance w1th current "Planning
Code requirements. :

Supervisor, please advise the City Attomey at your earliest convenience if you wish to mcorporate‘
_ the changes recommended by the .Commission. ' The attached resolution and exhibit provides

.more detail about the Commission’s -action. ¥ you have any questions or require further
information please do not hesitate to contact me. :

Sincerely,

| AnMane Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

Co  City Attorney Judith Boyajian

Attachments {one copy of the following): Planning Commission Resolution No. _18553_
' Department’s . Memo to the Planning
Comrnissiont
SANFRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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1650 ission SL
Suite 400
San Francisco,

Planmng Commission Resolutlon Oh 941032479
Reception: .
-No 18553 : 415.558.6378
HEARING DATE: MARCH 1, 2012 Fax
' 4 §.558.6400
Project Name: Amendment, relating to: o _ Plgning
_ ' Inforrmation:
Parking, Awning, Slgns, Exposure, Open Space, and Limited #15.558.6577
o Conforming Uses.
Case Number: 12011.0532T {Board File No. 11-0548]
Initiated by: Supervisor Chiu / Introduced May 3, 2011
Staff Contact: Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs -
' ' aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewed by: * AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

: ‘ anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395
 Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications Of “Phase One” Including the .
Topics of Clerical and Minor Modifications, Transfer of Development
Rights, Limited Commezcial Uses, Bike Parking and Signs.

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS-ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE
WITH MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND THE SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE BY
REPEALING SECTIONS 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 AND 607.4 AND
AMENDING VARIOUS OTHER CODE SECTIONS TO (1) INCREASE THE AMOUNT OF '
PRINCIPALLY PERMITTED PARKING SPACES FOR DWELLINGS IN RC-4 AND C-3 DISTRICTS,
(2) MAKE OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS IN THE VAN NESS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT
AND RC-3 DISTRICTS CONSISTENT WITH THOSE OF RC-4 DISTRICTS, (3) ELIMINATE
MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR THE CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS AND
NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS, (4) ALLOW:EXCEPTIONS FROM
REQUIRED PARKING UNDER SPECIFIED CIRCUMSTANCES, (5) AMEND THE RESTRICTIONS
ON OFF-STREET PARKING RATES AND EXTEND THEM TO ADDITIONAL ZONING -
DISTRICTS, (6) REVISE SIGN, AWNING, CANOPY AND MARQUEE CONTROLS IN SPECIFIED
ZONING DISTRICTS, (7) INCREASE THE PERMITTED USE SIZE FOR LIMITED CORNER

. COMMERCIAL USES IN RTO AND RM DISTRICTS, AND ALLOW REACTIVATION OF LAPSED

" LIMITED COMMERCIAL USES IN R DISTRICTS, (8) REVISE THE BOUNDARIES OF AND
MODIFY PARKING AND SCREENING REQUIREMENTS IN THE WASHINGTON-BROADWAY
AND WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICTS, (9) MODIFY CONTROLS FOR USES AND
ACCESSORY USES IN COMMERCIAL AND RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS, (10)
PERMIT CERTAIN EXCEPTIONS FROM EXPOSURE AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR
HISTORIC BUILDINGS, AND (11) MODIFY CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS IN VARIOUS USE
DISTRICTS; ADOPTING FINDINGS, INCLUDING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS, SECTION 302
FINDINGS, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE
'PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1.
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Resolution No. 18553 : CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: March 1, 2012 Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Sp ace, & LCUs

PREAMBLE :
Whereas, on May 3, 2011 Supervisor Chiu introduced a proposed Ordinance underBoard of Supervisors
(hereinafter “Board”) File Number 11-0548 which would amend the San Francisco Planning Code by
repealing Sections 136.2, 136.3, 158, 187, 249,15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending
various other Code sections to (I) increase the amount of principally permitted parking spaces for
dwellings in RC4 and C-3 Districts, (2) make off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special Use
District and RC-3 Districts consistent with those of RC-4 Districts, (3) eliminate minimum parking
requirements for the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and North Beach Neighborhood Commercial
Districts, (4) allow exceptions from required parking under specified drcumstances, -(5) amend the
restrictions on off-street parking rates and extend them to additional zoning districts, (6) revise sign,
" awning, canopy and marquee controls in specified zoning districts, (7) iricrease the permitted use size for
< limited comer commercial uses in RTO and RM districts, and allow. reactivation of lapsed limited
commercial uses in R. districts, (8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and screening
requirements in the Washington-Broadway and Waterfront Special Use Districts, (9) modify controls for
uses and accessory uses in Commercial and Residential-Commercial Districts, (10) permit certain
exceptions. from exposure and open space requirements for historic buildings, and (11) modify
conformity requirements in various use districts; and '

Whereas, on October 20, 2012, December 15, 2011, February 9, 2012 and March 1, 2012, the San Francisco

Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted duly noticed public hearings at a regularly
scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance; and

Wheéreas, On February 9, 2012, the Commission continued the item to March 1, 2012 so that the éo that the
legislative sponsor, Board President David Chiu, could work with individual Commissioners who had
issues with specific pieces of the legislation; and ' ' '

Whereas on February 8, 2012, the legislative sponsor, Board President David Chiu, sent the Commission a
memorandum requesting that the Commission not consider certain topics from the proposed Ordinance
as it is his intend to remove the following topics from the proposed Ordinance proposed Ordinance: The
* C-3 parking and FAR changes (aka “the C3 Compromise”), changes to Planning Code Section 155(g)
having to do with the long term parking rate structure, and propbsed changes to Port Property and the
expansion of the Waterfront Advisory Committee.

Whereas, at the March 1, 2012 Comrmission Hearing, the Commission divided up the proposed legislation
into 3 Phases; and : ' : ' '

Whereas at the March 1, 2012 Commission Hearing, Planning Department Staff (herein after “Staff”)

presented the 5 topics in Phase 1, which include Clerical and Minor Modifications, Transfer of

Development Rights, Limited Commercial Uses, Bike Parking and Signs, as outlined in a memo sent to
- the Comrmission on February 29, 2012; and . '

Whereas Phases 2 and 3 will be heard at separate Commission hearings; and ‘

SAN FRANGISCO - 2
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Hearing Date: March 1, 2012 ) Parkmg, Awnlng, Slgns, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

Whereas, the proposed zoning changes have been determined to be exempt from environmental review
under the General Rule Exclusion (Section 15061 (b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines); and

Whereas, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearings
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, -
Department staff, and other interested parties; and

Whereas, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
" records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

Whereas, the Comm_iséion has reviewed the proposed Ordiﬁénce; and

MOVED, that the Plarning Commyjssion hereby re'cemmends that the Board of Supervisors approve with
modifications the areas of the proposed ordinance covéred in Phase 1, as discussed at the March 1, 2012
Planning Commission Hearing. Specifically, the Commission recommends the following modifications:

Clerical Modifications:

1. In Section 202 under the description of RH Districts, there is an added parenthesis in front of RH-
2, this should be deleted. Also, under the description of PDR Districts “PDR-1-“should be’
changed to “PDG-1-G.”

2. Sections 604(a) should reference Vm’cage S1gns and not historic 51g'15 in conformance with
Ordinance # 0160-11 .

Non Clerical Modifications:

1. Consider the implications of adding the Embarcadero to Scemic Street Special Sign District
~ controls to large events held along the Embarcadero. Provide a provision to allow for temporary
signs for large events along the Embarcadero, such as the America’s Cup. Include a maximum
duration for such temporary signs, so that they must be taken down after the event. '

2. Removeé the prohibition on reinstating lapsed LCUs where a residential unit has been established.
Maintain the existing height limits for signs in the in the C and M Districts.

4.. Modify Section 151.1(f) so that any funds recovered from enforcing the Planning Code’s bike
parking requirements by the Planning Department are given to the Planning Department, and not
the Metropolitan Transportation Administration.

5. Consider expanding the proposed legislation so that changing the copy, color or logo on a sign
does. not require that the sign be brought into conformance with current Planning Code
requirements.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the 'preemble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds_, concludes, and determines as follows:
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Resolution No. 18553 : , CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: March 1,2012 - Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

1. In 1973, the San Francisco City Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, adopted the "Transit
First Policy", giving top priority to public transit investments as the centerpiece of the city's
transportation policy and adopting street capacity and parking policies to discourage increases in
automobile traffic; ' '

2. On October 26, 2010 the Board of Supervisors adopted the goal of having 20% of trips by bike by the
" year 2020; :

" Existing, buildings contribute to the unique character of San Francisco. Reusing buildings, rather than
demolishing and rebuilding them, can preserve the built character of neighborhoods, as well as foster
sustainability by conserving the energy and materials embodied in these buildings;

W,

4. The Planning Code’s sign regulations have not been significantly changes since they were adopted.
The proposed legislation seeks to rationalize and consolidate some of the existing controls.

5. Small commercial uses, although often nonconforming, tend to provide convenience goods and
services on a retail basis to meet the frequent and recurring needs of neighborhood residents within a
short distance of their homes; :

6. Over the years, the Planning Code has been amended and expanded. While many of these changes
have been necessary to address emerging issues and changing policy in the City, the current Planning
Code can be overly complex and redundant; ' ' .

7. General Plan Compliance. Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: i

L TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1 .

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT 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 ' '

Policy 1.2 _ v
Ensure the safety and comfort of pedestrians throughout the city.

VPoIicy 13

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.
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Resolution No. 18553 CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: March 1, 2012 Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, & LCUs

Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance would remove bike parking from FAR calculations, require renovated
building to provide bike parking, and require hotels to provide bike parking. AlL of these measures help
promote the City’s transit first policy, and give priority to alternative modes of transportation.

II. URBAN DESIGN FLEMENT

OBJECTIVE 4 : .
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY

Policy 4.14
Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.

Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance makes several changes to the City’s sign controls which would provide
the Planning Department with more authority to vequire that nonconforming signs be removed. It would
also remove some provisions in the Planning Code, most notable from the Van Ness Spebiul Use District,
that allow for larger and flashing signs. These proposed changes wauld help to remove obscure distracting
and cZuttermg elements in the City. /

8. The proposed replacement project is consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth
in Section 101.1 in that: ' ' '
A) The existing nelghboﬂiood-sermlg retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and future
*  opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will be
enhanced:

" Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance will encourage neighborhood-serving retail uses -or.
opportunities for employment in or ownership of such businesses by allowing expired Limited

Conforming Uses to be reestablished.

B) . The existing hoﬁsiilg and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in
‘order to préserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance will allow Limited Conforming Uses to be reinstated, helping
to conserve and protect the cultural and economic diversity of the City’s neighborhoods.

)] The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance will not have any impact on affordable housing.

D) The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking:

Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance will not have any impact on conmuter traffic or MUNI transit. -
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E)

F)

G)

2011

AYES:
NAYS:
_ABSENT:

ADOFPTED:

SAN FRANCISGE

‘A diverse economic base will be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development. And future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors or
future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors. )

The City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss .
of life in an earthquake. '

Preparedness against injury and loss of life in an earthquake is unaffected by Phase 1 of the
proposed-Ordinance. Any new construction or alteration associated with a use would be executed

in compliance with all applicable construction and safety measures.
That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:

Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance will broaden the City’s TDR prbgmm, which is used to preserve
and the City’s historic buildings. ‘

Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from
development: ’ ‘

The City’s parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas would be unaffected by
Phase 1 of the proposed Ordinance. It is not anticipated- that permits would be such that sunlight
access, to public or private property, would be adversely impacted. - '

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing. Resolution on December 15,

Linda Avery _

Commission Secretary
Commissioners Moore, Sugaya, Fong, Antonini, Miguel, Borden and Wu .
none

none

‘March 1, 2012
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memo to the Planning Commission 1650 Hision &
HEARING DATE: MARCH 1, 2012 San Francico,
Continued from the February 9, 2012 hearing CA 9410?'2479
Reception:
415.558.6378
Project Name: Amendments relating to:
Fas:
Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure, Open Space, and Lum’ced 415 58,6400
Conforming Uses. .
Case Numbers: 2011.0532T [Board File No. 11-0548] and 2011. 05332 [Boara File No.11-  Plaming
0577] Informafion:
- ‘ © 415.558.6377
Initinted by: Supervisor Chiu / Introduced May 3, 2011
Staff Contact: © Aaron Starr, Legislative Affairs
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager Legislative Affairs

, anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395
Recommendation: * Approval with Modifications

BACKGROUND

At the February 9 hearing, the Planning Commission’s final motion was made by Commissioner Borden
and seconded by Commissioner Antonioni. The motion was for a three week continuance so that the
Supervisor’s office could work with individual Commissioners who have issues with -specific pieces of
the legislation. The intent behind this motion was to ensure that with the continuance there was a
targeted discussion on issues at the next hearing.  President Miguel encouraged his fellow
Commissioners to communicate with both Staff and the Supervisor’s office to ensure that staff knew what
the Commissioner’s wanted to discuss at the next hearing. The motion passed with a 5 to 1 vote, with
Commissioner Sugaya voting against the motion.

Since that hearing, Staff met with newly elected Commission President Fong and Vice President Wu, who
requested that staff chose 5 topics with broad consensus to discuss at the next hearing in order to have a
targeted discussion. The topics that staff selected include Clerical and Minor Modlﬁcauons, Transfer of
Development Rights, Limited Commercial Uses, Bike Parking, and S1gns '

The bulk of the information provided below is the same information that was provided in the previous.
staff report. Further, the Department’s recommendation for Approval with Modifications, as outlined in
the staff report, has not changed. -

TOPICS FOR DICSUCCION
Clerical and Minor Modifications

Staff estimates that there about 120 clerical and minor modifications in the proposed legislation which
seek to fix errors in the Code, delete obsolete references and provide clarification to certain Code sections.
These changes are minor and help make the Code a more usable and effective document. Allowing these -
changes to move forward would significantly reduce the size of the proposed legislation and provide
needed fixes to the Plamung Code
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' Conforming Uses. ’

Clerical modifications include but are not limited to: correcting spelling errors, correcting incorrect’

references, removing redundant language, revising Department names, adding titles or headings to

sections, correcting tenses, updating references or sections that were missed in previous Code changes,

updating outdated language, and the like. '

Minor modifications are changes that make more extensive text change, but which do not substantially
change the Planning Code or entitlements. These include consolidating all awning and canopy controls
into one section, consolidating Vintage Sign controls and Historic Marquee controls into one section,
consolidating auto uses in Articles 2 and 8, simplifying definitions, and changing outdated references.

Trahsfer of Developﬁlen’c Rights (TDRs):

The proposed changes to the TDR program were endorsed by the Historic Preservation Commission, and
while there is concern about how the TDR program is tracked, there appears to be consensus that the
proposed change is beneficial to the City and furthers the goals of the TDR program.

The proposed change would allow TDRs to be sold across C-3 Districts. The Department believes the
market for TDRs is currently gridlocked. By allowing increased flexibility, more properties will be able to
sell and use the TDR market. : :

1. The Way It Is Now: .
" Development rights can be transferred when: _

- The Transfer Lot and the Development Lot are located in the same (-3 Zoning District; or

- The Transfer Lot is located in a C-3-O, or C-3-R District and the Development Lot is located
in the C-3-O(SD) Special Development District; or ' '

- When the Transfer Lot contains a Significant building and is located in the Extended
Preservation District, as set forth in Section 819, or a C-3-G or C-3-S District and the
Development Lot is located in the C-3-0+(SD) Spedial District; or '

© _ The Transfer Lot is in a C-3-R District or a District designated C-3-O (SD) in the Yerba Buena
Center Redevelopment Plan and is located in the Yerba Buena Center Redevelopment Project
Area and the Development Lot is located in a C-3-O District;- :

- The Transfer Lot is in a P District adjacent to a C-3 District.and meets the requirements

established in subsection (a)(4) above and the Development Lot is located ina C-3 District; or

"_ The Transfer Lot is located in any C-3 District and contains an individual landmark
designated pursuant to Article 10-and the Development Lot is located in any C-3 District but
not within a Redevelopment Agéncy Plan Area. v

The Way It Would Be: :
Transfer of Development Rights would be limited to the following: ° _
- The Transfer Lot and the Development Lot are located in a C-3 Zoning District; or
- The Transfer Lot contains a Significant building and is located in the South of Market
Extended Preservation District, as set forth in'Section 819, District; or
- The Transfer Lot is in a P District adjacent to a C-3 District and meets the requirements
established in subsection (a)(4) above and the Development Lot is located in a C-3 District; or
- The Transfer Lot is located in any C-3 District and contains an individual landmark
designated pursuant to Article 10 and the Development Lot is located in any C-3 District but
not within a Redevelopment Agency Plan Area. ' '

SAN FRANCISGE . . . 2
PLANNKING DEPARTMENT .

168



Memo to Plénning Commiss'i_on' CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: February 9, 201 _ Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure,

Open Space, and Limited
Conforming Uses.

. Basis for Recommendation:

This change basically allows TDRs to be transferred freely thought the C-3 District. The ongmal
restriction, which only allowed TDRs within the. same C-3 District, was done to ensure that
development wasn't concentrated in any one C-3 District. Since the program was enacted, a large
percentage of TDRs have been transferred within the same C-3 Districts. Now that the program
has been in place for 25 years and many districts in downtown have been built out, it's necessary
to liberalize the controls in order to equalize the supply and demand ratio and keep the program
alive. o :

Limited Commercial Uses

1.

The Way It Is Now:
The Code does not currently allow lapsed LCUs to be reactivated once that use has been -
abandoned. :

The Way It Would Be:
The proposed legislation Would allow lapsed LCUs to be reinstated with Conditional Use
Authorization so long as the space is located on or below the ground floor and was in commercial

or industrial use prior to January 1, 1960; the subject space has not been converted to a dwelling

unit; and the proposed commerdal use meets all other requirements in the Code.

Basis for Recommendation:

The Department is often overturned at the Board of Appeals when we deny a permit for
reinstituting LCUs; allowing them to be reinstated through the CU process will provide a clearer
and more direct process for property owners who wish to do so. This change will also provide
greater convenience for residents by placing more goods and services closer to where they live,
which is a hallmark and benefit of living in a dense urban env1ronment.

The Department fecommends removing the prohibition on reinstituting LCUs that have been
converted to residential units. Often, these spaces are not very well suited for residential units -
since they were originally designed as commercial spaces. Removing this provision would allow
the Commission to determine whether or not the conversion is appropriate on a case by case
basis, rather than making a blanket prohibition.

Bike Parking

The proposed d1anges to bike parking also don't appear to be overly controversial. They genera]ly seek
to encourage the inclusion of bike parking in new and extstmg buildings.

1. The Way It Is Now: -
: Blcyde parking is currently included in Gross Floor Area calculatlons
The Way It Would Be:
Bicycle parking would no longer be included in Gross Floor Area calculations.
Basis for Recommendation: :
Bike parking is something that the Department requires and encourages above the minimum
standards. Removing bike parking for FAR calculations will remove a perceived “penalty” for
including bike parking in a development and create an incentive to dedicate more space to bike
parking than required. .
55 FRANCISOD ' ' ' 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . .

169



Memo to Planning Commission o CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: February 9, 201 R - - - parking, Awning, Signs, Expostre,

n.

&

Open Space, and Limited

. : Conforming Uses. .

" The Way It Is Now: . :
Currently, the ZA enforces Bike Parking regulations. There is a $50/day fine imposed on
violations if they have not been abated within 30 days, and fines are deposited with the
Department of Parking and Traffic for expenditure by and for the Department's Bicycle Program.

The Way It Would Be: , : _

‘Under the proposed legislation, violations would be handled through the regular Planning
Department enforcement procedures' and fees for violating this section of the Code would be the
same as any other Code violation and fees would still be collected for the MTA’s Bicycle

Program.

Basis for Recommendation: ;

The current provision separates out bicycle parking from the rest of the Code provisions without
any clear reason. Bike parking violations should be treated like any other Code violation. To that
end, the Department believes the money generated from enforcement should go to the Planning
Department to cover costs associated with that enforcement, and not to the MTA's Bicycle
Program. : :

The Way It Is Now:

Bicycle parking is required when you construct a new commercial building or when a
commerdial building is enlarged and has a construction cost of at least $1,000,000.00.

" The Way It Would Be: .
The proposed legislation would require bicycle parking when a building undergoes a major
change of use: any use involving half or more of the building’s square footage, or 10,000 or more
square feet or any increase in the amount of off-street automobile parking. ‘

" Basis for Recommendation:

This change helps to advance the City’s goal of having 20% of trips by bike by 2012 by ensuring
that bike commuters have a safe and secure place to park their bikes when they get to work.

The Way It Is Now:
Bicycle Parking is required for new retail buildings, but not new hotels.

The Way It Would Be: : _
The proposed legislation would require bike parking for new hotels under the same rules that -
apply to Retail Buildings. »
Basis for Recommendation:

This change 'helps to advance the City’s goal of having 20% of trips by bike by 2012 by
encouraging hotel workers and possibly guest to commute by bicyele. '

Signs, Awnings and Canopies

The existing sign, awning and canopy controls are unnecessarily complicated. Providing consistency in
these regulations is a much needed change. While the Department generally supports these efforts, there
are a couple of elements that the Department recommends moderating. '

1.

The Way It Is Now: ~

Section 136.1 states that awnings cannot be less than eight feet above the finished grade and no
portion of any awning shell be higher than the windowsill level of the lowest story exclusive of
the ground story and mezzanine, provided that no such awning shall in any case exceed a height

of 16 feet or the roofline of the building to which it is attached, whichever is lower.
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- The Way It Would Be: :
The existing regulauons would still apply; in addition awnings would not be able to- extend
above the bottom of projecting upper-story window bays, or cover and belt cornice or horizontal,
molding. And where piers or columns deflne individual store front bays an awning may not
cover such p1er> or columns. :

Basis for Recommendation:

The goal here is to make awning controls more in line with the Kearny/Mason/Market Street
awning controls, which better articulate how awnings should relate to a building. This provision,
also helps to snnphfy the Code by making awning controls consistent throughout the City.

2. The Way ltls Now:
The Code currently allows noncon.fomung signs to exists until the end of the sign’s normal life.

The Way it Would Be:

The proposed legislation adds language to tlrus secuon of the Code that states: Signs would be
brought into conformance when the operation ceases, moves to another location, when a new
building is constructed or at the end of the signs natural life. In addition, signs would also be
required to be removed within 90 days of the business going out of business. The addition of this °
provision would provide the Planning Department greater ability to remove signs that are
nonconforming.

Basis for Recommendation:
This change will help to phase out sigris that no longer comply with the Planning Code, and will
provide the Depa.rtment with more authority to require abandoned signs be removed.

3. The Way lf Is-Now:
606(c) Signs for Limited Conforming Uses are currently regulated by the 51gn requirements in

Residental Districts.

The Way It Would Be:
New regulations wouild be inserted into the Code that spemﬁcally cover signs for LCUs. These
regulations are similar to controls for signs in NC-1 Zoning Districts with some slight variation.

Basis for Recommendation: , -
This provision would rationalize our sign controls for LCUs by modeling them after 51gn controls
fora chstmct (NC-1) that has a similar intensity and use types.

4, The Way It Is Now:
Section 607(b) Roof signs are permitted in all C M, and PDR Districts so long as they conform to
a list of specific criteria.

The Way It Would Be:

Roof signs would be prol‘ublted inallC D15tr1cts this would include the C-3 Downtown Districts
and the C-2 Districts, which are generally located along the northeast waterfront and Stonestown
Mell. '

‘Basis for Recommendation:

Roof signs create visual dutter.and add height to buﬂdmgs

5. The Way It Is Now: ,
Slgns are currently allowed to be up 0100" in C-3 Districts, and 40’ in all other C and M Districts.

A8 FRANCISCO 5

171



Memo to Planning Commission - CASE NO. 2011.0532T
.Hearing Date: February 9, 201 : ' Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure,

’ Open. Space, and Limited

- S Conforming Uses. '
The Way It Would Be: :

Signs in all C and M Districts would be limited to 40° in height. This would include the C-3
Downtown Districts and the C-2 Districts, which are generally located along the Northeast
Waterfront and Stonestown Mall. M Districts include the piers along the Northeast Waterfront
and south of the Bay Bridge, as well as parcels located in Mission Bay, Eastern Neighborhoods
and the Bayview/Hunters Point area.

Basis for Recommendation: ‘ : : .
The Department doesn’t find that the 100 height limit is problematic in the C-3 District given the
scale of the District. It recommerids either keeping the height at 100" or reducing it to no less
than 60", BT

6. The Way It Is Now: , .
Signs in RC Districts are regulated under Section 606, which also regulates all signs in Residential
Districts. - \ g ‘
The Way It Would Be: : -
Signs in RC Districts, which include some of San Francisco’s densest neighborhoods such as the
Tenderloin and areas along Van Ness Avenue, would now be regulated by the controls in Section
607.1, which currently regulates signs in NC Districts.

Basis for Recommendation: - _
This proposed change is intended to rationalize our sign controls by  making them consistent
thought the City’s mixed use districts.

7. The WayItls Now: . .
Signs for Gas Stations that are attached to the gas station building can project 10 above the roof

line.

The Way It Would Be:
Gas station signs that are attached to the building could no longer project above the roof line.

Basis for Recommendétion:

Gas stations are the only use in the Code where this is allowed. Since free standing signs can
already project above the station roof line, the Department doesn’t see the need to continue
allowing this exception for gas stations. :

8. The Way It Is Now: ‘ . .
The Embarcadero is not included in the list of Scenic Street Special Sign District. Scenic Street
Special Sign District Controls prohibit general advertising signs and signs exceeding 200 square
feet in area on any portion of a property that is within 200 feet of any street included on this list.
New General Advertising signs are banned in the City, but existing general advertising signs can
be moved to other areas of the City, including the Embarcadero, with approval from the Planning:
Commission and Board of Supervisors. ' :

The Way It Would Be:
The Embarcadero would be included on this list. Once on-the list, signs on the Embarcadero

would be restricted to 200 sq. ft. and general advertising signs would be prohibited.

Basis forRecommendation: 7 _
While the Department thinks it is appropriate to add the Embarcadero to the Scenic Street Special
Sign District list, it is conc_emed about the impacts this could have on the ability of large events

B FRANCISCO . 6
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Memo to Planning Commission : CASE NO. 2011.0532T
Hearing Date: February 9,201 - Parking, Awning, Signs, Exposure,
: ‘ " Open Space, and Limited
Conforming Uses. T
along the Embarcadero, such the America’s Cup, to install temporary signs during the event that
don’t meet the requirements of the Scenic Street Special Sign District controls. The Department
believes that there should be a provision that exempts temporary signs for such events.

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend Approval with Modifications

Attachments:
n/a
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION ' - CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS . : EpwIN M. LEE, MAYOR

October 13,2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board-of Supervisors

City Hall room 244

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-46%94

Re: Board of Supervisors File No. 110548 [Planning Code - Zoning - Uses, Signs, Building
Features, Floor Area Ratio, Parking, and Compliance in Specified Use Districts.] .

Small Business Commission Recornmendation: Approval of selected sections. No comment on
- remaining parts of the ordinance.

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

Oﬁ October 3, 2011, the Small Business Commission voted 5-1 to recommend that the Board of
Supervisors approve selected parts of BOS File No. 110767. '

The Commission supports the following selected parts of File No. 110548 that the Commissién believes
are within the direct scope of our purview. ' '

» Accessory uses in Commercial, Residential-Commercial, and Industrial Districts
(Amendments to Section 204.3) o

e Sign, Awning, Canopy, and Marquee controls :
(Amendments to Sections 136, 136.1, 136.2, 136.3, 2_62, 602.9, 602.24, 602.25, 602.26, 606, 607,
607.1, 608.6, 608.8, 608.10, 790.24, 790.26,790.58, 890.21, 890.24, and 890.58)

e Limited Commercial Uses in Residential Districts ’ :
(Amendments to Sections 186, 209.9, and 231)

The Commission makes no comment ¢n remaining sections of the proposed ordinance.

Sincerely,

Regina Dick-Endrizzi - ' ]
Director, Office of Small Business

cc. Supervisor David Chiu
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office
Aaron Starr, San Francisco Planning Department

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLAGE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANGISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
(415) 554-6408
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INTRODUCTIONFORM
Bya member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

Time Stamp or
Meeting Date

I hereby subn‘ut the following item for introduction:

1. For reference to Comm1ttee
An ordinance, resolution, motion, or charter amendment

Request for nextprinted agenda- W1thout reference to Committee

- Request for Committee hearing on a subject matter .

Request for Jetter beginning “Sdpervisor , : inquires...”
. City Attorney request '

- Call file from Committee

Budget Analyst request (attach written rnotlon) _

Substitute Legislation File Nos. . A -

. Request for Closed Session

10. Board to Sit as A Committee of the Whole

11. Questlon(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

S R S

DDDDDDDDDD

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the
following: - : .

E Small Business Commission _ ' [ “Youth Commissien
[] Ethics Commission [] Planning Commission
[ Bulldlng Inspection Commission : :

"Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resclution not on the printed agenda), use a different form.]

Sponsor(s) Superv1sor David Chiu _

Zoning — Uses Signs, Building Features Floor Area Ratio, Parking,.

) . 1
 SUBJECT: and Conlphance in Speclﬁed Use Drstnc S
. The text is listed below or attached:
See attached.
Signature of Sponscring Sdpervisor : @/C——,
For Clerk’s Use Only: .
Common/Supervisors Form ' : ' " Revised 4/2/09
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Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by repealing Sections 136.2,
136.3, 158, 187, 249.15, 263.2, 263.3, 602.25, 602.26, 607.3 and 607.4 and amending
_ various other Code sections to (1) increase the amount of principally permitted parking
spaces for dwellings and modify floor-area controls.in RC-4 and C-3 Districts, (2) make
off-street parking requirements in the Van Ness Special Use District and RC-3 Districts
consistent with those of RC-4 Districts, (3) eliminate minimum parking requirements for
the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and North Beach Neighborhood Commercial

" Districts, (4) allow exceptions fror required parking under specified circumstances, (5)

“amend the restrictions on off-street parking rates and extend them to additional zoning
districts, (6) revise sign, awning, canopy and marquee controls in specified zoning
districts, (7) increase the permitted use size for limited corner commercial uses in RTO
and RM districts, and allow reactivation of lapsed limited commercial uses in R districts,
(8) revise the boundaries of and modify parking and screening requirements in the
Washington-Broadway and Waterfront Special Use Districts, (9) modify controls for
uses and accessory uses in Commercial and Residéntial-Commercial Districts; (10)
permit certain exceptions from exposure and open space requirements for historic
buildings, and (11) modify conformity requirements in various use districts; adopting
findings, including environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of ‘
consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section .
101.1. ' . :
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