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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO HOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Malia Cohen, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Victor Young, Assistant Clerk .-rY 
July 19, 2016 

COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, July 19, 2016 

····-. 1 

The following. file should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
meeting, Tuesday, July 19, 2016. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting 
on Monday, July 18, 2016, at 1:30 p.m., by the votes indicated. 

Item No. 75 File No. 160657 

Ordinanee amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or In-Law Units) on all lots in the City in areas 
that allow residential. use; amending the Administrative Code to revise the definition of 
"rental unif' as it applies to AD Us; affirming the Planning Departmenf s determination 
under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of co.nsistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; adopting 
findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 
302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy of this ordinance to the California 
Department of Housing and Cornmunity Development aft~r adoption .. 

AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE 
Vote: Supervisor Malia Cohen -Absent 

Supervisor Scgtt Wiener - Aye 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin - Aye 
Supervisor Mark Farrell -Aye 
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REFERRED WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION AS AMENDED AS A COMMITTEE 
REPORT 

Vote: Sup~rvisor Malia Cohen -Absent 
~upervisor Scott Wiener - Aye 
. Supervisor Aarqn Peskin - Aye 
Supervisor Mark Farrell - Aye 

c: Board of Supervisors 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
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AMENDED IN BOARD 
FILE NO. 160657 7/19/2016 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Planning, Administrative Codes - Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of Accessory 

4 Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or In-Law Units) on all lots in the City 

5 in areas that allow residential use; amending the Administrative Code to revise the 

6 definition of "rental unit" as it applies to AD Us; affirming the Planning Department's. 

7 determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 

8 consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 

9 Section 101.1; adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under 

1 O Planning Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy of this ordinance to 

11 the California Department of Housing and Community Development after adoption. 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

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

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

Section 1.General and Environmental Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

21 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

22 Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

23 Supervisors in File No. 160657 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

24 this determination. 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

(b) On June 16, 2016, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19663, adopted 
I 
I findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the 

City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board 

adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors in File No. 160657, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that 

7 these Planning Code amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare 

8 for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19663. 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

Section 2. Legislative Findings. 

(a) San Francisco's total land area is approximately 49 square miles, and much of 

I this land-is not open to development because of prohibitive topography or public ownership. 
I 

(b) According to the 2010 United States Census Report, San Francisco is the most 

their income on rent. 

(d) San Francisco has a shortage of affordable housing units, exacerbated not only 

1 by a shortage of new affordable housing units, but also by the continuing loss of affordable 

housing units across the City. While approximately 6,300 new affordable housing units were 

built in the period from 2005 to 2015, over 4,500 rent controlled and otherwise protected 

11 affordable units were withdrawn from the housing market. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 (e) Policy 1.5 of the City's 2014 Housing Element, which is a required element of 

2 the City's General Plan, states that adding new units in existing residential buildings 

3 represents a simple and cost-effective method of expanding the City's housing supply. These 

4 units could be developed to meet the needs of seniors, people with disabilities and others 

5 who, because of modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need small units at relatively low 

6 rents, while simultaneously enhancing their overall safety and habitability. 

7 (f) Section 65852.2 of the California Government Code provides that any local 

8 agency may, by ordinance, provide for the creation of Accessory Dwelling Units (also known 

9 as "second" or "in-law" units) in zones that allow for residential use. The State Legislature 

1 O finds and declares that these units are a valuable form of housing in California. 

11 (g). Expanding the ability to construct Accessory Dwelling Units in San Francisco to 

12 all areas that allow for residential use will provide additional housing that may be subject to 

13 rent control and other rent stabilization protections, without substantially changing their built 

14 character and allowing more residents to live within walking distance of transit, shopping, and 

15 services. 

16 (h) Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units within existing residential buildings, subject to 

17 restrictions that incentivize their use as additional affordable rental housing, is a pragmatic 

18 infill strategy to create more housing for San Francisco residents. This strategy is crucial for 

19 San Francisco's housing market in multiple respects. 

20 (i) This infill strategy would create more apartments in the areas of the city that are 

21 already built-out without changing the neighborhood character, increasing building heights or 

22 altering the built form. Such small-scale residential infill could create additional homes for 

23 existing and future San Franciscans spread throughout the city. 

24 

25 
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1 A need exists in San Francisco for additional affordable housing. By allowing 

2 Accessory Dwelling Units citywide, San Francisco will continue to be a major provider of 

3 affordable housing opportunities in the region. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 102, 207, and 

307, and deleting Section 207.2, to read as follows: 

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

* *· * * 

Dwelling Unit, Accessory. Also known as a Secondary Unit or In-Law Unit, is a Dwelling Unit 

added te an existing rcsidcntialpropcrty and constructed entirely within the existing built envelope of 

an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within the existing built envelope o(an 

existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot with a c01npletc or partial ·wai-vcrfrom the 

Zoning Administrator ofthc density limits and/or thcparking, rearyanl, exposurtJ, or open space 

standards &/this Code pursuant te the provisions ofScctions 207(c)(4) and 307(i). 

* * * * 

16 SEC. 207. DWELLING UNIT DENSITY LIMITS. 

17 

18 

* * * * 

(c) Exceptions to Dwelling Unit Density Limits. An exception to the calculations 

19 under this Section shall be made in the following circumstances: 

20 

21 

22 

* * * * 

(4) Accessory Dwelling Units in Zoning Districts Other Than RH-J(D). 

(A) Definition. An "Accessory Dwelling Unit" (ADU) is defined in 

23 Section 102. 

24 (8) Applicability. Except for lots zoned RH-1 (p), which are regulated by 

1 5 subsection {c)(5) below, -Fthe exceptions permitted by this S~ubsection 207(c)(4) shall apply eniy 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 to all lots located within the City and County of San Francisco in areas that allow residential use; 

2 provided, however, that the Department shall not approve an application for construction of an 

3 Accessory Dwelling Unit in any building where a tenant has been evicted pursuant to Administrative 

4 Code Section 37.9(a)(9) through 37.9(a){J4) under a notice of eviction served within 10 years prior to 

5 filing the application for a building permit to construct the ADU or where a tenant has been evicted 

6 pursuant to Administrative Code Section 37.9(a){8) under a notice of eviction served within five years 

7 prior to filing the application for a building permit to construct the ADU. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

(i) lots v;ithin the boundaries o.fBoard ofSupervisors District 8 

extant on July 1, 2015; 
I . 

! (ii) lots within the boundaries ofBoard o.fSupen>'isors District 3 

[ extant on July 1, 2015; and 
I 

I (iii) lots 'l'vith a building undergoing mandatory seismic retrofitting in 

i 
1 
i compliance 1vith Section 3 4B o.f the Building Code or voluntary seismic retrofitting in compliance ·with 

1: 
1i 

ii the San Francisco Department ofBuilding Inspection's Administrflti{le Bulletin 094. 
Ii . 
! ! (C) Controls on Construction. An Accessory Dwelling Unit is permitted 
I! 
1 I to be constructed under the following condition.s: 

I' (i) For buildings that have four existing Dwelling Units or (ewer, one 

ADU is permitted: for buildings that have more than (our existing Dwelling Units, there is no limit on 

the number ofADUs permitted. 

(ii) An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be constructed entirely within 

21 the built envelope of an existing building or within the built envelope of an existing and authorized 

22 auxiliary structure on the same lot, as the built envelope in either case existed three years prior to the 

23 time the application was filed for a buildingpermit to construct the ADU. For purposes o(this 

24 i I provision, the "built envelope" shall include all spaces included in Zoning Administrator Bulletin 

25 '
1 

4, as amended from time to time, as \Nell as any infilling underneath rear extensions the open 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 area under a cantilevered room or room built on columns: decks. except for decks that 

2 encroach into the required rear yard. or decks that are supported by columns or walls other 

3 than the building wall to which it is attached and are multi-level or more than 10 feet above 

4 grade: and lightwell infills provided that the infill will be against a blank neighboring wall at the 

5 property line and not visible from any off-site location: as these spaces exist as of July 11. 

6 2016 and except for any of these spaces that encroach on the required rear yard. In the event 

7 that an ADU is built in any of these additional spaces. such construction shall require notice 

8 pursuant to Planning Code Section 311 or 312. 

9 {i} (iii) An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not be constructed using 

1 O space from an existing Dwelling Unit. 

11 (iv) A building undergoing seismic retrofitting may be eligible for a 

12 height increase pursuant to Subsection (c){4){F) below. 

13 {v) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code, an Accessory 

14 Dwelling Unit authorized under this Section 207(c){4) may not be merged with an original unit{s). 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

"5 
I 

(vi) An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not be permitted in any 

building in a Neighborhood Commercial District or in the Chinatown Community Business or Visitor 

Retail Districts if accommodating the Accessory Dwelling Unit it would ffitR.ef eliminate or reduce 

a ground-story retail or commercial space or reduce a ground story retail or commercial space by 

more than 25%" 

0:ii) Accessory Dwelling Units shall have a minimum unit size of 

I 350 square feet for studio units and 550 square feet for one bedroom units. 

The Accessory Dwelling Unit is subject to the pro-visions o.fthe 

&m Frtlncisco Rent Stabiliootion and Arbitration Ordinance (Chepter 37 of the Administr-ativ·e Code) if 

i \ the existing building or any existing Dwelling Unit within the building is subject to the Rent 

1
1 Stabilization end.Arbitration Ordinance. 

I 
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1 {iii) (D) Prohibition o(Short-Term Rentals. The Depar4nwnt shell require the 

2 Bpplicent to disclose on eny Bpplicetion for construction ofen Accessory Dwelling Unit 1·,;.h,ether the 

3 Bpplicent intends to use, or euthoricc the use .of, theAn Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not be used for 

4 Short-Term Residential Rentals under Chapter 4 IA ofthe Administrative Code, which restriction 

5 shall be recorded as a Notice o(Special Restriction on the subject lot. The Dcper4ment sh€lll not 

6 Bppro{le en Bpplicetion for construction a.fen Accessory Dwelling Unit unless the Bpplicent h€l;S 

7 pro'1lided the informetion required by this subsection. 

8 (iv) BBRrd ofSuper;isBrs District 8. 1%r Accessory Dvilelling Units 

9 on lots co{lered by Subsection 207(c)(4)(B)(i): 

10 Cl. An Accessory Drvelling Unit shell not be permitted in any 

11 .RH 1 (D) zoning district. 

12 b. An Accessory Dwelling Unit sh€lll be constructed entirely 

13 within the existing building envelope or euxiliery structure, as it existed three (3) yemw prior to the 

14 time of the appliC€!;tion for e building permit. 

15 c. For buildings thet he{le no more then 10 existing Drvclling 

16 Units, one Accessory Dvr1clling Unit is perniitted; for buildings that ha{le more th€ln 10 existing 

17 Dwelling Units, two Accessory Dwelling Units erepermitted. 

18 BBRrd o/SupewisBrs District 3. For Accessory Dwelling Units 

19 on lots cm'Cred by Subsection 207{f:){4)(B)(ii): 

20 Cl. An Accessory Dwelling Dnit shell not be permitted in €lny 

21 lUI 1 (D) zoning district. 

22 b. An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be constructed entirely 

23 ·within the existing building en{lefope or euxiliery structure, €ls it existed three (3) ye€lrsprior to the 

24 time of the appliC€!;tion fore buildingpermit. 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

e. .P'or buildings that hare four existing Dwelling Units or 

CE) Restrictions on Subdivisions. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 

6 9 of the Subdivision Code. a lot with an Accessory Dwelling Unit authorized under this Section 

7 207(c)(4) shall not be subdivided in a manner that would allow for the ADU to be sold or 

8 separately financed pursuant to any condominium plan. housing cooperative. or similar form 

9 of separate ownership: provided. however. that this prohibition on separate sale or finance of 

1 O the ADU shall not apply to a building that (i) within three years prior to July 11. 2016 was an 

11 existing condominium with no Rental Unit as defined in Section 37 .2(r) of the Administrative 

12 Code. and (ii) has had no evictions pursuant to Sections 37.9(a) through 37.9(a)(14) of the 

13 Administrative Code within 10 years prior to July 11. 2016. 

14 !fl (E)(vi) Buildings Undergoing Seismic Retrofitting. For Accessory 

15 Dwelling Units on lots covered by Subsection 207(c)(4)(B)(iii): with a building undergoing 

16 mandatory seismic retrofitting in compliance with Section 34B ofthe Building Code or voluntary 

17 seismic retrofitting in compliance with the Department o[Building Inspection's Administrative Bulletin 

18 · 094. the following additional provision applies.' 

19 a. An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall not be permitted in any 

20 RH 1 or RH 1 (D) zoning district. 

b. An Accessory Dwelling Unit shall be constructed entirfJly 

within tlic existing buUding en'vdope or auxiliary structure, as it existed three (3) years prior to the 

21 

22 

23 

24 

time ofthe f{,pplication for a buildingpermit. If permitted allowed by the Building Code, a building 

I 

'\ I. 
~5 

in which an Accessory Dwelling Unit is constructed may be raised up to three feet to create. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 ground floor ceiling heights suitable for residential use on lo·werfioors. Such a raise in height 

2 shall be: 

3 fi.J.) shall be exempt from the notification requirements of 

4 Sections 311 and 312 of this Code; and 

5 fii.J) permitted io may expand a noncomplying structure, as 

6 defined in Section 180(a)(2) of this Code and further regulated in Sections 172, 180,_ and 188, 

7 without obtaining a variance for increasing the discrepancy between existing conditions on the 

8 lot and the required standards of this Code. 

9 (iii) on lots where an ADU is added in coordination with a 

1 O building underaoing mandatorv seismic retrofitting in compliance with Section 34 of the 

11 Building Code or voluntarv seismic retrofitting in compliance with the Department of Building 

12 Inspection's Administrative Bulletin 094. the building and the new ADU shall maintain any 

13 eligibility to enter the condo-conversion lotterv and may only be subdivided if the entire 

14 property is selected on the condo-conversion lotterv. 

15 illJ (F)(vii) Waiver of Code Requirements; Applicability of Rent Ordinance. 

16 Pursuant to the provisions of Section 307(1) of this Code, the Zoning Administrator may grant 

17 an Accessory Dwelling Unit a complete or partial waiver of the density limits and parking, rear 

18 yard, exposure, or open· space standards of this Code. However, !(the Zoning Administrator 

19 grants a complete or partial waiver o(the requirements ofthis Code and the subject lot contains any 

20 Rental Units at the time an application for a building permit is filed for construction of the Accessory 

21 Dwelling Unit(s ), the property owner(s) shall enter into a Regulatory Agreement with the City under 

22 subsection (c)(4){H) subjecting the ADU{s) to the San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and 

23 Arbitration Ordinance (Chapter 37 ofthe Administrative Code) as a condition of approval o(the 

24 ADU{s). For purposes of this requirement. Rental Units shall be as defined in Section 37.2{r) of the 

25 Administrative Code. existing building or any existing Dwelling Unit v,;ithin the building is subject io 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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11 

1 the provisions &jthe San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization cmdArbitrtttion Ordinance (Ch&pter 

2 13 7 of the Administrtttive Code), the property owner shttll submit the following to the Dcpa#ment: 

3 fril tG1 Regulatory Agreements. A Regulatory Agreement required by subsection 

4 (c){4)(G) as a condition of approval of an Accessory Dwelling Unit shall contain the following: 

5 {!J_ a. proposed ttgreement demonstrttting statement that the Accessory Dwelling 

6 Unit(s) ADU{s) are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act (California Civil Code 

7 Section 1954.50) because, under Section 1954.52(h k), the owner has entered into this 

8 agreement with the City in consideration for a complete or partial waiver ofthe density limits, 

9 and/or parking, rear yard, exposure or open space standards of this Code or other direct financial 

1 O contribution or a:ny other form of assistance specified in California Government Code Sections 

11 65915 et seq. ("Agreement")..:. and 

if the .Planning Director determines neccssttry, ttn Affidttvit 

1 3 contttining information about the a description of the complete or partial waiver of Code requirements 

14 granted by the ZoningAdministrator or other direct financial contribution or ether form of 

15 assistance provided to the property owner; and-:-

16 (iii) a description ofthe remedies (or breach of the Agreement and other 

17 provisions to ensure implementation and compliance with the Agteement. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

--5 

(iv) The property owner and the Planning Director (or his designee), on 

behalf of the City, will execute the Agreement, which shall be reviewed and approved by the 

City Attorney's Office. The Agreement shall be approved executed prior to the City's issuance of 

I the First Construction Document for the project, as defined in Section 107 A.13.1 of the San 

I Francisco Building Code. 

Following execution ofthe Regu1atory Agreement bv all parties and 

I approval bv the City Attorney, the Regulatory Agreement or a memorandum thereofshall be recorded 

' against the property and shall be binding on all future owners and successors in interest. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 Any Regulatorv Agreement entered into under this Section 207(c)(4) shall not preclude 

2 a landlord from establishing the initial rental rate pursuant to Section 1954.53 of the Costa 

3 Hawkins Rental Housing Act. 

4 {I)f tl=l1 ill Monitoring Program. 

5 (i) Monitoring and Entorcement of Unit Affordability. The 

6 Department shall establish a system to monitor the affordability of the Accessory Dwelling 

7 Units authorized to be constructed by this S§:Ubsection 207(c)(4) and shall use such data to 

8 enforce the requirements o(the Regulatory Agreements entered into pursuant to subsection 

9 .(fl(il(G)(H) !t!1. Property owners shall provide the Department with rent information as 

1 O requested by the Department. The Board of Supervisors recognizes that property owners and 

11 tenants generally consider rental information sensitive and do not want it publicly disclosed. 

12 The intent of the Board is for the Department to obtain the information for purposes of 

13 monitoring and enforcement re but that its public disclosure is not it can be used hy the Department in 

14 aggregate form, not in a manner that ',vouki be linked to specific individuals or units. The 

15 Department shall only request rental infonnationfromproperty mvners ifthe notice includes the 
( . 

16 statement that the Department is acquiring it in confidence and ·willpublicly disclose it only in 

17 aggregate form. The Department shall not askproperty mvners to provide rental inforniation if it 

18 deterniines, after consulting with the City Attorney's Office, with respect to the legal requirements to 

19 determine how best to achieve the intent ofthe Board that the i'nfermation ·would he publicly 

20 disclosable under federal, state, or local law in nonaggregated form. 

21 (ii) Monitoring andEnfereement of Prohibition on uUse as Short · 

22 Term Rentals. The Department shall collect data on the use of Accessory Dwelling Units 

23 authorized to be constructed by this S§:ubsection (c)(4) as Short-Term Residential Rentals, as 

24 that term is defined in Administrative Code Section 41 A.4, and shall use such data to evaluate 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

J and enforce Notices o(Special Restriction pursuant to subsection 207(c){4){D) and the 

requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 41 A. 

(iii) Department Report. The Department shall publish a report 

4 annually until by April 1, 2019 ~that describes and evaluates the types of units being 

5 developed and their affordability rates as well as their use as Short-Term Residential Rentals. 

6 The report shall contain such additional information as the Director or the Board o(Supervisors 

7 determines would inform decision makers and the public on the effectiveness and 

8 implementation of this S§'.ubsection (c)(4) and mctke include recommendations for any 

9 amendments to the requirements ofthis Section 207(c){4) or expansion ofareas ..,mere Accessory 

10 Dwelling Units should be constructed. The Department shall transmit this report to the Board of 

11 Supervisors for its review and public input. In subsequent years, this information on Accessory 

"'2 Dwelling Units shall be included reported annually in the Housing Inventory. 

13 

14 

(5) Accessory Dwelling Units in RH-1 (D) Zoning Districts. 

{A) Definition. An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit" (ADU) is defined in Section 

15 102. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'.5 

(B) Controls on Construction. An Accessory Dwelling Unit in an RH-1 (D) 

zoning district shall be allowed only as mandated by Section 65852.2 ofthe California Government 

Code and only in strict compliance with the requirements ofsubsection (b) o(Section 65852.2. as that 

1 

state law is amended from time to time. 

j (C) Department Report. In the report required by subsection (c){4)(1){iji) 

I I ~. the Department shall include a description and evaluation of the number and types of units 

\ being developed pursuant to this subsection (c){5). their affordability rates, and such other information 

as the Director or the Board of Supervisors determines would inform decision makers and the public. 

SEC. 207.2 SECOND UNITS. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 Second units, as defined tmd referred to in Government Code Section 65852.2, are 

2 precluded in .RH 1 (D) and .RH 1 zoned areas, except for units designed for and occupied by senior 

3 citizens ("Senior Housing" as defined by Section 102) and except as may here6fter bepermitted by later 

4 amendments to this Code governing second units. 

5 (b) Government Code Section 65852.2 requires a City to adopt either an or-dinance 

6 permitting orprxluding second units within single family and multifamily zoned areas or, in the 

7 elterna#ve, to be subject to certr:dn restrictions set forth in Government Code Section 65852.2(b). The 

8 provisions of this ordinence, in light o.fotherprovisions of the Planning Code governing second units, 

9 do not result in the tote1preclusion &}second units within singlefa.mily and multifamily zoned areas 

1 O and therefore San Francisco has a legislative scheme ·which complies with Govemment Code Section 

11 65852.2(a). In the event that it is determined, how€!'rler, that San Francisco's legislative scheme does not 

12 comply ·with Government Code Section 65852.2(a.), the follo·Ningfindings are made ·with the intent of 

13 conplying with Gm,.ernment Code Section 65852.2(c). 

14 (I) Stm Francisco's to tel land area is Bpproximately 49 square miles and much of 

15 this land is not open to development becr:mse oftopogrophy orpublic ovmership. San Francisco does 

16 not hav·e the option open to many other cities ofannexing undeveloped land currently outsidb its 

17 borders. 

18 (2) Scm Francisco alr-cedy has higher density development than other cities in 

19 Califomia, both in terms &funits per square feet &jlot area and in terms &}units per linear feet of 

20 streetfrontage. The density for housing development in San Francisco rangesfrom 4, 000 square feet &f 

21 !O't aree per unit in PJl 1 (D) (House, One Family Detached Dwellings) Districts to 200 square feet per 

22 unit in R.},1 4 (A1ixed Residential, High Density) Districts. Except for districts which require a lot ·,vidth 

23 of33 feet and an aree of 4, 000 square feet, the minimum lot size for housing development is 2,500 

24 square feet in erea,follo·wing the standard lot size in San Francisco (25X100 square feet), or 1, 750 

25 square feet fer lots within 125 feet ofa corner. This density and lot size requirement allmvs greeter 
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1 / density th€H'l other jur~ictions in California 1~~7-ere the typical density and lot size is about 5, 000 

2 square feet per linit fer single family dwellings and 1, 500 square feetper linit fer multi.family 

3 development. 

4 (3) San Francisco is the most densely populated city in Celifornia. It is the fourth 

5 nwst densely populated city in the nation following only }lew York City and two cities in }lew Jersey 

6 (Jersey City and Patterson). 

7 (4) The limited land area and the limited developable lend area o}San Francisco 

8 make it difficult to provide sites to replace single family houses lost through conversion to a higher 

9 density. Once single family homes are converted into multiple dv1elling structures by the addition ofa 

10 second unit, single family housing stock is eliminatedfrom the existing supply ofsingle family homes. 

11 The irre'iJocable loss of the limited supply ofsingle :family ho1i8ing stock throughout the City ',vill 

12 ad'iJersely effect the health, sqfety and welfare o.fSan Francisco residents. 

(5) Single family residences have in recent years been demolished at a f .. wter rate 

14 than any other residential structlires in the City primarily because new mliltiple unit residential 

15 development in the City often occurs as the result of the demolition o.fsingle family homes in multiple 

16 unit districts. Singkfamily homes were 37percent ofthe residential units demolished in 1984, and 61 

17 percent of the residential units demolished in 1983. Single family homes represented an eYen larger 

18 percentage of the residential structlires demolished. Single family homes ·were 86percent of the 

19 residential structures demolished in 1984, and 74. 4percent of the residential structures demolished in 

2 0 -J..9.8-3;. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Single family structures represent only 1/3 of ell residentiel structures in San 

Francisco compared to 60 percent of the residentiel structures in the State of Califernie. Single family 

homes eccountedfer 18percent of the new housing units in San Francisco in 1984, and 7percent of 

1 I the nC"W units in 1983. Other jurisdictions in California had single family structures representing 

I I approximately 50 percent of their new residential building permits for the seme period. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISOR$ 1265 Page 14 



1 (7) The number t>ffemilics in &m Phmcisco declined in theyearsfrom 1970 to 

2 1980, as e...,idcnced by the school enrollment for the population group under 15years old. The decline 

3 in enrollment ·wasfrom 106,900 to 83, 790. The zoningpolicy o.fthe City and County ofSan Ffflncisco 

4 should encouMge families to u...,e in the City Mther than encouraging them to lee:ve the City. A farther 

5 decline in the number of families li...,ing in the City is detrimental to the public health, stt.ff.!ty and 

6 '1Veifa,re. 

7 (8) The addition o.fsecond units to single family d·wellings 'blSually results in an 

8 increase in the cost of those dwellings, and, in addition, to the cost of the remaining smaller supply of 

9 single family homes 1vithout second units. An increase in the cost of these types of dwellings rvill 

1 0 discourage familiesfrom li}'ing in the City beca'blSe the cost of dwellings most suitable for families ·will 

11 be beyond the means ofmany who would other/,;ise u...,e in the City. 

12 San Francisco willprobably face a needfor more large units in tlie future than it 

13 did in thepast, as thepopulation ages and the new baby boom continues. }Jany women born beft/,•een 

14 1945and1952 ·who delfiyed child bearing during the 1970's are now ha>dng babies at the same rate as 

15 v,;omen born after 1952. 

16 (UP / The addition ofsecond units in single family houses throughout the City will 

17 irre...,ocably deplete its limited S7ipply o.fsingle family homes and discourage families from li}'ing in the 

18 City by r-emmling the type and size ofdwelling units most suitable for families. },/any of the residential 

19 parcels in the City are less them 2, 500 square feet in size or I, 750 square feet for corner lots end do not 

20 meet minimum lot size standards. }Jany of these parcels v.·ere developed ·without required garages or 

21 with minimal garage space, and do not comply with existing ojfstreetparking requirements. The 

22 addition ofsccond r-esidential units in these areas could only ·worsen existing congestion. 

23 · (11) Parking problems are se...,erc in a number of areas of the City because a.fits 

24 dense population. The addition ofsecond units in such areas will exacerbate theparkingprobleni. 
I 

25 Imposing ojfstreetparJdng requirements on secondary units ·would only partially alleviate that 
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1 problem in that additional units cause increased trsffic other than that engaged in by the occupants of 

2 the units (such as persons 'visiting the occuprmts for social or b'blSiness purposes) as '1\lell as by the 

3 occupants e.fthe units. 

4 (12) Increasedparkingpreblems in areas e.f the City already burdened ·with trfl,ffic 

5 congestion mf,;ersely fl,ffccts the health, ssfety and welfa,re of th.e residents e.fsuch areas by interfering 

6 ·with access to offstreetparking spaces, requiring additionalpoliee services to contnJl traffic problems 

7 and unlavefulparldng, requiring occupants and visitors to parkfurtherfrom their homes (thereby also 

8 exposing themsdves to greater inconvenience and, in some instances, threat to Sfl,fety), and interfering 

9 ·with access by emergency vehicles during an emergency (a problem ·which is further complicated in 

1 0 areas ·with narrmv streets, v.Jinding reads, and other topographical fmtures which make access by 

11 vehicles difficult). 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

(13) A need exists in &n Francisco for additional affordable ho'USing. Allowing 

second units in PJf I (D) and RH I Districts is one means o.f'Pro',;iding such housing. Hm1.•ever, to allo·w 

second units without restriction in all 6f;reas currently zoned PJf I (D) 6f;nd RH I would adversely affect 

the he6f;lth, sefety and vo1elfa,re of the public bypennitting the eon-version of an undue number ofsingle 

family ho'USes to multi family units; by eliminating low density residential areas in the City and thereby 

depriving these ·whe desire to live in the City ·without the stress of living in higher density a110as of their 

opportunity to do so; and by permitting second units to be added in areas l>Vhere undue troffic 

congestion and the attendant difficulties described abo'o1e, will occur. 

(14) A further period eftime is needed in order to determine those ereas of the City 

\ where the trfl,ffic congestion problems described above would be least likely to occur and where second 
,I 

units may therefore be permitted without adverse impact to the public. 

(15) There ere no large districts suitable .for the prevision ofsecend units, but instead 

24 there are small subareas ',vhich m'blSt be reviewed on a case by case basis with communityparticipetion 

, in the review process. A case by case review is needed in order to determine those areas efthe City. 
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1 where the traffie congestion problems deserihed abow would be least likely to occur tlfld where second 

2 units may ther<~for-c bepennitted without ad·,,.erse inipact to the public. Furthermore: 

3 ?4) · The Planning Codepresentlypermits a secondary unit in all single 

4 . family homes in RH 1 (S) (Neuse, One Family ·with },/inor Second Unit), l?H 2 (House, Two Fmnily) 

5 and RH 3 (Jleuse, Three Family} Districts no matta what the lot size. Second units in single family 

6 homes arepermitted in ell other multifa'mily residential dis#icts (allR .. A1andRCDistricts), depending 

7 on the size &f the lot. 

8 (B) The :Planning Code permits the mapping o.fthe RH 1 (S) (HoUBe, One 

9 Family with }Jinor Second Unit) District. These .RH l{S) Zoning Dis·trictsprovide for a two family 

1 0 dwelling ',vith the second dv,•elling limited to 600 square feet o.fnetfloor area. The second unit remains 

11 subordinate to the owner's unit and the structures retain the appearance o.fsingle-;family dwellings. The 

12 RH 1 (S) Zoning District has been mapped inf'our areas of the City. Additional mapping of the RH 1 (SJ 

13 Zoning District may be UBed to kgalize existing secondary units in single family homes and to increase 

14 the number ofsecondary units. 

15 (C) Dwellings specifically designed for and occupied by senior citizens 

16 ("Senior HoUBing'9 arepresentlyperrnitted at a dens#y ratio or number o.fDwelling U,nits not 

17 exceeding nvice the number o.fDwelling Units otherwise permitted as a principal use in the district by 

18 the Planning Code. 

19 (16) Restricting second units in single family homes in San Francisco's :RH 1 (D) and 

20 PJI. 1 Zoning Districts may limit the hoUBirtg opportunities o.f the region. However, oP'er time, 

21 applications for RE l(S) zoning designation may be. reviev,;ed on a case by case basis by the Planning 

22 Commission and its staff, the Board a/Supervisors and the }Jayor and where second units v,;ould be 

23 appropriate and v,;ould not adversely affect the public health, safety and welfare o.fresidents of the City 

24 and County ofSan Francisco, such rezoning applications would be &ppro'l"ed. }[either the provisions of 

25 tliis Section nor those o.fGovernment Code Section 65852.2preclude the Cityfrom hereafter amending 
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1 I this Code in order to permit second units in additional situations designed to address specific housing 

2 needs and eiroumstances unique to San Francisco. 

3 (17) San FFaneisco has been and ·will continue to be a majorpro·;ider ofajfordable 

4 housing opportunities in the region. 

5 . ~4) Currently (1986) Sen Frencisco administers 6, 766 units of public 

6 housing and 2,574 Section 8 certificates. 

7 (B) Article 3 4, Section 1 of the Californie Constitution requires the approve! 

8 of the electorete as El condition to the development or ecquisition ofe lo'r'; rent housingproject by the 

9 lorn/jurisdiction. San FFaneisco hes met the requirement ·with the City's voters approving the 

10 development o.fa·meximum of3,000 low income housing units bye vote on Proposition Q on 

11 November 2, 1976. Together with the unitspre1;iously approved, approximately 4,000 low income 

' 
12 housing units may be de1;eloped, constructed or ecquired. 

(C) Benveen 1981 end 1985, San Francisco's housing production efforts 

14 included, but ·were not limited to the follo'r',lfng: 

15 1. San Fmneisco undertook a major rezoning of underutilized lend 

16 ·which will allo)'; the development of 14, 000 housing units. Another 1, 700 units ere underv;ay on vecant 

17 publicly owned sites in the City. 
I 

18 2. &n Francisco set aside $10, 000, 000 in generol fund monies for 

19 en Ajfordeble Housing Fund. $6, I 00, 000 of this emount is committed to creete 443 housing units 

20 including th.e renovetion of82 1>iacantpublic housing units into privately meneged nvo and three 

21 bedroom apartments. 

3. San FFaneisco combined $1, 000, 000 in federol Community 22 

23 

24 

De·;elopmentPunds 1vith theproceeds ofan $8,000,000 bond issue tofinence home ifnprovement loans 

I for low and modCfflte income homeowners. 
i 
I 
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1 4. The Office Housing .Pr-0duction Program (OHPP), under which 

2 high rise office devekJpers arc required to build or contribute to housing on a formula bClSed on the 

3 size o.ftheirprojects ·wClS instituted in 1981. The program hClS resulted in $25, 000, 000 and m·er 3, 700 

4 housing units to date. 

5 5. The City ofStm Pfflncisco hClS sold $84, 000, 000 in two bond 

6 issues since 1982 to provide 30 year, 10% percent mortgages to some 900 lov; to middle incomefirst 

7 time homebuyers. Jn addition a $42;000,000 bond issue ·wClS sold tofinance up to 400 homes ·with 9.8 

8 percent mor1gages. I:n June, 1985 the City sold $44,000,000 in mortgage revenue bonds tofinance the 

9 construction o.f563 units ofrental housing onfrve sites. 

10 (D) Between 1980 and mid 1985 community bClSed nonprofit organizations 

11 ',vhich reectve Community De't1elopment Block Grent funding buih 1, 166 new housing units for low and 

12 moder-ate income househokls. At the time of the 1985 report on their activities they had 200 units under 

13 construction, and 426 unitspkmned. During this same time the organications rehabilitated 1, 780 units 

14 for lo·wer income households, had 426 units undergoing rehabilitation, and hadplans to rehabilit8te 

15 1,285 units. 

16 SEC. 307. OTHER POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR. 

17 In addition to those specified in Sections 302 through 306, and Sections 316 through 

18 316.6 of this Code, the Zoning Administrator shall have the following powers and duties in 

19 administration and enforcement of this Code. The duties described in this Section shall be 

20 performed under the general supervision ofthe Director of Planning, rvho shall be kept informed of the 

21 actions of the Zoning Administrator. 

22 

23 

* * * * 

(I) Exceptions from Certain ·Specific Code Standards Through 

24 Administrative Review for Accessory Dwelling Units Constructed Pursuant to Section 

25 207(c)(4) 207.4(c) of this Code. The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1270 Page 19 



1 from the density limits and from the parking, rear yard, exposure, and/or open space 

2 requirements of this Code when modification of the requirement would facilitate the 

3 construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit, as defined in Section 102 and meeting the 

4 requirements of Section 207(c)(4) of this Code. The exposure requirements of Section 140 

5 apply, except that subsection (a)(2) may be satisfied through windows facing an open area 

6 I that is at least 15 feet in every horizontal direction that is not required to expand on 

7 I subsequent floors. In considering any request for complete or partial relief from these Code 

8 requirements, the Zoning Administrator shall facilitate the construction of such Accessory 

9 Dwelling Units to the extent feasible and shall consider any criteria elsewhere in this Section 

1 O 307 that he or she determines to be applicable. Nothing in this Section shall be interpreted as 

11 allowing for an existing non-conforming use to be deemed conforming. 

"'( * * * * 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

'5 

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 209.1, 210.4, 

710 through 747, and 810 through 818, 827, 828, 829, and 840 through 847, to read as 

follows: 

SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 
Table 209.1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

P up to one unit 
Pup to two 

per lot. C up to Pup to two units per lot, if the Pup to three 
units per 

Residential one unit per second unit is 600 sq. ft. or units per lot. C 
lot. Cup to 

Density, One unit 3,000 square less. C up to one unit per up to one unit 
§ 207 one unit per 

Dwelling per lot. feet of lot area, 3,000 square feet of lot area, per 1,000 
1,500 square 

Units (7) with no more with no more than three units square feet of 
feet of lot 

than three units per lot. lot area. 
area. 

per lot. 

* * * * 

(7) Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units may be permitted pursuant to Section.§'. 207(c)(4) 

and 207(c){5). 

SEC. 210.4. M DISTRICTS: INDUSTRIAL 

* * * * 
Table 210.4 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR M DISTRICTS 

Residential Uses 

Residential 
Density, Dwelling § 

207 
Units ill 
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C at a density ratio not exceeding the number of dwelling 
units permitted in the nearest R District, with the distance to 

·such R District measured from the midpoint of the front lot­
line or from a point directly across the street therefrom, 
whichever permits the greater density; provided, that the 
maximum density ratio shall in no case be less than one 
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10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

·23 

24 

5 
!\ 

I 

unit for each 800 feet of lot area. Any remaining fraction of 
one-half or more of the minimum amount of lot area per 
dwelling unit shall be adjusted upward to the next higher 
whole number of dwelling units. NP above. 

* * * * I 
* * * * 

(3) Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units may be permitted pursuant to Section 207 (c) (4 ). 

SEC. 710. NC-1 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT. 

NC-1 Districts are intended to serve as local neighborhood shopping districts, providing 

convenience retail goods and services for the immediately surrounding neighborhoods 

primarily during daytime hours. 

These NC-1 Districts are characterized by their location in residential neighborhoods, 

often in outlying areas of the City. The commercial intensity of these districts varies. Many of 

these districts have the lowest intensity of commercial development in the City, generally 

consisting of small clusters with three or more commercial establishments, commonly grouped 

around a corner; and in some cases short linear commercial strips with low-scale, 

interspersed mixed-use (residential-commercial) development. 

Building controls for the NC-1 District promote low-intensity development which is 

compatible with the existing scale and character of these neighborhood areas. Commercial 

development is limited to one story. Rear yard requirements at all levels preser\le existing 

backyard space. 

NC-1 commercial use provisions encourage the full range of neighborhood-serving 

convenience retail sales and services at the first story provided that the use size generally is 

limited to 3,000 square feet. However, commercial uses and features which could impact 

residential livability are prohibited, such as auto uses, financial services, general advertising 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 . 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

signs, drive-up facilities, hotels, and late-night activity; eating and drinking establishments are 

restricted, depending upon the intensity of such uses in nearby commercial districts. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story in most 

districts. Existing residential units are protected by prohibition~ of conversions above the 

ground story and limitations on demolitions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the 

district on kJts within the bound&ries ofBofE"d o.fSupervisors District 8 pursuant to S~ubsection 

207(c)(4) of this Code. 

Table 710. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR NC-1 DISTRICTS 

Article 7 Other Code 
Zoning Controls 

Code Section Section 
**** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS. 
Boundaries:-Within the boundaries o{_the NC-1 Districts 
ID- ;J _ ... 0. -~ n~ ·-~ 0 .~ T.. .1. 1 'H1 1 C 
~ ~ ~J ~ -r iJ .................. ~ ......., .. ...,.,,.,.,.}' .... , _,...., ........... 

Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in 

§ 710.91 § 207(c)(4) 
Section 102 and meeting the requirements of Section 
207(c)(4), is permitted to be constructed within an existing 
building in areas that allow zoned for residential use or 
within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the 
same lot, 12rovided that it does not eliminate or reduce a 
1o-round storv retail or commercial svace. 

20 SEC. 711. NC-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

21 The NC-2 District is intended to serve as the City's Small-Scale Neighborhood 

22 Commercial District. These districts are linear shopping streets which provide convenience 

23 goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited comparison shopping 

24 goods for a wider market. The range of comparison goods and services offered is varied and 

25 often includes specialty retail stores, restaurants, and neighborhood-serving offices. NC-2 
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Districts are commonly located along both collector and arterial streets which have transit 

routes. 

These districts range in size from two or three blocks to many blocks, although the 

commercial development in longer districts may be interspersed with housing or other land 

uses. Buildings typically range in height from two to four stories with occasional one-story 

commercial buildings. 

The small-scale district controls provide for mixed-use buildings which approximate or 

slightly exceed the standard development pattern. Rear yard requirements above the ground 

story and at, residential levels preserve open space corridors of interior blocks. 

Most new commercial development is permitted at the ground and second stories. 

Neighborhood-serving businesses are strongly encouraged. Eating and drinking and 

entertainment uses, however, are confined to the ground story. The second story may be 

used by some retail stores, personal services, and medical, business and professional offices. 

Parking and hotels are monitored at all stories. Limits on late-night activity, drive-up facilities, 

and other automobile uses protect the livability within and around the district, and promote 

continuous retail frontage. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Existing 

residential units are protected by limitations on demolition and upper-story conversions. 

Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207 (c)(4) of this 
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Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-2 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
No. Zoning Category § References NC-2 Controls by Story 

§790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

**** * * * * **** * * * * I**** I*.*** 

, Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 
711.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area ff. 

§ 207(c) 

* * * * * * * * **** * * * * 

PECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR NC-2 DISTRICTS 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code Section Section 

Zoning Controls 

**** * * * * **** 

IACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the NC-2 Districts. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellimz Unit" as defined in Section 102 

fi 711.91 and meetimz the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
S 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existinz buildinz in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinz and authorized auxiliarv 

I.structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a eround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 712. NC-3- MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD·COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

NC-3 Districts are intended in most cases to offer a wide variety of comparison and 

J specialty goods and services to a population greater than the immediate neighborhood, 

additionally providing convenience goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods. 
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NC-3 Districts are linear districts located along heavily trafficked thoroughfares which also 

serve as major transit routes. 

NC-3 Districts include some of the longest linear commercial streets in the City, some 

of which have continuous retail development for many blocks. Large-scale lots and buildings 

and wide streets distinguish the districts from smaller-scaled commercial streets, although the 

districts may include small as well as moderately scaled lots. Buildings typically range in 

height from two to four stories with occasional taller structures. 

NC-3 building standards permit moderately large commercial uses and buildings. Rear 

yards are protected at residential levels. 

A diversified commercial environment is encouraged for the NC-3 District, and a wide 

variety of uses are permitted with special emphasis on neighborhood-serving businesses. 

Eating and drinking, entertainment, financial service and certain auto uses generally are 

permitted with certain limitations at the first and second stories. Other retail businesses, 

personal services and offices are permitted at all stories of new buildings. Limited storage and 

administrative service activities are permitted with some restrictions. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second story. Existing 

residential units are protected by limitations on demolitions and upper-story conversions. 

Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district on lots ·within the boundaries ofBoard of 

Supervisors District 8 pursuant to S~ubsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR NC-3 DISTRICTS 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code Section Section 

**** **** 
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§ 712.91 § 207(c)(4) 

CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries:-Within the boundaries ofthe NC-3 Districts 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in 

Section 102 and meeting the requirements of Section 

207(c)(4), is permitted to be constructed within an existing 

building in areas that allow zoned for residential use or 

within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the 

same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a 

11 SEC. 713. NC-S - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT. 

12 NC-S Districts are intended to serve as small shopping centers or supermarket sites 

13 which provide retail goods and services for primarily car-oriented shoppers. They commonly 

14 contain at least one anchor store or supermarket, and some districts also have small medical 

15 office buildings. The range of services offered at their retail outlets usually is intended to serve 

16 the immediate and nearby neighborhoods. These districts encompass some of the most 

17 recent (post-1945) retail development in San Francisco's neighborhoods and serve as an 

18 alternative to the linear shopping street. 

19 Shopping centers and supermarket sites contain mostly one-story buildings which are 

20 removed from the street edge and set in a parking lot. Outdoor pedestrian activity consists 

21 primarily of trips between the parking lot and the stores on-site. Ground and second stories 

22 are devoted to retail sales and some personal services and offices. 

23 The NC-S standards and use provisions allow for medium-size commercial uses in low-

24 scale buildings. Rear yards are not required for new development. Most neighborhood-serving 

25 retail businesses are permitted at the first and second stories, but limitations apply to fast-food 
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1 restaurants and take-out food uses. Some auto uses are permitted at the first story. Limited 

2 storage and administrative service activities are permitted with some restrictions. 

3 Housing development in new buildings is permitted. Existing residential units are 

4 protected by limitations on demolitions and prohibitions of upper-story conversions. Accessory 

5 Dwelling Units are permitted within the district on kJts ·within the boundariCB ofBoaril ofSupcrvisors 

6 District 8 pursuant to S~ubsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

7 
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23 

24 

·5 

I 

Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR NC-S DISTRICTS 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code Section Section 

**** **** 

§ 713.91 § 207(c)(4) 

Zoning Controls 

**** 

CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

, 
Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in 
Section 102 and meeting the requirements of Section 
207(c)(4), is permitted to be constructed within an existing 
building in areas that allow zoncdfor residential use or 
within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the 
same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a 

SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

I**** 

iArticle 7 
Code 
Section 

Other 
Code 
Section 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE BROADWAY 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Zoning Controls 
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~*** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Broadway NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 
§§ 714, 

§ 
/ 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4) .. is permitted to be 
714.91 

207(c)(4) constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned:for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

:storv retail or commercial svace. 

**** **** * * * * 

SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

' 
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE CASTRO STREET 

. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Article 7 Other 
Code Code Zoning Controls 
Section Section 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Bomw ofSuper,,iisors District 8 extent on July 1, 2015. Within 

§§'. 715, the boundaries of the Castro Street NCD. 

'711: 1"1 Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 .............. -
§ 

715.91 
207(c)(4) 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4), is permitted to be 

'71 t: n'.1 constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for ..................... 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

storv retail or commercial svace. 
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I**** 
SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

The Inner Clement Street Commercial District is located on Clement Street between 

Arguello Boulevard and Funston Avenue in the eastern portion of the Richmond District of 

northwest San Francisco. The district provides a wide selection of convenience goods and 

services for the residents of the Inner Richmond neighborhood. Inner Clement Street has one 

of the greatest concentrations of restaurants of any commercial street in San Francisco, 

drawing customers from throughout the City and region. There are also a significant number 

of professional, realty, and business offices as well as financial institutions. The pleasant 

pedestrian character of the district is derived directly from the intensely active retail frontage 

on Clement Street. 

The Inner Clement Street District controls are designed to promote development that is 

consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a harmony of uses that supports 

the district's vitality. The building standards allow small-scale buildings and uses, protecting 

rear yards above the ground story and at residential levels. In new development, most 

commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although certain limitations apply to 

uses at the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the equilibrium of 

neighborhood-serving convenience and comparison shopping businesses and protect 

adjacent residential livability. These controls prohibit additional financial service and limit 

additional eating and drinking establishments, late-night commercial uses and ground-story 

entertainment uses. In order to maintain the street's active retail frontage, controls also 

prohibit most new automobile and drive-up uses. 

Housing development is encouraged in new buildings above the ground story. Existing 

24 · , \ residential units are protected bf prohibitions on upper-story conversions and limitations on 

~s 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1281 Page 30 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

demolitions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

207(c)(4) o(this Code. 

Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Inner Clement Street Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

**** **** * * * * * * * * I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 600 sq. ft. lot 

716.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area it 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

13 SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Section 

* * * * * * * * 

SS 716 716.91 
6 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOA~D OF SUPERVISORS 

COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Zoning Controls 

**** 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Inner Clement Street 

"tjill 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinrr Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meetimz the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinr;r in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinrr and authorized auxiliarv 
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!structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a izround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

demolitions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

! j 207(c)(4) ofthis Code. 
! 
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Table 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Outer Clement Street Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
**** **** **** * * * * I**** I**** 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 600 sq. ft. lot 
717.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area ii 

§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** **** * * * * 

11 SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Article 7 
Other Code Code 

Section Section 

**** * * * * 

¢¢ 717 717.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Zoning Controls 

* * * * 

',ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
I 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Outer Cl~ment Street 

N{;J2_ 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellimz Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4). is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 
--

residential use or within an existinJ? and authorized auxiliarv 

'Structure on the same lot. vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a P:round-storv retail or commercial svace. 
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I SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

The Upper Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial District is situated in the south-

central portion of Pacific Heights. It runs north-south along Fillmore Street from Jackson to 

Bush and extends west one block along California and Pine Streets. This medium-scaled, 

multi-purpose commercial district provides convenience goods to its immediate neighborhood 

as well as comparison shopping goods and services on a specialized basis to a wider trade 

area. Commercial businesses are active during both day and evening and include a number 

of bars, restaurants, specialty groceries, and specialty clothing stores. 
\ 

The Upper Fillmore District controls are designed to protect the existing building scale 

and promote new mixed-use development which is in character with adjacent buildings. 

Building standards regulate large lot and use development and protect rear yards above the 

ground story and at residential levels. Most commercial uses are permitted at the first two 

stories of new buildings. Special controls are designed to preserve the existing equilibrium of 

neighborhood-serving convenience and specialty commercial uses. In order to maintain 

convenience stores and protect adjacent livability, additional bars (unless part of a full-service 

restaurant) and formula retail establishments are prohibited, other eating and drinking 

establishments and self-service specialty foods require conditional use authorization and 

ground-story entertainment and financial service uses are limited. In order to promote 

continuous retail frontage, drive-up and most automobile uses are prohibited. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second story. Existing 

residential units are protected by limitations on demolitions and upper-story conversions. 

j Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207 (c) (4) of this 

I Code. 

I 
·1 
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Table 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE . 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Upper Fillmore Street Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * Residential Use * * * * **** I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 600 sq. ft. lot 

718.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area ii 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** * * * * * * * * 

11 SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

. 24 

25 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Section 

* * * * **** 

¢¢ 718. 718.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Zoning Controls 

* * * * 

'ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Uvver Fillmore Street 

"t:fill 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellinf!' Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)f4). is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace . 

1286 Page 35 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

.13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

Northwest of the City's geographical center, the Haight Street Neighborhood 

Commercial District is located in the Haight-Ashbury neighborhood, extending along Haight 

Street between Stanyan and Central Avenue, including a portion of Stanyan Street between 

1 Haight and Beulah. The shopping area provides convenience goods and services to local 

Haight-Ashbury residents, as well as comparison shopping goods and services to a larger 

market area. The commercial district is also frequented by users of Golden Gate Park on 

weekends and by City residents for its eating, drinking, and entertainment places. Numerous 

housing units establish the district's mixed residential-commercial character. 

The Haight Street District controls are designed to protect the existing building scale 

and promote new mixed-use development which is in character with adjacent buildings. The 

building standards regulate large-lot and use development and protect rear yards above the 

ground story and at residential levels. To promote the prevailing mixed-use character, most 

commercial uses are directed primarily to the ground story with some upper-story restrictions 

in new buildings. In order to maintain the balanced mix and variety of neighborhood-serving 

commercial uses and regulate the more intensive commercial uses which can generate 

congestion and nuisance problems, special controls prohibit additional drinking uses, limit 

additional eating establishments, restrict expansion and intensification of existing eating and 

drinking establishments, and limit entertainment and tourist hotels. Prohibitions of most 

automobile and drive-up uses protect the district's continuous retail frontage. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Existing 

residential units are protected by prohibition of upper-story conversions and limitations on 

I 
demolitions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

1 
\ 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

I 
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**** 
No. 

Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Zoning Category § References Haight Street Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

5 **** 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * " * * * * **** I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 600 sq. ft. lot 

719.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area§_ 207(c). fl 

* * * * * * * * **** * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
11 DISTRICT 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Article 7 
Code 

Section 

**** 

00 719 719.91 

Other Code 
Section 

* * * * 

o 207(c)(4) 

Zoning Controls 

**** 

IACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Haizht Street NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv DwellinfF Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4). is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinQ- in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

23 SEC. 720. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

24 The Hayes-Gough Neighborhood Commercial Transit District is located within walking 

25 distance of the Civic Center, lying west of Franklin Street and east of Laguna Street, with its 
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southern edge generally at Lily Street, with an extension sough along both sides of Octavia 

Boulevard to Market Street. This mixed-use commercial district contains a limited range of 

retail commercial activity, which primarily caters to the immediate need of the neighborhood. 

The few comparison goods that it does provide attract clientele from a wider area outside its 

I 
neighborhood, mostly the Performing Arts and Civic Center workers and visitors. There are a 

11 
number of restaurants and art galleries, but other types of retail activity are limited. 

/I The Hayes-Gough District controls are designed to allow for growth and expansion that 

I is compatible with the existing building and use scales. Building standards protect the 

I moderate building and use size and require rear yards at residential levels. To maintain the 

mixed-use character of the district, most commercial uses are permitted at the first and 

second stories and housing is strongly encouraged at the third story and above. In order to 

encourage lively pedestrian-oriented commercial activity, but restrict certain sensitive and 

problematic uses, eating and drinking, and entertainment uses are directed to the ground 

story. Retail sales activity, especially neighborhood-serving businesses, is further promoted 

by restricting new ground-story medical, business and professional offices. To protect 

continuous frontage, drive-up and most automobile uses are prohibited, above-ground parking 

is required to be setback or below ground, and active, pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses 

are required on Hayes Street and portions of Octavia Boulevard. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second story, and is 

j controlled not by lot area but by physical envelope contra.ls. Existing residential units are 

protected by limitations on demolitions, mergers, subdivisions, and upper-story conversions. 

Given the area's central location and accessibility to the downtown and to the City's transit 

network, accessory parking for residential uses is not required. The code controls for this 

, I district are supported and augmented by design guidelines and policies in the Market and 
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Octavia Area Plan of the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district 

pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

Table 720. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Hayes-Gough Transit Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * I**** I**** 
No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical envelope 
controls of height, bulk, setbacks, open 
space, exposure and other applicable 
controls of this and other Codes, as well 

720.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 as by applicable design guidelines, 
applicable elements and area plans of 
the General Plan, and design review by 
the Planning Department. 
§§ 207(c)tt, 207.6 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
18 TRANSIT DISTRICT 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Article 7 
Other Code Code 

Section Section 

* * * * **** 

¢¢ 720 720.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Zoning Controls 

**** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Haves-Gowzh NCT. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit "as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
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be constructed within an existim.! buildinr.! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

L~tructure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

veduce a rrround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 721. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

The Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial District, on Market Street at 

Castro, is situated at the border of the Eureka Valley, Buena Vista, and Duboce Triangle 

neighborhoods. Upper Market Street is a multi-purpose commercial district that provides 

limited convenience goods to adjacent neighborhoods, but also serves as a shopping street 

for a broader trade area. A large number of offices are located on Market Street within easy 

transit access to downtown. The width of Market Street and its use as a major arterial diminish 

the perception of the Upper Market Street District as a single commercial district. The street 

appears as a collection· of dispersed centers of commercial activity, concentrated at the 

intersections of Market Street with secondary streets. 

This district is well served by transit and is anchored by the Castro Street Station of the 

Market Street subway and the F-Market historic streetcar line. The F, K, L, and M streetcar 

lines traverse the district, and the Castro Station serves as a transfer point between light rail 

and crosstown and neighborhood bus lines. Additionally, Market Street is a primary bicycle 

corridor. Residential parking is not required and generally limited. Commercial establishments 

are discouraged or prohibited from building accessory .off-street parking in order to preserve 

the pedestrian-oriented character of the district and prevent attracting auto traffic. There are 

prohibitions on access (i.e. driveways, garage entries) to off-street parking and loading on 

Market Street to preserve and enhance the pedestrian-oriented character and transit function. 

I The Upper Market Street district controls are designed to promote moderate-scale 
I 

development which contributes to the definition of Market Street's design and character. They 
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are also intended to preserve the existing mix of commercial uses and maintain the livability of 

the district and its surrounding residential areas. Large-lot and use development is reviewed 

for consistency with existing development patterns. Rear yards are protected at residential 

levels. To promote mixed-use buildings, most commercial uses are permitted with some 

limitations above the second story. In order to maintain continuous retail frontage and 

preserve a balanced mix of commercial uses, ground-story neighborhood-serving uses are 

encouraged, and eating and drinking, entertainment, and financial service uses are limited. 

Continuous frontage is promoted by prohibitions of most automobile and drive-up uses. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second, story. Existing 

upper-story residential units are protected by limitations on demolitions and upper-story 

conversions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district on lots within the 

boundaries ofBoard ofSupen•isors District 8 pursuant to S~ubsection 207( c)( 4) of this Code. 

Table 721. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

~rticle 7 
Code 
Section 

* * * * 

§§_]J_L_ 

721.91 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE UPPER MARKET STREET 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Other 
Code Zoning Controls 
Section 

**** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Upper Market Street NCO. 

§ Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 

207(c)(4) and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4), is permitted to be 

constructed within an existing building in areas that allow wned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

SupeNisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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on the same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

Article 7 Other 
Code Code Zoning Controls 
Section Section 

fl: * * * **** **** 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the North Beach NCO. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 
§~ 722, 

§ and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4),_is permitted to be 
722.91 

207(c)(4) constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

storv retail or commercial svace. 

**** * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL . 

**** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

Article 7 Other 
Code Code Zoning Controls 
Section Section 

**** fl: * * * **** 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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~CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Polk Street NCO. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 
§§ 723, 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4).__is permitted to be § 
723.91 

207(c)(4) constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

istorv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

Located in the Presidio Heights neighborhood in north-central San Francisco, the 

Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District functions as a small-scale linear 

shopping area. It extends along Sacramento Street between Lyon and Spruce. Interspersed 

among residential buildings and garages, the district's daytime-oriented retail stores provide a 

limited array of convenience goods to the immediate neighborhood. Sacramento Street also 

has many elegant clothing, accessory, and antique stores and services, such as hair salons, 

which attract customers from a wider trade area. Its numerous medical and business offices 

draw clients from throughout the City. Evening activity in the district is limited to one movie 

theater, a few restaurants, and some stores near Presidio Avenue. 

The Sacramento Street District controls are designed to promote adequate growth 

opportunities for development that is compatible with the surrounding low-density residential 

neighborhood. The building standards monitor large-scale development and protect rear yards 

at the grade level and above. Most new commercial development is permitted at the first 

story; general retail uses are permitted at the second story only if such use would not involve 

1 
conversion of any existing housing units. Special controls are designed to protect existing 

11 

neighborhood-serving ground-story retail uses. New medical service uses are prohibited at all 
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stories except a change of use is permitted on the first story or below from a business or 

professional service use to medical service use under certain circumstances. Personal and 

business services are re.stricted at the ground story and prohibited on upper stories. Limits on 

new ground-story eating and drinking uses, as well as new entertainment and financial service 

uses, are intended to minimize the environmental impacts generated by the growth of such 

uses. The daytime orientation of the district is encouraged by prohibiting bars and restricting 

late-night commercial activity. New hotels and parking facilities are limited in scale and 

operation to minimize disruption to the neighborhood. Most new automobile and drive-up U!?es 

are prohibited to promote continuous retail frontage. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second story. Existing 

residential units are protected by limitations on demolitions and prohibitions of upper-story 

conversions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

207(c)(4) ofthis Code. 

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Sacramento Street Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

19 I**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 .I 
ii 
11 

11 

* * * * * * * * 

724.91 Dwelling Unit Density 

**** * * * * 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

**** * * * * I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 

§ 207 area 
§ 207(c)tt 

* * * * * * * * 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code Section 

Zoning Controls 
Section 

* * * * **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Sacramento Street NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 · 

€€ 724 724.91 and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
€ 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a Pround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

13 SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

14 The Union Street Commercial District is located in northern San Francisco between the 

15 Marina and Pacific Heights neighborhoods. The district lies along Union Street between Van 

16 Ness Avenue and Steiner, including an arm extending north on Fillmore Street to Lombard. The 

17 shopping area provides limited convenience goods for the residents of sections of the Cow 

18 Hollow, Golden Gate Valley, and Pacific Heights neighborhoods immediately surrounding the 

19 street. Important aspects of Union Street's business activity are eating and drinking 

20 establishments and specialty shops whose clientele comes from a wide trade area. There are 

21 also a significant number of professional, realty, and business offices. Many restaurants and 

22 bars as well as the district's two movie theaters are open into the evening hours, and on · 

23 weekends the street's clothing, antique stores and galleries do a vigorous business. 

24 The Union Street District controls are designed to provide sufficient growth opportunities 

25 for commercial development that is in keeping with the existing scale and character, promote 
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continuous retail frontage, and protect adjacent residential livability. Small-scale buildings and 

neighborhood-serving uses are promoted, and rear yards above the ground story and at all 

residential levels are protected. Most commercial development is permitted at the first two 

stories of new buildings, while retail service uses are monitored at the third story and above. 

Controls are necessary to preserve the remaining convenience businesses and to reduce the 

cumulative impacts which the growth of certain uses have on neighborhood residents. Such 

controls prohibit additional drinking establishments and limit additional eating establishments, 

entertainment, and financial service uses. Most automobile and drive-up uses are prohibited in 

order to maintain continuous retail frontage and minimize further traffic congestion. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the second story. Existing 

residential units are protected by limitations on demolitions and upper-story conversions. 

Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o(this 

Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References Union Street Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * **** **** I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 600 sq. ft. lot 

725.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area 
§ 207(c)fi 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Zoning Controls 

Section 

*"* * * **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Union Street NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 

QQ 725 725.91 and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
fi 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existim:z buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

1l 
'i I [ SEC. 726. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 
!i 
it*** 
11 . 

11' SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
I· TRANSIT DISTRICT 

11.....-----.----.-------------~ 
rticle 7 Other 

Code Code Zoning Controls 
Section Section 

*** 

§.§: 726, 

726.91 
§ 

207(c)(4) 

*** 

CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries ofthe Valencia Street NCT Board of 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4), is permitted to be 
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I 
I ii 
I constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zonedfor 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

l«to-rv retail or commercial svace .. 

SEC. 727. 24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT. 

The 24th Street - Mission Neighborhood Commercial Transit District is situated in the 

Inner Mission District on 24th Street between Bartlett Street and San Bruno Avenue. This 

mixed-use district provides convenience goods to its immediate neighborhood as well as 

comparison shopping goods and services to a wider trade area. The street has a great 

number of Latin American restaurants, grocery stores, and bakeries as well as other gift and 

secondhand stores. Most commercial businesses are open during the day while the district's 

bars and restaurants are also active in the evening. Dwelling units are frequently located 

above the ground-story commercial uses. 

The 24th Street - Mission Neighborhood Commercial Transit District controls are 

designed to provide potential for new development consistent with the existing scale and 

character. Small-scale buildings and neighborhood-serving uses are encouraged, and rear 

yard corridors above the ground story and at residential levels are protected. Most commercial 

uses are encouraged at the ground story, while service uses are permitted with som(\ 

, limitations at the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the unique mix of 
I 
\ convenience and specialty commercial uses. In order to maintain convenience stores and 

protect adjacent livability, new bars and fast-food restaurants are prohibited, and limitations 

apply to the development and operation of ground-story full-service restaurants, take-out food 

1 and entertainment uses. Continuous retail frontage is maintained and encouraged by 
·1 

11 prohibiting most automobile and drive-up uses, banning curb cuts, and requiring active, 

I 
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1 pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses. Parking is not required, and any new parking required 

2 to be set back or below ground. 

3 Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Housing 

4 density is not controlled by the size of the lot but by requirements to supply a high percentage 

5 of larger units and by physical envelope controls. Existing housing units are protected by 

6 prohibitions on upper-story conversions and limitations on demolitions, mergers, and 

7 subdivisions. Given the area's central location and accessibility to the City's transit network, 

8 accessory parking for residential uses is not required. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted on 

9 within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o[this Code. 

10 Table 727. 24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 24th Street - Mission Transit 
Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 
**** 

!RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
**** **** * * * * * * * * I**** I**** 

727.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 
No density limit jj 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE 24TH STREET - MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Section 

**** **** 

S727 727.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Zoning Controls 

* * * * 

IACCESSORYDWELLING UNITS 

'Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the 24th Street Mission NCT. 
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Controls: An "Accessorv Dwelling Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meeting the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existing buildinf! in areas that allow 

1residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

istructure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 728. 24TH STREET - NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

!Article 7 
Code 
Section 

fk * * * 

§§ 728, 

728.91 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE 24TH STREET - NOE VALLEY 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Other 
Code Zoning Controls 
Section 

**** I**** 

~CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the 24th Street - Noe Valley 

NCO Board ofSupervisors District 8 extant on July 1, 2015. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 . 
§ 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4),_is permitted to be 
207(c)(4) 

constructed within an existing building zoned for residential use or 

within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot .. 

orovided that it does not eliminate or reduce a f!"round-storv retail or 

commercial svace. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1301 Page 50 



1 Street to 15th Avenue and extends one block east along Ulloa Street from the Twin Peaks 

2 Tunnel entrance to Claremont Boulevard. West Portal Avenue provides a selection of goods 

3 and services for customers coming mainly from the surrounding west of Twin Peaks and 

4 Sunset single-family residential neighborhoods. The lively, small-scale retail frontage is 

5 interrupted at several locations by large-scale financial institutions which take up a large 

6 amount of commercial ground-story frontage. More than half of the number of medical, 

7 professional and business offices are located at the ground level. Except for one three-movie 

8 theater complex, West Portal offers no entertainment uses and its restaurants are mainly 

9 family-oriented. 

1 o The West Portal Avenue District controls are designed to preserve the existing family-

11 oriented, village character of West Portal Avenue. The building standards limit building heights 

12 to 26 feet and two stories and maintain the existing pattern of rear yards at the ground level 

13 and above. The height, bulk and design of new development, especially on large lots, should 

14 respect the small-scale character of the district and its surrounding residential neighborhoods. 

15 Lot mergers creating large lots are discouraged. Individual nonresidential uses require 

16 conditional use permits above 2,500 square feet and are restricted to 4,000 square feet as an 

17 absolute limit to conform with the existing small use sizes in the district. 

18 Special controls on commercial uses are designed to protect the existing mix of 

19 ground-story retail uses and prevent further intensification and congestion in the district. No 

20 new financial services are permitted. Because the district and surrounding neighborhoods are 

21 well serveq by the existing number of eating and drinking establishments, new bars, 

22 restaurants and take-out food generally are discouraged: any proposed new establishment 

23 should be carefully reviewed to ensure that it is neighborhood-serving and family-oriented, 

24 and will not involve high-volume take-out food or generate traffic, parking, or litter problems. 

25 Medical, business or professional services are permitted at the first two stories, but additional 
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ground-story locations are to be closely monitored to ensure that the current balance between 

retail and office uses is maintained. Existing service stations are encouraged to continue 

operating, but changes in their size, operation, or location are subject to review. Other 

automotive uses are prohibited. The neighborhood-oriented, retail character of the district is 

further protected by prohibiting hotels and nonretail uses. The daytime orientation of the 

district is maintained by prohibitions of entertainment uses and late-night commercial 

operating hours. 

Housing development is limited. Existing residential units are protected by 

limitations on demolition and prohibition of upper-story conversions; new construction is to be 

carefully reviewed to ensure appropriate scale, design and compatibility with adjacent 

development. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 

§ 790.118 
**** 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
* * * * **** 

729.91 Dwelling Unit Density 

* * * * * * * * 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

**** 

§ 207 

**** 

1303 

West Portal Avenue Controls by 
Story 

1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** I**.** I**** 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 
area.Ji 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Zoning Controls 
Section 

* * *.* * * * * * * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the West Portal Avenue 

r:EJ2_ 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 
€S 729 729.91 

{$ 207(c)(4) and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

1reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

The Inner Sunset Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Inner Sunset 

neighborhood, consisting of the NC-2 district bounded by Lincoln Way on the north, Fifth 

Avenue on the east, Kirkham Street on the south, and Nineteenth Avenue on the west. The 

shopping area provides convenience goods and services to local Inner Sunset residents, as 

well as comparison shopping goods and services to a larger market area. The commercial 

district is also frequented by users of Golden Gate Park on weekends and by City residents for 

its eating, drinking, and entertainment places. Numerous housing units establish the district's 

mixed residential-commercial character. 

The Inner Sunset District controls are designed to protect the existing building scale and 

promote new mixed-use development which is in character with adjacent buildings. The building 
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standards regulate large-lot and use development and protect rear yards above the ground 

I story and at residential levels. To promote the prevailing mixed use character, most commercial 

uses are directed primarily to the ground story with some upper-story restrictions in new 

buildings. In order to maintain the balanced mix and variety of neighborhood-serving 

commercial uses and regulate the more intensive commercial uses which can generate 

congestion and nuisance problems, special controls prohibit additional eating and drinking 

, uses, restrict expansion and intensification of existing eating and drinking establishments, and 

limit entertainment and tourist hotels. Prohibitions of most automobile and drive-up uses protect 

the district's continuous retail frontage. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Existing 

residential units are protected by prohibition of upper-story conversions and limitations on 

demolitions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. . Zoning Category § References 

§ 790.118 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * 

730.91 Dwelling Unit Density 

**** * * * * 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

**** 

§ 207 

* * * * 

1305 

Inner Sunset Controls by Story 

1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

* * * * I**** l* * * * 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 
areajf 
§ 207(c) 

**** 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Zoning Controls 
Section 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

'tBoundaries: Within 'the boundaries of the Inner Sunset NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit "as defined in Section 102 

¢¢ 730 730.91 and meetinP- the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existing building in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinrz and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a ground-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 731. NCT-3 - MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
DISTRICT. 

**** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE NCT-3 DISTRICTS 

Article 7 Other 
Code Code Zoning Controls 
Section Section 

fk * * * I**** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

§§ 731, Boundaries: Within the boundaries o[_the NCT-3 Districts Beard e:f 
§ 

731.91 rt ·-
_,_ T'\! ._,_ 0 ·'- --- T •. 1. 1 'il11~ 

·-·r - r.-- ...., ~.,,_,.,, ·- ...., ,.,., ..., • .,..,.,,,,.,J ... , _U'.._..,,. 

207(c)(4) 
Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4),_is permitted to be 
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constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

istorv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 732. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Article 7 
Code 
Section 

I**** 

§.§: 732. 

732.91 

Other 
Code 
Section 

~*** 

§ 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE PACIFIC AVENUE 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

!Zoning Controls 

**** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Pacific Avenue NCO. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 

and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4),_is permitted to be 

207(c)(4) constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

istorv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 733. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
I DISTRICT. 

\**** 

,I 
·I 1, 

'I 
11 

Article 7 
Code 
Section 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE UPPER MARKET STREET 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Other 
Code Zoning Controls 
Section 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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I**** I**** I**** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Boerd ofSuper,;isors District 8 extant on July 1, 2015 Within 

the boundaries of the Unner Market Street NCT. 

§§: 733, Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 
§ 

733.91 and meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4tis permitted to be 
207(c)(4) 

constructed within an existing building in areas that allow coned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure 

on the same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-

lS'torv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 733A. NCT -1 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT. 

NC-1 Districts are intended to serve as local neighborhood shopping districts, providing 

convenience retail goods and services for the immediately surrounding neighborhoods 

primarily during daytime hours. NCT-1 Districts are located near major transit services. They 

are small mixed-use clusters, generally surrounded by residential districts,- with small-scale 

neighborhood-serving commercial uses on lower floors and housing above. Housing density is 

limited not by lot area, but by the regulations on the built envelope of buildings, including 

height, bulk, setbacks, and lot coverage, and standards for residential uses, including open 

space and exposure, and urban design guidelines. There are prohibitions on access (i.e. 

driveways, garage entries) to off-street parking and loading on critical stretches of commercial 

and transit street frontages to preserve and enhance the pedestrian-oriented character and 

transit function. Residential parking is not required and generally limited. Commercial 

establishments are discouraged from building excessive accessory off-street parking in order 

to preserve the pedestrian-oriented character of the district and prevent attracting auto traffic. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 NCT-1 Districts are generally characterized by their location in residential 

2 neighborhoods. The commercial intensity of these districts varies. Many of these districts have 

3 the lowest intensity of commercial development in the City, generally consisting of small 

4 clusters with three or more commercial establishments, commonly grouped around a corner; 

5 and in some cases short linear commercial strips with low-scale, interspersed mixed-use 

6 (residential-commercial) development. Building controls for the NCT-1 District promote low-

7 intensity development which is compatible with the existing scale and character of these 

8 neighborhood areas. Commercial development is limited to one story. Rear yard requirements 

9 at all levels preserve existing backyard space. 

10 NCT-1 commercial use provisions encourage the full range of neighborhood-serving 

11 convenience retail sales and services at the first story provided that the use size generally is 

·,.., limited to 3,000 square feet. However,. commercial uses and features which could impact 

13 residential livability are prohibited, such as auto uses, financial services, general advertising 

14 signs, drive-up facilities, hotels, and late-night activity; eating and drinking establishments are 

15 restricted, depending upon the intensity of such uses in nearby commercial districts. 

16 Existing residential units are protected by prohibitions of conversions above the 

17 ground story and limitations on demolitions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the 

18 district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) o(this Code. 

19 Table 733A. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT NCT-
1 NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

20 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

21 * * * * 

22 

23 

24 

No. Zoning Category § References NCT-1 Controls by Story 

' 
§ 790.118 

1**** 

1 I jREsmENTIAL STANDARDS AND usEs 

I 
Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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* * * * * * * * **** **** I**** I**** 
No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical 
envelope controls of height, bulk, 
setbacks, open space, exposure and 
other applicable controls of this and 

733A.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 
other Codes, as well as by applicable 
design guidelines, applicable elements 
and area plans of the General Plan, 
and design review by the Planning 
Department. 
§§ 207(c)Ji., 207.6 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE NCT-1 DISTRICTS 
Article 7 

Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Zoning Controls 

Section 

**** * * * * **** 

k4.CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
', 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the NCT-1 Districts. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 
oo 733A 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
733A.91 Q 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

iresidential use or within an existing- and authorized auxiliarv 

istructure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

22 SEC. 734. NCT-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

23 DISTRICT. 

24 NCT-2 Districts are transit-oriented mixed-use neighborhoods with small scale 

25 commercial uses near transit services. The NCT-2 Districts are mixed use districts that 
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support neighborhood-serving commercial uses on lower floors and housing above. These 

Districts are well-served by public transit and aim to maximize residential and commercial 

opportunities on or near major transit services. The District's form is generally linear along 

transit-priority corridors, though may be concentric around transit stations or in broader areas 

where multiple transit services criss-cross th(;} neighborhood. Housing density is limited not by 

lot area, but by the regulations on the built envelope of buildings, including height, bulk, 

setbacks, and lot coverage, and standards for residential uses, including open space and 

exposure, and urban design guidelines. There are prohibitions on access (e.g., driveways, 

garage entries) to off-street parking and loading on critical stretches of commercial and transit 

street frontages to preserve and enhance the pedestrian-oriented character and transit 

function. Residential parking is not required and generally limited. Commercial establishments 

are discouraged from building excessive accessory off-street parking in order to preserve the 

pedestrian-oriented character of the district and prevent a.ttracting auto traffic. 

NCT-2 Districts are intended to provide convenience goods and services to the 

surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited comparison shopping goods for a wider market. 

The range of comparison goods and services offered is varied and often includes specialty 

i retail stores, restaurants, and neighborhood-serving offices. The small-scale district controls 

provide for mixed-use buildings, which approximate or slightly exceed the standard 

development pattern. Rear yard requirements above the ground story and at residential levels 

preserve open space corridors of interior blocks. 

Most new commercial development is permitted at the ground and second stories. 

Neighborhood-serving businesses are strongly encouraged. Eating and drinkin·g and 

entertainment uses, however, are confined to the ground story. The second story may be 

used by some retail stores, personal services, and medical, business and professional offices. 

Parking and hotels are monitored at all stories. Limits on late-night activity, drive-up facilities, 
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1 and other automobile uses protect the livability within and around the district, and promote 

2 continuous retail frontage. 

3 Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Existing 

4 residential units are protected by limitations on demolition and upper-story conversions. 

5 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis 

6 Code. 

7 Table 734. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References NCT -2 Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 
**** 

[RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
**** **** **** **** I**** I**** 

No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical envelope 

' 
controls of height, bulk, setbacks, open 
space, exposure and other applicable 
controls of this and other Codes, as well 

734.91 Dwelling Unit Density . § 207 as by applicable design guidelines, 
applicable elements and area plans of 
the General Plan, and design review by 
~he Planning Department. 
§§ 207(c)~. 207.6 

* * * * **** **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE NCT-2 DISTRICTS 
Article 7 

Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Section 

**** * * * * 
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2 

3 

CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

oundaries: Within the boundaries o the NCT-2 Districts. 

4 734 734.91 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

.3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

residential use or within an existin and authorized auxilia 

tructure on the same lot rovided that it does not eliminate or 

SEC. 735. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

The SoMa Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (SoMa NCT) is located along the 

6th Street and Folsom Street corridors in the South of Market. The commercial area provides 

a limited selection of convenience goods for the residents of the South of Market. Eating and 

drinking establishments contribute to the street's mixed-use character and activity in the 

evening hours. A number of upper-story professional and business offices are located in the 

district, some in converted residential units. 

The SoMa NCT has a pattern of ground floor commercial and upper story residential 

units. Controls are designed to permit moderate-scale buildings and uses,· protecting rear 

yards above the ground story and at residential levels. Active, neighborhood-serving 

commercial development is required at the ground story, curb cuts are prohibited and ground 

floor transparency and fenestration adds to the activation of the ground story. While offices 

I and general retail sales uses may locate on the second story or above of new buildings, most 

commercial uses are prohibited above the second story. In order to protect the balance and 

variety of retail use, bars and liquor stores are allowed with a conditional use. Continuous 

1 I retail frontage is promoted by prohibiting drive-up facilities, some automobile uses, and new 
I• 

I 
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1 non-retail commercial uses. Above-ground parking is required to be setback or below ground. 

2 Active, pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses are required. 

3 Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Housing 

4 density is not controlled by the size of the lot or by density controls, but by bedroom counts. 

5 Given the area's central location and accessrbility to the City's transit network, parking for 

6 residential and commercial uses is not required. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within 

7 1 the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

8 Table 735. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

9 * * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

.25 

No. Zoning Category § References SoMa Transit Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1$t I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * **** * * * * I**** I**** 
No density limit by. 

735.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 §§ 207(c)#. 

**** **** **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE SOMA NCT DISTRICTS 
Article 7 

Other Code Code 
Section 

Section 

**** * * * * 

00 735. 735.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 
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* * * * 

k4CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the SoMa NCT District. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinz Unit " as defined in Section 102 

andmeetinr:r the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinz buildinz in areas that allow 
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2 

3 

residential use or within an existinrr and authorized auxiliarv 

istructure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

'reduce a e-round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

4 SEC. 736. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

5 The Mission Street Commercial Transit District is located near the center of San 

6 Francisco in the Mission District. It lies along Mission Street between 15th and Cesar Chavez 

7 (Army) Street, and includes adjacent portions of 17th Street, 21st Street, 22nd Street, and 

8 Cesar Chavez Street. The commercial area of this District provides a selection of goods 

9 serving the day-to-day needs of the residents of the Mission District. Additionally, this District 

10 serves a wider trade area with its specialized retail outlets. Eating and drinking establishments 

11 contribute to the street's mixed-use character and activity in the evening hours. 

""2 The District is extremely w.ell-served by transit, including regional-serving BART 

13 stations at 16th Street and 24th Street, major buses running along Mission Street, and both 

14 cross-town and local-serving buses intersecting Mission along the length of this district. Given 

15 the area's central location and accessibility to the City's transit network, accessory parking for 

16 residential uses is not required. Any new parking is required to be set back or be below 

17 ground. 

18 This District has a mixed pattern of larger and smaller lots and businesses, as well as a 

19 sizable number of upper-story residential units. Controls are designed to permit moderate-

20 scale buildings and uses, protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential 

21 
1 

levels. New neighborhood-serving commercial development is encouraged mainly at the 

22 ground story. While offices and general retail sales uses may locate at the second story of 

23 new buildings under certain circumstances, most commercial uses are prohibited above the 

24 second story. Continuous retail frontage is promoted by requiring ground floor commercial 

! 5 uses in new developments and prohibiting curb cuts. Housing development in new buildings is 
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1 encouraged above the ground story. Housing density is not controlled by the size of the lot but 

2 by requirements to supply a high percentage of larger units and by physical envelope controls. 

3 Existing residential units are protected by prohibitions on upper-story conversions and 

4 limitations on demolitions, mergers, and subdivisions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted 

5 within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) o[this Code. 

6 Table 736. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

7 * * * * 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Mission Street Transit Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

**** **** * * * * **** r*** I**** 
No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical envelope 
controls of height, bulk, setbacks, open 
space, exposure and other applicable 
controls of this and other Codes, as well 

736.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 as by applicable design guidelines, 
applicable elements and area plans of 
he General Plan, and design review by 
he Planning Department. 

§§ 207(c)ii, 207.6 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE MISSION NCT DISTRICT 
Article 7 Other Code 

Code Section 
Section 

* * * * * * * * 

00 736 736.91 
rS 207fc)(4) 
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!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

!Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Mission NCT District .. 
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Unit "as de ned in Section I 02 

residential use or within an existin and authorized auxilia 

tructure on the same lot rovided that it does not eliminate or 

1 

SEC. 737. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

The Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District is located on Ocean 

Avenue from Howth Street to Manor Drive. Ocean Avenue is a multi-purpose transit-oriented 

small-scale commercial district that is modeled on the NCT-2 District. Ocean Avenue was 

developed as a streetcar-oriented commercial district in the 1920s and continues to serve this 

function, with the K-line streetcar on Ocean Avenue. Numerous other bus lines serve the 

area, especially the eastern end, where the Phelan Loop serves as a major bus terminus. The 

eastern end of the district is anchored by the main City College campus and direct linkages to 

the Balboa Park BART/MUNI rail station a couple blocks to the east, which serves as the 

southernmost San Francisco station for BART and the terminus of the J, K, and M streetcar 

lines. Because of the immediate proximity of the BART/MUNI station the district has quick and 

easy transit access to downtown. 

The Ocean Avenue NCT District is mixed use, transitioning from a predominantly one­

and two-story retail district to include neighborhood-serving commercial uses on lower floors 

1 
and housing above. Housing density is limited not by lot area, but by the regulations on the 

built envelope of buildings, including height, bulk, setbacks, and lot coverage, and standards 

for residential uses, including open space and exposure, and urban design guidelines. Access 

1 
(i.e. driveways, garage entries) to off-street parking and loading is generally prohibited on 

'I ,, 

I 
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1 Ocean Avenue to preserve and enhance the pedestrian-oriented character and transit 

2 function of the street. Residential and commercial parking are not required. 

3 The Ocean Avenue NCT District is intended to provide convenience goods and 

4 services to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited comparison shopping goods for 

5 a wider market. The range of comparison goods and services offered is varied and often 

6 includes specialty retail stores, restaurants, and neighborhood-serving offices. Buildings may 

7 range in height, with height limits generally allowing up to four or five stories. Lots are 

8 generally small to medium ·in size and lot consolidation is prohibited to preserve the fine grain 

g character of the district, unless the consolidation creates a corner parcel that enables off-

1 O street parking to be accessed from a side street. 

11 Rear yard requirements above the ground story and at residential levels preserve open 

12 space corridors of interior blocks. 

13 Commercial uses are required at the ground level and permitted at the second story. 

14 Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story. Existing 

15 residential units are protected by limitations on demolition and upper-story conversions. 

16 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) ofthis 

17 Code. 

18 Table 737. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE . 

19 **** 

No. Zoning Category § References 

§ 790.118 

**** 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * 

737.91 Dwelling Unit Density 
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§ 207 

1318 

Ocean Avenue Transit Controls by 
Story 

1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

* * * * I**** I**** 
No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical envelope 
controls of heiQht, bulk, setbacks, open 
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10 

11 

l3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

space, exposure and other applicable 
controls of this and other Codes, as well 
as by applicable design guidelines, 
applicable elements and area plans of 
the General Plan, and design review by 
~he Planning Department. 
§§ 207(c)-Ji, 207.6 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE OCEAN AVENUE NCT DISTRICT-
Article 7 

Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Zoning Controls 

Section 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Ocean Avenue NCT 

District .. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 
QQ 737 737.91 

lo 207(c)(4) and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4). is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

istructure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a JZround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

20 SEC. 738. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

21 * * * * 

22 

23 

24 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR GLEN PARK NCT DISTRICT 

5 

Article 7 Other 
Code Code 

Section Section 

**** **** **** 
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CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

, 
Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

§§ 738, 
738.91 

~07 4 
meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4), is permitted to be 

(c)( ) constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 
residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on 
he same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-story retail 

or commercials ace. 

7 SEC. 739. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 The Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset 

g neighborhood and includes the non-residential currently-zoned NC-2 properties fronting both 

1 o sides of Noriega Street between 19th and 27th and 30th through 33rd Avenues. 

11 The District provides a selection of convenience goods and services for the residents of 

12 the Outer Sunset District. There are a high concentration of restaurants, drawing customers 

13 from throughout the City and the region. There are also a significant number of professional, 
J 

14 realty, and business offices as well as financial institutions. 

15 The Noriega Street Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to 

16 promote development that is consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a 

17 harmony of uses that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small-scale 

18 buildings and uses, protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential levels. In 

19 new development, most commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although 

20 certain limitations apply to uses at the second story. Special controls are necessary to 

21 preserve the equilibrium of neighborhood-serving convenience and comparison shopping 

22 businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. To protect continuqus frontage, drive-

23 up uses are prohibited and active, pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses generally must be 

24 provided, unless such uses are authorized by Conditional Use. These controls are designed 

25 to encourage the street's active retail frontage, and local fabrication and production of goods. 
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Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of 

this Code. 

Table 739. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
No. Zoning Category § References Noriega Street Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
**** **** * * * * **** I**** I**** 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 
739.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area it 

§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Section 

* * * * **** 

QQ 739 739.91 
fi 207(c)(4) 
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**** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Norieza Street NCD. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

'.Structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 
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1 ·SEC. 740. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

2 The Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset 

3 neighborhood and includes the non-residential currently-zoned NC-2 properties fronting both 

4 sides of Irving Street between 19th and 27th Avenues. The District provides a selection of 

5 convenience goods and services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There are a 

6 high concentration of restaurants, drawing customers from throughout the City and the region. 

7 There are also a significant number of professional, realty, and business offices as well as 

8 financial institutions. 

9 The Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

1 o development that is consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a harmony of 
-

11 uses that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small-scale buildings and 

12 uses, protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential .levels. In new 

13 development, most commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although certain 

14 limitations apply to uses at the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the 

15 equilibrium of neighborhood-serving convenience and comparison shopping businesses and 

16 to protect adjacent residential livability. These controls are designed to encourage the street's 

17 active retail frontage, and local fabrication and production of goods. 

18 Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207 (c)(4) of 

19 this Code. 

20 Table 740. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

21 * * * * 
No. Zoning Category § References 

§ 790;118 

**** 

22 

23 

24 

25 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

****I**** 
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Irving Street Controls by Story 

1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 
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24 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 
740.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area-Ji. 

§ 207{c) 

* * * * **** **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Zoning Controls 
Section 

* * * * **** * * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Irvinf! Street NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 

k%' 740 740.91 and meetimz the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 
€ 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinz in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinz and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a zround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 741. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

The Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset 

neighborhood and includes the non-residential currently-zoned NC-2 properties fronting both 

sides of Taraval Street from 19th through 36th Avenues. The District provides a selection of 

. convenience goods and services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There are a 

high concentration of restaurants, drawing customers from throughout the City and the region. 

There are also a significant number of professional, realty, and business offices as well as 

I financial institutions. 
!1 

I 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1323 Page 72 



1 The Taraval Street Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to 

2 promote development that is consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a 

3 harmony of uses that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small-scale 

4 buildings and uses, protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential levels. In 

5 new development, most commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although 

6 certain limitations apply to uses at the second story. Special controls are necessary to 

7 preserve the equilibrium of neighborhood-serving convenience and comparison shopping 

8 businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. These controls are designed to 

9 encourage the street's active retail frontage, and local fabrication and production of goods. 

1 O Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) o( 

11 this Code. 

12 Table 741. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

13 **** 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category § References Taraval Street Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

**** **** * * * * * * * * I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 

741.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area fl 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Section 

* * * * * * * * 

8€ 741 741.91 ¢ 207(c)(4) 
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WCCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
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Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Taraval Street NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit "as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

!residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv · 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

I 
reduce a e-round-storv retail or commercial svace. · ii 

II SEC. 742. J.UDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

! I The Judah Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset 

11 neighborhood and includes the non-residential currently-zoned NC-2 properties fronting both 

11 sides of Judah Street from 29th through 33rd Avenues. The District provides a selection of 
.f 

\I convenience goods and services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There are a 
Ii · 
i j high concentration of restaurants, drawing customers from throughout the City and the region. 
\1 
Ii Ii There are also a significant number of professional, realty, and business offices as well as 

\I financial institutions. 

1
/ The Judah Street Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

\I development that is consistent with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a harmony of 
I 

uses that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small-scale buildings and 

uses, protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential levels. In new 

development. most commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although certain 
I 
j limitations apply to uses at the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the 

equilibrium of neighborhood-serving convenience and comparison shopping businesses and 

to protect adjacent residential livability. These controls are designed to encourage the street's 

, active retail frontage, and local fabrication and production of goods. 
!1 

11 

I 
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Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207 (c) (4) of 

this Code. 

Table 742. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
No. Zoning Category §References Judah Street Controls by Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * * * * * **** * * * * I**** I**** 
Generally, up to 1 unit per 800 sq. ft. lot 

742.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area fl 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** **** * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Section 

* * * * * * * * 

¢¢ 742 742.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 
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**** 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Judah Street NCD. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinz Unit "as defined in Section 102 

and meeting the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4). is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinfT buildinz in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinz and authorized auxiliarv 

'Structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

rreduce a ground-storv retail or commercial svace. 

1326 Page 75 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

SEC. 743. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

The Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (Folsom Street NCT) is 

located along Folsom Street in the Western SoMa area, generally between 7th Street and 

1 Oth Streets. 

The Folsom Street NCT has a pattern of ground floor commercial and upper story 

residential units. Controls are designed to permit moderate-scale buildings and uses, 

1 protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential levels. Active, neighborhood­

serving commercial development is required at the ground story where transparency and 

fenestration requirements add to the activation at the street level. While offices and general 

retail sales uses may locate on the second story, most commercial uses are prohibited above 

the second story. In order to protect the balance and variety of retail use, bars and restaurants 

are permitted on the ground floor, and liquor stores are allowed with a conditional use. 

Continuous non-residential frontage is promoted by prohibiting drive-up facilities, some 

automobile uses, and permitting a mix of commercial and production, distribution, and repair 

uses. Parking is required to be setback if above grade or locate below ground. Active, 

pedestrian-oriented ground floor uses are required. 

Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the ground story, and 

student housing is only permitted in newly constructed buildings. Housing density is not 

controlled by the size of the lot or by density controls, but by bedroom counts. Given the 

area's central location and accessibility to the City's transit network, parking for residential and 

\ commercial uses is not required. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district 

I pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis Code. . 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 Table 743. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

. 2 **** 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Folsom Street Transit Controls by 

Story 

§ 790.118 1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

**** * * * * * * * * **** I**** I**** 

743.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 
No density lim.it..tt 
§ 207(c) 

* * * * **** **** * * * *. 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Article 7 Other Code 
Code 

Section 
Section 

**** **** 

¢¢ 743 743.91 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Zoning Controls 

* * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

'Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Folsom Street NCT. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit "as defined in Section 102 

and rrieetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a zround-storv retail or commercial svace. 
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1 SEC. 744. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

2 The Regional Commercial District (RCD) is located along the 9th Street and 1 oth Street 

3 corridors, generally running from Mission Street to Harrison Street, and provides for a wide 

4 variety of commercial uses and services to a population greater than the immediate 

5 neighborhood. While providing convenience goods and services to the surrounding 

6 neighborhood, the RCD corridors are also heavily trafficked thoroughfares into and out of the 

7 City that serve shoppers from other neighborhoods and cities. 

8 Large-scale lots and buildings and wide streets distinguish the RCD from smaller-

9 scaled neighborhood commercial streets, although the district also includes small as well as 

1 o moderately scaled lots. Buildings typically range in height from two to four stories with 

11 occasional taller structures. 

~? A diverse commercial environment is encouraged for the RCD. Eating and drinking 
' 

13 establishments, general retail, office, certain auto uses, and production, distribution, and 

14 repair uses generally are permitted with certain limitations at the first and second stories. Arts 

15 activities are encouraged on all floors, but nighttime entertainment uses are prohibited. 

16 Housing development is encouraged at the second story and above, and permitted on 

17 the ground floor on smaller lots. Student housing is not permitted, and existing residential 

18 units are protected by limitations on demolitions and conversions. Accessory Dwelling Units are 

19 permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o(this Code. 

20 Table 7 44. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

21 

22 

23 

24 

-
\ 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 

§ 790.118 

**** 
1 

\ IRESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
'\ 
I'**** I**** I**** 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1329 

Regional Commercial Controls by 
Story 

1st l 2nd I 3rd+ 

I**** I**** I**.** 
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5 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

744.91 Dwelling Unit Density §207 
No density limit.if 
§ 207(c) 

**** **** * * * * * * * * 

SPECJ'FIC PROVISIONS FOR THE REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Article 7 Other Code 
Zoning Controls 

Code Section Section 

iACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

IBoundaries: Within the boundaries of the Ref!ional Commercial 

!District. 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section I 02 
so 744 744.91 

S 207(c)(4) and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is nermitted to 

be constructed within an existim! buildinf!: in areas that allow 

iresidential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

'Structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!'round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

15 SEC. 745. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

16 DISTRICT. 

17 The Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District is IOcated along 

18 Mission Street between Alemany Boulevard and the San Francisco-San Mateo county line. 

19 Outer Mission Street is mixed use, combining street-fronting retail businesses on the ground 

20 floor and housing on upper floors. The range of comparison goods and services offered is 

21 varied and often includes specialty retail stores, restaurants, and neighborhood-serving 

22 offices. The area is transit-oriented and the commercial uses serve residents of the area as 

23 well as residents and visitors from adjacent and other neighborhoods. 

24 The Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District is intended to 

25 provide convenience goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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comparison shopping goods for a wider market. Housing development in new buildings is 

encouraged above the second story. Existing residential units are protected by limitations on 

\ demolitions and upper-story conversions. Parking for residential and commercial uses is not 

required. Buildings range in height, with height limits generally allowing up to four stories. Lots 

vary in size, generally small- or medium-sized with some very large parcels. Accessory 

Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o(this Code. 

I Table 745. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Excelsior Outer Mission Controls 

by Story 

§790.118 1st . l 2nd l 3rd+ 

**** 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
**** * * * * * * * * **** I**** I**** 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 600 sq. ft. lot 
745.91 Dwelling Unit Density § 207 area ti. 

§ 207(c) 

**** * * * * . **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Section 

* * * * * * * * 

so 745 745.91 
16' 207(c)(4) 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Zoning Controls 

**** 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Excelsior Outer Mission 

!Street NCD. 
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6 

residential use or within an existin and authorized auxilia 

tructure on the same lot rovided that it does not eliminate or 

7 SEC. 746. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

8 The Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District ("Divisadero Street 

9 NCT") extends along Divisadero Street between Haight and O'Farrell Streets. Divisadero 

10 Street's dense mixed-use character consists of buildings with residential units above ground-

11 story commercialuse. Buildings typically range in height from two to four stories with 

12 occasional one-story commercial buildings. The district has an active and continuous 

13 commercial frontage along Divisadero Street for most of its length. Divisadero Street is an 

14 important public transit corridor and throughway street. The commercial district provides 

15 convenience goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited 

16 comparison shopping goods for a wider market. 

17 The Divisadero Street NCT controls are designed to encourage and promote 

18 development that enhances the walkable, mixed-use character of the corridor and 

19 surrounding neighborhoods. Rear yard requirements above the ground story and at residential 

20 levels preserve open space corridors of interior blocks. Housing development in new buildings 

21 is encouraged above the ground story. Existing residential units are protected by limitations 

22 on demolition and upper-story conversions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the 

23 district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis Code. 

24 Consistent with Divisadero Street's existing mixed-use character, new commercial 

25 development is permitted at the ground and second stories. Most neighborhood-serving 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 businesses are strongly encouraged. Controls on new Formula Retail uses are consistent with 

2 Citywide policy for Neighborhood Commercial Districts; Eating and Drinking and 

3 Entertainment uses are confined to the ground story. The second story may be used by some 

4 retail stores, personal services, and medical, business and professional offices. Additional 

5 flexibility is offered for second-floor Eating and Drinking, Entertainment, and Trade Shop uses 

6 in existing non-residential buildings to encourage the preservation and reuse of such 

7 buildings. Hotels are monitored at all stories. Limits on late-night activity, drive-up facilities, 

8 and other automobile uses protect the livability wit~in and around the district, and promote 

9 continuous retail frontage. 

10 Table 746. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 **** 

No. Zoning Category § References 

§ 790.118 

**** 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

-
\ 

**** * * * * 

In •j .~;~1 n .~;.;., 

746.91 
,,, _ _ ,,,....,,,,,,JJ 

Dwelling Unit& Density 

**** **** 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

**** 

§§ 207, 207.1, 
l'ln'7 A '7nn o o/ _I 
1.LiV o J ./VoUV\-) 

* * * * 

1333 

Divisadero Street Transit Controls 
by Story 

1st l 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** I**** I**** 
No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical envelope 
controls of height, bulk, setbacks, open 
space, exposure, required dwelling unit 
mix, and other applicable controls of 
this and other Codes, as well as by 
applicable design guidelines, applicable 
elements and area plans of the General 
Plan, and design review by the 
Planning Department. 
§§ 207Cc2#, 207.4, 201.6 

* * * * 
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SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Zoning Controls 
Section 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Divisadero Street NCT 

Controls: An "Accessorv Dwellintz Unit " as defined in Section 102 

€€ 746 746.91 and meetintz the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4). is vermitted to 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

be constructed within an existintz buildintz in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a eround-storv retail or commercial svace. 

SEC. 747. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

The Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District ("Fillmore Street NCT") 

extends along Fillmore Street between Bush and McAllister Streets. Fillmore Street's dense 

mixed-use character consists of buildings with residential units above ground-story 

commercial use. Buildings range in height from one-story commercial buildings to high-rise 

towers. Fillmore Street and Geary Boulevard ar~ important public transit corridors. The 

commercial district provides convenience goods and services to the surrounding 

neighborhoods as well as shopping, cultural, and entertainment uses that attract visitors from 

near and far. 

The Fillmore Street NCT controls are designed to encourage and promote 

development that enhances the walkable, mixed-use character of the corridor and 

surrounding neighborhoods. Rear yard requirements at residential levels preserve open space 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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corridors of interior blocks. Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the 

ground story. Existing residential units are protected by limitations on demolition and upper-

story conversions. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 

207{c){4) ofthis Code. 

Consistent with Fillmore Street's existing mixed-use character, new commercial 

development is permitted at the ground and second stories. Most neighborhood- and visitor­

serving businesses are strongly encouraged. Controls on new Formula Retail uses are 

consistent with Citywide policy for Neighborhood Commercial Districts; Eating and Drinking 

and entertainment uses are confined to the ground story. The second story may be used by 

some retail stores, personal services, and medical, business, and professional offices. 

Parking and hotels are monitored at all stories. Limits on drive-up facilities and other 

automobile uses protect the livability within and around the district and promote continuous 

retail frontage. 

Table 747. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 

§ 790.118 

* * '!' * 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * **** 

n __ :J . ..:-1 T\ _, .... 
747.91 "- _._, ,_ -.,, , 

Dwelling Unit& Density 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

**** 

§§--207, 207.1, 
11n'7 A '7nn oaj_\ 
fMIV • J ..... Vo-~\""'/ 

1335 

Fillmore Street Transit Controls by 
Story 

1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

**** I**** I**** 
No residential density limit by lot area. 
Density restricted by physical envelope 
controls of height, bulk, setbacks, open 
space, exposure, required dwelling unit 
mix, and other applicable controls of 
his and other Codes, as well as by 
applicable design guidelines, applicable 
elements and area plans of the General 
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1 

2 

3 * * * * * * * * 

Plan, and design review by the 
Planning Department. 
§.§: 207Ccl#, 207.4, 207.6 

**** * * * * 

4 SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

Article 7 
Code 

Section 

* * * * 

SS 747 747.91 

Other Code 
Section 

* * * * 

6 207(c)(4) 

TRANSIT DISTRICT 

Zoning Controls 

* * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Fillmore Street NCT. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit " as defined in Section 102 

and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207 (c)(4). is vermitted to 

be constructed within an existinr:r buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinr:r and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot vrovided that it does not eliminate or 

reduce a f!round-storv retail or commercial svace. 

17 SEC. 748. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

1 S The Japantown Neighborhood Commercial District extends between Geary Boulevard 

19 and Post Street from Fillmore Street to Laguna Street, the north side of Post Street from 

20 Webster Street to Laguna Street, and Buchanan Street from Post Street to midway between 

21 Sutter Street and Bush Street. The character of these streets is largely commercial, including 

22 large malls, although there are some residential units above the ground story. Buildings are 

23 typically two- to four-stories, although there are two taller hotels. Geary Boulevard, Fillmore 

24 Street, and Sutter Street are important public transit corridors. The commercial district 

25 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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provides convenience goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as 

shopping, cultural, and entertainment uses that attract visitors from near and far. 

The Japantown Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to 

encourage and promote development that enhances the walkable, commercial character of 

this area and to support its local and regional role. New commercial development is required 

on the ground floor and permitted above. Most neighborhood- and visitor-ser\ting businesses 

1 
are strongly encouraged, including eating, drinking, and retail uses, as long as they do not 

II create a nuisance. Less active commercial uses are encouraged above the ground floor, 

Ii along with housing and institutional uses. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the · 

II district pursuant to subsection 207(C)(4! of this Code. 

11 Table 748. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ll 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

ii 
Ii No. Zoning Category § References Japantown Controls by Story 

I! 
II 

II· ... 
~I 

§ 790.118 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

1st I 2nd I 3rd+ 

11 

I 
**** * * * * * * * * **** I**** I**** 

n •J ._, T\ -~'- §§ 207, 207.1, Generally, 1 unit per 400 sq. ft. lot area 
748.91 .~vv_r' 

Dwelling Units Densit)!. ;'71)7 A 71)/) oo/. I §.§: 207({:2#, 207.4, 207.6 ·-'-' . ' ""..., ............... \--/ 

**** * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE JAP ANTOWN 
NEIGHBORHOOD COlVIMERCIAL DISTRICT 

Article 7 
Other Code 

Code 
Section 

Section 

**** * * * * 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Zoning Controls 

**** 
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CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

oundaries: Within the boundaries o the Ja antown NCT. 

4 748 748.91 
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esidential use or within an existin and authorized auxilia 

I tructure on the same lot rovided that it does not eliminate or 

IL___l__c=~=============~__J 
f SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT. 
! 
I**** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT 
I 
I 

I 
i 
I 
I 

' 

Section Zoning Controls 

**** **** **** 

~CCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Chinatown Community Business 

District. 

§§_ 810. § Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

810.91 207(c)(4) meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be 

constructed within an existing building zoned for residential use or within 

an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot. provided that 

it does not eliminate or reduce a riround-storv retail or commercial svace. ";" 

**** **** **** 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT. 

2 **** 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

· 14 

15 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT 

Section Zoning Controls 

**** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Chinatown Visitor Retail District. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

§§.. 811, § meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be 

811.91 207(c)(4) constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on 

the same lot, provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-story retail 

or commercial svace. . 

* * * * **** **** 

16 SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

17 **** 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

5 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT 

Section Zoning Controls 

* * * * **** * * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

§§.. 812, § Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Chinatown Residential 

812.91 207(c)(4) Neighborhood District. 

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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meeting the requirements of Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be 

constructed within an existing building in areas that allow zoned for 

residential use or within an existing and authorized auxiliary structure on 

the same lot. provided that it does not eliminate or reduce a ground-story retail 

or commercial svace . . 

* * * * **** * * * * 

SEC. 813. RED - RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT. 

Residential Enclave Districts (RED) encompass many of the clusters of low-scale, 

medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow side 

streets of the South of Market area. Within these predominantly residential enclaves lie a 

number of vacant parcels, parking lots and other properties in open storage use. These 

properties are undeveloped or underdeveloped and are viewed as opportunity sites.for new, 

moderate-income, in-fill housing. 

The zoning controls for this district are tailored to the design needs and neighborhood 

characteristics of these enclaves and are intended to encourage and facilitate the 

development of attractive, compatible and economically feasible in-fill housing while providing 

adequate residential amenities to the site and neighborhood. 

Dwelling units are permitted as a principal use. Nonresidential uses, except art related 

activities, are not permitted, except for certain uses in historic buildings. Existing commercial 

\ activities in nonresidential structures may continu.e as nonconforming uses subject to the 

termination requirements of Sections 185 and 186. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within 

the district pursuant to subsection 207{c){4) of this Code. 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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Table 813 
RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No.IZoning Category!§ References! Residential Enclave Controls 

**** 
USE STANDARDS 

813.03 Residential Density §§ 124(b ), 208 No density limit it 

**** * * * * §§ 102.9, 123, 124, 127 Generally, 1.0 to 1 floor area ratio 

**** 
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR THE RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT 

Section Zoning Controls 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

!Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Residential Enclave District. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit "as defined in Section 102 and 

¢¢ 813 813.03 ¢ 207(c)(4, meetim:r the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to be 

constructed within an existinf! buildinz in areas that allow residential 

tuse or within an existinfT and authorized auxiliarv structure on the same 

lfil .. 
I 

SEC. 814. SPD - SOUTH PARK DISTRICT. 

South Park is an attractive affordable mixed-use neighborhood. The South Park District 

(SPD) is intended to preserve the scale, density and mix of commercial and residential 

activities within this unique neighborhood. The district is characterized by small-scale, 

I continuous-frontage warehouse, retail and residential structures built in a ring around an oval­

shaped, grassy park. Retention of the existing structures is encouraged, as is a continued mix 

of uses, family-sized housing units, and in-fill development which contributes positively to the 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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neighborhood scale and use mix. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district 

pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

Most retail, general commercial, office, service/light industrial, arts, live/work and 

residential activities are permitted. Group housing, social services, and other institutional uses 

are conditional uses. Hotels, motels, movie theaters, adult entertainment and nighttime 

entertainment are not permitted. 

**** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SPD DISTRICTS 
Article Code Other Code Zoning Controls Section Section 

* * * * * * * * **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within tlie boundaries of the SPD Districts. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellinz Unit" as defined in Section 102 

So 814 814.03 S 207(c)(4) and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to be 

constructed within an existinf! buildinrr in areas that allow residential 

use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv structure on the 

same lot .. 

* * * * * * * * **** 

SEC. 815. RSD- RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

The Residential/Service Mixed Use District (RSD) runs along Harrison St. between 4th 

St. and 5th St. The RSD serves as a housing opportunity area within the South of Market 

Mixed Use Districts. The district controls are intended to facilitate the development of high- . 

density, mid-rise housing, including residential hotels and live/work units, while also 

encouraging the expansion of retail, business service and commercial and cultural arts 
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I activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted are permitted within the district pursuant to 
I 

I subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

I . Residential hotels are subject to flexible standards for parking, rear yard/open space 

I and density. Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail 

activities along major thoroughfares is encouraged. 

General office, hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult entertainment, massage 

I establishment, movie theaters and heavy industrial uses are not permitted, except that 

massages services are authorized as a conditional use in the Residential/Service Mixed Use 

District when provided in conjunction with full-service spa services. 

Table 815 
RSD - RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Zoning § Residential/Service 
No. Category References Mixed Use District Controls 

**** **** **** * * * * 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Residential/Service 

'Mixed Use District. 

00 815 Residential Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellinf! Unit "as defined in Section 102 
¢ 207(c)(4) 

815.03 Densitv Limit and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207 (c)(4) is oermitted to 

be constructed within an existinf! buildinfT in areas that allow 

!residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

!Structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 816. SLR - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

The Service/Light Industrial/Residential (SLR) Mixed Use District is designed to 

/ \ maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light industrial, home and 

ii . . 
II 

I 
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1 business service, wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, 

2 live/work use, general commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service 

3 activities while protecting existing housing and encouraging the development of housing and 

4 live/work space at a scale and density compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

5 Housing and live/work units are encouraged over ground floor commercial/service/light 

6 industrial activity. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as 

7 much mixed-income rental housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units 

8 would be protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring 

9 conditional use review. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to 

10 subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

11 General office, hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and 

12 heavy industrial uses are not permitted. 

Table 816 
SLR - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USED DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 
Service/Light Industrial/ 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

No. Zoning Category § References Residential Mixed Use District 
Controls 

**** **** **** **** 

1 :200 for dwelling units -Ji;_ 

816.03 Residential Density Limit §§ 124, 207.5, 208 1 bedroom for each 70 sq. ft. of 

lot area for group housing 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SLR DISTRICTS 

Article I 
Code I Other Code I Zoning Controls 

Section 
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I 

Sectio 
n 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

i,ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the SLR Mixed Use District. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwelliniz Unit " as defined in Section 102 
00 816. 

$ 207(c)(4) and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to be 
816.03 

constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow 

residential use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv 

structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 817. SU-SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 
" 

The Service/Light Industrial (SU) District is designed to protect and facilitate the 

expansion of existing general commercial, manufacturing, home and business service, 

live/work use, arts uses, light industrial activities and small design professional office firms. 

Existing group housing and dwelling units are protected from demolition or conversion to 

nonresidential use and development of group housing and low-income affordable dwelling 

units are permitted as a conditional use. General office, hotels, movie theaters, nighttime 

entertainment and adult entertainment uses are not permitted. Accessory Dwelling Units are 

permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

Table 817 
SLI - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * **** 
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1 :200 for dwelling units ft 

817.03 Residential Density Limit § 208. 1 bedroom for each 70 sq. ft. of lot area 

for group housing 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SLI DISTRICTS 

' 
Article Code Other Code 

Zoning Controls 
Section Section 

**** **** * * * * 

!ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

!Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the SL! Mixed Use District. 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellimz Unit" as defined in Section 102 
6207(c)(4) 

66 817 817.03 and meetinf! the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to be 

constructed within an existinf! buildinf! in areas that allow residential 

use or within an existinf! and authorized auxiliarv structure on the 

same lot. 

* * * * **** **** 

19 SEC. 818. SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT. 

20 The SeNice/Secondary Office District (SSO) is designed to accommodate small-scale 

21 light industrial, home and business seNices, arts activities, live/work units, and small-scale, 

22 professional office space and large-floor-plate "back office" space for sales and clerical work 

23 forces. Nighttime entertainment is permitted as a conditional use. Dwelling units and group 

24 housing are permitted as conditional uses. Demolition or conversion of existing group housing 

25 
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or dwelling units requires conditional use authorization. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted 

within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) o(this Code. 

Office, general commercial, most retail, service and light industrial uses are principal 

permitted uses. Large hotel, movie theater, adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are 

not permitted. 

Small hotels of 75 rooms or less are permitted in this District only as a conditional use. 

Any such conditional use authorization requires a conditional use finding that disallows project 

proposals that displace existing Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses. 

Table 818 
SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category §References 
Service/Secondary Office District 

Controls 

* * * * **** **** * * * * 

1 :200 for dwellings Ji; 

818.03 Residential Density §§ 124(b), 207.5, 208 1 bedroom for each 70 sq. ft. of lot area for 

group housing 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SSO DISTRICTS 
Article Code Other Code Zoning Controls Section Section 

**** * * * * **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the SL! Mixed Use District. 
66 818 818.03 6207(c)(4) 

Controls: An ''Accessorv Dwellintz Unit "as defined in Section 102 and 

meetintz the reauirements of Section 207(c)(4) is vermitted to be 
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constructed within an existinz buildinf! in areas that allow residential 

use or within an existinz and authorized auxiliarv structure on the same 

lot. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 827. RINCON HILL DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT (RH-DTR). 

The Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use District (RH-DTR), the boundaries of 

which are shown in Section Map No. 1 of the Zoning Map, is established for the purposes set 

forth below. 

The RH-DTR District is adjacent to the southern edge of the downtown, generally 

bounded by Folsom Street, the Bay Bridge, the Embarcadero, and Essex Street. High-density 

residential uses and supporting commercial and institutional uses are allowed and 

encouraged within the limits set by height, bulk, and tower spacing controls. Folsom Street is 

intended to develop as the neighborhood commercial heart of the Rincon Hill and Transbay 

neighborhoods, and pedestrian-oriented uses are required on the ground floor. Individual 

townhouse dwelling units with ground floor entries directly to the street are required on streets 

that will become primarily residential, including First, Fremont, Beale, Main, and Spear 

Streets. 

While lot coverage is limited for all levels with residential uses that do not face onto 

streets or alleys, traditional rear yard open spaces are not required except in the limited 

instances where there is an existing pattern of them, such as smaller lots on the Guy Place 

block. Specific height, bulk, and setback controls establish appropriate heights for both towers 

and mid-rise podium development and ensure adequate spacing between towers in order to 

establish a neighborhood scale and ensure light and air to streets and open spaces. Setbacks 

are required where necessary to provide transition space for ground floor residential uses and 
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1 to ensure sunlight access to streets and open spaces. Off-street parking must be located 

2 below grade. 

3 Given the need for services and open space resulting from new development, projects 

4 will provide or contribute funding for the creation of public open space and community facilities 

5 as described in the Rincon Hill Area Plan of the General Plan. The Rincon Hill Streetscape 

6 Plan, part of the Area Plan, proposes to enhance and redesign most streets in the district to 

7 create substantial new open space amenities, improve pedestrian conditions, and improve the 

8 flow of local traffic and transit. Detailed standards for the provision of open spaces, mid-block 

9 pathways, and residential entries are provided to ensure that new buildings contribute to 

10 creating a public realm of the highest quality in Rincon Hill.Accessory Dwelling Units are 

11 permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o[this Code. 

12 Table 827 

.3 RINCON HILL DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

No. Zoning Category 
§ Rincon Hill Downtown Residential Mixed Use 

References District Zoning Controls 
**** 

Residential Standards and Uses 

**** * * * * **** * * * * 

Residential 
No Limit.§ 207.5(d) jj, 

.47 Density, Dwelling · § 890.88(a) 
Unit Mix Required § 207 .6 

Units 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR 
RINCON HILL DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE 

111 Section I 
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**** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the Rincon Hill Downtown 

Residential Mixed Use District. 

§' 827.47 §'207(c){4) Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o{Section 207(c){4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliary_ structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 828. TRANSBAY DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT (TB-DTR). 

The Transbay Downtown Residential District, which is wholly within the Transbay 

Redevelopment Project Area, comprises mostly publicly owned parcels containing 

infrastructure or underutilized land related to the Transbay Terminal and former Embarcadero 

Freeway. This district generally extends along the north side of Folsom Street from Spear to 

Essex Streets, and between Main and Beale Streets to the north side of Howard Street. Laid 

out in the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its companion documents, including the Design 

for the Development and the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for the Transbay 

Redevelopment Project, is the comprehensive vision for this underutilized area as a high­

density, predominantly residential, district within walking distance of the downtown core, 
·-.,, 

transit facilities, and the waterfront. The plan for the district includes: a mix of widely-spaced 

high-rises, mixed with a street-defining base of low- and mid-rise buildings with ground floor 

townhouses; a public open space on part of the block bounded by Folsom, Beale, Howard, 

and Main Streets; ground-floor retail along Folsom Street; and several new alleyways to break 

up the size of the blocks. 
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1 (a) Basic Controls. Development controls for this district are established in the 

2 Transbay Redevelopment Plan as approved by the Planning Commission on December 9, 

3 2004, and January 13, 2005, specifically the Development Controls and Design Guidelines for 

4 the Transbay Redevelopment Project. On matters to which these Redevelopment documents 

5 are silent, controls in this Code pertaining to the C-3-0 District shall apply. The C-3-0 District 

6 permits construction o(Accessory Dwelling Units pursuant to Section 207 (c){4) of this Code. 

7 SEC. 829. SOUTH BEACH DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT (SB-DTR). 

8 The South Beach Downtown Residential Mixed Use District (SB-DTR), the boundaries 

Q of which are shown in Section Map No. 1 of the Zoning Map, is established for the purposes 

1 O set forth below. 

11 The SB-DTR District is adjacent to the southern edge of the downtown, generally 

·? bounded by the Bay Bridge, Bryant Street, the Embarcadero, and 2nd Street, and is primarily 

13 comprised of the former South Beach Redevelopment Area. High-density residential uses and 

14 supporting commercial and institutional uses are allowed and encouraged within the limits set 

15 by height, bulk, and tower spacing controls. Individual townhouse dwelling units with ground 

16 floor entries directly to the street are generally required on streets. 

17 While lot coverage is limited for all levels with residential uses that do not face onto 

18 streets or alleys, traditional rear yard open spaces are not required. Specific height, bulk, and 

19 setback controls establish appropriate heights for both towers and mid-rise podium 

20 development and ensure adequate spacing between towers in order to establish a 

21 neighborhood scale and ensure light and air to streets and open spaces. Setbacks are 

22 required where necessary to provide transition space for ground floor residential uses and to 

23 ensure sunlight access to streets and open spaces. Off-street parking must be located below 

24 grade. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) of 

5 this Code. 

I 
I 
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Table 829 
SOUTH BEACH DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 
§ South Beach Downtown Residential District 

References Zoning Controls 
Ck*** 

Residential Standards and Uses 

**** * * * * **** * * * * 

Residential 
No Limit. § 207.S(d) "Ji 

.47 Density, Dwelling § 890.88(a) 
Unit Mix Required § 207 .6 

.Units 

* * * * * * * * **** * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR 
SOUTH BEACH DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 

Section Zoning Controls 

**** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries o(the South Beach Downtown 

Residential District. 

§ 829.47 §207(c)(4) Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o[Section 207(c){4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot. 

22 SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. 

23 The Mixed Use-General (MUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale, 

24 production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The MUG 

25 is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light industrial, 
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wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general 

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting 

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density 

compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

Housing is encouraged over ground floor commercial and production, di$tribution, and 

repair uses. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as m\jch 

mixed-income family housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would be 

protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use 

review. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) of 

this Code. 

Hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy 

industrial uses are not permitted. Office is restricted to the upper floors of multiple story 

buildings. 

Table 840 
MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References Mixed Use-General District Controls 

fk * * * 
Residential Uses 

* * * * **** * * * * **** 

Dwelling Unit Density 
840.24 §§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit ti 

Limit 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR 
MUG-MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT 

Section 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Zoning Controls 

1353 Page 102 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries ofthe MUG- Mixed Use-General 

District. 

§ 840.24 £207(c){4) Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o(Section 207(c){4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 841. MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT. 

The Mixed Use-Residential District (MUR) serves as a buffer between the higher­

density, predominantly commercial area of Yerba Buena Center to the east and the lower­

scale, mixed use service/industrial and housing area west of Sixth Street. 

The MUR serves as a major housing opportunity area within the eastern portion of the 

South of Market. The district controls are intended to facilitate the development of high­

density, mid-rise housing, including family-sized housing and residential hotels. The district is 

also designed to encourage the expansion of retail, business service and commercial and 

cultural arts activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to 

subsection 207(c){4) ofthis Code. 

Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail activities 

along major thoroughfares is encouraged. Hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult 

entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. Office is limited by residential-to­

non residential ratio in new construction. 

Table 841 
MUR - MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

'* * * * 
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~C) 

Residential Uses 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

Dwelling Unit Density 
841.24 §§ 124, 207.5, 208 No density limit within ii 

Limit 

**** **** **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR 
MUR-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 

Section Zoning_ Controls 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries ofthe MUR - Mixed Use-

Residentia!District. 

§ 841.24 §207(c)(4) Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o(Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliaa structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 842. MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

The Mixed Use-Office (MUO) runs predominantly along the 2nd Street corridor in the 

South of Market area. The MUO is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as 

small-scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment and small tourist hotels 

I are permitted as a conditional use. Large tourist hotels are permitted as a conditional use in 

I certain height districts. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted, while demolition or 

conversion of existing dwelling units or group housing requires conditional use authorization. 

[ Family-sized housing is encouraged. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district 
ii 
I pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) o(this Code. 

I 
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1 Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are 

2 also principal permitted uses. Adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. 
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Table 842 
MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References Mixed Use-Office District Controls 

**** 
Residential Uses 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

Dwelling Unit Density 
842.24 §§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit Ji. 

Limit 

* * * * **** * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR 
MUO-MIXED USE OFFICE DISTRICT 

Section Zoning Controls 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries o(the MUO - Mixed Use-Office 

District. 

§ 842.24 §207(c){4) Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o[Section 207(c){4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

The Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while 

maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to 

serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern 
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Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair 

uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse, 

and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, and nighttime 

entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but -is subject to higher affordability requirements. 

Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted to the 

upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in 

this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as 

expressed in this Section and in the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within 

the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) o[this Code. 

Table 843 
UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References Urban Mixed Use District Controls 
**** 

Residential Uses 

**** **** **** * * * * 

Dwelling Unit Density 
843.24 

Limit 

* * * * * * * ·* 

Section 

§. 843.24 §_207(cl(4l 

§§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit fl 

* * * * * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR 
UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT 

Zoning_ Controls 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries ofthe UMU - Mixed Use District. 

Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o[Section 207(cl(4l is permitted to be constructed 
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within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxilia[J!_ structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 844. WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. 

The WSoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale, 

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The 

WMUG is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light 

industrial, wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general 

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting 

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density 

compatible with the existing neighborhood. 

Housing is encouraged over ground floor commercial and production, distribution, and 

repair uses. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as much 

mixed-income family housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units will be 

protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use 

review. Accesso[J!_ Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207 (c) (4) of 

this Code. 

Hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy 

industrial uses are not permitted. Office use is restricted to customer-based services on the 

ground floor. 

Table 844 
WMUG -WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

**** 
Residential Uses 

* * * * * * * * 
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Dwelling Unit Density 
844.24 §§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit ii 

Limit 

* * * * **** * * * * * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR WMUG DISTRICTS 

Section Zoning Controls 

**** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the WSoMa-Mixed Use General 

District. 

§ 844.24 ~07(c)(4) Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o(Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot. 

SEC. 845. WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

The WSoMa Mixed Use-Office (WMUO) runs predominantly along the Townsend 

Street corridor between 4th Street and 7th Street and on 11th Street, from Harrison Street to 

the north side of Folsom Street. The WMUO is designed to encourage office uses along with 

small-scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment is permitted, although 

limited by buffers around RED and RED-MX districts. 

\I Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are 

1 · also principal permitted uses. Residential uses, large hotels, adult entertainment and heavy 

industrial uses are not permitted. 

II 
Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c){4) of 

I 

I this Code. 
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Table 845 
WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 
WSoMa Mixed Use-Office District 

Controls 
~*** 

Residential Uses 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Dwelling Unit Density 
845.24 §§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit ii 

Limit 

**** * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR WMUO DISTRICTS 

Section Zoning_ Controls 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries o[the WSoMa Mixed Use-Offlce 

District. 

€ 845.24 £207(c)(4) Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined in Section I 02 and 

meeting the requirements o(Se~tion 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within.an 

existing and authorized auxiliary structure on the same lot. 

20 SEC. 846. SALi - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 

21 The Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALi) District is largely comprised of low-scale 

22 buildings with production, distribution, and repair uses. The district is designed to protect and 

23 facilitate the expansion of existing general commercial, manufacturing, home and business 

24 service, and light industrial activities, with an emphasis on preserving and expanding arts 

25 activities. Nighttime Entertainment is permitted although limited by buffers around RED and 

Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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11 
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14 
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17 

18 
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21 

. I RED-MX districts. Residential Uses, Offices, Hotels, and Adult Entertainment uses are not 

permitted. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207{c)(4) 

of this Code. 

Table 846 
SALi - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References SALi District Controls 
~*** 

Residential Uses 

* * * * **** **** **** 

Dwelling Unit Density 
846.24 §§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit ii 

Limit 

* * * * * * * * * * * * **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR SALi DISTRICTS 

Section Zoning Controls 

**** **** **** 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the SAL! Districts. 

~ 846.24 ~207(cl(4l 
Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit, "as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o(Section 207(c)(4l is permitted to be constructed 

within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxiliar.J!. structure on the same lot. 

22 SEC. 847. RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT. 

23 Residential Enclave-Mixed Districts (RED-MX) encompass some of the clusters of low-

24 scale, medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow 
'I 

5 11 side streets of the Western SoMa area. Many parcels in these residential enclaves are 

I 
Supervisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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1 underdeveloped and represent opportunities for new residential and low-intensity commercial 

2 uses. 

3 While residential uses are encouraged throughout these districts, group housing is 

4 limited, and student housing and single-room-occupancy units are prohibited. Small-scale 

5 retail, restaurants, arts activities, and other commercial uses are principally permitted to 

6 create the potential for more active, mixed use alleys. Some automobile-related and 

7 production, distribution, and repair uses are also permitted with limitations. Existing 

8 commercial activities in nonresidential structures may continue as nonconforming uses 

9 subject to the termination requirements of Article 1.7. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted 

10 within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Table 847 
RED-MX - RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 
Residential Enclave-Mixed District 

Controls 

**** 
USE ST AND ARDS 

847.03 Residential Density §§ 124, 207 .5, 208 No density limit ii 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICTS 

Section Zoning Controls 

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Boundaries: Within the boundaries o[the Residential Enclave-Mixed 

§ 847.24 §207(c){4) Districts. 

Controls: An ''Accessory Dwelling Unit, "as defined in Section 102 and 

meeting the requirements o[Section 207(c2(42 is 72ermitted to be constructed 

SupeNisors Farrell, Wiener, Peskin 
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22 

23 
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within an existing building in areas that allow residential use or within an 

existing and authorized auxilia[J!. structure on the same lot. 

Section 5. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising Section 37.2, to 

read as follows: 

SEC. 37.2. DEFINITIONS. 

(r) Rental Units. All residential dwelling units in the City and County of San 

Francisco together with the land and appurtenant buildings thereto, and all housing services, 

privileges, furnishings and facilities supplied in connection with the use or occupancy thereof, 

including garage and parking facilities. 

* * * * 

The term "rental units" shall not include: 

* * * * 

(4) Except as provided in Ssubsections (A), (B) and (C), dwelling units whose 

rents are controlled or regulated by any government unit, agency or authority, excepting those 

unsubsidized and/or unassisted units which are insured by the United States Department of 

Housing and Urban Development; provided, however, that units in unreinforced masonry 

buildings which have undergone seismic strengthening in accordance with Building Code 

Chapters 168 and 16C shall remain subject to the Rent Ordinances to the extent that the 

\ ordinance is not in conflict with the seismic strengthening bond program or with the program's 

loan agreements or with any regulations promulgated thereunder. 

* * * * 

(D) The term "rental units" shall include Accessory Dwelling Units 

1 constructed pursuant to Section 207(c)(4) of the Planning Code and that have received a 

I 

,I 

I
I 
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complete or partial waiver of the density limits and the parking, rear yard, exposure, or open 

space standards from the Zoning Administrator p_ursuant to Planning Code Section 307(1},-

provided that the building cont&ining the Accessory Dv,;elling Unit(s) or eny unit within the building is 

already subject to this Chapter. 

* * * * 

7 Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

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

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

12 the official title of the ordinance. 

13 

14 Section 7. Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or word 

15 of this ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a decision of any 

16 court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 

17 portions of the ordinance. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would have 

18 passed this ordinance and each and every section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and 

19 word not declared invalid or unconstitutional without regard to whether any other portion of 

20 this ordinance would subsequently be declared invalid or unconstitutional. 

21 

22 Section 8. Directions to Clerk. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is hereby directed 

23 to submit a copy of this ordinance to the California Department of Housing and Community 

24 Development within 60 days following adoption pursuant to Section 65852.2(h) of the 

25 California Government Code. 
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Section 9. This Section is uncodified. The Planning Department shall prepare and 

submit to the Board of Supervisors a Report on the size of Accessorv Dwelling Units (ADUs) 

constructed or proposed to be constructed pursuant to Planning Code Section 207(c)(4). The 

I Report shall be submitted no later than 15 months from the date of adoption of this ordinance 

I and shall include the size data on all AD Us that have been constructed or are proposed to be 

I constructed from the effective date of Planning Code Section 207(c)(4). and any predecessor 

IADU legislation. up to 12 months from the effective date of this ordinance. 

I 

I 
APPROVED AS TO !=ORM: 
DENNIS . HERRERA, City Attorney 

!By: ~ /f-. E J • 

I 

DITH A. BOYAJIAN 
Deputy City Attorney 
n:\legana\as2016\1600445\01122593.docx 
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FILE NO. 160657-

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(7/19/2016, Amended in Board) 

[Planning, Administrative Codes - Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or ln .. Law Units) on all lots in the City 
in areas that allow residential use; amending the Administrative Code to revise the 
definition of "rental unit" as it applies to ADUs; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1; adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under 
Planning Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy of this ordinance to 
the California Department of Housing and Community Development after adoption. 

Existing Law 

Planning Code Section 207(c)(4) authorizes Accessory Dwelling Units to be constructed 
within the boundaries of Board of Supervisors Districts 3 and 8 and in buildings undergoing 
seismic retrofitting. Section 207.2 was enacted in 1984 in response to the State's Second Unit 
Law (Government Code Section 65852.2); it regulates second units in areas of San Francisco 
that are not covered by Section 207(c)(4). Administrative Code Section 37.2 defines "rental 
units" as including Accessory Dwelling Units constructed pursuant to Planning Code Section 
207(c)(4), provided that the building containing the ADU(s) or any unit within the building is 
already subject to the San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance 
(Administrative Code Chapter 37.) 

Amendments to Current Law 

The proposed legislation would allow Accessory Dwelling Units to be constructed on any lot in 
San Francisco that is zoned for residential use under the conditions specified in Planning 
Code Sections 207(c)(4) and (c)(S). Subsection (c)(4) regulates the construction of an ADU in 
all zoning districts except for RH-1 (D). Subsection (c)(5) allows the construction of an ADU in 
RH-1 (D) zoning districts only as mandated by state law and if it is constructed in strict 
compliance with the state law standards. Planning Code Section 207.2, which precludes 
ADUs in RH-1 and RH-1 (D) zoning districts and is outdated and no longer applicable, is 
deleted. As required by current law, a property owner who receives from the City waivers of 
certain Planning Code requirements in order to construct the ADU(s) must execute an 
agreement to subject the ADU(s) to the San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordinance. 

New provisions have been added that (1) impose Citywide the current controls for District 3, 
which allow one ADU in buildings that have four existing Dwelling Units and no limit on the 
number of ADUs for buildings that have more than four existing Dwelling Units; (2) clarify what 
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FILE NO. 160657 

constitutes the "building envelope" within w~ich an ADU can be built; (3) prohibit the Planning 
Department from approving an application to construct an .. ADU in any building where a tenant 
has been served a notice of eviction either five years or 10 years prior to the filing of the 
application, depending on the cause of the eviction; (4) prohibit use of the ADU for short-term 

· rental; (5) prohibit .an ADU from being subdivided or separately financed unless, within three 
years prior to July 11, 2016, the ADU is added to an existing condominium with no Rental Unit 
and no evictions within 10 years, (6) provide that on lots where an ADU is being added in 
coordination with seismic retrofitting the new ADU shall maintain the eligibility to enter the 
condo-conversion lottery along with th~ building, (7) clarify that in entering into a Regulatory 
Agreement to ~ubject an ADU to the Rent Ordinance, the landlord is not precluded from 
establishing the initial rental rate upon vacancy, and (8) prohibit an ADU in a Neighborhood 
Commercial District or in the Chinatown Community Business or Visitor Retail Districts if 
accommodating it would eliminate or reduce a ground-story re_tail or commercial space. The 
Zoning Control Tables in Articles 2, 7 and 8 and corresponding text have been amended to 
authorize the construction of ADUs. The San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and 
Arbitration Ordinance has been amended to delete from the definition of "rental unit" the 
requirement that the building in which an ADU is constructed or any unit within the building 
must already have been subject to the Rent Ordinance. 

Background Information 

San Francisco has long had a housing shortage. The housing market continues to be tight 
and housing costs are beyond the reach of many households. The City's Housing Element 
states that adding new units in existing residential buildings represents a simpJe and cost­
effective method of expanding the City's housing supply. 

In Section 65852.2 of the California Government Code, the State Legislature finds and 
declares that second units are a valuable form of housing in California. Expanding the 
construction of Accessory Dwelling Units to all lots in San FrancisQo that are zoned for 
residential. use will provide additional housing. Allowing them in all Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts will allow more housing in already dense and transit-rich neighborhoods without 
substantially changing their built character and allow more residents to live within walking 
distance of transit, shopping, and services. 

n:\legana\as2016\ 1600445\01122770.docx 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

"om: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Thursday, July 21, 2016 '2:17 PM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Subject: FW: ADU legislation #160252/ Code Enforcement 

Categories: 160252 

From: anastasia Yovanopoulos [mailto:shashacooks@yahoo.com] 
Sent: T~ursday, July 21, 2016 12:31 PM 
To: Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: ADU legislation #160252/ Code Enforcement 

Good day Supervisors, 

I am glad the issue of built vs. buildable envelope is resolved, and ADU legislation # 160252 
is moving forward. 

Re: Code Enforcement of Accessory Dwelling Units 

It is important that: Language be added to guarantee an ADU is not being used as short 
rm rental by a property owner or platform, like Air BnB, ... and that follow-up of ADUs by 

lile city be strictly imposed. · 

1. Will the city institute a central tracking? 
2. What will the penalties amount to? 
3. Will Code Enforcement be employed? 

If the legislation is to accomplish it's purpose, of creating more housing for San 
Franciscans, the public needs to be assured that follow-up measures regulating ADUs are 
in place. 

Yours truly, 
Anastasia Yovanopoulos 
District #8 

From: 'Wiener, Scott" <scott.wiener@sfgov.org> 
To: anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 7:51 PM 

bject: RE: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

Hi Anastasia. We worked out a resolution on this legislation that will allow housing to be added, while 
protecting the rear-yards that we all hold dear. 

1369 
1 



ADD Page 4, line 24-25 

"Exyept fo;r lots zoned RH-l(D), which are regulated by subsection (c)(5) 

below'' 

ADD Page 12, starting at line 13, a new section 204(c)(5), from the Farrell/Wiener 

Ordinance: 

(5) Accessory Dwelling Units in RH-l(D) Zoning Districts. 

(A) Definition. An "Accessory Dwelling Unit" (ADU) is defined in 

Section 102. 

(B) Controls on Construction. An Accessory Dwelling Unit in an RH-

1 (D) zoning district shall be allowed only as mandated by Section 65852.2 

of the California Government Code and only in strict compliance with the 

requirements of subsection (b) of Section 65852.2, as that state law is . 

amended :from time to time. 

( C) Department Report. In the report require~ by subsection 

(c)(4)(H)(3), the Department shall include a description and evaluation of 

the number and types of units being developed ptirsuant to this subsection 

( c )( 5), their affordability rates, and such other information as the Director or 

the Board of Supervisors determines would inform decision makers and the 

public. 
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-+ Vnit Size: Require Planning Department Report 

DELETE Page 6, Lines 21-22; and 

ADD the following Uncodified Section 9: 

"Section 9. This Section is uncodified. The Planning Department shall 

prepare and submit to the Board of Supervisors a Report on the size of the 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) constructed or proposed to be constructed 

pursuant to Plffi?ning Code Section 207( c )( 4). The Report shall be submitted 

no later than '15 months from the date of adoption of this Ordinance and shall 

include the size data on all ADUs that have been ,constructed or are proposed 

to be constructed from the effective date of Planning Code Section 207 ( c )( 4 ), 

and any predecessor ADU legislation, up to 12 months from the effective date 

of this Ordinance." 
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PESKIN AMENDMENTS TO BE READ INTO FILE NO. 160252 [PESKIN] AT 

JULY 19 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETJNG 

DELETE page 5, line 24. (beginning with "For purposes of this provision") to page 6, line 

11 

7 REPLACE with the following: 

"For purposes of this provision, the "built envelope" shall include the 

open area under a cantilevered room or room built on columns; decks, 

except for decks that encroach into the required rear yard, or decks 

that are supported by columns or walls other than the building wall to 

which it is attached and are niulti-level or more than 10 feet above 

grade; and lightwell infills provided that the infill will be against a blank 

neighboring wall at the property line and not visible from any off-site 

location; as these spaces exist as of July 11, 2016 and except for any 

of these spaces that encroach on the required rear yard. In the event 

that an ADU is built in any of these additional_ spaces, such 

construction shall require notice pursuant to Planning Code Section 

311 or 312." 

On Page 6, Line 22, REPLACE "350" and "550" with "300" and "500'' 

DELETE page 7, line 13 (beginning "provided, however,") to page 7, line 21 · 

~ REPLACE. with the following: 

provided. however. that this prohibition on separate sale or finance of 

the ADU shall not apply to a building that (i) within three years prior to 

July 11. 2016 was an existing condominium with no Rental Unit as 
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defined in Section 37.2(r) of the Administrative Code. and (ii) has had 

no evictions pursuant to Sections 37.9(a)(8) through 37.9(a)(14) of the 

Administrative Code within 10 years prior to July 11. 2016. 

INSERT on page 9, on the next line following line 13 in Section 207(c)(4)(F): 

On lots where an ADU is added in coordination with a building · 

undergoing mandatory seismic retrofitting in compliance with Section 

34 of the Building Code or voluntary seismic retrofitting in compliance 

with the Department of Building Inspection's Administrative Bulletin 

094. the building and the new ADU shall maintain any eligibility to 

enter the condo-conversion lottery and may only be subdivided if .the 

entire property is selected on the condo conversion lottery. 

INSERT on page 11, line 3, Sectio~ 207(c)( 4)(H), following the words ''Rental Housing 

Act", the following: 

including imposing a rental increase pursuant to section 1954.53(d). 

INSERT on page 2(}, line 2, Section 307(l} (following the words "that he or she 

determines to be applicable") the following language: 

Nothing in this Section shall be Interpreted as allowing for an existing 

non-conforming use to be deemed conforming. 
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BY HAND 

KATBRYNR. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727 

Telephone: (415) 221-4700 

July 18, 2016 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
c/o Land Use and Transportation Committee 
The Honorable Malia Cohen 

!J; ~~ -- ,_...., r' : = ; .... c-, a-.. -· ... -
The Honorable Aaron Peskin 

(_ 
_ .. 

~ 
c:: --:;-

r-- " - l 
.. 

The Honorable Scott Wiener .. -'t"!. 

-· 
Room 250, City Hall 

-co (, .... -. .. ---.. ... San Francisco, CA 94102 -;:;: .. -... 

Re: Case Number 160657 
Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 
Hearing Date: July 18, 2016/ Agenda Item 4 

3 

en 

·-
( 

', 

_. 
,. 

~ .. ... 
.· ·-· 
" 
: .. 

The 2014 Housing Element of the General Plan does not support the proposed ordID.ance 
because it would have citywide application and the extensive community p~g process 
required by the Holl.sing Element has not occurred. Also, environmental review '\]D.der CEQA has 
not occurred, and the BIR prepared for the 2009 Housing Element did not evaluate impacts of 
citywide zoning changes enacted without an extensive community planning process. 

. The City would act at its own risk if it were to approve the proposed ordinance relating to 
Accessory Dwelling Units because environmental review of the proposal under CEQA relies 
primarily on the adequacy of the Final Environmental Inipact Report for the 2009 Housing 
Element (FEIR), and the legal sufficiency of that FEIR is now being considered by the California 
Court of Appeal and has not been finally decided. Addendum 4 to this FEIR purpqrts to 
substantiate a determination of the Planning Department that no supplemental or subsequent 
environmental review is needed because the proposal was analyzed in th.at FEIR. 

However, the 2004 Housing Element, which sought to apply various increased density 
policies citywide, was repealed after the Court of Appeal held that an environmental impact 
report was required before the City could adopt the general plan changes embodied in the 2004 
Housing Element, and the Superior Court set aside the City's approval of the 2004 Housing 
Element policy changes. When the City later approved the 2009 Housing Element, the City 
repealed the 2004 Housing Element, so the 2004 Housing Element policy changes never passed 
environmental review. (See Ex. A, attached Ordinance No. 97-14, repealing 2004 Housing 
Element, p. 4, lines 9-10.) Page 3. of the Addendum 4 to the FEIR inaccurately refers to Policy 
1.8 of the 2004 Housing Element, which was repealed and never passed environmental review. 
(Ex. B) . 

Policy 1.5 of the 2009 Housing Element, which was continued in the 2014 Housing 
. Element, did not encourage secondary units on a citywide basis. 2009 Housing Element Policy 

1.5 is to "Consider secondary units in community plans where there is neighborhood support and 
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Land Use and Transportation Committee 
July 18, 2016 
Page2 

when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially if that housing is made permanently 
a:Efordable to lower-income households .... Within a community planning process, the City may 
explore where secondary units can occur without adversely affecting the exterior appearance of 
the building, or in the case of new construction, where they can be accommodated within the 
·permitted building envelope" (Ex. C, p. 10, emphasis added) . ~ 

2014 Implementation Measure 10 provides as follows that 

"At the initiation of any community planning process, the Planning Deparbnent shall 
notify all neighborhood organizations who have registered with the Planning Department 
on its neighborhood Organizations List and make continued outreach efforts will [sic] all 
established neighborhood and interest groups in that area of the city." (Ex. C, p. ·c-3) 

2014 Implementation Measure 11 provides as follows that: 

"At the conclusion of any community planning process, th~ Planning Commission shall 
ensure that the community project's planning process has entailed substantial public · 
involvement before approvjng any changes to land use policies and controls.'' (Ex. C, p. 
C-3) . · 

In 2014 revised findings re-adopting the 2009 Housing Element and rejecting the alternative of 
the 2004 Housing Element, the City found that "Unlike in the 2004 Housing Element, the 2009 
Housing.Element contains policies which focus horu~ing· growth according to community plans 
(Policy 1.2), and which ensure that community based planning processes are used to generate 
changes to land use controls (Policy 1.4)." (Ex. F) · 

With re~pect to the proposed ordinance, at page 4 of the Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 19663, the City admits that "This change in land use controls is not part of a 

. traditional 'community planning effort' as the Planning Department would typically pursue." 
(See Ex. D, excerpt attached) Therefore, the City canp.ot lawfully rely upon the FEIR for the 
2009 Housing Element as environmental review under CEQA for the proposed citywide 
ordinance, as that BIR did not analyze impacts of citywide implementation of secondari units, 
and a community planning process relating to citywide implementation of secondary units has 
not occurred. 

The proposed ordinance would have potentially significant impacts on land use character, 
zoning plans, density, visual character and neighborhood character that inust be analyzed and 
mitigated in an environmental impact report pursuant to CEQA before this ordinance may 
lawfully be adopted. Such significant impacts would result from provisions that allow the 

· Zoning Administrator to "grant an Accessory Dwelling Unit a complete or partial waiver of the 
density limits and parking, rear yard, exposure, or open space standards of this Code," which 
would encourage expansion of the building into the rear yards. Such significant impacts would 
also result from the proposed amendment that would define the "built envelope" to include "all 
spaces included in Zoning Administrator Bulle'tf3 4t gs amended from time to time, as well as 
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infiJling underneath rear extensions." At the top of page 3, Bulletin 4 descn'bes the ''building's 
'envelope' as the theoretical cube into which the building would fit," so incorporating that 
document could provide ambiguity that could be exploited. 

AS a result of this measure, buildings could be extended into the rear yard in a way that 
significantly reduces the green open space available for birds and other wildlife and blocks 
neighboring residents' enjoyment of the mid-block open space. The photo attached as Exhibit G 
shows a second story ext~D.sion that obstructs the mid-block open space, and the impact could be 
increased because the proposed measure would permit infilling this area. Also, Bulletin 4 would 
allow :filling in a lightwell which is visible only from an adjacent property, which could remove 
access to light and air from the adjacent property. The proposed legislation is also overly broad 
and unlawfully vague, as it incorporates unknown changes in standards that would apply as 
Bulletin 4 is amended from time to time. At page 3, Zoning Administrator Bulletin 4 refers to 
the "building's 'envelope"' as ''the theoretical cube into which the building would fit, so is 
unclear. 

In view of the attached July 5, 2016 Business lrisider article discussing the end of the San 
Francisco housing boom, prudence dictates careful study of impacts of the "condo glut" before 
considering any measures designed to accelerate production of additional housing units. (Ex. E) 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn R Devincenzi 

Attachments: 

Ex. A- Ordinance No. 97-14, repealing 2004 Housing Element, p. 4, lines 9-10 

Ex. B - Page 3 of Addendum 4 to Environmental Impact Report 

Ex. C - 2014 Housing Element, excerpts 

Ex. D - Page 4 of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19663 

Ex. E -Business Insider, San Francisco's housing bust is becoming 'legendary,' July 5, 
2016. 

Ex. F - excerpts from 2014 findings re-adopting 2009 Housing Element 

Ex. G - photo of second story extension 
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FILE NO. 140414 ORDINANCE NO. 97-14 

1 [General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 108-11 -Adoption of 2009 Housing Element] 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by repealing Ordinance No. 108-11 and adopting 

the 2009 Housing Element; and making findings, including environmental findings, 

Planning Code, Section.340, findings, and findings of consistency with the Gener:al 

Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font 
Additions to Codes are in single~underline italics Times New Roman '{i:mt. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough ital:ies Times :l'lcw Rcnnanfont. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks r * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. · 

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

Section 1. Introduction. On March 31, 2011, pursuant to San Francisco Charter 

section 4.105 and Planning Code section 340, the San Francisco Planning Commission 

recommended to the· San Francisco Board of Supervisors the adoption of the 2009 Housing 

Element, an amendment to the San Francisco General Plan. On March 24, 2011, the 

Planning Commission had .certified the San Francisco 2004 a'nd 2009 Housing Element 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

("CEQA") (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) in Planning Commission Motion 

18307, adopted findings pursuant to CEQA in Motion 18308, and adopted the 2009 Housing 

Element as an amendment to the General Plan in Resolution 18309. A copy of said 

resolutions and motion are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervis~rs in File No. 

. 140414. 

Planning Commlssion 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 · 
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1 In June 2011, in Ordinance 108-11, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 

2 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan _and adopted 

3 findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of said Ordinance is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

4· Supervisors in File No. 14~14. 
-

5 After the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element by the Board of Supervisors, an 

6 association of neighborhood groups challenged in San Francisco Superior Court, among other 

7 things, the adequacy of the final environmental impact report (FEIR) prepared for the 2009 

8 Housing Element and the adequacy of the Board's findings under CEOA. On December 19, 

g· 20) 3, the Superior Court upheld the City's compliance with CEQA in all respects, except for 

1 o the FEIR's analysis of the alternatives required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and the 

11 City's adoption of CEQA Findings. On January 15, 2014, the Superior Court ordered the City 

2 to set aside its certification of the FEIR and the approval of the 2009 Housing Element and 

13 related ~EQA findings, revise the FEIR's alternatives analysis, and reconsider its previous 

14 approvals. 

15 . Pursuant to the Court's order, the Planning Department prepared a revised alternatives 

16 analysis and recirculated it for public review and comment On April 24, 2014, the Planning 

17 Commission rescinded Motion 18307, and certified the Final EIR including the revised 

18 alternatives analysis in Motion 19121. A copy of said motion is on file with the Clerk of the 

19 Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. On April 24, 2014,·the Planning Commission also 

. 20 rescinded Resol~tion 18309 and f\(lotion 18308; and reconsidered its approval of the 2009 

21 Housing Element and adoption of CEQA Findings in light of the revised certified FEIR. As set 

22 forth below, the Planning Commission continues to recommend the adoption of the 2009 

23 Housing Element as the Housing Efement of the San Francisco General Plan. 

24 Section 2. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

'l5 Francisco here~y finds and determines that: 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 (a) Pursuant to San Francisco Charter 4.105 and San Francisco Planning Code 
/ . 

2 Section 340, ·any amer::idments to the General Plan shall first be considered by the Planning 

3 . Commission and th~reafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of 

4 Supervisors. On April 24, 2014, by Resolution 19123, the Planning Commission conducted a 

5 duly noticed public hearing on the General Plan· amendment adopting the 2009 Housing 

6 Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan ("2009 Housing 

7 Element"). A copy of the 2009 Housing Element is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

8 Supervisors in File No. 140414. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 

9 Commission found that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare required the 

1 O General Plan amendment, adopted the General Plan amendment and recommended it for 

11.. approval to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19123 

12 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. 

13 (b) The Board finds that this ordinance adopting the 2009 Housing Element is, on 

14 balance, in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 and consistent 

15 with the General Plan as it is proposed for amendment herein, for the reasons set forth in 

16 Planning Commission Motion No. 19122, and the Board hereby incorporates these findings 

17 herein by reference. 

18 . (c) On April 24, 2014, by Motion No. 19121, the Planning Commission certified as 

19 adequate, accurate and complete the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental 

20 Impact Report, including the revised alternatives analysis {"Final EIR"), finding that the Final 

21 EIR reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San 

22 Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the content of the report and the 

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

24 the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq.) 

25 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. A copy of the Final EIR and 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 Planning Commission Motion No. 19121 are on file with the Clerk of the Board in Fire No. 

2 140414. 

3 (d) In accordanc~ with the actions contemplated herein, the Board has reviewed the 

4 Final EIR, and adopts and incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, the 

5 findings required by CEQA, including a statement of overriding considerations and the 

6 mitigation monitoring and reporting program, adopted by the Planning Commission on April 

7 24, 2014, in Motion No. 19122. A copy of said Motion No. 19122 is on file with the Clerk of 

8 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. · 

9 Section 3. The Board of Supeivisprs hereby rescinds Ordinance 108-11, repeals the 

1 o 2004 Housing Element, and adopts the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element to the 

11 San Francisco General Plan. 

12 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall became effective 30 days after 

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

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

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

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS . HERRERA, Ci Attorney 

By: 

22 n:\land\rl2014\120178\00913186.doc 

23 

24 

25 

Planning Commission 
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.'\ 'i d it.cussed in the City's Housing Element, housing density standards in San Francisco have been 
11.1dilionally set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in proportion to the size of the building lot. For -the 
v .irious zoning districts throughout the City, the San Francisco Planning Code ("Planning Code") limits 
the number of dwelling units permitted on a given lot For example, in an RH-2 (Residential,. House, 
Two-Family) District, two dwelling units are principally permitted per lot, and one dwelling unit is 
permitted for every 1,500 square feet of lot area with conditional use auihorizati.on. The 2004 and 
2009 Housing Elements discussed the need to increase housing stock through policies that promote 
intens~cation of dwelling unit density on developed lots. As shown in Table 1: Housing Element Policies 
and Implementation Measures Related to ADUs, the following policies and associated implementation 
measures call for the creation of ADUs and were analyzed in the Final EIR: 

Table 1: Housing Element Policies and Implemen~ti.on Measures Related to ADUs 

Policies and 
Implementation 2004 Housing Element 2009 Housing Element 2014 Housing Element 

Measures 

Policies Policy 1.8: Allow secondary units Policy 1.5: Consider secondary Policy 1.5: Consider secondary 
in areas where their effects can be units in community plans where units in community planning 
dealt with and there is there is neighborhood support processes where there is 
neighborhood support, especially if and when other neighborhood neighborhood support and when 
that housing is made permanently goals can be achieved, especially other neighborhood goals cari. be 
affordable to lower income jf that housing is made achieved, especially jf that 
households. permanently affordable to lower- housing is made permanently 

income households. affordable to lower-income 
households. 

Policy 1.6: Consider greater 
£1.ext""bili.ty in the number and size 
of units within established 
building envelopes in community 
plan areas, especially jf it can 
increaSe the number of affordable 
units in multi-family structures. 

Implementation Implementation Measure 1.8.1: 1mplementati.on Measure 13: Implementation Measure 13: 

Measures Tue Board has introduced Planning When considering legalization of When considering legalization of 
·Code amendments to allow secondary units within a secondary units within a 
secondary units in new buildings. community planning process, community planning process, 
that are in close proximity to Planning should develop design Plamrlng should develop design 
neighborhood commercial districts controls that illi.istrate how controls that illustrate how 
and public transit. secondary units can be developed secondary units can be developed 

to be sensitive to the surrounding to be sensitive to the surrounding 

Implementation Measure 1.8.3 -
neighborhood, to ensure neighborhood, to ensure 

Ongoing planning will propose 
neighborhood character is neighborhood character is 

Planning Code amendments.to 
maintained. maintained. 

encourage secondary units where 
appropriate. 

Case No. 2016-004042ENV Addendum ta Environmental Impact Report 

Citywide ADU Legislation 
3 
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Uml.Agenq: Planning Department 

Supporting Agenda: Office of Community Investment and Infustructure, Office of Economic and 
Workforce Devdopment, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Fum:ling Sou=: Maintain in annual Work Program 

Sr:heduk: Implement long range planning processes fur: 

Cnadlestick/Hunters Point Shipyard 

Japan town 

Glen Park 

Parkm=d 

Trans bay 

9. Planning shall publish its work program annually; citing all community planning processes that 
are to be initiated or are undetw.ry.. This annual work program shall be located on the Depart­
ment's website after it is ad.opted by th~ Board of Supervisors. 

UmlAgenq: Planning Department 

Funding S= Annual Work Program 

Sr:heduk: Ongoing 

10. At. the initiation of any community planning process, the Planning Depamneri.t shall notify 
all neighborhood organizations who have rcgisteml with the Planning Department on its Neigh­
borhood Organization Llst and make continued outreach efforts will all cstllblished neighborhood 
and interest groups in that area of the city. 

UmlAgency:' Planning Department 

Funding Sou=: Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community planning process 
budget) 

Scheduk: Implement at the beginning of every comm.unity planning process. 

11. At. the conclusion of any community planning process, the Planning Commission shall ensu.rc 
that the community project's planning process has entailed substantial public involvement before 
approving any changes to land use policies and controls. 

Uml.Agenq: Planning Commission 

Fmu/J.ng Sou=:· Annual Work Program (part of out:re:U:h. fur comm.unity planning process 
budget) 

Scheduk: Implement at the beginning of every community planning process. 

12. Planning shall continue to require integration of new technologies that reduce space required 
for non-housing functions, such as parking Iifu, tandem or valet parking, into new zaning . 
. districts, and shall also incorporate these standards as appropriate when revising existing zoning 
districts. 

LeadAg=:y: Planning Department 

FundingSo=c Annual Work Program 
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Pian ~rea 1 Maj~r Proje~ · · · Estimaicd. New Ho~ing 
, .. ' . . ·- . : Construcuon Potalillal~ 

Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800 

Market/Octavia Area Plan 6,000 

Central Waterfront Area Plan 2,000 

Mission Area Plan 1,700 

East SOMA Area Plan 2,900 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area 
3,200 

Plan 

Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,_100 

Visitacion Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,680 

Transbay Redevelopment Plan 1,350 

Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan 6,090 . 

Hunters P~int Shipyard/ Candlestick 10,500 
Point 

Total Adopted Plans & Projects: 41,320 

Executive Park 1,600 

Glen Park 100 

Parkmerced 5,600 

Transit Center District 1,200 

West SOMA 2,700 

Treasure Island 8,000 

Total Plans & Projects Underway:· 28,844 

TOTAL 70,164 

• From lrullvidml NOP and E1R, round<d 

POLICY1.3 

Work proa~ively to identify and secure opportunity 
sites for permanently affordable housing. 

The City should aggressively pursue opportunity sites for 
permanently affordable housing development.. 

Publicly-owned land offers unique opportunity for devel­
opment of affordable housing. The City should regularly 
review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused. public 
property; through an annual reporting process that pro­
vides such information to the Mayor's Office of Housing. 
Public property no longer needed for current or foreseeable 
future public operations, such ~ public offices, schools or 
utilities should be considered. for sale or lease for develop­
ment of permanently affordable housing. The City sh~uld 
ensure that future land needs for transit, schools and other 
services will he considered before public land is repurposed 

to support affordable housing. Where sites are not appro­
priate for affordable housing. revenue generated from sale 
of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the 
City's Affordable Housing Fund under the San Francisco 
.Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 - 11. 

The Oty's land-holding agencies should also look for cre­
ative opportunities to partner with affordable housing de­
velopers. This may indude identifying buildings where air 

rights may be made available for housing without interfer­
ingwith their current public use; sites where housing could 
be located over p~hlic parking, transit f:icilities or water 

storage facilities; or reconstruction opportunities where 
public uses could be rebuilt as part ofa joint-use affordable 
housing project. .Agencies should also look for opportuni­
ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more 
appropriate sites, thereby making such sites available for 
housing development.. For example; certain Muni fleet 
storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas 
could be relocated, thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or 
residential development. '.Jhe Oty should proactively seek · 
sites for affordable housing development by buying devel­
opments that are no longer moving towards completion. 
This may include properties that have received some or 
all Oty land use entitlements, properties that have begun 
construction but cannot continue , or properties that have 
completed construction, but whose owners must sell. 

POLICY1.4 

Ensure community based planning processes are 
used to generate changes to land use controls. 

Community plans are an opporpmi.ty for neighborhoods 
to work with the City to develop a strategic plan fur their 
future, including housing. services and amenities. Such 
plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase 
infill development in locations dose to transit and other 
needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also 
develop or update neighborhood specific design guide­
lines, infrastructure plans, and historic resources surveys, 
as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has 
undertaken significant community based planning efforts 
to acco=odate 'projected growth. Zoning changes that 
involve several parcels or blocks should always involve sig­
nificant community outreach. Additionally zoning changes 
that involve sever:il blocks should always be made as part of 
a community based planning process. . 
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Any new community based planning processes should 
be initiated. in partiiership with the ncighborhood. and 
involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process 
should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the 
support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption 
of the Plann,ing Department's or other overseeing agencf s 
work progtam; and the scope of the process should be ap­
proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the 
Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land 
use approvals conduct adequ;u:e community outreach. any 
changes to land use policies and controls that result from the 
community planning process may be proposed only after 
an open and publidy noticed process, after review of a draft 
plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive 
opportunity for community input. Proposed changes must 
be approved. by the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing. Additionally. 
the Department's W9rk Program allows citi=s to know 
what areas are proposed for community planning. The 
Planning Department should use the Work Program as a 
vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities, and 
should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage, 
and make it available for review at the Department. 

POLICY1.5 

Consider secondary units in community planning 
processes where there is neighborhood support and 
when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, 
especially if that housing is made permanently 
affordable to lower-income households. 

Secondary units (in-law" or "granny units") are smaller 
dwelling units within a structure containing another much 
larger unit(s), frequently in basements, using space that is 
surplus to the primary dwelling. Seeondary' units represent 
a simple and cost-effective method of expanding the hous­
ing supply. Such units could be developed to meet the 
needs of seniors, people with disabilities and others who, 
because of modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need 
small units at relatively low rents. 

Within a community planning process, the City may ex­
plore where secondary units can ocau without adversely 
affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in the 
case of new construction, where they can be accommo­
dated within the permitted building envelope. The process 
may also examine further enhancing the existiilg arnnesry 
program where existing secondary units can be legallzed.. 

Such enhancements would allow building owners to in­
crease their safety and habitability of their units. Secondary 
units should be limited in size to. control their impact. 

POLICY1.6 

Consider greater flexibility in number and size 
otunits within established building envelopes in 
'community based planr;Ung processes, especially 
if it can increase the number of affordable units in 
multi-family structures. 

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi­
tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in 
proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in , 
an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each 
800 square feet oflot area. This limitation generally applies· 
regardless of the size o~ the unit and the number of people 
likely to occupy it. 1hus a small studio and a large four­
bedroom apartment both count as a smgk unit. Setting 
density standards encourages larger units and is particul:u:ly 
tailored for lower ~ity ncighborhoods consisting pri­
marily of one- or two-family dwellings. However, in some 
areas which consisr mostly of taller apartments and which 
are wdl served by transit, the volume of the building rather 
than number of units might more appropriately control 
the density. 

Within a community based planning process, the City 
may consider using the building envdope, as established 
by height. bulk, set back, parking and other Code require­
ments, to regulate the maxim.um residential square footage, 
rather than density controls that are not consistent with ex­
isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in 
eStablished. neighborhoods, consideration should be given 
to the prevailing building type in the surroll.nding area 
so that new development does not ~ct from existing 
character. In some areas, such :as RH-1 and RH-2, existing 
height and bulk patterns should be maintained. to protect 
neighborhood character. 

POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when designating 
and promoting housing development sites. 

A healthy neighborho~d. has a balance of housing artd the 
amenities needed by residents at a ncighborhood level, such 
as neighborhood serving retail, particul:u:ly stores offedng 
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Planning Commission Resolution.No. 19663 CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
June 16, 2016 Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

The proposed Ordi:tumce would allow Acce:s5ory Dwelling units citywide in pursuit of goals to increase housing · 
oppartunities •. San Francisco is in dire need for more housing due to high denumd. Allowing ADUs in 
residential properties is an infil.l housing strategy and would provide one housing option among many options 
needed for San Francisco. This change in land use controls is not part of a traditional "community planning 
effort" as the Planning Department would typically pursue. However, the proposal emanates from an elected 
official. who has done their own outreach. The Commission listened to the public comment and considered the 
outreach complete1i by the Board Member and finds that there is sufficient rommunity support and compelling 
public goals in the interest of the neighborhoods and City, to warrant the undertaking cf this change. 

OBJECTIVE7 
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTI... Y AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY REUANT ON 
TRADITrONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL 

POUCY7.7 
Support housing for middle :income households, especially through programs th.at do not require a 
direct public subsidy. 

. . 
ADUs are subordtnate to the original unit due to their si:ze, locatUm of the entrance, lower ceiling heights, etc. 
AD Us a:re 11.11ticipated to provide a lower tent compared to the residen.tful umts developed in newly constructed 
buililings and therefore the proposed Ordinance would suppart housing for middle income households. 

1. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
ccinsistent \vi.th the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101-l(b) of the Planning Code in 
that · 

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

The proposed Ordinance would not .luroe a negative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and 
will not impact opportunities for resident employment. in and ownership of neighborhood-stroing 
retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The propo5ed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. The 
new units would be built within the existing building envelope and therefore would impose minimal 
impact 07l the existing hausing and neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable lwusing 
and aims to create units affordable to middle incame households. The ordinance would, if adopted, 
increase the number of rent-controlled units in San Francisco. 

4 
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BUSINESS 
INSIDER 

San Francisco's housing_bust is becoming 
'legendary' 
114· WOLF RICHTER, WOLF STREET 

22H 

The San Francisco hous:ing bubble - locally 
called "Hous:ing Crisis" - needs a few things 
to be sustained forever, and that has been 
the plan, according to industry soothsayers: 
an endless influx of money from around the 
world via the startup boom that recycles 
that money :into the local economy; endless 
and rapid growth of highly-paid jobs; and 
an endless influx of people to fill those jobs. 
That's how the booms in the past have · 
worked. And the subsequent busts have 
become legendary. 

The current boom has worked that way too. 
And what a boom it was. Was - past tense 
because it's over. And now jobs and the 
l;ibor force itself are in decline. 

Until recently, jobs and the labor force (the 
employed plus the unemployed who're Q.eemed by the quirks of statistics to be looking for a job) in San Francisco 
have been on a mind-bending surge. According to the California Employment Development Department (EDD): 

• The labor force soared 15% in six years, from 482,000 in Jan.nary 2010 to its peak of 553, 700 in March 
2016. 

• Employment skyrocketed 23%, from 436,700 in January 2010 to its peak of 536,400 :in December 2015. 
That's nearly 100,000 additionaljobs. 

Tb.is increase in employment put a lot of demand on housing. Low mortgage rates enabled the scheme. Investors . 
from around the world piled into the market. And vacation rentals have taken off. As money was sloshing knee­
deep through the streets, and many of the new jobs paid high salaries, the housing market went, to put it mildly, 
insane. 

But the employment boom has peaked. Stories abound of startups that are laying off people or shutting down 
entirely. Some are going bankrupt: Others are redoing their bus:iness model to survive a little longer, and they're 
not hiring. Old tech in the area has been laying off for months or years, such as HP or Yahoo in Silicon Valley, 
where many folks who live in San Francisco commute to. 

So civilian employment in May in SF, at 533,900, was ~where it had been :in December. The labor force in 
May, at 549,800, was below where it had been in July 2big. "some people are already leaving! 



·._ i . __ ! 

·The. chart shows how the Civilian Labor Force (black line) and Civilian Employment (red line) soared from 
· uary 2010. As employment soared faster than the labor force, the gap between them - a measure of 
.. ...:mployment- narrowed sharply. But now both have I1IQ. out of juice: 

San Francisco Labor Force & Employment Begin to Shrink 
End of Boom 
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During the dotcom bust, the labor force and employment both peaked in December 2000 at 481,700 and 467,100 
respectively. Employment bottomed out at 390,900 in May 2004, a decline or over 16%! . 

The workforce continued falling long past the bottom of employment. SF is too expensive for people without jobs 
to hang on for long. Eventually, they bailed out and went home or joined the Peace Corp or did something else. 
And this crushed the SF housing market. 

t by the time the labor force bottomed out in May 2006 at 411,000, down 15% from its peak, the new housing 
_.Jom was already well underway, powered by the pan-US housing bubble. In SF, this housing bubble peaked in 
November 2007 and then imploded spectacularly. 

So now, even if employment in San Francisco doesn't drop off as sharply as it did during the dotcom bust, in fact, 
even if employment and the labor force just languish inlRJit3, they will take down the insane housing bubble for 
a simple reason: with impeccable timing, a historic surge in new housing units is coming on the market. 



con_.strnction. boom, mrny of which are now on the market, either as rentals or for sale. 

This surge in new, mostly high-end units has created an epic condo glut that is pressuring the condo market, ·and 
rents too, to where mega-landlord Equity Residential issued. an earnings warning in June, specifically blaming 
the pressures on rents in San Francisco (and in Manhattan). 

Manhattan's condo glut also has taken on epic proportions. Sales of apartments in the second quarter dropped 
10% year-over-year, to the lowest since 2009. And condo prices plummeted 14.5% in 3 months. Ugly! 

Read the original artjcle on Wolf Street. Copyright 2016. Follow Wolf Street on TWitter. 

x 

~"· ... "" .. ·-· ~ 

139'4 



· ... I ·-:. 

·According to the sF Planning Department, at the end of Ql, there were 63.444 housing units at various stages in 
~~ ~·development pipeline, from "building permit filed" to "under construction." Practically all of them are 

.rrtm.e:p.ts or condos. 

This chart shows thiit the developmep.t boom is not exln"biting ·any signs of tapering off Planned units are 
entering the pipeline at a faster rate than completed units are leaving it; and the total number of units in the 
pipeline is still growing: 

Housing ~onstruction Boom in San Francisco 
. . 

Housing units in the development pipeline 

50.570. 

i1 

i Q3 l s 
n 
i 
~ 

I w·· .. .. 

S0.416. 

2014 

54 .. 824 

54553 t . 

t. 
2015 

Source: SF Planning Department 

'•street 

63,444 

2016 
. •.• - - -:-·-.. ;. ·- - . iililiil. ·-- i ·- . . . . ·- .. . . 4 • 

WOLFSTREET ..tom 

Many units will come on the market this yeat, on top of the thousands of units that have hit the market over the 
last two years. Once these 63.444 units are completed - if they ever get completed - they'll increase the city's 

. existing housing stock of 382,000 units by over 16%. 

If each unit is occupied by an average of 2.3 people, thde3Je~ units would amount to housing for 14~,000 
, .,...,,, • • • , "t• 1 • • -1, ,,, ---- - . _.'.:I _ _ r ___ ~..L- .LL-.L. ,_ ___ ~----.L.1-- 1-_ ___ -...---1-L .... ..l -- .. _,..,... ...... 1-1- -..t:.J.1..,.. ,..,, .... - ..... -~ 
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Resolution 19122 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275E,M 
CEQA Findings Re: General Plan Amendment updating the 

Housing Element of the General Plan 

Environmental Quality Act;. California Public Resomces Code section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, 14 Califomia Code of Regulation$, Section 15000 et seq., {"CEQA Guidelines"), and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco .A.dministra.tive Code ("Chapter 31"). The Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on the DEIR on August 5, 2010; and, 

Wherbs, the Planning Department prepared. responses to comments an the DEIR and published. 
the Comments and Responses document on Mardi. 9, 2011; and 

Whereas, as required the Court in San FrancisCll11S far Livable Neighbarlwods v. City and Counfy of 
San Frlll1dsco, the Planning Deparlment on December 18, 2013 published a Revised Alternatives Analysis 
(the Revision) to the DEIR The Revision was circulated. for public review in accordance with CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines and Oiapter 31. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Revision.on 
January 23, 1014; and, ' 

Whereas the Planning Department prepared respon5es to comments on the Revision and 
published: the comments and responses document on April 10, 2014; and, 

Whereas, the Revision and the Comments and Responses on the Revision, together with the 
originally published DEIR and Comments and Responses document, and additional infonnatlon that 
became available, consatute the Final Enviromnental Impact Report ("FEIR"). The FEIR files and other 
Project-related: Department files have been available for review by the P1arming Commission and the 
publi<;, and those files a:re part of the record before this Commission; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Commission, on April 24, 2014, by Resolution. No. 19123, :rescinded 
Resolution No. 18.307, and reviewed anti considered the FEIR and formd that the contents of said report 
and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 31 and the Superi~r Court's direction; and, 

Whereas, the Pla!ining Commission by Resolution No. 19121, also certified the FEIR and found 
that the FElR was adequate, accurate, and objective, reflected the independent judgment of the Planning 
Commission, and adopted findings of significant impacts associated with the Project and certified the 
completion of the FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and the 
Superior Court; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Department prepared proposed· Fmdings, as required by CEQA and as 
amended pursuant to the ·direction of the Superior Court,. regarding the altematives, mitigation measures 
and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR and overriding considerations for approving 
the 2009 Housing Element, and a proposed mitigation monitoring and reporting program, attached as 
Exln"bit 1 to Attachment A, which material was made available to· the public and this Planning 
Commission for the Planning Commission's review, conside:ration and actions; and now 

·'IHEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that 1he Planning Commission has reviewe(j. and considered lhe 
~ma in particular, has reviewed and considered lhe Revision and the Comments and Responses on 
the Revision, and the actions associated with adoption of the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing 
Element of the San Francisco General Plan, and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached hereto as 
Attachment A including a statement of overriding considerations, and including as Exhibit 1 fue 
1vfitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,. which shall supercede the .findings in Planning 
Commission Motion 18308. · 

3 
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commendea-tl:ieCitj-for"itS many innovative strategies and prograillS:-TJle-Citj expects that 
HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Housing Element complies with state housing element 
law. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

An agency may reject project alternatives if it finds them infeasible. Feasible, under CEQ~ is 
defined as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 

---~tim-e~takin-. g mto account economic; environirieiitaL sociat teehriological and legal ±actors. 
(Public Resources Code §21061.l; CEQA Guidelines §15364.) Other· considerations may also 
provide the basis for finding an alternative infeasible, such as whether an alternative is 
impractical, or undesirable from a 'policy standpoint The City finds infeasible, and therefore 
rejects, the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, including the 2004 liousing Element,, for the 
economic, legal,. sociaJ, technological. poij.cy, and other considerations set forth below and 
elsewhere in the record, including the reasons· set forth in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VIL 

Rejection of 2004 Housing Element: The 2004 Housing Element was analyzed. in the EIR. at an 
equal level of detail as the 2009 Housing Element and was included as a Housing Element that 
the decision-makers could adopt in the alternative to the 2009 Housing Element, ap.d in response 
to the Court's direction that the City analyze the 2004 Housing Element in an EJR. Generally, 
the policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element encourage holising in certain areas of 
the City, and encourage the construction of higher density developments and developments with 
red,uced parking requirements. The overall ii:npact conclusions for both the 2004 Housing 
Element and 2009 Housing Element were similar; however, there were differences in degree of 
the amo'unt of impact. 

Adoption of-the 2004 Housing Element is hereby rejected as infeasible. The 2004 Housing 
Element would not meet the Project's Objectives to encourage housing development where 
supported by existing or planned infrastructure while mfilntaining neighborhood character, 
because the 2004 Housing Element "strongly encourages" developers to "take full advantage of 
building densities" (Policy 11.8) and to "'use new housing as a means to enhance neighborhood 
vitality and diversity" (Policy 11.1). These two policies in particular could have more of an 
impact on neighborhood character and aesthetics than the Project, particularly in areas of the 
City that are dominated by lower density development. Although. the E1R. detennined that neither 
the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Element would have a significant environmental impact on 
neighborhood character and aesthetics, because of these policies, the Department and 
Commission has detei:mined that the 2004 ;Elousing Element does not appropriately balance the 
need for new housing with the need to protect the character of established neighborhoods .. 

Although the conclusions regarding the impacts on transit for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element are similar, based on the number of policies in the 2004 Housing Element regarding the 
reduction of parking requirements (such as Policy 4.4, and 11.7), as noted above, it is likely that 
the 2004 Housing Element would increase the significant a,nd unavoidable impact on transit, as 
more housing units could be built without historically required parking, resulting in more person 
trips shifting to transit This is because transit ridership increases as the cost of owning a private 
vehicle increases. In addition, the · 2004 Housing Element included a number of policies 
designed to increase the allowable densities in a given building envelope. Studies have shown 
that transit use increases where housing densities are higher. An increase in the number of transit 
trips would decrease the amount of vehicle miles traveled and reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gas emissions and would better achieve the. Project objective .to support sustain.able local, 
region?l and state environmental goals. However, as noted above, the 2004 Housing Element 
does not appropriately balance that objective with the City's objective to maintain existing 
neighborhood character. · 
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The policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element were proposed in response to San 
Francisco,.s REINA goal for 2001-2006, which numbered 20,374. Al:, noted,.an updated Housing 
Element must now respond to ABAG's RHNA goal from 2007 to 2014. Although the higher 
density and reduced parking strategies encouraged in the 2004 Housing Element might better 
achieve the City's RHNA targets at the lower income levels, as noted above, the 2004 Housing 
Element does not appropriately balance that need with the City's objective to maintain existing 
neighborhood character. Unlike :in the 2004 Housing Element, the 2009 Housing Element 

. contains policies which focus housing growth aecotdirijffo-community_-plans (Policy 1.2), and 
which ensure that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use 
controls (Policy 1.4). The 2009 Housing Element also contains more policies related to the 
preservation of neighborhood character (Objective 11). 

Finally, the 2004 Housing Element was not created with the depth and breadth of community 
input and involvement that the 2009 Housing Element was. The 2009 Housing Element includes 
input from a Citizens Advisory Committee, over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online 
and written surveys as well as workshops hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half 
year period. The scope pf community input on the 2009 Housing Element is an important aspect 
of the City's determination to recommend th~ 2009 Housing Element as the vision for the City's 
housing growth and management through 2014. As noted, none of the other alternatives, 
including the 2004 Housing Element, can match the 2009 Housing Element's rec~ community 
outreach. 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhei:e in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII below, the 2004 Housing Element is 
hereby rejected as infeasible. 

. . 
Rejection of Alternative A: The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element 
Alternative. Alternative A is the CEQA-required ''No Project" alternative. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) provides that ''when the project is the revision of an existing land use 
or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 
continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 
No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Elenient 
policies would remain in effect and neither the 2004 Housing Element nor the 2009 Housing 
Element policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would continue as 
encouraged under the 1990 Residence Element. 

Alternative A would not be desirable as a matter of policy nor meet the Project's Objectives as 
well as the 2009 Housing Element Alternative A encourages housirig m less limited areas than 
the Project, because the policies and implementation measures encourage housing tbat is 
consistent with existing land use patterns, and existing density patterns. Thus, because the City's 
projected growth and housing needs remain the same under Alternative A as they do under the 
Project, housing constructed in response under to the City's· need would be constructed Citywide 
more so under Alternative A than the Project, which encourages housing along transit lines, or 
within a community planning process. In other words, similar amounts of total housing units 
would result from Alternative A and under the Project, but under Alternative A. these units 
would not be et).couraged or concentrated where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 
such as 1ransit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes. Concentrating housfug 
along transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes better enables the City to 
meet the Objective of encouraging housing development where supported by existing or planned 
infrastructure. 
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Young, Victor 

From~ 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, {BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 12:12 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 
File 160657 FW: Vote on Accessory Dwelling Units 
Your ADU Legislation; Wiener/Farr:ell ADU legislation.; Construction of Accessory Dwelling 
Units; ADU legislation; "NO!" to Wiener and Farrell's proposal 

Please see the following communications received regarding file 160657: 

Frorn: Jacob Rosenstein/Judith Wolfe [mailto:judyjake@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 9:26 PM 
To: .Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Vote on Accessory Dwelling Units 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of SupeNisors: 

We are residents of Noe Valley and members of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as 
Protect Noe's Charm). We are writing to voice our opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's 
legisl.ation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus 
another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot.up to its 
maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open 
space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a, 
much-needed psychologicaf comfort zone. Our neighborhood is currently gearing up to fight one 
such project, in which the new owners (developers) are proposing a building three to four times the 
size of existing buildings on the block. Please don't make it easier for people to build these outsized 
structures. · 

The idea of extending AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. We area opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation·is not at all in the 
public interest and should not be granted. 

We are also disturbed by granting !TIOre discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to· approve further expansion into the 
required.45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why we urge you to vote no on the. measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Jacob Rosenstein and Judith Wolfe 
319 28th St. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent 
To: . 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, July 17, 2016 9:49 PM 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Your ADU Legislation 

Honorable Supervisor Peskin, 

I 

- I 

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as Protect Noe's Charm), I am writing to 
you to express our support for your ADU legislation. Wliile we find your legislation far more 
neighborhood friendly than the one proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell, we would like to 
urge you to consider the following few amendments to make your measure more protective of rear 
yards and mid-block open space: 

1. The enactment of this' legislation shall not provide a basis for extension outside the building 
envelope of any existing nonconforming unit. 

2. A new ADU shall not be a permitted encroachment in the required rear yard under Planning. Code 
··Section 136( c)(25) or any applicable rear yard provision. 

3. An ADU shall not be counted for rear yard averaging. 

We appreciate your consideration of incorporating the above points in your proposed ADU legislation. 

Very truly yours, 

Ozzie Rohm 
On behalf of the 250+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 
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Young, Victor 

_ rom: 
Sent: · 
To: 
Subject: 

Ralph Gutlohn <RALPHJACK@EARTHLINKNET> 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :36 AM 
Board of Supervisors, {BOS) 
Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident"of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as 
Protect Noe's Charm). 

I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener arid Farrell's legislation that ~ows 
AD Us to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot 
expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

This legislation erodes our mid-block open space that is a con:lmunity resource providing residents 
with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psycho~ogical comfort zone. · · 

I am opposed to any AD Us beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

TI1e removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the 
--ublic interest and should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. 

As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45 % 
rear yard by approving a requ11§ted variance. 

To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one 
person's hands. · · 

TI1at is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and· 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

' 
Ralph Gutlolm, 4047 Cesar Chavez St 
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Young; Victor 

From: 
Sent: 

Ramon Sender <ramonsender@comcastnet> 
Monday, July 18, 201612:04 PM 

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Cc: Wiener, Scott 
Subject: "NO!" to Wiener and Farrell's proposal 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board.of Supervisors: 

I am a 35-year resident of Noe Valley I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's 
legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot 
expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its maximum permissible 
limit to build supersized single-family homes. 
This legislation, in effect, enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block 
open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed 
psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also preposterous. I am 
opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiene~/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the public interest and 
should not be granted. . 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. As is, the Zoning 
Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested 
variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's 
hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote N_O on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and thereby, spare our 
mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

It's hard for me to digest the fact that our own District 8 supervisor is behind this proposal. I guess he doesn't want our 
vote. 

Very truly yours, 

Ramon Sender 

Board of Supervisors 

J:ric Mar - Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org 
Mark Farrell - Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org 
Aaron Peskin -Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org 
Katy Tang - Katy.Tang@sfgov.org 
London Breed - Breedstaff@sfgov.org 
Jane Kim - Jane.Kim@sfgov.org 
Norman Yee - Norman.Yee@sfgov.org 
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Scott Wiener - Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org 
'·wid Campos - David.Campos@sfgov.org 
,alia Cohen - Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org 

John Avalos - John.Avalos@sfgov.org 

I . ~ .. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

David G.Kopf <dgk@teklaw.com> 
Sunday, July 17, 201610:10 PM 
Avalos, John (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); BreedStaff, (BOS); Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); info@noeneighborhoodcol!ncil.com 
WienerlFarrell ADU legislation. 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as. 
Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's 
legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus 
another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its 
maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend-for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open 
space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a 
much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the meastffe proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mi~-~lock open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

David Kopf 

469 Clipper Street 
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.. , oungf Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc~ 
Subject: 

Dear President Breed, 

scott kravitz <scottkravitz@gmaiLc0m> 
Monday, July 18, 201612:03 PM 
BreedStaff, (BOS) 
Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
ADU legislation 

AB a resident ofNoe Valley, I am strongly opposed to Supervisor Weiner's legislation regarding ADU 
expansion. 

·His proposal will significantly increase the number of "monster homes" in the city and will not bring about an 
increase in occupancy, as most will remain single-family homes. Furthermore, how many of the allowed ill-law 
structures. will become rental units, as opposed to AirBnb lofts? Is there any tequirement? 

I am further alarmed by his proposal to remove the requirement for most neighborhood notifications. How is 
this a good thing for anyone but the developer? 

Please oppose Supervisor Weiner's plan. Supervisor Peskin's is a far better proposal. 

Sincerely, 
~~Ott Kravitz 
_,827 Cesar Chavez St 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear President Breed, 

scott kravitz <scottkravitz@gmail.com> 
Monday, July 18, 201612:03 PM 
BreedStaff, (BOS) 
Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
ADU legislation 

As a resident of Noe Valley, I am stro~gly opposed to Supervisor Weiner's legislation regarding ADU 
expansion. 

His proposal will significantly increase the number of "monster homes" in the city and will not bring about an 
increase in occupancy, as most will remain single-family homes. Furthermore, how many of the allowed in-law 
structures will b.ecome· rental units, as opposed to AirBnb lofts? Is there any requirement? 

I am further alarmed by his proposal to remove the requirement for most neighborhood notifications. How is 
this a good thing for anyone but the developer? 

Please oppose Supervisor Weiner's plan. Supervisor Peskin's is a far better proposal. 

Sincerely, 
Scott Kravitz 
3827 Cesar Chavez St. 
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Young, Victor 

.-rom: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, . (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:49 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 

Subject: File 160657 FW: Proposed ADU Legislation 
Attachments: Opposition to Wiener/Farrell's ADU Expansion Proposal 

From: Mike Silverman [mailto:mgsilve~an60@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 10:40 AM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; aaron.pesking@sfgov.org; 
Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS} <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} 
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman {BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; scott.weiner@sfgov.org; Campos, David (BOS} 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@~ov:org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisrirs@sfgov.org>; info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com 
Subject: Proposed ADU Legislation 

Honorable President Breed and 
Member.s of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as Protect Noe's Charm). I 
am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows AD Us to expand to 
the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 
We have a housing problem that requires addressing, but this is not .the way to do it . 

. ,c is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch 0f a lot up to its maximum permissible 
limit to build supersized single-family homes. I encourage any of you to walk through Noe Valley and see what is 
happening here. I am sure that is true in other neighborhoods as well. This legislation, in e1'.fect, enables the trend for a 
monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open space that is a community resource 
providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological'comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't c.urrently e~ist in the rear yard is also preposterous. I am 
opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the public interest and 
should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. As is, the Zoning 
Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested 
variance. To al\ow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's 
hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and thereby, spare 'our 
mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

1ichael Silverman 
4317 Cesar Chavez Street 
mgsilverman60@gmail.com 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

. .. I -

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:44 AM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 
FW: ADU LEGISLATION TODAY AT LAND USE COMMITTEE Files No.160252 and Files 
No.160657 . 

From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 10:25 AM 
To: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Pe~kin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Mar, 
Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) · 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Tang, KatY (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (~OS) <board.of.supe~isors@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Hepner, 
Lee (BOS} <lee.hepner@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org> 
Subject: ADU LEGISLATION TODAY AT LAND USE COMMITTEE Ries No.160252 and Files No.160657 

Dear Supervisors: 

Please protect the Reary ard Mid Block Open Space. 

Do not allow ADUs to extend beyond the Built Envelope. Please let us use the Built 
Environment we have already and protect our precious Rear Yard Mid Block Open Space, 
our San Francisco Neighborhood's Natural Environment .. 

Here is the crux of the matter: 

1. Keep ADUs :within the existing Built Envelope. Do not allow ADUs in the potentially 
Buildable Envelope or what may be hypothetically permitted. This will preserve Rear Yards 
and the Mid Block Open Space. Keep them in the BUILT ENVELOPE. Do not allow them in 
the BUILDABLE ENVELOPE. 

2. If there are exceptions to fl?.is, it should be to what exists now in the Rear Yard as long 
as it is a legal conforming structure or an authorized auxilliary structure. Do not use the 
Zoning Administrator Bulletin No. 4. The Zoning Administrator has the power to hold 
Public Hearings, that are publicly noticed and grant a Variance. The Zoning Administrator 
does not need the potentially unlimited power of a waiver of Rear Yard Requirements 
because ADUs should not extend into the Rear Yard. This Public Notice should also 
include the 311/312 Notification as currently exists. 

3. Preserve existing·housing .... there are many loopholes that are not doing this 
currently. Save what exists. 

4. The City has built more housing in the last five years than ever before ... and more is in 
the pipeline ... do not confuse lack of affordability of available housing with supply. We need 
more rent controlled housing, not less. 
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5. Think Livability. When adding ADUs within the built envelope you will have more 
~ople living per lot. .. they~ need to share the Rear Yards as a place of refuge, serenity 

......nd to create a shared community of neighbors. If the Rear Yards are reduced due to 
expansion into the Rear Yards, this will create an unpleasant and less livable City. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGIA SCHUTTISH 
Resident of District 8 
Member of Noe Neighborhood Council/formerly Protect Noe's Charm. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
·Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS). 
Monday, July 18, 201611:10AM 
Young, Victor 
Fwd: File 160657 FW: opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows 
ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" 

Attachments: Please Share with Board ...... From Eileen Lunny; ATI00001.htm 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.ofsupervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 9:22:58 AM PDT 
To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Ausberry, Andrea" 
<andrea.ausberry{a),sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera(a{sfgov.brg> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that 
allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" 

From: Paula Symonds [mailto:symondspaula@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 4:08 PM 
To: Board of Super\i'isors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: opposition to Superv1sors Wiener and Farreli's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the 
maximum allowable "buildable envelope" 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident ofNoe Valley and a member.ofNoe Neighborhood Council (formerly lmown as 
Protect Noe's Chann). tam writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable env_elope" of 
the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its 
maximum permissible limit to build supersiz~d single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open 
space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a 
much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposter.ous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at aU in the 
public interest and should not be granted. · 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a ~equested vti4a)."J4e. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
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lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person• s hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality oflife. 

Very truly you.rs, 

Paula Symonds 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

·-· ... · _.-. 

eileen lunny <mlunny@earthli11k.net> 
Sunday, July 17, 2016 6:17 PM 
Aaron.pekin@sfgov.org 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Please Share with Board ...... From Eileen Lunny 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood CouncU (formerly known as 
Prc;>tect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farreil's 
legislation that allows AD Us to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus 
another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. · 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its 
maximum permissible. limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, enables 
the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open space that 
is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, vis'ual relief, and a much-needed 
psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the 
public interest and should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. 
As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to t;lpprove further expansion into the required 45% 
rear yard by approving a requested variance. To alloYtJ an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad 
idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and· 
thereby, spa~e our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

My name is Eileen Lunny, Ple':lse Do share my _email with the Board 415-370-7050 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11:03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)R 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016. at 8:54:51 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea".<andrea.ausberry(a).sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Su~ject: File 160657 FW: Accessory Dwelling Units (~Us)R 

From: Roz ltelson [mailto:ritelson@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday1 July 17, 2016 2:31 PM _ . 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS).<eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <ma·rk.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 
(BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, {BOS} 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: -Board of Supervisors,- (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling.Units (ADUs)R 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known 
as Protect Noe's Charm). I. am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener 
and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable 
envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

( 

It i? bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in 
effect, enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our 
mid-block open space that is a community resource providin'g residents with light, air, 
privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is 
also preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by V\(iener/Farrell's legislation is not at 
all in the; public interest and should not be granted. -

I am also disturbed by granting more discreti~14tpjhe Zoning Administrator than afforded 
1 
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currently. ·As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into 
the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all 
cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell and thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Roz ltelson 
Diamond Street 
San Francisco 
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Young, Victor 

om: 
Sent: 
To:· 

Somera, Alisa {BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: ADU measures/Monday meeting 

Lisa 

Begin forwarqed message: 

From:· "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016.at 8:54:15 AM PDT 

. To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Ausberry, Andrea" 
<andrea.ausberry@sfaov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File.160657 FW: ADU measures/Monday meeting 

· From: Alice West [mailto:a.west@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 1:40 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: ADU measures/Monday meeting 

Honorable Presiden~ Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known 
as Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener 
and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable 
envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

' . 
It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes .. )his legislation, in 
effect, enables the trend for a· monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our 
mid-block open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, 
privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is 
also preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of J4ly 2016_-

The.removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at 
all in the public interest and should not be granted. · 

( 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into 
the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all 
cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell and thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. · 
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Very truly yours, 
Alice West 
a. west@mindspring.com 
4047 Cesar Chavez St 
S.F. CA 94131 

'- I . 

1420 
2 



"oung, Victor 

from: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:03 AM. 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: monster houses 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of..supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:50:30 AM PDT 
To: 11Ausberry, Andrea" <andreaausberry(@,sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: monster houses 

From: Richard Tauber [mailto:richard@tauberphotography.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 201612:59 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 
Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katv:tang@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott . 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John {BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman {BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Board.of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: monster houses 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley with first hand experience of the encroachment of modem 
Mc Mansions in our neighborhood. I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener 
and Farrell's legislation that allows AD Us to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable 
envelope" of the lot plus another 12-fobt expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

During the last few years we have been surrounded by three oversized homes extended by height 
and length which have lln.posed on our privacy, light and view, removing beautiful, healthy trees, 
and boxing us in by concrete walls, changing the nature of our living experience in San 
Francisco. These homes are a blight on charming Noe Valley, and many more have been built 
just on our block withill. the last 10 years, causing continuous construction noise, dirt and upset ~ 
our streets. 

The neighbors banded together, to fight the first project at $200 per family, but soon realized we 
couldn't afford the time, money or mental anguish to wage a continuous war against the 
encroaching buildings. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
to .its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes, and changing .the 
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face of the neighborhood to plain, modern structures which go against the building code of 
keeping the look of the neighborhood's Victorian style buildings. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-hom&.plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid­
block open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, 
visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extenrung AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the 
public interest and should not be granted. 

I am also rusturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality ofiife. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard Tauber 

/ 
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· 1ung, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's ADU legislation 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board. of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:49:54AMPDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberry(a),sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera(a{sfgov.org> . 
Subject: File 160657 FW: Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's ADU legislation 

From: marvcmcf@comcast:net [mailto:marvcmcf@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 12:51 PM 
To: Mar, Eric {BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farr~ll, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Aaron Peskin.:. 
<Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.vee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS} 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's ADU legislation 

To the Board of Supervisors: 

Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation- allows ADUs to expand to the maximum 
(;\llowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 
45% rear yard is af once environmentally damaging and not in the interest of the city 6r 
our neighborhoods; Rather than addressing the housing problem it proports to solve, 
this measure simply allows developers and real estate Speculators to eliminate 
backyards, overbuild in desirably profitable areas, and literally darken the homes of long 
term re~idents. Th~se ADUs· are never really ADUs, but an excuse to expand and profit 
from manipulating politicians and pressuring residents. 

Last week I spoke with five neighbors, three of them within Noe Valley, and two in Glen 
Park, all of whom have had monstrous expansions proposed in newly purchased 
buildings next to their homes. Every expansion claims to be necessary to accommodate 
an aged relative, a disabled sibling, arid to make the place and the city "affordable." No 
amount of building will remedy the high cost of housing as long as San Prancisco 
maintains the contradictory policy of using tax breaks to encourage tech companies 
growth by bringing in new residents. while at the same time shutting out current 
residents. Granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator and eliminating 
neighborhood notification is the strongest indication that this is not at all about 
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affordable housing or about keeping a lively city, but about selling everything, including 
our culture of mutual respect, to the highest bidder. 

·' I . 

This supposedly "green" city has lost half its open space by allowing and encouraging 
builders to consume backyards and the trees that occupied them. Thirty years ago there 
w~s a ~wath of old growth redwoods, incluqing Giant Sequoias, that ran from the top of 
Douglass street down through the backyards as far as Church Street and nesting trees 
everywhere. Now Los Angeles has more growing green than San Francisco. Thanks to 
measures like this one, and to consistently greedy real estate speculation, all of our 
large trees have disappeared, either cut down or poisoned in the name of the added 
value of a view, the "need" for a monster home, or an imagined affordable unit. Aside 
from the environmental unsustainability, this rapid growth is unsustainable as well. 

So-called affordable housing inevitably gets· re-categorized as market rate housing after 
a short time, 0ne year, two years, three years and every year in an attempt to get 
around building codes and to make even more profit. Or, worse, individual units get 
approval to become one giant house within days of completion. Recently the Board of 
Supervisors overrode the Planning Commission and unanimous neighborhood 
opposition to the building of an 8300 square foot home to replace two houses. How 
does this act jive with this current proposal? With one vote you've removed housing, 
now want to make it appear you are interested in adding housing stock in the very same 
neighborhood. 

San Franciscans' accommodation of difference has been contorted into forced 
acceptance of the will of the wealthy as imposed by political pressure and willful 
destruction of the very things that made this city a wonderful place to live. 

Mary McFadden 
3993 24th street D 
San Francisco, Ca 94114 
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Young, Victor 

rom: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject~ Fwd: File 160657 FW: Monster homes 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded ~essage: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.ofsupervisors@sfgov.org> · 
Date: Iuly.18, 2016 at 8:49:14 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andreaausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisasomera@sfgov.org> . 
Subject: File 160657 FW: Monster homes 

From: Barbara Tauber [mailto:barbara@tauberphotography.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016.12:13 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS} <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 
Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfuov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Campos, David {BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia {BO?) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Monster homes 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley with first hand experience of the encroachment of modern 
McMansions in our neighborhood. I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors 
Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable 
"buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear 
yard. 

During the last few years we have been surrounded by three oversized homes extended by height 
and length which have imposed on our privacy, light and view, removing beautiful, healthy trees, 
and boxing us in by concrete walls, changing the nature of our living experience in San 
Francisco. These homes are ab.light on charming Noe Valley, and many more have been built 
just on our block within the last 10 years, causing continuous construction noise, dirt and upset in 
our streets. 

The neighbors banded together, to fight the first project at $200 per family, but soon realized we 
couldn't afford the time, money or mental anguish to wage a continuous. war against the 
encroaching buildings. 

It.is bad enough thatthe recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
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to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes, and changing the 
face of the neighborhood to plain, modern structures which go against the building code of 
keeping the look of the neighborhood's Victorian style buildings. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroqing our mid-

, block open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, 
visual relief, and .a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is 
also preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at 
all in the public interest and should not be granted. 

1 am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into 
the ~equired 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all 
cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell and thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Barbara Tauber 

Barbara Tauber 
4221 24th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
barbara@tauberohotography.com 
415-824-6837 
Cell#415-533-7348 
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Young, Victor 

:om: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11:01 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: ADU Legislation 
Attachments: The ADU Legislation Proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell; A TT00001.htm; ADU 

legislation; ATI00002.htm; Planning, Administrative Code-Construction of Accessory 
Dwelling Units; ATI00003.htm; Vote NO! on the Wiener/Farrell version; ATT00004.htm 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From:· "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 9:52:33 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andreaausberry(a),sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@{sfaov.org> 
Su~ject: File 160657 FW: ADU Legislation 

From: Janet F9wler [mailto:jfowlers@aol.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 8:37.PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 
·{BOS} <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katv.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, {BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Vee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> . 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com 
Subject: ADU LegislatiOn 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board. of Supervisors: 

Please vote No on the Wiener/Farrell ADU legislation. 

Please restrict ADUs to the built envelope, not buildable envelope, with no further expansion. Free­
standing ADUs, whether a totally new building or part of a non-conforming structure in the rear yard, 
should not be allowed. No legislation should reduce the obligation to provide notice of expansion 
to neighbors and the neighborhood. As a Noe Valley resident who is currently opposing a supersized 
single-family home that has now become a supersized-home-plus-unit that greedily wipes out ligh~ 
privacy, and open-space to adjacent neighbors, as well as a taking down a spectacular street tree, I am 
well-aware of the importance of recognizing the site-specific impact to neighbors and the neighborhood. 

Under the Wiener/Farrell ADU legislation, I could totally screw my neighbors, as I have a 150' lot with 75' 
of rear-yard open space where 1 could add a nice tall ADU at the rear of the yard, and then add on to it I 
suppose, and with no variance, too. 

Respectfully, 

Janet Fowler 
434 Hoffman Avenue 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:00 AM 
Young, Victor 
Ausberry, Andrea 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: No Expansion of ADUs in Noe Valley 

Victor ... please add to today's file and include in the CR packet for tomorrow. There are several more I will be 
forwarding . 

. Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:48:35 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: No Expansion of ADUs in Npe Valley 

From: Hans Kolbe [mailto:hanskolbe@celantrasystems.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 11:03 AM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 'Aaron Peskin-' 
<Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katv.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane {BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman {BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org> · 
Cc: Board·of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; 'Matt McCabe' 
<info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com> 
Subject: No Expansion of ADUs in Noe Valley 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 
I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhpod ~ouncil (formerly known as Protect Noe's 
Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervi~ors Wiene'r and Farrell's legislation that allows 
AD Us to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the 
remaining 45% rear yard. · 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its maximum 
permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, enables the trend for a 
monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open space that is a community resource 
providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also preposterous. I 
am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. · 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the public 
interest and should not be granted. 
I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. As is, the 
Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45% rear yard by approving a 
requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in 
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one person's hands. 

I 
. ! '·-._ 1 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and thereby, spare 
our mid-block open space and unique quality of tife. 

Very truly yours, 

Hans Kolbe 
Celantra Systems 

Cell US 415-730-1131 

1429 



- -.. ·~· i· 

Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:01 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 11 <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 9:01:35 AM PDT . 
To: "BOS Legislatio~ (BOS)" <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>, "Ausberry, Andrea11 

<andrea.ausberry{a),sfgov.org>, nsomera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera@rSfaov.org> 
Subject: FW: Proposed Acces~ory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

From: anastasia Yovanopoulos [mailto:shashacooks@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 3:35 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS} <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 
{BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katv.tang@sfgov.org>~ BreedStaff, (BOS)· 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

·subject: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors, 

As renter living in DistriGt #8, I support Supervisor Peskin's Accessory 
Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and his amendments. 

I urge you to reject ADU legislation #160657 Supervisor Wiener and Farrell 
propose because it is important to keep ADU's within the existing built · 
envelope. Mid-block open space is our right. Further:· 

? . Do not allow ADU's in the hypothetically permitted building envelope. 
Any exceptions should be limited to what exists now ip. the rear yard. 

? Do not incorporate Zoning Administrator Bulletin 4, as amended from 
time to time. The Zoning Administrator should not have unlimited · 
discretion to waive rear yard requirements because ADU's should not 
extend into the rear yard. 

·I feel strongly about the intent of this legislation: ADU studios and one 
bedrooms of decent size are needed to af~1fs the paucity and attrition of rent 
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controlled housing in San Francisco. Su~~sor Peskin.1s ADU legislation 
#160252 does.this. The ADU legislation authored by Wiener and Farrell allows 
the ADU' s to be sold as condos! 

Yours truly, 
Anastasia Yovanopoulos 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, July 19, 2016 9:43 AM 

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: FW: BOS 7/19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Legislative Proposals 

(Peskin: File 160252, yviener/Farrell: File 160657) 

Categories: 160657, 160252 

From: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 8:30 PM 
To: Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron· (BOS) 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS} <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Tang, 
Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; 
Avalos, Jphn (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: BOS 7 /19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Legislative Proposals (Peskin: File 160252, . 
Wiener/Farrell: File 160657) 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 
I thank the BOS-LU&HC Supervisors Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell and Aaron Peskin for working very l;iard on 
compromises to the proposed subject-referenced legislations. 
As I stated today at the BOS-LUC meeting, I believe there should be a unit size minimum to be inserted into 
the legislation prior to adoption. 
Also, even with all the amendments, Section 307(1) ("Other Powers and Duties of the Zoning . 
Ad:nllnistrator") which contains the "complete or partial relief from density limits and from the parking, rear 
yard, exposure, and/or open space requirements of this Code when modification of the requirement would 
facilitate the construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit, as defined in Section 102 and meeting the 
requirements of Section 207(c)(4) of this Code" is still overly broad and *may* have unintentional 
consequences for the RII-1 (D) lots that abut the RH-2 & RM-zoned lots in Jordan Park & in a very few 
other areas of the City ihat have this similar setup. 
I want to thank very much Supervisors Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell and Aaron Peskin for the opportunity 
afforded me to comment at today's BOS-LUC hearing and for their latest ~endments. 
Sincerely, 
Rose (Hillson) 
Member, Jordan Park Improvement Association 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

.:>m: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board. of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, July 19, 2016 9:46 AM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Subject: FW: ADU Legislation at Board today Item #61 Fife No. 160252 

Categories: 160657, .160252 

From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 8:39 AM 
To: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <mafia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; 
Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) 
<eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman {BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark {BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 
Tang, Katy {BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org>; Johnston, 
Conor (BOS) <conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Board of 
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> · 
Subject: ADU Legislation at Board today Item #61 File No. 160252 

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Wiener, Farrell, President Breed and Fellow Members of the 
Board· of Supervisors: 

--·.,.ank you for the compromise legislation between the Wiener/Farrell and Peskin 
_dinances involving city-wide ADUs and for the chance to testify yesterday at the Land Use 

Committee hearing. 

I hope that the allowed waiver in Section 307 (1) (that is a small L, not a 1) will not be too 
broad when the Zoning Administrator is making a decision concerning these ADUs. 

Since you as .decision makers will be allowing for the potential of new units in the 
residential neighborhoods and increasing the occupancy per lot, please remember that the 
livability of these more densely occupied lots will need to be maintained .... whether they are 
rent controlled or condos .... More people occupying a structure on a lot will be sharing the 
open space, the yard space ..... . 

Many lots together create the Mid Block Open Space which is the collective private open 
space for all of the City's property owners and residents. These Rear Yards and the Mid 
Block Open Space provide not only livability but, sustainability to our environment. And 
the occupants of these new units will deserve a standard of livability that is the same or as 
close to the same as what currently ~xists for the residents and property owners. 

It is a positive that there will be new units added to the housing stock, but at the same time 
we inust do everything possible to preserve existing units. Just this weekend there were · 
three high-end properties that hit the market where there had formerly been 2 to 3 units on 

-;h site, but now are basically a single family home ... as best I can tell there was no 
w.andatory DR for unit merger .. .! am still looking into it.. .. but what may have been lost are 
4 units, possibly rent controlled ... you could also really think that it is 7 units since the 
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three remaining are high end, high priced single family homes .... this is not an isolated 
event, but this is an issue for another letter and another day. 

Congratulations on this legislation given the history of in-law apartments in SF. Have a 
nice day. 

Sincerely, 

Georgia Schutti.sh 
Resident of District 8 



Carroll, John (BOS) 

)ffi: 

~ent: 

To: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Tuesday, July 19, 2016 11 :34 AM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
FW: File No. 160252, Item #61 

l 

160252 

From: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 11:09 AM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, 
Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS} 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Noeneighborhoodcouncil Info 
<info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com> 
Subject: File No. 160252, Item #61 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

1 1m writing to you to convey our gratitude for the compromise legislation between the Wiener/Farrell 
d Peskin ordinances involving city-wide AD Us. 

We hope that in making decisions about these ADUs, the Zoning Administrator.will not use the 
allowed waiver in Section 307(1) too broadly and to the detriment of the liveability factor. 

You~ today's vote will have a lasting effect on current and future residents of San Francisco. That is 
why we urge you to keep in mind the quality of life and liveability factors when it comes to allowing 
more units per lot. · 

Contrary to what is stated by the "Build, baby build" movement, which is nothing but a shill for the. 
developers and real estate speculators, the mid-block open space is a community resource that 
should be preserved in an urban landscape. Yes, we do need to add more affordable units to our 
housing stock and smaller units are naturally more affordable than larger ones but the occupants of 
these new ADUs also deserve a similar quality of life and .open space that currently exist for non-ADU 
residents. ·This is in particular important for houses in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts. 

That is why we urge you to balance the need for creating more affordable housing with the need to 
maintain the quality of life and liveability in an urban setting such as our City. 

Very truly yours, 

Ozzie Rohm 
behalf of the 250+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

Board of Supervisors, {BOS) 
Tuesday, July 19, 2016 12:24 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

BOS Legislation, {BOS); Somera, Alisa {BOS) 
FW: ADU Legislation File Nos. 160252/160657 

Categories: 160657,160252 

From: Kathy Devincenzi [mailto:krdevincenzi@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 11:56 AM 
To: Aaron Peskin <aaron.peskin@eaithlink.net>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Farrell, 
Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) 
<eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Hepner, 
Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com> 
Subject: ADU Legislation File Nos. 160252/160657 

The Honorable Aaron Peskin, 
San Francisco Supervisor 

Dear Supervisor Peskin, 

Neighborhood residents appreci~te your leadership in crafting amendments that acknowledge the importance of 
mid-block open space and seek to mjnjmjze intrusions into those green open space areas. 

While Section 307(1) requires that a waiver by the Zoning Administrator must meet the requirements of Section 
207( c )( 4) of this Code, which sets forth the controlling construction standards that the ADU be constructed within "built envelope of an 
existing b.uilding," with a few specified exceptions limited to spaces existing as of July 11, 2016, I remain 
concerned that the limitations on the scope of the waiver authority will not be observed in practice. I urge 
addition of the further clarifying language that "The Zoning Administrator shall not be authorized to grant a 
waiver of any construction which is not specifically authorized in Section 207( c )( 4)(C)(ii)." Such a clarification 
should be helpful in practice. · 

We recognize that your capable staff spent a considerable amount of time negotiating the compromise version 
that is before the Board today. 

We will be following the reports produced under the monitoring requirements and the nature of the ADUs 
actually built to provide cons~ctive feedback on the implementation of this measure. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn Devincenzi 
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SAN. FRANCISCO 
PLAN_NING DEPARTMENT 

June 23, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, derk 
Honorable Supervisor$ Peskin,. Farrell, and Wiener 
·Board of Supervisors 
City. and County 0£ San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal 0£ Planning Department Case Number 2016.004042PCA: 

Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

Board File Nos. 160252and160657 

:Pllmn.ing Commission Reconnnendation; .Approval with Modifications 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Peskin, 

On June 16, the San Francisco PiaDrung Commission (hereinafter: Commission) conducted ~uly 
noticed public hearings at regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed amendments 

introduced. in two separ.ite Ordinances, first by Supervisor Aaron Peskin, and second by 
• 

Supervisors Farrell and Wiener to allow AIX:.essory Dwelling Unils citywide. At the hearing, the 
Planning Commission recommended approval with modifications for both Ordinances. 

Both proposed Ordinance are covereQ. under an Addendum. to the 2204 and 2009 Housing 
Element'Final Environmerrl:al Impact Report (Case Ng. 2016-004042ENV), pursuant to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164. 

Supervisors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish to 
incorporate the changes recommended by the Commissions. 

·. 

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any 
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Aaron Starr 

Manager of Legis.lative Affairs 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Transinital Materials CASE NO. 2016.004042PCA 
Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

cc: 
Lee Hepner, Supervisor Aaron Peskin' s Legislative Aide 
Ann Fryman, Supervisor Scott Wiener's Legislative Ai~e 
Kanishka Karunaratne Supervisor Mark Farrell's Legislative Aide 
Jon Givner, City Attorney 
Judy Boyajian, City Attorney 

Attachments (two hard copies of the following): 
Planning Commission Resolution 
Planning Department Executive Summary 

SIW FRANCISGO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1439 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

·Planning 'Commission Resolution No. 19663 
Planning & Administrative Code Text Change 

HEARING DA TE: JUNE 16, 2016 
90 DAY DEADLINE: JUNE 23, 2016 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415,558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning Project Name: 
Case Number: 

Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 
2016-004042PCA, [Board File No. 160252] 

Supervisor Peskin I httroduced March 15, 2016 

Kimia Haddadan, Legislative Affairs 
Kimia.haddadan@sfgov.o,rg, 415-575-9068 

- llilormatlon: 
415.558.6377 

Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviaoed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Si;rior Policy Advisor 
amnarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 4J5-558-6395 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSi:b ORDINANCE 
AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF ACCESSORY DWELLING 
UNITS (ADUS, ALSO KNOWN AS SECONDARY OR IN-LAW UNITS) ON ALL LOTS lN THE CiTY IN 
AREAS THAT ALLOW RESJDl::NTIAL USE; AMENDING THE ADMINISTRAilVE CODE TO REVISE 
THE DEFINITION OF "RENTAL UNIT" AS .IT APPLIES TO ADUS; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING 
DEPARTMENl'S OEn:RMINAnON UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; 
MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY 
POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION fo1.1; ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER PLANNING CODE, 
SECTION 302; AND DIRECTING IHE: CLERK TO SEND A COPY OF TH'IS ORDINANCE TO THE 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AFTER ADOPTION. 

WHEREAS, on March 15, 2016, Supervisor Peskin introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of 

Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 160252, which would amend the Planning Code to allow. 
accessory dwelling units citywide; and, 

WHEREAS, on May 31, 2016, Sup~rvisors Farrell and Wjener introduced another Ordinance under Board 
File Numbe; ·160657, which would also amend the Planrting Co~e to allow accessory dwelling units 
citywide; and 

WHEREAS, on May 31, 2016, Supervisors Farrell and Wiener sent a letter to the Planning Department 
(hereinafter "Department") requesting that their Ordinance be heard on the same date as Supervisor 
Peskin's Ordinance at the Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission"); and 

WHEREAS, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regular! y scheduled meeting to 
consider the proposed Ordinances on June 16, 2016; and, 

WHEREAS, the proposed ordinance is covered under an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element Final Environmental Impact Repo!'f (Case No. 2016-004042ENV), pursuant to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164; and 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Planning Commission Resolution No, 19663 CASE NO. 2:016-004042PCA 
June 16, 2016 Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

WHEREAS1 the Planning Commission 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 

Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 

records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, S!ID Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the pro~osed Ordinance; and 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve wil:h 
modifications fhe proposed ordin;mce. 

The following are the Commission's recommended modifications: 

1. Remove the cap on number of ADUs allowed per lot in mid to large sized buildings (5 or more 
units) and maintain a one ADU per lot cap for smaller buildings (less than 5 units). Establish a 
minimum unit size, Among the ADU programs currently available in San Francisco, ADUs in 
buildings undergoing seismic retrofitting have been the most common type of ADU permits the 
Department has received. Buildings eligible for the mandatory seismic retrofitting are suitable 
candidates for new ADUs: the property owner already has to undertake construction, and new 
units would help offset the costs. Under this program, there is no limit on how many ADUs can 
be added on a lot so long as other physical controls are met and applicable Planning Code 
requirements. While the applications for ADUs under the soft story seismic program include on 
average less than two-units per building, some buildings propose up to 5 ADUs per lot. 
Currently, there are 68 ADUs under review in projects that proposed either more than two ADUs 
or propose two ADUs in buildings of 5-10 units. These 68 ADUs would not be lawful per the 
controls in the proposed Ordinance. Imposing a cap of two ADUs per building would not allow 
efficient use of available space in buildings. The proposed recommendation would maintain a 
cap of one ADU in smaller buildings ( 4 or less units) to preserve the smaller scale character of 
the building. For large buildings (5 or more units), the number of ADUs would remain limited by 
the available space on the ground floor, as well as the Building and Planning Code requirements 
(means of egress, exposure, bike parking, etc.). , 

2. Clarify that "existing built envelope" includes spaces that can be filled in without notification 
as listed in the Zoning Administrator Bulletin No.4 that are exempt from the notification 

. requirements of the Planning Code. 1£ ADUs are limited to !;he existing built envelope, staff 
proposes this recommendation. Currently space under the bay wil1dows, cantilevered room1 etc. 
can be filled in without notification per the Zoning Administrator Bulletin Number 4. The 
recommendation would allow ADUs to be expanded into these spaces, which wpuld help make 
ADUs possible that are otherwise infeasible due to exposure or other code requirements. 

3. Further study to allow ot prohibit ADUs to be subdivided and sold separately, especially~ 
condominium buildings. 

SAN FRA~CISCO 
PLANNING OEl"ARTMENT 2 
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Planning Commission Resolutiot1 No. 19663 CASE NO. 2U16-0114042PCA 
June 16, W1S Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

4. Modify the provisfon in Section 207(c){4)(vi)(c), allowing a building to be raised 3 :feet, to refer 
to the correct Building Code (Chapter 34) that requires full seismic retrofitting and not the soft 
story retrofitting(Chapter 34B). Clarify that this height increase is exempt from the existing 
built envelope limitation for ADUs in those eligibl_e buildings. Currently Section 
207(c)(4)(vi)(c) of the Code refers to Chapter 34(B) of the Building Code regarding where a 
building can be raised 3 feet when undergoing seismic retrofitting. Chapter 34(b) discusses soft 
story seismic retrofitting which does not actually allow the three foot height increase. This 
provision is allowed in Chapter 34 of the Building Code which discusses full seismic retrofitting 
of a building (on all floors). Staff recommends correcting tltls reference so that it would not be 

. tied to the soft story seismic retrofitting but to full seismic retrofitting per Chapter 34. 

FINDINGS 

Having reviewed the materials idenlified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: 

1. Allowing ADUs within existing residential buildings is a pragmatic in£ill .strategy to create more 
housing. This strategy is crucial foi San Francisco's housing market in multiple aspects. First, adding 
apartments to existing, older housing stock complements the current housing development trends in 
San Francisco, which primarily occurs on lots that are significantly underdeveloped or vacant. 
Second, this existing housing stock provides limited available rental housing to the market as many 
of these buildings are also under rent control where the turnover rate of units for rental is generally 
low. Lastly, this infill strategy would create more apartments m the areas of the city without 
increasing building heights. or altering the built form. Such small-scale residential infill could create 
additional homes for existing ap.d future San Franciscans spread throughout the city. 

2. ADUs are usually located on the ground floor in space that was previously used for parking or 
storage, and as a result typically have lower ceilings heights. These units will also likely have less 
light exposure due tci smaller windows or windows facing smaller open areas, and side entrances due 
to location of the unit on the lot Such subordinate characteristics of ADUs result in lower rents 
compared to the rental rates of a unit in a newly developed building. Further, the lower rents would 
accommodate populations that are not adeqqately being served by the matket: younger households, 
small :families, senior and elderly individuals and so forth. Estimated rents for ADUs citywide would 
provide more rental housing affordable to these households earning 80% to 145% AW. 

3. General Plan Compliance. . The propos~d Ordinance and the Comfilission's recommended 
modifications are consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

OBJECTIVE1 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

POUCY1.5 . . 
Consider secondary units in community plans where there is neighborhood support and when 
other neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially if that housing is made permanently 
affordable to lower-income households. 
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Planning Gommissiun Resolution No.19663 CASE NO. 2016~004042PCA 
June 1'6, ~CMS Alto.wing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

The proposed Ordinance would allow Acce~sory Dwelling units citywide in pursuit of goals to increase hgusing . 
opportunities. San Francisco is in dire need for more housing due· to high demand. Allowing ADUs in 
residential properties is an infill housing strategy and would provide one housing option among many options 
needed for San Francisco. This change in land use controls is not part of a traditional "community planning 
effort" as the Planning Department would typically pursue. However, the proposal emanates from an elected 
official who has done their own outreach. The Commission listened to the-public comment and considered the 
outreach completed by the Board Member and finds that there is sufficient community support and compelling 
public goals in the interest of the neighborhoods and City, to warrant the undertaking of this change. 

OBJECTIVE7 
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELYREUANT ON 
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. 

POLICY7.7 
Support housing for middle income households, especially through programs that do not require a 
direct public s~bsidy. 

AD Us are subordinate to the original unit due to their size, locatio_n of the entrance, lower cet1ing heights, etc. 
AD Us are anticipated to provide a lower rent compared to the residential units developed in ne:wly constructed 
buildings and therefore the proposed Ordinance would support housing for middle income households. 

1. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Planning Code in 
that: 

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

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and 
will not impact opportunities for resi~ent employment in and ownership of neighborhood-seroing 
retail. · · 

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

preserve the cultural and economic diversity 0£ our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. The 
new units would be built within the existing building envelope and therefore would impose minimal 
impact on the existing housing and neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

SAK FRANCISCO 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing 
and aims to create units affordable to middle incame households. The ordinance would, if adopted, 
increase the number of rent-controlled units in San Francisco. 
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 19663 CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
June 16, 2016 Aflowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood pru:king; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. 

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

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident .employment or ownership in these sectors would 
not be impaired. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against i:ajmy and loss of life in an 
earthquake; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on City's preparedness against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact on the City's Landmarks and historic 
buildings as the new units would be added under the guidance of local law and policy protecting 
historic resources, when appropriate. Further, the additional income that may be gained by the 
property owner may enable the property owner to pursue a higher standard of maintenance far the 
but1ding. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City's parks and open space and their access 
to sunlight and vistas. 

B. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 
fuat the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
fue Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 
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Planning Commission Resolution No.19663 CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
June 16, 2016 Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT 
the proposed Ordinanc~ with modifications as described in this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted b:rrth Commission at its meeting on June 16, 

2016. ~~ . c-
~ 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

AYES: Johnson, Moore, Richards, Wu 

NAYS; Antonini 

ABSENT: Fong 

RECUSED: Hillis 

ADOPTED: June 16, 2016 
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Executive Summary 
Planning and Administrative Code Text Change 

HEARING DATE: JUNE 16, 2016 

Date: 
Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Recommendation: 

90 DAY DEADLINE; JUNE 23, 2016 

June 09, 2016 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 
2016-004042PCA, [Board File No. 160252] 
Supervisor Peskin/ futroduced March 15, 2016 
Kimia Haddadan, Legislative Affairs 
Kimia.haddadan@sfgov.org·, 415-575-9068 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org, 415-558-6395· 

Recommend Approval with Modifications 

Note: On May 31, 2016, Supervisors Farrell and Wiener sponsored an Ordinance that would 
also allow Accessory Dwelling Units (hereinafter "ADU"s) citywide. On the same date, these 
Supervisors sent a letter to the Planrring Department (hereinafter "Departmenf') requesting 
that their Ordinance be heard on the same date as Supervisor Peskin' s Ordinance at the 
Planning Commission (hereinafter ".Commission"). Upon consideration, the Department 
decided to discuss both Ordinances at the June 16 Commission hearing. Due to the short-time 
frame, this case report addresses the Ordinance sponsored by Supervisor Peskin. However, the 
content and Department recommendations would generally apply to both Ordinances. Below is 
a list of provisions in the Ordinance proposed by Supervisors Farrell and Wiener that are 
different than Supervisor Peskin' s original Ordinance and any associated recommendations by 
the Department. 

1. Allow one ADU per lot in buildings with 4 or less units, and no limit on number of 

AD Us for buildings with more than 4 units -7 This provision is similar to staff 

recommendation number 1. 

2. RH-l(D) parcels would not be eligible for the ADU program described in the Planning 

Code but would be allowed as mandated by State Law 

3. Allow reduction of a ground-story retail or commercial space up to 25% in 

Neighborhood Commercial Districts or Chinatown Community Business or Visitor 

Retail District. -7 This issue is discussed in recommendation number 3. The Department 

supports allowing a limited reduction in commercial space. 

4. Allow subdivision and separate sales for AD Us. -7 This provision is similar to staff 

recommended modification number 6. 

5. Oarifies the definition of built envelope to include spaces listed in the Zoning 

Administrator Bulletin No. 4, as well as infillin~ underneath rear extension. -7 This 

provision is similar to staff recommended modification number 4. Infilling underneath rear 

extensions is a portion of staff recommended modification number 3. 

www .sfplanning.org 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

PLANNING & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AMENDMENTS 

The proposed Ordinance would amend the Planning Code to allow the construction of Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or In-Law Units) on all lots :in the City in areas 
that allow residential use; amending the Administrative Code to revise the definition of "rental 
unit" as it applies to ADUs; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and 
the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.l; adopting findings under Planning· 
Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy of this Ordinance to the California 
Deparb:nent of Housing and Community Development after adoption. 

The Way It ls Now: 

1. Currently, San Francisco allows new AD Us in all residential buildings :in Supervisor 
Districts 3 and 8, and also :in buildings that are undergoing voluntary or mandatory 
seismic retrofitting I. 

• In District 3 and District 8, ADUs are not allowed :in RH-l(D) parcels. 
• In buildings undergoing seismic retrofitting. ADUs are not allowed in either RH-

1 or RH-1 (D) zoned parcels. · 
2. · The number of ADUs ~owed per parcel varies under the various programs and 

geographies. 
• For ADUs in buildings undergoing seismic retrofitting there is no limit on how 

many ADUfi can be built 
• Within District 8 and within buildings with more than ten units, two ADUs can 

be added. However, in District 8 buildings with ten or less units, only one ADU 
can be added. 

• Within District 3 and within buildings with five or more units, there is no limit 
on how many ADUs that can be added. However, within District 3 buildings 
with less than five units, only one ADU can be added. 

3. Restrictions: 
• AD Us can only be built within the existing built envelope. 
• ADUs cannot use space from an existing unit . 

4. Waivers: 
• Certain provisions of the Planning Code such as rear yard, open space, partial 

exposure, and parking may be waived by the Zoning Administrator. The Zoning 
Administrator may reduce the exposure requirement so that qualifying windows 
may face an open area that is no less than 15'Xl5' and is open to the sky. 

• Under seismic program and if allowed by the Building Code, a building may be 
raised up to three fee to satisfy the minimum ground floor ceiling height 
requirements. This. height :increase is exempt from notification requirements of. 
Sections 311 and 312 of the l"lanitlng Code. 

5. Applicability of Rent Control Ordinance: 

i See Planning Code Section 207(c)(4). 

SAN fRANOISOO 
PLAl\INING D~PARTMENT 

1447 
2 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

• For ADUs fuat receive waivers from Plamring Code requirements, if fue origi:pal 
building is· subject to rent control, the ADU(s) would also be subject to rent 
control2. 

6. Monitoring: 
• Currently, the Department is required to monitor fue affordability of ADUs 

furough inqriiring rent information from property owners. The Code requires fue 
Department to publish a report by April 1, 2016 to describe and evaluate the 
types of units being developed and their affordability rates. Subsequent years, 
fuis information would be included in the Housing Inventory. The Department is 
also required to inquire from property owners at the time of application whether 
or not they intend to use the ADU as short-term rentals. 

The Way It Would Be: 

1. ADUs would be permitted citywide in any zoning district where a residential building 
already exists. 

2. The number of ADUs allowed per parcel would reflect the existing controls in District 8. 
In buildings with more fuan 10 units, two ADUs can be added, and in buildings wifu 10 
or less units, one ADU could be added. This means that the number of ADU s allowed 
per parcel in District 3, and under the seismic retrofit program would be decreased. .. 

3. Restrictions: 
a) Restrictions Maintained:. 

• ADUs would still only be built within the existing built envelope; fuis control 
would also be.incorporated into the definition of ADUs in Section 102. 

• AD Us would be still not allowed to use space from an existing unit 
b)Restrictions Added: 

• AD Us would be prohibited from eliminating or reducing a ground-story retail or 
commercial space in Neighborhood Commercial Districts, or in the Chinatown 
Community Business or :Visitor Retail District. 

• ADUs could not be merged with an original unit(s). 
• AD Us could not be subdivid~d and sold separately. 
• AD Us could not be used for short-term rentals. 
• ADUs could not be built in a building with the following no-fault eviction 

history: 
i. owner move-in3 eviction within five year prior fo fue permit application 

date for ADU, or 
ii. within 10 years prior to the application ~£ ADUs: condo conversion, 

demolition, temporary evictions for capital improvements, substantial 

2 Administrative Code Section 37.2 defines "rental units'.' as including Accessory Dwelling Units constructed pursuant to 
Planning Code Section 207(c)(4), provided that the building containing the ADU(s) or any unit within the building is 
already subject to the San FranclSco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance (Administrative Code 
Chapter 37.) 

3 Section 37.9(a)(8) of the Administrative Code 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

rehabilitation, Ellis Act withdrawals, temporary e~ction due to lead 
remediation4. 

4. Waivers: 
• The waivers from rear yard, open space, partial exposure, and parking would 

still be available. 
• The exemption from notification requb:ements of Se<!i-ons 311 and 312 of the 

Plann:ing Code in case of raising a building for three feet in buildings undergoing 
seismic retrofitting would no longer be available. 

5. Applicability of Rent Control Orclinance: 
• This provision remains unchanged but would be structured under a newly 

defined Regulatory Agreement 
6. Monitoring: 

• The reqillrements r~main intact except for the dates. Planning would develop an· 
annual report until April 1, 2019 to evaluate types of units developed, the 
affordability of those units, and the use of these units as short-term rentals. 
Subsequent years, this information would be included in the Housing Inventory, 

BACKGROUND 
ADUs have been promoted as an ffi\portant housing strategy in recent years :in San Francisco and 
many other cities. They have been part of the existing housing stock in San Francisco for decades, 
especially post WWII, :in form on unauthorized "in-law units." Government Code Section 

65852.2 (a.ka. second-unitlaw) was enacted in 1982 and has been amended four times (1986, 

1990, 1994 and 2002) to encourage the creation of second-units while maintaining local flexibility 

for unique circumstances and conditions. This State law requb:es jurisdictions to allow secondary 
units, units added to single family homes in single family or multi-family zoned areas. In 2014, 
San Francisco developed an official program that allowed ADUs in certain areas of the city. 
Ordinance 0049-14 allowed ADUs as a pilot program in the Castro NCD and within a quarter­
mile buffer. ·.This Ordinance was adapted :in parallel with another ordinance that allowed 
legalizing existing unauthorized units which had been built beyond density limits. These two 
ordinances represented a turning point :in the. City's long-standing approach which had 
previously always required removal of these units. Subsequently in April 2015, Ordinance 030-15 
allowed new ADUs in buildings that are undergoing mandatory or voluntary seismic retrofitting 
across the city. Lastly, in October 2015, the ADU program was further expanded to the entire 
Supervisorial District 8, replacing the Castro pilot progra;m. It was also allowed in Supervisorial 
District 3. The proposed Ordinance would expand the ADU program citywide. 

What is an Accessory Dwelling Unit? 

An ADU is a residential unit added to an existing building or lot where residential uses are 
allowed. ADUs are subordinate to the other residential units due to their smaller size, location, 

4 Administrative Code Sections 37.9(a)(9)-(14) respectively. 

SAN ftlANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPAltTMIONT 

1449 

4 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

location of the entrance, low ceiling heights, less light exposure, and so forth. Also known as 
secondary units, in-law units, or granny flats, AD Us are generally developed using uni.iiliabited 
spac;es within a lot, whether a garage, storage, rear yard, or an attic. These units are entirely 
independent from the primary unit or units, with independent kitchen, bathroom, $1.eeping 
facilities, and access to the street; however, they may share laundry facilities, yards, and other 
traditional types of common spaces with the primaryunit(s) .. 

State Law for ADUs 

State Law regulates Accessory Dwelling Units under the definition of "secondary units". Under 
State Law, Secondary Units are units added to an existing single-family home :in $gle-farnily or 
multi-family zoned areas. 

As stated previously, State Law currently authorizes but does not require local jurisdictions to 
adopt an ordinance imposing standards on secondary units and designating areas within single 
family or multi- family zoned areas where they wollld be allowed. Jn the absence of an ordinance 
local jurisdictions are required to ministerially (A.KA. without a discretionary action) approve a 
permit for a second unit that complies with the state standards within 120 days. 

More recently, there have been three new, pending State bills under review related to ADUs. 

1. · Pending State Senate Bill, SB 10695, would require local jurisdictions to pass an ordinance 
to allow ADUs arid no longer authorizes a jurisdiction to totally preclude them. It would 
shorten the ministerial review period for ADUs from 120 days to 90 days. Ministerial 
approval is required for one ADU on a lot in zoned for single-family residential use jf the 
ADU is contained within.the existing space of a s~gle family residence or accessory 
structure has independent exterior access from the existing residence, and the side and 
rear setbacks are sufficient for fire safety . Lastly, it would prohibit requiring parking for 
AD Us under certain circumstances. 

2. Pending Assembly Bill AB 22996 would restrict controls that jurisdictions may impose on . 
AD Us includ:ing: parking and other physical requirements such as setback. 

3. Pending Assembly Bill AB24067 would :introduce a new concept for the creation of units 
called a "junior accessory dwelling unit". This unit could only occur :in single-family 
residential zones. A junior accessory dwelling unit would be defined as a unit that is no. 
more than 500 square feet :in size, contained entirely within an existing single-family 
structure, and may include separate sanitation fa?Jities or share sanitation facilities with 

5 http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/facesfbillCompareClientxhtml?bill_id=201520160SB1069 

6 California Legislative Information,. 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bil1CompareClientxhtml?bilUd=201520160AB2299 

7 California Legislative Information, 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bil1CompareClientxhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2406 
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CASE NO. Z016-004042PCA 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

the existing structure. This bill would allow jurisdictions to enact ordinances that 
accommodate building such units. Some of the required provisions include: owner­
occupancy in either the single family unit or the junior ADU, a deed restriction 
prohibiting the sale of the junior ADU separate from sale of the single-family unit and 
restricting the size and physical features of the junior ADU, construction of the junior 
ADU within the existing walls of the sfugle family structure, and inclusion of an existing 
bedroom and a kitchen with specified. features. No additic;mal parking can be required. 

ADU Programs in Other Cities 

Many cities have sanctioned ADUs by integrating these units into their codes, mostly in form of 
allowing a secondary unit added within a single family home. Cities with expensive housing 
markets around the world have been more and more frequently pursuing relaxing regulation of 
AD Us by encouraging these units as a strategy for infill housing. ill the Bay Area, cities.have been 
bolstering their secondary units programs to make them a more viable option. Oakland recently 
passed an ADU program.. Berkeley has simplified their ADU controls. ill most cities, ADUs are 
allowed as either attached to an existing unit, or detached as a free-standing cottage in the 
backyard. Vancouver allows one attached and one detached (or cottage-like) ADU to a single 
family home. Among the ADU programs staff studied in different jurisdictions a, San Francisco is 
the only city where the Code neither allows an expansion of an existing built envelope, or a 
defached cottage in the backyard Overall, ADUs have become an important housing strategy 
both in larger cities such as Vancouver, Seattle, Portland, or even smaller cities such as 
Cambridge, Massachusetts9, Durango, Colorado10, or Portola Valley, California11. 

Overview of Unit Additions in Existing Residential Buildings in San Francisco 

Underbuilt Existing Residential Buildings- Many residential properties in the city include fewer 
units than the permitted under current zoning controls. Property owners of these lots can apply 
for a permit to add a unit provided that it meets Planning Code requirements. Additionally, in 
late 2000s after many years of community planning, the City rezoned large areas of the City as a 
result of the Eastern Neighborhoods, Market Octavia, and Balboa Area Plans. These efforts 
removed numerical density limits that restrict the number of units per lot in these districts. 
fustead, the number of units is controlled through height, FAR, open space, rear yard, and 

8 Santa Cruz, Oakland, Berkeley, San Jose, Portland, Seattle, Vancouver, Cambridge, MA, Durango, CO. 

9 http://www.bostonglobe.com/opinion/2016/04/30/how-grandma-can-help-housing­

crunch/BBul6fbzcinQ4iEPtsmvVJ/story.html? 

10 http://www.citylab.com/design/2016/05/how-one-colorado-city-instantly-created-affordable-hous~ng/483027/ 

11 http://www.portolavalley.net/home/showdocument?id=4813 
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exposure requirements. In the absence of traditional density limits, property owners are now able 
to add -quits to the existing buildings as long as other Plarming Code requirements are met. 

Since these units are also added to an existing building (similar to the ADU programs), it is likely 
that they were created as an m£ill of an existing unused space: smaller in size, subordinate 
location on the lot, potential lower ceiling. Many of these units seek variances from some 
Plarming Code requirements such as open space, rear yard, and exposure. In the past ten years 
(2005-2015), over 700 have been added to existing residential buildings through permits to add 1-
5 unit additions to existing residential buildings. Of these, 74 of fue units were added to 
properties where the density controls were lifted in 2008. Staff estimated over 37,000 parcels . 
within the city that are eligible to add a unit while keeping the property within the development 
capacity of the lot. 

Accessory Dwelling Unit Programs- The City has also allowed ADUs, addition of new units 
beyond density limits. To date the Department has received 72 applications under the seismic 
retrofit ADU program, totaling approximately 130 ADUs. These permits have proposed between 
one to five units in an existing building. Additionally, in District 8, fue Department has received 
eight applications (for eight units) to date and only one application in District 1 (for one unit). 
Based on these numbers, fue seismic retrofit program has been the most successful program in 
creating new ADUs. Reasons for the success of fue seismic retrofit program compared to D3 or 
D8 could include that 

a) buildings undergoing soft story seismic retrofitting are generally multi-unit 
buildings with commercial property owners· who are more savvy and up to date 
on new city rules; 

b) these buildings are also already required to undergo construction for seismic 
retrofitting and addition of ADUs can help offset those costs; 

c) these buildings by definition have soft story on the ground floor which usually 
includes storage or parking space that can more easily be converted to ADUs; 
and 

d) there is no cap on how many ADUs can be added to a building. 

Property owners can maximize the use of available space to build new ADUs and maximize their 
future revenue. 

From the ADU applications received to date, the majority have been proposed as a one-bedroom 
or ·studio unit, with fue one-bedroom being over twice prevalent as studios. The average size of 
the proposed ADUs was jlist under 600 sq. ft. About half of fue applications use spaces from 

. existing storage, or other unused space, and the other half use only garage or garage space 
. combined with storage. 
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Studio 23 

One bedroom 590 ft2 59 

Two bedrooms 743 ft2 12 

Three bedrooms 781 ft2 8 

Four bedrooms 1190 ft2 1 

BENEFITS OF ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Infill strategy- Allowing ADUs within existing residential builclings is a pragmatic infill strategy 
to create more housing. This strategy is crucial for San Francisco's housing market which is in the 
midst of a severe housing affordability crisis. First, adcling apartments to existing, older housing 
stock primarily occurs on lots that are significantly underdeveloped or vacant. This addition 
does not reduce the number of existing units and ensures that the existing housing stock is more 
viable. ADU s allow more efficient use of land within our existing housing stock as the majority of 
the city's residential properties are already developed and are unlikely to be redeveloped :in near 
or long-terffi future. Second, this existing housing stock provides limited available rental housing 
to the market, as many of these builclings are also under rent control with a generally low 
turnover rate. Lastly, this IDfill strategy would create more apartments :in the areas of the city 
without increasing building ~eights or altering the built form. Such residential infill could create 
additional homes for existing and future San Franciscans throughout the City. 

Middle Income Housing~ Despite the increase in development where currently about 7,000 units 
are under construction, the city's rental market remains the most expensive in the nation. Median 
rent for a one-bedroom unit has been reported as high as $3,590 by Zumper13 or $3,400 by 
Paragon14, or as low as $2,950 by Trulfa1s. 

12 These numbers add up· to only 103 units while the Department has received application for 134 units to date. This is 
because bedroom count and size information was not available for all ADUs. Planning review of 31 ADUs has been 
completed at the time of this analysis which means that easy access to plans was not possible to· derive information on 
bedroom counts and average unit size. 

13 Zumper National Rent Report: March 2016, https:Uyvww.zumper.corn/blo~016&J3/zumper-national-renb-report­
march-2016/ retrieved June 2,2016 

14 March 2016 San Francisco Real Estate Report, Paragon Real Estate Group, http:ffwww.paragon-re.com@-2016 San­
Francisco-Real-Estate-Report, retrieved June 2, 2016 

15 Real Estate Data for San Francisco, Trulia, http:ffwww.truliacom/real estate/San Francisco-California/market-trends/. 
retrieve Jim~ 2, 2016 
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ADUs a:re usually located on the street level, potentially behind the garage, or a side entrance, 
possibly low ceiling heights or less light exposure. In the Department's previous report on ADU 
programs :in Districts 3 & 8, staff estimated that a one bedroom ADU would rent between $2,600 
to $2900. The proposed Ordinance would expand the ADU program citywide. ADUs created :in 
already more affordable areas of the city, outer-sunset, outer-Riclunond, Excelsior, Ingleside, etc., 
could be e,(pected to rent as low as $1,700 for a one bedroom. Assuming that rent is affordable to 
a household if they are spend:ing less than 3_0% of their gross :income, such apartment would be 
affordable to a two-person hous~hold with a comb:ined :income of starting from $68,000 to 
$116,000 equivalent to 80% to 145% of Alvll16,17. For San Francisco, this :income level represents 
moderate to middle-:income households who are today, more than ever, feeling the pressure to 
leave the city for lower-rental markets :in the Bay Area; therefore ADUs can,serve this section of 
the population who are currently poorly served by the new development. 

Flexibility in Lifestyle- For property owners the immediate purpose of building an ADU is 
creating additional revenue for the household. For a small property owner, adding an ADU at the 
current construction costs and rental market could break even in about 4 to 5 years. The 
additional revenue would support the household f:inancially with an :increase :in their disposable 
:income. 

But ADUs can provide fleXI'bility in lifestyle :in many other ways. Families living together :in one 
building, but :independent units, could provide much needed_ support to each other. A young 
family with newborn children could significantly cut on childcare costs by hav:ing their parents 
living in an ADU :in the same building. Similarly, households can provide care to their elderly 
parents or disabled family members if the care providers lived in an ADU only a flight of stairs 
away. A family can offer the ADU to their young adult children :in college or after; to provide 
their' needed :independence while ma:inta:in:ing some financial support. Empty nesters can rent 
ADUs to international students, and build new connections; which would help both students and 
owners. A senior household can move :into an ADU on their ground floor for easier accessibility 
(no stairs), and smaller space. They can fuen rely f:inancially on renting the larger original unit 
while still stay:ing :in the same building and the same community. 

ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

Number of Accessory Dwelling Units per Parcel 

Similar to previous Ordinances allowing ADUs, the proposed Ordinance would allow waivers 
from density limits. This waiver is a critical provision :in these programs to create ADUs on lots 
where buildings are already at capacity or even beyond density 1imits18• 

16 Area Median Income (AMI) is the dollar amount where half the population earns less and half earns more. 

17 San Francisco Mayor's Office of Housing, Maximum Rent by Unit Type: 2015, http://www.sf­
moh.org/modules/showdocumentaspx7documentid=8829 

18 It is important to note that per the State law, an ADU in a single-family home would not need a waiver from densily. 
This is because State law requires ADUs in single-family h_omes to not be counted towards density. San Francisco's 
existing ADU program and the proposed Ordinance go beyond the provisions of the State Law and therefore density 
waivers are needed. 
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Among the existing programs, the number of permitted ADUs per parcel varies as shown in 
Table below. 

ADU Program Building size Controls 
Eligibility 

Mandatory Buildings of 5 or No limit 
Seismic more units 

Voluntary Buildings of 4 or No limit 
Seismic less units 

District8 All One ADU for buildings with 10 or less units, and 
two AD Us for buildings of more than 10 units 

District3 All One ADU for buildings with 4 or less units, and 
no cap for buildings with m~re than 4 units 

The proposed Ordinance reflects the controls in District 8-- the most restrictive among all the 
existing programs. This new proposal, will substantially restrict the existing programs, and 
especially the ADU s under the soft story seismic retrofitting program. In a review of the existing 
permits under review, the Department found that a total of 68 units are in projects that would not 
be permitted under the current proposal Specifically, this ordinance would prohibit: 

a) 35 units (10 projects) where the number of proposed ADUs are three or more, and 
b) 33 units (15 projects) in buildings with5 to 10 units where two ADUs are being proposed. 

Removing.a numerical cap on number of ADUs permitted would better align with the City's 
more recent policies on density controls. The City's most recently updated land use controls 
regulate number of units per parcel through height, bulk, form, quality of life requirements, as 
well as minimum bedroom counts. State law already controls minim"?ID- bedroom size, minimum 
unit size, and number of people per bedroom, addressing health and safety issues. The new land 
use controls therefore avoid double regulating the number of people living in each parcel. 
Reflecting on these policies adopted by this Commission and the Board of Supervisors, the cap 

· on number of AD Us in the proposed Ordinance could unnecessarily restrict the efficient use of 
existing unused space and limit the production of new units. At the same time, in neighborhoods 
where buildings are smaller scale, allowing an unlimited number of ADUs in each lot could 
change the neighborhood character. To strike a balance, number of ADUs Can. be limited in 
buildings of smaller scale, and unlimited in buildings of larger scale. In consideration of previous 
Ordinances; the Commission had proposed using 5 unit buildings as a threshold to define large 
scale buildings. 

Waivers from Quality of Life Controls 

Similar to the current ADU controls in the Code, the proposed Ordinance allow ADUs to obatain 
waivers from certain quality of life -controls in the Planning Code. The Building, Fire, Housing, 
and Plannin!? Codes all regulate quality of life standards in housing uriits in order to ensure 
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habitability of residential units. While earthquake and fire safety measures along with access to 
light and air standards represent the minimum life and safety standards, the Planning Code 
requirements regarding open space, exposure, and parking define the quality of life beyond 
minimum habitation standards. Historically, applications for adding a unit in areas that are 
already allowed sought variance from some of the Planning Code requirements such as open 
space, rear yard, exposure, and parkmg. The existing ADU programs provide complete or partial 
waivers from these requirements: 

• Rear Yard-The rear yard waiver is only used in cases where an ADU is being proposed 
in an existing auxiliary structure that is non-conforming to the rear yard requirements. 
These buildings were built prior to establishment of rear yard requirements. 

• Exposure- New ADUs can apply for partial waiver from the exposure requirements of 
the Planning Code. Exposure requirements contribute significantly to quality of life as 
they regulate light and air into residential space. The Building Code regulates the size of 
windows, while the Planning Code regulates the size and quality of the open area to 
which the windows face. Generally, the Planning Code requires this open area to be 25' 
in every direction and expand vertically. A dwelling unit may also satisfy exposure 
requirements by facing a street or complying rear yard. The ADU programs allowed this 
open area to be reduced to 15 feet in every direction. Allowing flexibility in the size of the 
open area would not harm livability of AD Us and may be critical to ensuring these units 
are built. 

• Parking- The existing ADU programs provide waivers from parkmg requirements which 
facilitates AD Us in two ways: First, it allows removing an existing required parking 
space to provide space for an ADU. Second, if two or more ADUs are proposed on a lot, 
the parkmg requirement can also be waived. It is important to note that currently, the 
Planning Code does not require parkmg space if only one unit is being added to an 
existing building. In a typical new construction project, an average cost of a podium 
parkmg spot has been reported nearly $30,000 per space19

• In the case of new ADUs, 
while this cost can be lower due to the existing structure, maintaining a parking 
requirement for these units may render new ADUs as infeasible. These waivers also 
align with the new proposals under the Assembly bills described earlier in this report. 
The recent proposed changes in State.law would also relax parking requirements that 
jurisdictions can impose on ADUs. 

Restrictions on Space Used 

The current ADU programs provide strict regulations on what types of spaces can be used for 
ADUs in two major ways: protecting existing units and preventing the expansion of the building 
envelope. The proposed Ordinance would maintain these two restrictions: 

a) Space from exiting residential units cannot be used. This restriction aims to preserve 
the existing housing stock in terms of unit size. Department analysis shows that the 
newly built housing is generally smaller than the existing housing stock and has less 

19 Seifel Consulting Inc, Inclusionary Housing Financial Analysis, December 2012, Report prepared for San Francisco 
Mayor's Office of Housing, page 15. 
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number of bedrooms. Existing housing stock is also more affordable com.pared to similar 
types of units, in terms of unit size or bedroom counts, newly developed. Prohibiting 
ADUs to use space from existing units would help prevent losing our larger housing 
stock, and dividing up larger units into smaller ADUs. This would help protect the City's 
existing housing stock. 

b) ADU is limited to the exiting built envelope of the residential building. This 
restriction has been a sigllificant factor in limiting the production of units under ·the 
current ADU programs. It aims to protect the built form and maintain the mid-block 
open space. It also may be unique to San Francisco, as other cities staff reviewed with 
ADU policies have not been using this physical restriction. While San Francisco is a 
denser city than other California cities, San Francisco does allow limited building 
expansions. It seems contradictory to allow the expansion of a building where no new 
unit is produced but to prohibit an expansion of the same size when a new. dwelling unit 
is produced. 

Given that the proposed Ordinance expands the ADU program to the entire city, this 
issue should be carefully considered. In some areas of the City, the built form consists of 
large private open spaces with small building footprints. Limiting the ADU to the 
existing built envelope in these lots could render addfug ari ADU infeasible. Residents in 
these areas of the City also rely more heavily on driving and converting their parking 
space to an ADU may not be a viable option. About 60% of lots with a residential 
building are more than 45% open, and about 25% of lots are more than 60% open (more 
than 45%, or 60% of each lot is open and not developed, respectively). Portions of these 
open areas. that are currently in the buildable envelope of the lot could Blready be 
expanded on. The Department receives many applications annually that expand the 
building, to add a bedroom, create a deck, or additional habitable space. When reviewing 
these applications, staff considers the effects on adjacent properties, as well 

0

as. the 
collective "mid-bloc!-< open space": the aggregate of private open spaces .in each city 
block, usually divided up by 10 foot tall wooden fence at property line, providing 
residents with light, air, visual relier and a psychological comfort zone. The mid-block 
open space, if landscaped, can also .pr9vide habitat for birds and other animals, emiching 
the City; s biodiversity and wellbeing. . · 

Applications for expansion of a building are generally subject to Neighborhood 
Notification pursuant to Planning Code Sections 311 and 312. Additionally, expansions 
over a certain threshold are also reviewed by the Department's Residential Design Team 
(RDT): RDT reviews these projects and generally requires modifications to the rear yard 
expansions to minimize light and privacy impact on the adjacent properties, as well as 
the mid-block open space. nus existing comprehensive due process justifies allowing 
ADUs to also use space from the buildable envelope, so long as the strict conditions 
currently exercised are met 

The proposed Ordinance would add a new restriction: · 

c) Prohibit use of space from an existing retail space in certain Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts: This prohibition aims to protect small businesses from competing · 
with the currently booming residential market In most cases, a commercial tenant is 
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more appealing to the owner than a residential tenant, especially since commercial 
tenants are not subject to rent control. However, in cases where a small business is 
struggling, this prC?hibition removes another factor that could aggravate the competition 
for commerce on our major neighborhood commercial corridors. 

Restrictions on Use of Accessory Dwelling Units for Short-term Rentals 

Currently, the short-term rental controls in the City require resident occupancy for the unit that 
would be used as short-term rental .. If a property owner adds an ADU, in order for the property 
owner to rent the unit for short-term rentals legally, the property owner would have to use the 
unit as their permanent residence. Alternatively, if the property owner rents the ADU as a 
standard rental unit (long-term), then only the tenant can apply for short-term rental of the unit 
The proposed Ordinance would ban use of ADUs for short-term rentals entirely, either for the 
property owner, or the potential long-term tenant The purpose of this prohibition rests in the 
two-fold concern that 1) AD Us are susceptible to being used as short-term rentals instead oflong­
term rental and 2) it has been difficult to enforce the existing laws regulating short-term rentals. 
While the existing controls already limit the property owner's use <;>f AD Us for short-term rentals, 
owners may still use the ADUs as short-term rentals unlawfully. The proposed Ordinance would 
create a strict blanket prohibition that would render ADUs ineligible to register for short-term 
rental. This prohibition would help protect AD Us for the fundamental purpose of adding units to 
the City's housing stock for long-term rental. 

Restrictions for Subdivision and Sale 

The proposed Ordinance would also prohibit subdivision and indeperident sale of ADUs. Most 
ADU applications the Department has received to date are located in larger sized rental buildings 
(5 or more units). These buildings are generally not eligible for subdivision and individual sale of 
the unit per Article 9 of the Subdivision Code and recent changes in 2013 to this law20• The 
proposed Ordinance would expand where ADUs are allowed to the entire city. With this 
prohibition in place, if an ADU is added to ~ single-family home, the. owner would not be able to 
sell the original single-family or i;he ADU as separate units. This may create a disincentive for 
single-family homeowners to build ADUs. Additionally, while condominium buildings are less 
likely to add an ADU due to their ownership structure, the Department has received a few 
applications for ADUs in condominium buildings. These ADUs are likely to be built for future 
subdivision and sale. The proposed Ordinance would remove the option for sale of an ADU in a 
condominium building which would further disincentivize ADUs in those buildings. 

Additionally, the home sales market in San Francisco has been among the top two most 
expensive markets in the nation. While the rental market in the City has-been notoriously also 

20 These changes suspended the annual condominium conversion lotter. The current eligibility criteria for subdivision 
and condominium conversation include: a) only two-unit owner-occupied buildings, b) buildings that lost the :lottery 2012 
or 2013, or buildings owned as Tenancy in Common as of April 15, 2013. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAffl\111\fG OE(llARTMENT 

1458 
13 



I ' 

Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: June 16, 2016 

CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

unaffordable to a large proportion of population, the sales market is unaffordable to a much 
larger population. An analysis of sales data in San Francisco between My 2014 to May 2015 
indicates that a majority of the sales options are affordable to households earning at least more 
than 200% of the Area Median Jncome21• ADUs would have the potential to offer homeownership 
opportunities to households of moderate or middle income, given that the physical characteristics 
of the unit would mean lower sales prices compared to an average newly constructed unit. 

Restrictions on Merging ADUs 

The proposed Ordinance prohibits merger of ADUs to other units in the building. Effective on 
April 10, 2016, the Planning Code requires Conditional Use Authorization (hereinafter "CUA") to 
remove any unit, including unauthorized units. These recent changes impose the highest level of 
scrutiny for removing units through merger, demolition, or conversiOn. The controls apply to 
Unauthorized Units, which are very similar to ADUs in physical and use characteristics. This 
means that sbnilar to all other housing units, if a property owner files an application to merge an 
UnauthC?rized Unit to the original unit, a CUA process is required. The Planning Code provides 
flexibility based on, among other factors, whether or nof the unit is currently rented, or whether 
the proposed use is for growing the household in the original unit For an ADU, it is also possible 
that the property owner's needs and lifestyle may change in near or far futur,e which would 
warrant a merger. It would be unjustified to not provide the opportunity for mergers to ADUs 
while other housing units including Unauthorized Units maintain that right. 

Restrictions on Eviction History 

Parallel with the recent housing boom in San Francisco, evictions have also been increasing 
significantly. Local and State policy-makers have been seeking solutions to curb evictions, 
especially non-warranted evictions. One strategy is San Francisco has been to withdraw certain 
rights and privileges from properties that have undergone certain no-fault evictions. Jn 2013, two 
Ordinances were passed that incorporated this strategy. Ordinance 286-13 allowed expansion of 
existing non-conforming residential housing units. However, this opportunity is not provided to 
properties that have an eviction history for: condo conversion, demolition, temporary evictions 
for capital improvementii, substantial rehabilitation, Ellis Act withdrawals, temporary eviction 
due to lead remediation, and owner move-in evictions. Similarly, Ordinance 287-13, revoked the 
right to merge or the City passed another Ordinance that prohibited mergers in buildings with 
the same eviction history as Ordinance 286-13. To avoid punitive treatment of property owners 
without knowing that certain rights will be taken away as a result of exercising lawful evictions, 
these two Ordinances apply the prohibition prospectively rather than retroactively. Both 
Ordinances provide a timeline for the eviction history, which starts with the effective day of the 
Ordinance and spans for ten years before the permit application date for all evid:ions except for 
owner move-in eviction, which spans for five years only. For the temporary evictions, the two 

Zl SF Planning Department Housing Database, created surruner 2015 based on data scraping, as well as data from the 
Assessor's Office 
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Ordinances also exempt buildings from the prohibition if the units was either offered to or 
reoccupied by the tenant subsequent to the :improvements. 

The proposed Orclinance also uses this similar strategy in not providing the opportunity to build 
an ADU if the building maintains a history of evictions types similar to the ones in Ordinance 
286-13. However, the proposed Ordinance applies this prohibition retroactively rather than 
prospectively: the timeline for the eviction history spans for ten years prior to the application 
permit date (and five years for owner move-in) independent of when this prohibition went into 
effect An eviction fuat may have occurred eight years ago in a building that has been sold three 
times since the eviction would not be able to build an ADU. By retroactively applying this 
requirement, new owners may be unduly penalized for the actions previous property owners 
many years before. The proposed Ordinance also does not exempt buildings from the 
prohibition, where the unit was ~ffered to re-occupied by the tenant subsequent to a temporary 
eviction. 

Application of Rent Control Regulations 

San Francisco Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance22 (Rent Control Law) 
regulates the existing housing stock in San llrancisco, establishing rent increase constraints for 
rental units in residential buildings built prior to 1979. The Rent Control Law also protects the 
tenants residing in these units against no-fault evictions, restricting evictions of these tenants to 
only fourteen specified just causes. Similar to the previous ADU Ordinances, the proposed 
Ordinance also requires fuat any new ADU constructed in a building with units currently subject 
to rent control would also be subject to rent control, if the ADU is granted complete or partial 
waivers of the Planning Code requirements. · 

'This change has created the opportunity to increase the approximately 170,000 units currently 
protected under Rent Control23• Similar to the existing ADU program, these controls would apply 
the annual rent increase limits to new ADUs at a regulated reasonable rate-helping to ensure 
tenants won't become priced out of their unit during an economic upturn. The rent stabilization 
strategy of the City's rent control law limits the amount that the rent can be increased in rent­
controlled units, stabilizing rental prices for the tenants of such units, especially during economic 
booms like the one we are currently in. 

The Planning Code already outlines the procedure through which an ADU would legally be 
subject to the Rent Control law. Thls procedure includes an agreement between the City and the 
property owner that would waive the unit from the Costa Hawkins Act, a State law that prohibits 
municipal rent control ordinances for buildings built after 1995. Under the Costa Hawkins Act, 
for buildings built after 1995, the property owner may establish the initial and all ·subsequent 
rental rates. This agreement represents a condition for permitting an ADU, which is also being 
used when on-site inclusionary rental units are provided within a project. The proposed 

22 Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code. 

23 San Francisco Rent Board. http:Uwww.sfrb.or~index.aspx?page=-940 Retrieved on.6/2(16, 
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Ordinance further clarifies this agreement and creates a title for tlrls agreement, called 
''Regulatory Agreement." 

Feasibility of Accessory Dwelling Units 

Adding an ADU within an existing building requires existing uninhabited space, typically on the 
ground floor, usually a garage or . storage space. Such space is not always available in San 
Francisco buildings, especially the older buildings without any garage. Other owners may not 
favor removing garage spaces to add an apartment. Other factors can also prohibit owners from 
deciding to add a unit lengthy and complex permitting process, lack of familiarity with the 
construction process, costs of construction, lack of interest for managing a rental apartment, and . 
so forth. 

Based on these challenges, unit additions are not very common in San Francisco, despite the 
already existing vast potential for adding units within existing buildings throughout the city. 

. Over 37,000 parcels24 can add at least on unit within the allowable density in residential buildings 
in S?U Francisco. However, the Department receives unit additions permits for only a very small 

. fraction of that each year. Since 2014 when the two ADU programs were established, only three 
applications have been received.: two ADU s in the Castro and one in a seismic retrofit program. 

To encourage more ADUs, the Department has recently published an ADU handbook developed . 
by a consultant. It is the Department's hope that this handbook will help guide and encourage 
homeowners that m~y have the ability to add an ADU to their building. This handbook includes 
six prototypes of adding a unit to an existing building and summarizes the City regulations that 
govern such permits. This handbook also includes cost analysis for adding a unit to a building. It 
found that on average an ADU could cost from $150,000 to $200,000. While tlrls cost could make 
adding a unit financially infeasible to many, it indicates that with some investment a property 
owner could add a unit to their building that would pay for itself within about five years. 

Given many factors contributing to the feasibility of an ADU, it is uncertain how many ADUs 
could potentially result from the proposed Ordinances. Despite this, staff used a methodology to 
approximate such a number for purposes of the environmental review (see Exhibit B and the 
Adclendum to the H;ousing Element EIR). ADUs resulting from the proposed OrdinancE; would 
be added incrementally and spread out in different residential blocks. 

REQUIRED 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. 

24 This number includes density controlled lots that are underbuilt by at least one unit to a maximum of five units, as well 
as residential lots.without density controls throughout the city; it does not include the ADUs allowed beyond the density 
limits per the new Ordinances since 2014. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval with modifications of 
the proposed Orclinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect The proposed 
modifications are as follows: 

1. Remove the cap on number of ADUs allowed per lot inrnid to large sized builclings (5 or 
more units) and maintain a one ADU per lot cap for smaller buildings (less than 5 unit). 

2. Allow one ADU to be built in new construction of small-sized residential builclings (Less 
than 5 units). Require that in new construction the smallest unit be designated. as ADU. 

3. Modify definition and controls of ADUs to allow using space in the buildable envelope, 
while limiting this expansion to the ground floor only. 

4. Clarify that "existing built envelope" includes spaces that can be .filled in without 
notification as listed in the Zoning Administrator Bulletin No.4 that are ~empt from the 
notification requirements of the Planning Code. · 

5. Subject the merger of ADUs to the same controls regulating the merger of Unauthorized 
Units. 

6. Allow ~DUs to be subdivided and sold separately. 
7. Apply the prohibition on adding ADUs within buildings with an eviction history 

prospectively, and exempt buildings with temporary evictions where the unit has been 
offered to or re-occupied by the tenant 

8. Modify the provision in.Section 207( c)(4)(vi)( c), allowing a building to be raised 3 feet, to 
refer to the correct Building Code (Chapter 34) that requires full seismic retrofitting and 
not the soft story retrofitting( Chapter 34B). Clarify that this height increase is exempt 
from the existing built envelope limitation for ADUs in those eligible buildings .. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department strongly supports the proposed Ordinance to expand the ADU program 
citywide in San Francisco. This is a strategy that has recently been further promoted and 
encouraged by many small and large cities in the Bay Area, California, as well as other states and 
even internationally. ADUs represent one housing strategy among many that the Gty is 
promoting to facilitate a variety of housing options. This strategy would create potential to add 
new homes to properties that otherwise would not have any development potential, efficiently 
using unused space on properties with existing residential buildings as a resour~e to provide 
rp.ore housing. 

ADUs are usually lo~ated on the ground floor in space that was previously used for parking or 
storage, and as a result typically have lower ceilings heights. These units will also likely have less 
light exposure due to smaller windows or windows facing smaller open areas, and side entrances 
due to location of the unit on the lot Such subordinate characteristics of ADUs result in lower 
rents compared to the rental rates of a unit in a newly developed building. Further, the lower 
rents would accommodate populations that are not adequately being served by the market 
younger households, small families, senior and elderly individuals and so forth. 

The following is the basis for each of the Department's recommended modifications: 

1. Remove the cap on number of ADUs allowed per lot in mid to large sized buildings (5 
or more units) and maintain a one ADU per lot cap for smaller buildings (less than 5 
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units). Among the ADU programs currently available in San Francisco, ADUs in 
buildings underg9ing seismic retrofitting have been the most common type of ADU 
permits the Department has received. Buildings eligible for the mandatory seismic 
retrofitting are suitable candidates for new ADUs: the property owner already has. to 
undertake co~truction, and new units would help offset the costs. Under this program, 
there is no limit on how many ADUs can be added on a lot so long as other physical 
controls are met and applicable Planning Code requirements. While the applications for 
AD Us under the soft story seismic program include on average less than two-units per 
building, some buildings propose up to 5 AD Us per lot. Currently, there are 68 AD Us 
under review in projects that proposed either more than two ADUs or propose two 
AD Us in buildings of 5-10 units. These 68 AD Us would not be lawful per the controls in 
the proposed Ordinance. Imposing a cap of two AD Us per building would not allow 
efficient use of available space :in buildings. The proposed recommendation would 
maintain a cap of one ADU in smaller buildings ( 4 or less units) to preserve the smaller 
scale character of the building. For large buildings (5 or more units), the number of AD Us 
would remain limited by the available space on the ground floor, as well as the Building 
and Planning Code requirements (means of egress, exposure, bike parking, etc.). 

2. Allow one ADU to be built in new construction of small-sized residential buildings 
(Less than 5 units). Require that in new construction the smallest unit be designated as 
ADU. This modification would provide an opportunity to property owners to add one 
unit when demolishing and replacing a building or in new construction on vacant lots. 
When application of demolition and replacement of a single family home is filed with the 
Department, this provision would allow the owner to provide an ADU as well as a part 
of their new construction. In cases of demolition and new construction, the Department 
has been encouraging maximizing density. Expanding this option to include an ADU 
would help add to the City's housing stock within the existing built context even in areas 
of the city that have restrictive zoning controls. Specifying provisions on which unit 
should be designated as ADU in new construction (smallest unit in the building) would 
help in future permit documentation. 

3. Modify definition and controls of ADU s to allow using space in the buildable 
envelope, while limiting this exi_Jansion to the ground floor only. The proposed 
Ordinance constricts space that can be used to convert to ADU s in a variety of ways: a) 
No space from existing residential units; b) No space from existing retail; c) Llmit to 
existing built envelope. Making additional space available for ADUs would further 
advance the potential of the ADU program. The first two limitations help stabilize · 
existing housing stock and small businesses, respectively. The ADU Ordinance proposed 
by Supervisors Farrell and Wiener would allow limited use of space from existing retail 
(no more than 25% ). The Department supports this recommendation to allow use of retail 
space especially where a business maintains excess space. The third limitation aims to 
protect the private open space on the lot; however, this open space can already be used to 
expand the existing unit. About 60% of lots have more than 45% of the area open and 
undeveloped. The Department has received over 'l.000 permit to expand the building in 
rear over the past decade. It seems contradictory to allow the expansion of a building 
where no new unit is produced but to prohibit an expansion of the same size when a new 
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dwelling unit is produced. Tiris recommendation would provide more flexibility in terms 
of space that could be converted to an ADU. It would also help areas of the city which 
have less access to transit in maintalning their parking space while adding an ADU. The 
recommended modification would also limit this expansion to the ground floor only to 
minimize the effects on the built form, and adj~cent properties. Neighborhood 
notification and RDT review would remain applicable for these expansiol;l.S. 

4. Clarify that "existing built envelope" includes spaces that can be filled in without 
notification as listed in the Zoning Administrator Bulletin No.4 that are exempt from 
the notification requirements of the Planning Code. If ADUs are limited to the existing 
built envelope, staff proposes this recommendation. Currently si?ace under the bay 
windows, cantilevered room, etc. can be filled in without notification per the Zoning 
Administrator Bulletin Number 4. The recommendation would allow ADUs to be 
expanded into these spaces, which would help make ADU s possible that are otherwise 
infeasible due to exposure or other code requirements. 

5. Subject merger of ADUs to the same controls regulating merger of Unauthorized 
Units. Recent legislation subjects merger of Unauthorized Units to CUA authorization. 
Merger controls for ADUs should reflect the controls for Unauthorized Units since these 
units are similar in terms of physical or use characteristics. 

6. Allow ADUs to be subdivided and sold separately. Prohibiting ADUs from subdivision 
could deter condominium buildings, or single family homes from adding ADUs. 
Property owners of these types of buildings are more likely to sell the ADU, either 
subsequent to construction or in the future. Additionally, ADUs are generally smaller, 
with limited light access, and uncommon layouts. As such ADUs can fill an unmet need 
in the sales market for more affordable homeownership opportunities. 

7. Apply the prohibition on adding ADUs in buildings with an eviction history 
prospectively, and exempt buildings with temporary evictions where the unit has been 
offered to or re-occi;ipied by the tenant The proposed Ordinance would apply 
prohibition of ADUs in buildings with certain no-fault eviction history retroactively 
rather than prospectively. This proluoition seems an unjust punitive measure for owners 
who exercised lawful evictions without knowing that their building would be withdrawn 
from certain rights a:p.d privileges. If this prohibition is applied only after enactment of 
the law, it would clearly be a disincentive to future evictions. Additionally, in case of 
temporary evictions, if the tenant has reoccupied the unit subsequent to the . 
improvements, or that they owner has offered the unit back to the tenant, it seems 
unjustified to s!fil withdraw the buildings from the opportunity to add an ADU. 

8. Modify the provision in Section 207(c)(4)(vi)(c), allowing a.building to be raised 3 feet, 
to refer to the correct Building Code (Chapter 34) that requires full seismic retrofitting 
and not the soft story retrofitting( Chapter 34B). Clarify that this height increase is 
exempt from the existing built envelope limitation for ADUs in those eligible 
buildings. Currently Section 207( c)( 4)(vi)(c) of the Code refers to Chapter 34(B) of the 
Building Code regarding where a building can be raised 3 feet when undergoing seismic 
retrofitting. Chapter 34(b) discusses soft story seismic retrofitting which does not actually 
allow the three foot height increase. This provision is allowed in Chapter 34 of the 
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Building Code which discusses full seismic retrofitting of a building (on all floors). Staff 
recommends correcting this reference so that it would not be tied to the soft ston; seismic 
retrofitting but to full seismic retrofitting per Otapter 34. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed ordinance is covered under an Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 
Final Environme;ntal Impact Report (Case No. 2016-004042ENV), pursuant to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15164. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has not received any comments about this 
Ordinance. 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendatio~ of Approval with Modification 

Attachments: 

Exhibit A: 

E:xhibitB: 

Exhibit C: 

E:xhibitD: 

E:xhibitE: 

SAN FRANGISnO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution for BF No. 160252 

Potential Number of New ADUs 

Addendum to the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element EIR (to be delivered 
separately) 

Draft Ordinance [Board of Supervisors File No. 160252] 

Draft Ordinance [Board of Supervisors File No. 160657] 
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BOARD of SuPERVISORS 

Sarah Jones 
Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Jones: 

June 8, 2016 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 160657 

On May 31, 2016, Supervisor Farrell introduced the following proposed legislation: 

File No. 160657 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or In-Law 
Units) on all lots in the City in areas that allow residential use; amending 
the A~ministrative Code to revise the definition of "rental unit" as it applies 
to AD Us; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with 
the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; adopting findings· of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy 

. of this ordinance to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development after adoption. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

0~. 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jea~ie Poling, Environmental Plannil1¥1.66 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
. Attn: Jonas Ion in 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 

. San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

.·;:. I 

June 8, 2016 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

On May 31, 2016, Supervisor Farrell introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 160657 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or In-Law 
Units) on all lots in the City in areas that allow residential use; amending 

, the Administrative Code to revise the definition of "rental unit" as it applies 
to ADUs; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the . 
California Environmental Quality Act; m~king findings of consistency with 
the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk to send a copy 
of this ordinance to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Devel.opment after adoption. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt 
of your response. · 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

rA~ 
By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
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c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs · 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis 
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

. CityHall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDfTTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community 
Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure . · 
Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection 
Kevin Guy, Director, Short-Term Rental Administration and Enforcement 
Robert ·Collins, Acting Executive Director, Rent Board 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: June 8, 2016 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Farrell ori May ~1, 2016: 

File No. 160657 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known as Secondary or In-Law 
Units) on all lots in the City in areas that allow residential use; amending 
the Administrative Code to revise the definition of ·"rental _unit" as it applies 
to ADUs; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with 
the. General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 
101.1; adopting findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare 
under Planning Code, Section 302; and. directing the Clerk to send a copy 
of this ordinance to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Develc;>pment after adoption. · 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: andrea.ausberrv@sfgov.org. 

c: 
EuQene Flannery, Mayor's Office of H6&J?rlh and Community Development 



Sophie Hayward, Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development 
Claudia Guerra, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
Natasha Jones, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 
William Strawn; Department of Building Inspection 
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection 
Sonya Harris, Department of Building Inspection 
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I herbby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 
zo ! ij [-j{J.Y 3 l p rfiinl<itt£n1 

/I or meeting date 
'· • ._,. i'l'. .... ·'J ., ' _.....:;_,,....G.------

IZI 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

0 3. Request for hearing ona subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires" 
'-'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~------' 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ,~--------.~_ , from Committee. 

0 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. ,_j _____ _, 

D 9. Reactivate File No. I~-~~~~~~ 
D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

~~-------------' 

. lease check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 
0 Small Business Commission D Youth Conlmission D Ethics Commission 

IZl Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Supervisor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Scott Wiener 

Subject: 

Planning, Administrative Codes - Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to allow the construction of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs, also known 
as Secondary or In-Law Units) on all lots in the City in areas that allow residential use; amending the Administrative 
Code to revise th(:? definition of "rental unit" as it applies to AD Us; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; maldng findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Plan:Iling Code Section 101.1; adopting findings of public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302; and directing the Clerk of send a copy of this ordinance 
+0 the California Department of Housing and Community Development after adoption. 
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Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: /// l 
~~--+.,,_~-V--/-~-==-~~~~~~-

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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KATHRYN R. DEVINCENZI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

22 IRIS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94118-2727 

Telephone: (415) 221-4700 

BY HAND July 18, 2016 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
c/o Land Use and Transportation Committee 
The Honorable Malia Cohen 
The Honorable Aaron Peskin 
The Honorable Scott Wiener 
Room 250, City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Case Number 160657 
Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 
Hearing Date: July 18, 2016/ Agenda Item 4 

o: 
-.:. r-....J 

C"_'1-

0' v• !~~ 
(...._ ;.-.1 ~.: . 
c:: 
r~ 

''"'1. 

.. ' 
•••• ••«• 

~. ~· .:...._, . 
'!.: 

The 2014 Housing Element of the General Plan does not support the proposed ordinance 
because it would have citywide application and the extensive community pl~g process 
required by the Housing Element has not occurred. Also, environmental review under CEQA has 
not occurred, and the BIR prepared for the 2009 Housing Element did not evaluate impacts of 
citywide zoning changes enacted without an extensive community planning process. 

The City would act at its own risk if it were to approve the proposed ordinance relating to 
Accessory Dwelling Units because environmental review of the proposal under CEQA relies 
primarily on the adequacy of the Final Environmental Impact Report for the 2009 Housing 
Element (FEIR), and the legal sufficiency of that FEIR is now being considered by the California 
Court of Appeal and has not been finally decided. Addendum 4 to this FEIR purpqrts to 
substantiate a determination of the Planning Department that no supplemental or subsequent 
environmental review is needed because the proposal was analyzed in that FEIR. 

However, the 2004 Housing Element, which sought to apply various increased density 
policies citywide, was repealed after the Court of Appeal held that an environmental impact 
report was required before the City could adopt the general plan changes embodied in the 2004 
Housing Element, and the Superior Court set aside the City's approval of the 2004 Housing 
Element policy changes. When the City later approved the 2009 Housing Element, the City 
repealed the 2004 Housing Element, so the 2004 Housing Element policy changes never passed 
environmental review. (See Ex. A, attached Ordinance No. 97-14, repealing 2004 Housing 
Element, p. 4, lines 9-10.) Page 3. of the Addendum4to the FEIRinaccuratelyrefers to Policy 
1. 8 of the 2004 Housing Element, which was repealed and never passed environmental review. 
(Ex. B) . 

Policy 1.5 of the 2009 Housing Element which was continued in the 2014 Housing 
Element, did not encourage secondary units on a citywide basis. 2009 Housing Element Policy 
1.5 is to "Consider secondary units in community plans where there is neighborhood support and 
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Land Use and Transportation Committee 
July 18, 2016 
Page2 

when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, especially if that housing is made permanently 
iiffordable to lower-income households .... Within a community planning process, the City may 
explore where secondary units can occur without adversely affecting the exterior appearance of 
the building, or in the case of new construction, where they can be accommodated within the 
perlnitted building envelope" (Ex. C, p. 10, emphasis added) m 

2014 Implementation Measure 10 provides as follows that: 

"At the initiation of any community planning process, the Planning Department shall 
notify all neighborhood organizations who have registered with the Planning Department 
on its neighborhood Organizations List and make continued outreach efforts will [sic] all 
established neighborhood and interest groups in that area of the city." (Ex. C, p. ·c-3) 

2014 Implementation Measure 11 provides as follows that: 

"At the conclusion of any community planning process, the Planning Commission shall 
ensure that the community project's planning process has entailed substantial public · 
involvement before approving any changes to land use policies and controls.'' (Ex. C, p. 
C-3) 

In 2014 revised findings re~adopting the 2009 Housing Element and rejecting the alternative of 
the 2004 Housing Element, the City found that "Unlike in the 2004 Housing Element, the 2009 
Housing Element contains policies which focus housing growth according to community plans 
(Policy 1.2), and which ensure that community based planning processes are used to generate 
changes to land use controls (Policy 1.4)." (Ex. F) · 

With respect to the proposed ordinance, at page 4 of the Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 19663, the City admits that "This change inland use controls is not part of a 
traditional 'community planning effort' as the Planning Department would typically pursue." 
(See Ex. D, excerpt attached) Therefore, the City cannot lawfully rely upon the FEIR for the 
2009 Housing Element as environmental review under CEQA for the proposed citywide 
ordinance, as that BIR did not analyze impacts of citywide implementation of secondacy units, 
and a community planning process relating to citywide implementation of secondary units has 
not occurred. 

The proposed ordinance would have potentially significant impacts on land use character, 
zoning plans, density, visual character and neighborhood character that must be analyzed and 
mitigated in an environmental impact report pursuant to CEQA before this ordinance may 
lawfully be adopted. Such significant impacts would result from provisions that allow the 

· Zoning Administrator to "grant an Accessory Dwelling Unit a complete or partial waiver of the 
density limits and parking, rear yard, exposure, or open space standards of this Code," which 
would encourage expansion of the building into the rear yards. Such significant impacts would 
also result from the proposed amendment that would define the "built envelope" to include "all 
spaces included in Zoning Administrator Bulletin 4, as amended from time to time, as well as 
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infilling underneath rear extensions." At the top of page 3, Bulletin 4 describes the "building's 
'envelope' as the theoretical cube into which the building would fit," so incorporating that 
document could provide ambiguity that could be exploited. 

As a result of this measure, buildings could be extended into the rear yard in a way that 
significantly reduces the green open space available for birds and other wildlife and blocks 
neighboring residents' enjoyment of the mid-block open space. The photo attached as Exhibit G 
shows a second story extension that obstructs the mid-block open space, and the impact could be 
increased because the proposed measure would permit infilling this area. Also, Bulletin 4 would 
allow filling in a lightwell which is visible only from an adjacent property, which could remove 
access to light and air from the adjacent property . .The proposed legislation is also overly broad 
and unlawfully vague, as it incorporates unknown changes in standards that would apply as 
Bulletin 4 is amended from time to time. At page 3, Zoning Administrator Bulletin 4 refers to 
the "building's 'envelope"' as "the theoretical cube into which the building would fit, so is 
unclear. 

In view of the attached July 5, 2016 Business Insider article discussing the end of the San 
Francisco housing boom, prudence dictates careful study of impacts of the "condo glut" before 
considering any measures designed to accelerate production of additional housing units. (Ex. E) 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn R. Devincenzi 

Attachments: 

Ex. A- Ordinance No. 97-14, repealing 2004 Housing Element, p. 4, lines 9-10 

Ex. B - Page 3 of Addendum 4 to. Enviromnental hnpact Report 

Ex. C - 2014 Housing Element, excerpts 

Ex. D - Page 4 of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19663 

Ex. E - Business Insider, San Francisco's housing bust is becoming 'legendary,' July 5, 
2016. 

Ex. F - excerpts from 2014 findings re-adopting 2009 Housing Element 

Ex. G - photo of second story extension 
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FILE NO. 140414 ORDINANCE NO. 97-14 

1 [General Plan - Repealing Ordinance No. 108-11 - Adoption of 2009 Housing Element] 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Ordinance amending the General Plan by repealing Ordinance No. 108-11 and adopting 

the 2009 Housing Element; and making findings, including environmental findings, 

Planning Code, Section 340, findings, and findings of consistency with the General 

Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

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

Section 1. Introduction. On March 31, 2011, pursuant to San Francisco Charter 

section 4.1 Of; and Planning Gode section 340, the San Francisco Planning Commission 

recommended to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors the adoption of the 2009 Housing 

Element, an amendment to the San Francisco General Plan. On March 24, 2011, the 

Planning Commission had certified the San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

("GEQA") (Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq.) in Planning Commission Motion 

18307, adopted findings pursuant to CEQA in Motion 18308, and adopted the 2009 Housing 

Element as an amendment to the General Plan in Resolution 18309. A copy of said 

resolutions and motion are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervis~rs in File No. 

140414. 

Planning Commission 
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1 In June 2011, in Ordinance 108-11, the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 

2 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan and adopted 

3 findings pursuant to CEQA. A copy of said Ordinance is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

4 Supervisors in File No. 140414. 

5 After the adoption of the 2009 Housing Element by the Board of Supervisors, an 

6 association of neighborhood groups challenged in San Francisco Superior Court, among other 

7 things, the adequacy of the final environmental impact report (FEIR) prepared for the 2009 

8 Housing Element and the adequacy of the Board's findings under CEQA. On December 19, 

g· 2013, the Superior Court upheld the City's compliance with CEQA in all respects, except for 

10 the FEIR's analysis of the alternatives required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, and the 

11 City's adoption of CEQA Findings. On January 15, 2014, the Superior Court ordered the City 

12 to set aside its certification of the FEIR and the approval of the 2009 Housing Element and 

13 related CEQA findings, revise the FEIR's alternatives analysis, and reconsider its previous 

14 approvals. 

15 Pursuant to the Court's order, the Planning Department prepared a revised alternatives 

16 analysis and recirculated it for public review and comment. On April 24, 2014, the Planning 

17 Commission rescinded Motion 18307, and certified the Final EIR including the revised 

18 alternatives analysis in Motion 19121. A copy of said motion is on file with the Clerk of the 

19 Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. On April 24, 2014,·the Planning Commission also 

20 rescinded Resolution 18309 and Motion 18308, and reconsidered its approval of the 2009 

21 Housing Element and adoption of CEQA Findings in light of the revised certified FEIR. As set 

22 forth below, the Planning Commission continues to recommend the adoption of the 2009 

23 Housing Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan. 

24 Section 2. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

25 Francisco here~y finds and determines that: 

Planning Commission 
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1 (a) Pursuant to San Franciseo Charter 4.105 and San Francisco Planning Code 
... 

2 Section 340, any amendments to the General Plan shall first be considered by the Planning 

3 Commission and thereafter recommended for approval or rejection by the Board of 

4 Supervisors. On April 24, 2014, by Resolution 19123, the Planning Commission conducted a 

5 duly noticed public hearing on the Generai Plan· amendment adopting the 2009 Housing 

6 Element as the Housing Element of the San Francisco General Plan ("2009 Housing 

7 Element"). A copy of the 2009 Housing Element is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

8 Supervisors in File No. 140414. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, the Planning 

9 Commission found that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare required the 

1 O General Plan amendment, adopted the General Plan amendment and recommended it for 

11.. approval to the Board of Supervisors. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. 19123 

12 is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. 

13 (b) The Board finds that this ordinance adopting the 2009 Housing Element is, on 

14 balance, in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 and consistent 

15 with the General Plan as it is proposed for amendment herein, for the reasons set forth in 

16 Planning Commission Motion No. 19122, and the Board hereby incorporates these findings 

17 herein by reference. 

18 . {c) On April 24, 2014, by Motion No. 19121, the Planning Commission certified as 

19 adequate, accurate and complete the 2004 and 2009 Housing Element Final Environmental 

20 Impact Report, including the revised alternatives analysis {"Final EIR"), finding that the Final 

21 El R reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San 

22 Francisco, is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the content of the report and the 

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

24 the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et seq.) 

25 and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. A copy of the Final EIR and 

Planning Commission 
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1 Planning Commission Motion No. 19121 are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 

2 140414. 

3 (d) In accordance with the actions contemplated herein, the Board has reviewed the 

4 Final EIR, and adopts and incorporates by reference, as though fully set forth herein, the 

5 findings required by CEQA, including a statement of overriding considerations and the 

6 mitigation monitoring and reporting program, adopted by the Planning Commission on April 

7 24, 2014, in Motion No. 19122. A copy of said Motion No. 19122 is on file with the Clerk of 

8 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 140414. · 

9 Section 3. The Board of Supervisprs hereby rescinds Ordinance 108-11, repeals the 

10 2004 Housing Element, and adopts the 2009 Housing Element as the Housing Element to the 

11 San Francisco General Plan. 

12 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

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

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

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

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS . HERRERA, Ci Attorney 

By: 
u rey Pearson 
eputy City Att ney 

22 n:\land\li2014\120178\009131a6.doc 

23 

24 

25 
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:\•i di:-.cussed in the City's Housing E1ement, housing density standards in SanFrancisco have been 
11.idi lionally set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in proportion to the size of the building lot. For the 
v.irious zoning districts throughout the City, the San Francisco Planning Code ("Planning Code'') limits 
the number of dwelling units permitted on a given lot. For example, in an RH-2 (Residential, House, 
Two-Family) District, two dwelling units are principally permitted per lot, and one dwelling unit is 
permitted for every 1,500 square feet of lot area with conditional use authorization. The 2004 and 
2009 Housing Elements discussed the need to increase housing stock through policies that promote 
intensification of dwelling unit density on developed lots. As shown in Table 1: Housing Element Policies 
and Implementation Measures Related to ADUs, the following policies and associated implementation 
measures call for the creation of AD Us and were analyzed in the Final EIR: 

Table 1: Housing Element Policies and Implementation Measures Related to ADUs 

Policies and 
Implementation 2004 Housing Element 
Measures 

Policies Policy 1.8: Allow secondary units 
in areas where their effects can be 
dealt with and there is 
neighborhood support, especially if 
that housing is made permanently 
affordable to lower income 
households. 

Implementation Implementation Measure 1.8.1: 
Measures The Board has introduced Planning 

Code amendments to allow 
secondary units in new buildings 
that are in close proximity to 
neighborhood commercial districts 
and public transit. 

Implementation Measure 1.8.3 -
Ongoing planning will propose 
Planning Code amendments to 
encourage secondary units where 
appropriate. 

Case No. 2016-004042ENV 

Citywide ADU Legislation 

2009 Housing Element 2014 Housing Element 

Policy 1.5: Consider secondary Policy 1.5: Consider secondary 
units in community plans where units in community planning 
there is neighborhood support processes where there is 
and when other neighborhood neighborhood support and when 
goals can be achieved, especially other neighborhood goals can be 
if that housing is made achieved, especially if that 
permanently affordable to lower- housing is made permanently 
income households. affordable to lower-income 

households. 

Policy 1.6: Consider greater 
flexibility in the number and size 
of units within established 
building envelopes in community 
plan areas, especially if it can 
increase the number of affordable 
units in multi-family structures. 

Implementation Measure 13: Implementation Measure 13: 
When considering legalization of When considering legalization of 
secondary units within a secondary units within a 
community planning process, community planning process, 
Planning should develop design Planning should develop design 
controls that illustrate how controls that illustrate how 
secondary units can be developed secondary units can be developed 
to be sensitive to the surrounding to be sensitive to the surrounding 
neighborhoQd, to ensure neighborhood, to ensure 
neighborhood character is neighborhood character is 
maintained. maintained. 

Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
3 
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LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Supportint Agenda: Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development, San Francisco Housing Authority 

Fundint Source: Maintain in annual Work Program 

Schedule: Implement long range planning processes fur: 

Cnadlestick/Hunters Point Shipyard 

Japan town 

Glen Park 

Parkmerced 

Transbay 

9. Planning shall publish its work program annually, citing all community planning processes that 
are to be initiated ot are underway. This annual work program shall be located on the Depart­
ment's website after it is adopted by the Board. of Supervisors. 

L<rtdAgency. Planning Department 

Funding Soura: Annual Work Program 

Schedule: Ongoing 

10. At the initiation of any community planning process, the Planning Department shall notify 
all ndghbo.thood organizations who have registered with the Planning Department on its Ndgh­
borhood Organization List and make continued outreach efforts will all established neighborhood. 
and interest groups in that area of the city. 

LeadAgency: Planning Department 

Funding Sourc<: Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community planning process 
budget) 

Schedule Implement at the beginning of every community planning process. 

11. At the c<inclusion of any community planning process, the Planning Commission shall ensure 
that the community project's planning process ~ entailed substantial public involvement before 
approving any changes to land use policies and controls. 

LeadAgency: Planning Commission 

Funding Sourte: Annual Work Program (part of outreach for community planning process 
budget) 

Sched1dt: Implement at the beginning of every community planning process. 

12. Planning shall continue to require integration of new technologies that reduce space required 
for non-housing functions, such as parking lifts, tandem or valet parking, into new zoning . 
districts, and. shall also incorporate these standards as appropriate when revising existing zoning 
districts. 

L<ttdAgmcy: Planning Department 

Funding Source: Annual Work Program 
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Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800 

MarkeVOctavla Area Plan 6,000 

Central Waterfront Area Plan 2,000 

Mission Area Plan 1,700 

East SOMA Area Plan 2,900 

. Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area 3,200 
Plan 

Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100 

Visitacion Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,680 

Transbay Redevelopment Plan 1,350 

Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan 6,090 

Hunters Point Shipyard/ Candlestick 10,500 
Point 

Total Adopted Plans & Projects: 41,320 

Executive Park 1,600 

Glen Park 100 

Parkmerced 5,600 

Transit Center District 1,200 

West SOMA 2,700 

Treasure Island 8,000 

Total Plans & Projects Underway: 28,844 

TOTAL 70,164 

" From !ndividu;a) NOP and ElR. rounded 

POLICY1.3 
Work proactively to Identify and secure opportunity 
sites for permanently affordable housing. 

The City should aggressively pursue opportunity sites for 

permanently affordable housing development. 

Publicly-owned land offers unique opportunity for devel­
opment of affordable housing. The City should regularly · 

review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused pubUc 

property, through an annual reporting process that pro­
vides such information to the Mayor's Office of Housing. 

Public property no longer needed for current or foreseeable 
future public operations, such :!$ public offices, schools or 

utilities should be considered for sale or lease for develop­

ment of pe1manently affordable housing. The City should 
. ensure that future land needs for transit, schools and other 

services will be considered before public land is repurposed 

to support affordable housing. Where sites are not appro­
priate fur affordable housing, revenue generated from sale 

of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the 

City's Affordable Housing Fund under the San Francisco 

Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 - 11. 

The Citfs land-holding agencies should also look for cre­

ative opportunities to partner with affordable housing de­

velopers. This may include identifying buildings where air 

rights may be made available for housing without interfer­

ing with their current public use; sites where housing could 

be located over public parking, transit facilities or water 

storage facilities; or reconstruction opportunities where 

public uses could be rebuilt as part of a joint-use affordable 

housing project. Agencies should also look for opportuni­

ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more 

appropriate sites, thereby making such sites available for 

housing development. For example, certain Muni fleet 
storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential ar~ 

could be relocated, thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or 

residential development. The City should proacrively seek 

sites for affordable housing development by buying devel­

opments that are no longer moving towards completion. 

This may include properties that have received some or 

all City land use entitlements, properties that have begun 

construction but cannot continue , or properties that have 

completed construction, but whose owners must sell. 

POLICY1.4 

Ensure community based planning processes are 
used to generate changes to land use controls. 

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods 

to work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their 

future, including housing, services and amenities. Such 

plans can be used to target growth strategically to increase 

infill development in locations close to transit and other 

needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also 

develop or update neighborhood specific design guide­

lines, infrastructure plans, and historic resources surveys, 

as appropriate. As noted above, in recent years the City has 

undertaken significant community based planning efforts 
to accommodate· projected growth. Zoning changes that 

involve several parcels or blocks should always involve sig­

nificant community outreach. Additionally zoning changes 

that involve several blocks should always be made as part of 

a community based planning process. 
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Any new community based. planning processes should 

be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and 

involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process 

should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the 

support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption 

of the Planning Department's or other overseeing agency's 

work program; and the scope of the process should be ap­

proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the 

Planning Department, and othei: agencies involved in land 

use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any 

changes to land use policies and controls that result fi:om the 

community planning process may be proposed only after 

an open and publicly noticed process, after review ofa draft 
plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive 

opportunity for community input. Proposed changes must 

be approved by the Planning Commission. and Board of 

Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing. Additionally; 

the Department's Work Program allows citizens to know 

what areas are proposed for community planning. The 

Planning Department should use the Work Program as a 

vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities, and 

should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage, 

and make it available for review at the Department. 

POLICY1.5 

Consider secondary units in community planning 
processes where there is neighborhood support and 
when other neighborhood goals can be achieved, 
especially if that housing is made permanently 
affordable to lower-income households. 

Secondary units (in-law" or "granny units") are smaller 

dwelling units within a structure containing another much 

larger unit(s), frequently in basements, using space that is 

surplus to the primary dwdllng. Secondary.units represent 

a simple and cost-effective method of expanding the hous­

ing supply. Such units could be developed to meet the 

needs of seniors, people with disabilities and others who, 

because of modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need 

small units at relatively low rents. 

Within a community planning process, the City may ex­

plore where secondary units can occur without adversely 

affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in the 

case of new construction, where they can be accommo­

dated within the permitted building envelope. The process 

may also examine further enhancing the existing amnesty 

program where existing secondary units can be legalized. 

. ;. 

Such enhancements would allow building owners to in­

crease their safety and habitability of their units. Secondary 

units should be limited in size to control their impact. 

POLICY1.6 

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

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi­

tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in 

proportion to the size of the building lot. For example, in 

an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted fur each 

800 square feet oflot area. This limitation generally applies· 

regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people 

likely to occupy it. Thus a small studio and a large four­

bedroom apartment both count as a single unit. Setting 

density standards encourages larger units and is particularly 

tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri­

marily of one- or two-family dwellings. However, in some 

areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which 

are well served by transit, the volume of the bnilding rather 

than number of units might more appropriatdy control 
the density. 

Within a community based planning process, the City 

may consider using the building envdope, as established 

by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code require­

ments, to regulate the maximum residential square footage, 

rather than density controls that are not consistent with ex­

isting patterns. In setting allowable residential densities in 

established neighborhoods, consideration should be given 

to the prevailing building type in the surrounding area 

so that new development does not <letract from existing 

character. In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing 

height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect 
neighborhood character. 

POLICY1.7 

Consider public health objectives when designating 
and promoting housing development sites. 

A healthy neighborho?d has a balance of housing and the 

amenities needed by residents at a neighborhood level, such 

as neighborhood serving retail, particularly stores offering 
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Planning Commission Resolution No. 19663 CASE NO. 2016-004042PCA 
June 16, 2016 Allowing New Accessory Dwelling Units Citywide 

The proposed Ordinance would allow Accessory Dwelling units citywide itt pursuit of go11ls ta increase housing 
oppartunities. San Francisco is in dire need for more housing due to high demand. Allowing ADUs in 
residential properties is an infill housing strategy and would provide one housing option among many options 
needed for Smt Ftancisco. This change in land use controls is not part of a traditional "community planning 
effort" as the Planning Department would typically pursue. However, the praposal emanates from an elected 
official who has done their own outreach. The Commission listened to the public comment and considered the 
outreach completed. by the Board Member and finds that there is sufficient community support and compelling 
public goals in the interest of the neighborhoods and City, to warrant the undertaking of this change. 

OBJECTIVE7 
SECURE FUNDING A1'i'U RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, 
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON 
TRADITIONAL MECI:lM.i'ISMS OR CAPITAL. 

POLICY7.7 
Suppo:rt housing for middle income households, especially through programs that do not require a 
direct public subsidy. 

AD Us are subordinate to the original unit due to their size, location of the entrance, lower ceiling heights, etc. 
ADUs rue anticipated to provlde a lower rent compared to the residential umts developed in newly constructed 
builtl.ings and therefore the proposed Ordinance would support housing for middle income households. 

1. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code ate 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Planning Code in 
that: 

1. That existing neighborhood~serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of sttcb businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact on neighborhood seroing retail uses and 
will iiot impact opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving 
retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinnnce wozlld not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. The 
new units would be built within the existing buz1ding envelope and therefore would impose minimal 
impact on the exisling hausing and neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

111e proposed Ordi11(1nce would not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing 
and aims to create units affordable to middle income households. The ordinance would, if adopted, 
increase the number of rent-c:ontrolled units in San Francisco. 
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BUSINESS 
INSIDER 

San Francisco's housing. bust is becoming 
'legendary' · 
ti' WOLF RICHTER. WOLF STREET 

22H 

The San Francisco housing bubble - locally 
called "Housing Crisis" - needs a few tlrlngs 
to be sustained forever, and that has been 
the plan, according to industry soothsayers: 
an endless influx of money from around the 
world via the startup boom that recycles 
that money into the local economy; endless 
and rapid growth ofbighly-paidjobs; and 
m endless influx of people to fill those jobs. 

hat's how the booms in the past have · 
worked. And the subsequent busts have 
become legendary. 

The current boom has worked that way too. 
And what a boom it was. Was - past tense 
because it's over. And now jobs and the 
labor force itself are in decline. 

Until recently, jobs and the labor force (the 

Shutterstock 

employed plus the unemployed who're deemed by the quirks of statistics to be looking for a job) in San Francisco 
have been on a mind-bending surge. According to the California Employment Development Deparhnent (EDD): 

• The labor force soared 15% in six years, from 482,000 in January 2010 to its peak of 553, 700 in March 
2016. 

• Employment skyrocketed 23%, from 436,700 in January 2010 to its peak of 536,400 in December 2015. 
That's nearly 100,000 additional jobs. 

This increase in employment put a lot of demand on housing. Low mortgage rates enabled the scheme. Investors 
from around the world piled into the market. And vacation rentals have taken off. As money was sloshing knee­
deep through the streets, and many of the new jobs paid high salaries, the housing market went, to put it mildly, 
insane. 

But the employment boom has peaked. Stories abound of startups .that are laying off people or shutting down 
entirely. Some are going bankrupt: Others are redoing their business model to survive a little longer, and they're 

:>t hiring. Old tech in the area has been laying off for months or years, such as HP or Yahoo in Silicon Valley, 
where many folks who live in San Francisco commute to. 

So civilian employment in May in SF, at 533,900, was below where it had been in December. The labor force in 
May, at 549,800, was below where it had been in July 2~2fig~ome people are already leaving! 
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· The. chart shows how the Civilian Labor Force (black line) and ·civilian Employment (red line) soared from 
J an.uary 2010. As employment soared faster than the labor force, the gap between them - a measure of 
unemployment - narrowed sharply. But now both have run out of juice: 

San Francisco Labor Force & Employment Be.gin to Shrink 
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During the dotcom bust, the labor force and employment both peaked in December 2000 at 481,700 and 467,100 
respectively. Employment bottomed out at 390,900 in May 2004, a decline of over 16%! 

The workforce continued falling long past the bottom of employment. SF is too expensive for people without jobs 
to hang on for long. Eventually, they bailed out and went home or joined the Peace Corp or did something else. 
And this crushed the SF housing market. ,. 

But by the time the labor force bottomed out in May 2006 at 411,000, down 15% from its peak, the new housing 
boom was already well underway, powered by the pan-US housing bubble. In SF, this housing bubble peaked in 
November 2007 and then imploded spectacularly. 

So now, even if employment in San Francisco doesn't drop off as sharply as it did during the dotcom bust, in fact, 
even if employment and the labor force just languish in place, they will take down the insane housing bubble for 
a simple reason: with impeccable timing, a historic syvpg ~ new housing units is coming on the market. 
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coD:,Struction boom, many of which are now on the market, either as rentals or for sale. 

,_'his surge in new, mostly high-end units has created an epic condo glut that is pressuring the condo market, and 
rents too, to where mega-landlord Equity Residential issued an earnings warning in June, specifically blaming 
the pressures on rents in San Francisco (and in Manhattan). 

Manhattan's condo glut also has taken on epic proportions. Sales of apartments in the second quarter dropped 
10% year-over-year, to the lowest since 2009. And condo prices plummeted 14.5% in 3 months. Ugly! 

Read the original article on Wolf Street. Copyright 2016. Follow Wolf Street on Twitter. 
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·According to the SF Planning Department, at the end of Qi, there were 63,444 housing units at various stages in 
the "development pipeline, from "building permit filed" to "under construction." Practically all of them are 
apartme:p.ts or condos. · 

This chart shows that the development boom is not exhibiting any signs of tapering off. Planned nnits are 
entering the pipeline at a faster rate than completed units are leaving it; and the total number of units in the 
pipeline is still growing: 

Housing Construction Boom in San Francisco 
Housing units in th.e development pipeline 
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Many units will come on the market this year, on top of the thousands of units that have hit the market over the 
last two years. Once these 63,444 units are completed - if they ever get completed - they'll increase the city's 
existing housing stock of 382,000 units by over 16%. 

If each unit is occupied by an average of 2.3 people, ~~"/few units would amount to housing for 145,000 

people. This is in addition to the thousands of units that1iave recentlv been comnleted as a result of the current 
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Resolution 19122 
Hearing Date: April 24, 2014 

CASE NO. 2007.1275E.M 
CEQA Findings Re: General Plan Amendment updating the 

HoU$ing Element of the General Plan 

Envirorunental Quality Act, California Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. ("CEQA"), the State 
CEQA Guidelines, 14 California Code of Regulation$, Section 15000 et seq., {"CEQA Guidelines"), and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code ("Chapter 31"). The Planning Commission held a 
public hearing on the DEIR on August 5, 2010; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Department prepared responses to comments on the DEIR and published. 
the Comments and Responses document on March 9, 2011; and 

Whereas, as required the Court in San Frandsca11S for Livable Neighborhoods v. City and County af 
San Francisco, the Planning Deparbnent on December 18, 2013 published a Revised Alternatives Analysis 
(the Revision) to the DEIR The Revision was circulated for public review in accordance with CEQA, the 
CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Revision.on . 
January 23, 1014; and, 

Whereas the Planning Department prepared respon5es to comments on the Revision and 
published the comments and responses document on April 10, 2014; and, 

Whereas, the Revision and the Comments and Responses on the Revision, together with the 
originally published DEIR and Comments and Responses document, and additional information that 
became available, constitute the Final Environmental Impact Report ("FEIR"). The FEIR files and other 
Project-related Department files have been available for: review by the Planning Commission and the 
public;, and those files are part of the record before this Commission; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Commission, on April 24, 2014, by Resolution No. 19123, rescinded 
Resolution No. 18307, and reviewed antl considered the FE1R and found ·that the contents of said report 
and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with the 
provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, Cltapter 31 and the Superi?r Court's cfuection; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Commission by Resolution No. 19121, also certified the FEIR and found 
that the FEIR was adequate, accurate, and objective, reflected the independent judgment of the Planning 
Co:m:mission, and adopted ffudings of significant impacts associated with the Project and certified the 
completion of the FEIR for the Project in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines and tbe 
Superior Court; and, 

Whereas, the Planning Department prepared proposed Fmdings, as required by CEQA and as 
amended pursuant to the direction of the Superior Court, regarding the alternatives, mitigation measures 
and significant environmental impacts analyzed in the FEIR and overriding considerations for approving 
the 2009 Housing Element, and a proposed mitigation monitoring and reporting program, attached as 
Exlu"bit 1 to Attadunent A, which material was made available to· the public and this Planning 
Commission for the Planning Commission's review, consideration and actions; and now 

·TIIEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission has reviewed and considered the 
FEIR;"ana in particular, has reviewed and considered the Revision and fue Comments and Responses on 
the Revision, and the actions associated with adoption of the 2009 Housing Element as the Hoµsing 
Element of the San Francisco General Plan, and hereby adopts the Project Findings attached hereto as 
Attachment A including a statement of overriding considerations, and mduding as Exhibit 1 tbe 
Mitigation. Monitoring and Reporting Program, which shall supercede the findings in Plru;nfilg 
Commission Motion 18308. 

1 
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·- - cotnffiendeirtne·cuy-rcir"its- many innovative strategies and progr~Tlle-Cify' expects that 
HCD will continue to find that the 2009 Housing Element complies with state housing element 
law. 

B. Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection 

An agency may reject project alternatives if it finds them infeasible. Feasible, under CEQA, is 
defined as capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 

---~tim.-e-takiiig into account economic; environmental, social, technological and legafractors. 
(Public Resources Code §21061.l; CEQA Guidelines §15364.) Other considerations may also 
provide the basis for :finding an alternative infeasible, such as whether an alternative is 
impractical, or undesirable ftom a policy standpoint. The City finds infeasible, and therefore 
rejects, the alternatives analyzed in the EIR, including the 2004 Housing Element, for the 
economic, legal, social, technological, poljcy, and other considerations set forth below and 
elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VIL 

Rejection of 2004 Housing Element: The 2004 Housing Element was analyzed in the BIR at an 
equal level of detail as the 2009 Housing Element and was included as a Housing Element that 
the decision-makers could adopt in the alternative to the 2009 Housing Element, ap.d in response 
to the Court's direction that the City analyze the 2004 Housing Element in an BIR. Generally, 
the policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element encourage housing in certain areas of 
the City, and encourage the construction of higher density developments and developments with 
reduced parking requirements. The overall impact conclusions for both the 2004 Housing 

. Element and 2009 Housing Element were similar; however, there were differences in degree of 
the amo'nnt of impact 

Adoption of the 2004 Housing Element is hereby rejected as infeasible. The 2004 Housing 
Element would not meet the Project's Objectives to encourage housing development where 
supported by existing or planned infrastructure while niaintaining neighborhood character, 
because the 2004 Housing Element "strongly encourages" developers to "take full advantage of 
building densities" (Policy 11.8) and to "use new housing as a means to enhance neighborhood 
vitality and diversity'' (Policy 11.1). These two policies in particular could have more of an 
impact on neighborhood character and aesthetics than the Project, particularly in areas of the 
City that are dominated by lower density development. Although the BIR determined that neither 
the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Element would have a significant environmental impact on 
neighborhood character and aesthetics, because of these policies, the Department and 
Commission has determined that the 2004 Housing Element does not appropriately balance the 
need for new housing with the need to protect the character of established neighborhoods .. · 

Although the conclusions regarding the impacts on transit for the 2004 and 2009 Housing 
Element are similar, based on the number of policies in the 2004 Housing Element regarding the 
reduction of parking requirements (such as Policy 4.4, and 11.7), as noted above, it is likely that 
the 2004 Housing Element would increase the significant and unavoidable impact on transit, as 
more housing units could be built without historically required parking, resulting in more person 
trips shifting to transit. This is because transit ridership increases as the cost of owning a private 
vehicle increases. In addition, the 2004 Housing Element included a number of policies 
designed to increase the allowable densities in a given building envelope. Studies have shown 
that transit use increases where housing densities are higher. An increase in the number of transit 
trips would decrease the amount of vehicle miles traveled and reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gas emissions and would better achieve the Project objective to support sustainable local, 
region~l and state environmental goals. However, as noted above, the 2004 Housing Element 
does not appropriately balance that objective with the City's objective to maintain existing 
neighborhood character. 
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The policies and objectives in the 2004 Housing Element were proposed in response to San 
Francisco's RIINA goal for 2001-2006, which numbered 20,374. As noted, an updated Housing 
Element must now respond to ABAG's RHNA goal from 2007 to 2014. Although the higher 
density and reduced parking strategies encouraged in the 2004 Housing Element might better 
achieve the City's RIINA targets at the lower income levels, as noted above, the 2004 Housing 
Element does not appropriately balance that need with the City's objective to maintain existing 
neighborhood character. Unlike in the 2004 Housing Element, the 2009 Housing Element 

· contains policies which focus housing growth a.Ccordirigro -community ·plans (Policy 1.2), and 
which ensure that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use 
controls (Policy 1.4). The 2009 Housing Element also contains more policies related to the 
preservation of neighborhood character (Objective 11). 

Finally, the 2004 Housing Element was not created with the depth and breadth <,>f community 
input and involvement that the 2009 Housing Element was. The 2009 Housing-Element includes 
input from a Citizens Advisory Committee, over 30 public workshops, staff office hours, online 
and written surveys as well as workshops hosted by the Planning Director over a two and a half 
year period. The scope pf community input on the 2009 Housing Element is an important aspect 
of the City's determination to recommend the 2009 Housing Element as the vision for the City's 
housing growth and management through 2014. As noted, none of the other alternatives, 
including the 2004 Housing Element, can match the .2009 Housing Element's recent community 
outreach. 

For the foregoing reasons as well as economic, legal, social, technological, policy, and other 
considerations set forth herein and elsewhere in the record, including the reasons set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VIl below, the 2004 Housing Element is 
hereby rejected as infeasible. 

Rejection of Alternative A: The No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element 
Alternative. Alternative A is the CEQA-required •'No Project" alternative. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) provides that "when the project is the revision of an existing land use 
or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing operation, the 'no project' alternative will be the 
continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation into the future." Under Alternative A: the 
No Project/Continuation of 1990 Residence Element Alternative, the 1990 Residence Element 
policies would remain in effect and neither the 2004 Housing Element nor the 2009 Housing 
Element _policies would be implemented. Housing development in the City would continue as 
encouraged under the 1990 Residence Element . 

Alternative A would not be desirable as a matter of policy nor meet the Project's Objectives as 
well as the 2009 Housing Element. Alternative A encourages housing in less limited areas than 
the Project, because the policies and implementation measures encourage housing that is 
consistent with existing land use patterns, and existing density patterns. Thus, because the Gity's 
projected growth and housing needs remain the same under Alternative A as they do under the 
Project, housing constructed in response under to the City's need would be constructed Citywide 
more so under Alternative A than the Project, which encourages housing along transit lines, or 
within a community planning process. In other words, similar amounts of total housing units 
would result from Alternative A and under the Project, but under Alternative A, these units 
would not be encouraged or concentrated where supported by existing or planned infrastructure, 
such as transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes. Concentrating housing 
along transit lines or in areas subject to community planning processes better enables the City to 
meet the Objective of encouraging housing development where supported by existing or planned 
infrastructure. 
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Young, Victor 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 12:12 PM . 
To: 
Subject: 

BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 
File 160657 FW: Vote on Accessory Dwelling Units 

Attachments: Your ADU Legislation; Wiener/Farrell ADU legislation.; Construction of Accessory Dwelling 
Units; ADU legislation; "NOi" to Wiener and Farrell's proposal 

Please see the following communications received regarding file 160657: 

From: Jacob Rosenstein/Judith Wolfe [mailto:judyjake@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 9:26 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject:.Vote on Accessory Dwelling Units 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

··:::.. I ,. . . 

We are residents of Noe Valley and members of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as 
Protect Noe's Charm). We are writing to voice our opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's 
legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus 
another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its 
maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open 
space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a, 
much-needed psychological comfort zone. Our neighborhood is currently gearing up to fight one 
such project, in which the new owners (developers) are proposing a building three to four times the 
size of existing buildings on the block. Please don't make it easier for people to build these outsized 
structures. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. We area opposed to any AQUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation ·is not at all in the 
public interest and should not be granted. 

We are also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Admini~trator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why we urge you to vote no on the. measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Jacob Rosenstein and Judith Wolfe 
319 28th St. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: . 
Cc: 
Subject: 

····:-· I ,. 

Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net> 
Sunday, July 17, 2016 9:49 PM 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Your ADU Legislation 

Honorable Supervisor Peskin, 

' ----- { 
I 

. I 

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as Protect Noe's Charm), I am writing to 
you to express our support for your ADU legislation. While we find your legislation far more 
neighborhood friendly than the one propos~d by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell, we would like to 
urge you to consider the following few amendments to make your measure more protective of rear 
yards and mid-block open space: 

1. The enactment of this legislation shall not provide a basis for extension outside the building 
envelope of any existing nonconforming unit. 

2. A new ADU shall not be a permitted encroachment in the required rear yard under Planning Code 
·Section 136( c)(25) or any applicable rear yard provision. 

3. An ADU shall not be counted for rear yard averaging. 

We appreciate your consideration of incorporating the above points in your proposed ADU legislation. 

Very truly yours, 

Ozzie Rohm 
On behalf of the 250+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: · 
To: 
Subject: 

Ralph Gutlohn <RALPHJACK@EARTHLINK.NET> 
. Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :3.6 AM 

Board of Supervisors, {BOS) 
Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a residenfof Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as 
Protect Noe's Charm). 

I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener ai1d Farrell's legislation that allows 
ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot 
expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

Tius legislation erodes our mid-block open space that is a coillmunity resource providing residents 
with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psycho~ogical comfort zone. · 

I am opposed to any AD Us beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the 
public interest aii.d should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. 

As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45 % 
rear yard by approving a requested variance. 

To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts fai· too much power in one 
person's hands. · · 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Ralph Gutlohn, 4047 Cesar Chavez St 
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Young; Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

. I ,. .. .- '·· 

Ramon Sender <ramonsender@comcast.net> 
Monday, July 18, 201612:04 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wiener, Scott 
"NOJ" to Wiener and Farrell's proposal 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a 35-year resident of Noe Valley I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's 
legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot 
expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

·.· ~:::. I· • 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its maximum permissible 
limit to build supersized single-family homes. 
This legislation, in effect, enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block 
open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed 
psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also preposterous. I am 
opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the public interest and 
should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. As is, the Zoning 
Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested 
variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's 
hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote NO on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and thereby, spare our 
mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

It's hard for me to digest the fact that our own District 8 supervisor is behind this proposal. I guess he doesn't want our 
vote. 

Very truly yours, 

Ramon Sender 

Board of Supervisors 

Eric Mar- Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org 
Mark Farrell - Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org 
Aaron Peskin -Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org 
Katy Tang - Katy.Tang@sfgov.org 
London Breed - Breedstaff@sfgov.org 
Jane Kim - Jane.Kim@sfgov.org 
Norman Yee - Norman.Yee@sfgov.org 
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Scott Wiener- Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org 
David Campos - David.Campos@sfgov.org 

· Malia Cohen - Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org 
John Avalos - John.Avalos@sfgov.org 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

.... I .. 

David G.Kopf <dgk@teklaw.com> 
Sunday, July 17, 201610:10 PM 

. i 

Avalos, John (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); BreedStaff, (BOS); Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS); info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com 
Wiener/Farrell ADU legislation. 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as 
Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's 
legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus 
another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its 
maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend-for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open 
space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a 
much-needed psychological co_mfort zone. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mi?-~lock open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

David Kopf 

469 Clipper Street 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear President Breed, 

scott kravitz <scottkravitz@gmail.com> 
Monday, July 18, 201612:03 PM 
BreedStaff, (BOS) 
Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
ADU legislation 

As a resident of Noe Valley, I am strongly opposed to Supervisor Weiner's legislation regarding ADU 
expansion. 

His proposal will significantly increase the number of "monster homes" in the city and will not bring about an 
increase in occupancy, as most will remain single-family homes. Furthermore, how many of the allowed in-law 
structures will become rental units, as opposed to AirBnb lofts? Is there any requirement? 

I am further alarmed by his proposal to remove the requirement for most neighborhood notifications. How is 
this a good thing for anyone but the developer? 

Please oppose Supervisor Weiner's plan. Supervisor Peskin's is a far better proposal. 

Sincerely, 
Scott Kravitz 
3827 Cesar Chavez St. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear President Breed, 

. I ,. 

. ·_-. l 

scott kravitz <scottkravitz@gmail.com> 
Monday, July 18, 201612:03 PM 
BreedStaff, (BOS) 
Wiener, Scott; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
ADU legislation 

AB a resident of Noe Valley, I am strongly opposed to Supervisor Weiner's legislation regarding ADU 
expansion. 

His proposal will significantly increase the number of "monster homes" in the city and will not bring about an 
increase in occupancy, as most will remain single-family homes. Furthermore, how many of the allowed in-law 
structures will become rental units, as opposed to AirBnb lofts? ls there any requirement? 

I am further alarmed by his proposal to remove the requirement for most neighborhood notifications. How is 
this a good thing for anyone but the developer? 

Please oppose Supervisor Weiner's plan. Supervisor Peskin's is a far better proposal. 

Sincerely, 
, Scott Kravitz 
3827 Cesar Chavez St. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, . (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11:49 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 
File 160657 FW: Proposed ADU Legislation 
Opposition to Wiener/Farrell's ADU Expansion Proposal 

From: Mike Silverman [mailto:mgsilver~an60@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 10:40 AM 

_.;._ I 

To: Mar, Eric {BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; aaron.pesking@sfgov.org; 
Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS} <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane {BOS) 
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; scott.weiner@sfgov.org; Campos, David (BOS} 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS} <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com 
Subject: Proposed ADU Legislation 

Honorable President Breed and 
Member:s of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known as Protect Noe's Charm). I 
am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to 
the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 
We have a housing problem that requires addressing, but this is not the way to do it . 

. It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch 0f a lot up to its maximum permissible 
limit to build supersized single-family homes. I encourage any of you to walk through Noe Valley and see what is 
happening here. I am sure that is true in other neighborhoods as well. This legislation, in effect, enables the trend for a 
monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open space that is a community resource 
providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also preposterous. I am 
opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. . 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the publjc interest and 
should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. As is, the Zoning 
Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested 
variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's 
hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and thereby, spare our 
mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Michael Silverman 
4317 Cesar- Chavez Street 
mgsilverman60@gmail.com 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

· .. ! . ; 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:44 AM 

i '. 
. . -·~ ... 

BOS Legislation, (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Young, Victor 
FW: ADU LEGISLATION TODAY AT LAND USE COMMITTEE Files No. 160252 and Files 
No.160657 

From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 10:25 AM 

·.· ~-::·: I 

To: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Mar, 
Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Tang, Kat:V (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supen(isors@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Hepner, 
Lee (BOS} <lee.hepner@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com>; Ang, April (BOS} <april.ang@sfgov.org> 
Subject: ADU LEGISLATION TODAY AT LAND USE COMMITTEE Files No.160252 and Files No.160657 

Dear Supervisors: 

Please protect the Reary ard Mid Block Open Space. 

Do not allow ADUs to extend beyond the Built Envelope. Please let us use the Built 
Environment we have already and protect our precious Rear Yard Mid Block Open Space, 
our San Francisco Neighborhood's Natural Environment .. 

Here is the crux of the matter: 

1. Keep ADUs within the existing Built Envelope: Do not allow ADUs in the potentially 
Buildable Envelope or what may be hypothetically permitted. This will preserve Rear Yards 
and the Mid Block Open Space. Keep them in the BUILT ENVELOPE. Do not allow them in 
the BUILDABLE ENVELOPE. 

2. If there are exceptions to this, it should be to what exists now in the Rear Yard as long 
as it is a legal conforming structure or an authorized auxilliary structure. Do not use the 
Zoning Administrator Bulletin No. 4. The Zoning Administrator has the power to hold 
Public Hearings, that are publicly noticed and grant a Variance. The Zoning Administrator 
does not need the potentially unlimited power of a waiver of Rear Yard Requirements 
because ADUs should not extend into the Rear Yard. This Public Notice should also 
include the 311/312 Notification as currently exists. 

3. Preserve existing housing .... there are many loopholes that are not doing this 
currently. Save what exists. 

4. The City has built more housing in the last five years than ever before ... and more is in 
'-he pipeline ... do not confuse lack of affordability of available housing with supply. We need 
more rent controlled housing, not less. 
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5. Think Livability. When adding ADUs within the built envelope you will have more 
people living per lot. .. they will need to share the Rear Yards as a place of refuge, serenity 
and to create a shared community of neighbors. If the Rear Yards are reduced due to 
expansion into the Rear Yards, this will create an unpleasant and less livabie City. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
GEORGIA SCHUTTISH 
Resident of District 8 
Member of Noe Neighborhood Council/formerly Protect Noe's Charm. 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
·Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:10AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows 
ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" 

Attachments: Please Share with Board ...... From Eileen Lunny; A TT00001.htm 

Lisa. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOSY' <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 9:22:58 AM PDT 
To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Ausberry, Andrea" 
<andrea.ausberry(a),sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that 
allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" 

From: Paula Symonds [mailto:symondspaula@gmail.com] 
_Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 4:08 PM 
To: Board of Super\iisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the 
maximum allowable "buildable envelope" 

Honorable President Breed and· 
Members of the Board of Supervisors:· 

) 

I am a resident ofNoe Valley and a member ofNoe Neighborhood Council (formerly lmown as 
Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell's legislation that allows AD Us to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of 
the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45'.Yo rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its 
maximum permissible limit to build supersiz~d single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open 
space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a 
much-needed psychological comfo1t zone. 

The idea of extending AD Us to futm:e struchtres that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all i~ the 
public interest and should not be granted. · 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
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lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality oflife. 

Very truly yours, 

Paula Symonds 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

··:··: I ,. 

eileen lunny <mlunny@earthlink.net> 
Sunday, July 17, 2016 6:17 PM 
Aaron.pekin@sfgov.org 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Please Share with Board ...... From Eileen Lunny 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Counc(I (formerly known as 
Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farreil's 
legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus 
another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a·lot up to its 
maximum permissible. limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, enables 
the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open space that · 
is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed 
psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. I am opp.osed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the 
public interest and should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. 
As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to :;:ipprove further expansion into the required 45% 
rear yard by approving a requested variance. To alloyiJ an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad 
idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and· 
thereby, spa~e our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

My name is Bleen Lunny, Ple?se Do share my email with the Board._415-370-7050 

1515 



I -

Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)R 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:54:51 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea"-<andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)R 

From: Roz ltelson [mailto:ritelson@comcast.net] 

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 2:31 PM 

To: Mar, Eric (BOS).<eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <ma·rk.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 

(BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 

<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 

<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 

<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Hoard of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)R 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known 
as Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener 
and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable 
envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

It i? bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in 
effect, enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our 
mid-block open space that is a community resource providin'g residents with light, air, 
privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is 
also preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at 
all in th~ public interest and should not be granted. · 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
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current"ly. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into 
the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all 
cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by s·upervisors Wiener and 
Farrell and thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Roz ltelson 
Diamond Street 
San Francisco 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: ADU measures/Monday meeting 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From:· "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:54:15 AM PDT 

. To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>, "Ausberry, Andrea" 
<andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: ADU measures/Monday meeting 

From: Alice West [mailto:a.west@mindspring.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 1:40 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: ADU measures/Monday meeting 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhood Council (formerly known 
as Protect Noe's Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener 
and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable 
envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

. . 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in 
effect, enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our 
mid-block open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, 
privacy, visual relief, and a much-ne.eded psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is 
also preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016." 

The.removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at 
all in the public interest and should not be granted. · 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into 
the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all 
cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell and thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. · 
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Very truly yours, 
Alice West 
a.west@mindspring.com 
404 7 Cesar Chavez St. 
S.F. CA 94131 

.. · .. ~ .. ! 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11:03 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: monster houses 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:50:30 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
.Subject: File 160657 FW: monster houses 

From: Richard Tauber [mailto:richard@tauberphotography.com] 

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 12:59 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 
Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott . 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Board .of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: monster houses 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley with first hand experience of the encroachment of modern 
McMansions in our neighborhood. I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener 
and FarreJl's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable "buildable 
envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear yard. 

During the last few years we have been surrounded by three oversized homes extended by height 
and length which have imposed on our privacy, light and view, removing beautiful, healthy trees, 
and boxing us in by concrete walls, changing the nature of our living experience in San 
Francisco. These homes are a blight on charming Noe Valley, and many more have been built 

·just on our block within the last 10 years, causing continuous construction noise, dirt and upset ~ 
our streets. 

The neighbors banded together, to fight the first project at $200 per family, but soon realized we 
couldn't afford the time, money or mental anguish to wage a continuous war against the 
encroaching buildings. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes, and changing .the 
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face of the neighborhood to plain, modern structures which go against the building code of 
keeping the look of the neighborhood's Victorian style buildings. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid­
block open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, 
visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending AD Us to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also 
preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by.Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the 
public interest and should not be granted. 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to appl"ove further expansion into the 
required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all 
lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and 
thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard Tauber 
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Young, Victor 

From: Somera, Alisa (BOS} 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 11 :03 AM 
To: Young, Victor . 
Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's ADU legislation 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: 11Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:49:54 AM PDT 
To: 11Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@,sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's ADU legislation_ 

From: marvcmcf@comcast.net [mailto:marvcmcf@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 12:51 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Aaron Peskin:. 
<Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katv.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<iohn.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's ADU legislation 

To the Board of Supervisors: 

Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation allows ADUs to expand to the maximum 
allowable "buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 
45% rear yard is at once environmentally damaging and not in the interest of the city or 
our neighborhoods. Rather than addressing the housing problem it proports to solve, 
this measure simply allows developers and real estate speculators to eliminate 
backyards, overbuild in desirably profitable areas, and literally darken the homes of long 
term re~idents. These ADUs are never really ADUs, but an excuse to expand and profit 
from manipulating politicians and pressuring residents. 

Last week I spoke with five neighbors, three of them within Noe Valley, and two in Glen 
Park, all of whom have had monstrous expansions proposed in newly purchased 
buildings next to their homes. Every expansion claims to be necessary to accommodate 
an aged relative, a disabled sibling, and to make the place and the city "affordable." No 
amount of building will remedy the high cost of housing as long as San Francisco 
maintains the contradictory policy of using tax breaks to encourage tech companies 
growth by bringing in new residents while at the same time shutting out current 
residents. Granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator and eliminating 
neighborhood notification is the strongest indication that this is not at all about 
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affordable housing or about keeping a lively city, but about selling everything, including 
our culture of mutual respect, to the highest bidder. 

This supposedly "green" city has lost half its open space by allowing and encouraging 
builders to consume backyards and the trees that occupied them. Thirty years ago there 
was a swath of old growth redwoods, including Giant Sequoias, that ran from the top of 
Douglass street down through the backyards as far as Church Street and nesting trees 
everywhere. Now Los Angeles has more growing green than San Francisco. Thanks to 
measures like this one, and to consistently greedy real estate speculation, all of our 
large trees have disappeared, either cut down or poisoned in the name of the added 
value of a view, the "need" for a monster home, or an imagined affordable unit. Aside 
from the environmental unsustainability, this rapid growth is unsustainable as well. 

So-called affordable housing inevitably gets· re-categorized as market rate housing after 
a short time, one year, two years, three years and every year in an attempt to get 
around building codes and to make even more profit. Or, worse, individual units get 
approval to become one giant house within days of completion. Recently the Board of 
Supervisors overrode the Planning Commission and unanimous neighborhood 
opposition to the building of an 8300 square foot home to replace two houses. How 
does this act jive with this current proposal? With one vote you've removed housing, 
now want to make it appear you are interested in adding housing stock in the very same 
neighborhood. 

San Franciscans' accommodation of difference has been contorted into forced 
acceptance of the will of the wealthy as imposed by political pressure and willful 
destruction of the very things that made this city a wonderful place to live. 

Mary McFadden 
3993 24th street D 
San Francisco, Ca 94114 

' 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:03AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: Monster homes 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:49:14 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.somera@sfgov.org> . 
Subject: File 160657 FW: Monster homes 

From: Barbara Tauber [mailto:barbara@tauberphotography.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 201612:13 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS} <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 
Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org; Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS} 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS} <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BO?} 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Monster homes 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am a resident of Noe Valley with first hand experience of the encroachment of modern 
McMansions in our neighborhood. I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors 
Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable 
"buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the remaining 45% rear 
yard. 

During the last few years we have been surrounded by three oversized homes extended by height 
and length which have imposed on our privacy, light and view, removing beautiful, healthy trees, 
and boxing us in by concrete walls; changing the nature of our living experience in San 
Francisco. These homes are a bHght on charming Noe Valley, and many more have been built 
just on our block within the last 10 years, causing continuous construction noise, dirt and upset in 
our streets. 

The neighbors banded together~ to fight the first project at $200 per family, but soon realized we 
couldn't afford the time, money or mental anguish to wage a continuous. war against the 
encroaching buildings. 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up 
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to its maximum permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes, and changing the 
face of the neighborhood to plain, modern structures which go against the building code of 
keeping the look of the neighborhood's Victorian style buildings. This legislation, in effect, 
enables the trend for a monster-home-plus-in-law at the cosf of further eroding our mid-

, block open space that is a community resource providing residents with light, air, privacy, 
visual relief, and .a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is 
also preposterous. I am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at 
all in the public interest and should not be granted. 

·. l 

I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded 
currently. As is, the Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion in.to 
the required 45% rear yard by approving a requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all 
cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in one person's hands. 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and 
Farrell and thereby, spare our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Barbara Tauber 

Barbara Tauber 
4221 24th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94114 
barbara@tauberphotography.com 
415-824-6837 
Cell#415-533-7348 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa {BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:01 AM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: File 160657 FW: ADU Legislation 
Attachments: The ADU Legislation Proposed by SupeNisors Wiener and Farrell; ATT00001.htm; ADU 

legislation; ATT00002.htm; Planning, Administrative Code- Construction of Accessory 
Dwelling Units; ATT00003.htm; Vote NOi on the Wiener/Farrell version; ATT00004.htm 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 9:52:33 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andreaausberry@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" 
<alisa.soinerat'msfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: ADU Legislation 

From: Janet Fowler [mailto:jfowlers@aol.com] 

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 8:37 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 
{BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katv.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, {BOS} 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David {BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia {BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John {BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com 
Subject: ADU Legislation 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

Please vote No on the Wiener/Farrell ADU legislation. 

Please restrict ADUs to the built envelope, not buildable envelope, with no further expansion. Free­
standing ADUs, whether a totally new building or part of a non-conforming structure in the rear yard, 
should not be allowed. No legislation should reduce the obligation to provide notice of expansion 
to neighbors and the neighborhood. As a Noe Valley resident who is currently opposing a supersized 
single-family home that has now become a supersized-home-plus-unit that greedily wipes out light, 
privacy, and open-space to adjacent neighbors, as well as a taking down a spectacular street tree, I am 
well-aware of the importance of recognizing the site-specific impact to neighbors and the neighborhood. 

Under the Wiener/Farrell ADU legislation, I could totally screw my neighbors, as I have a 150' lot with 75' 
of rear-yard open space where I could add a nice tall ADU at the rear of the yard, and then add on to it I 
suppose, and with no variance, too. 

Respectfully, 

Janet Fowler 
434 Hoffman Avenue 
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Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

. Cc: 

' ' . 
i 

- i 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 201611:00AM 
Young, Victor 
Ausberry, Andrea 

:·J J•. 

Subject: ·Fwd: File 160657 FW: No Expansion of ADUs in Noe Valley 

Victor ... please add to today's file and include in the CR packet for tomorrow. There are several more I will be 
forwarding. 

Lisa 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July 18, 2016 at 8:48:35 AM PDT 
To: "Ausberry, Andrea" <andrea.ausberrv@sfgov.org>, 11Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 
Subject: File 160657 FW: No Expansion of ADUs iri Nµe Valley 

From: Hans Kolbe [mailto:hanskolbe@celantrasystems.com) 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 11:03 AM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 'Aarori Peskin-' 
<Aaron.Pekin@sfgov.org>; Tang1 Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John {BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org> · · 
Cc: Board·of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; 'Matt McCabe' 

· <info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com> 
Subject: No Expansion of ADUs in Noe Valley 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors: 
I am a resident of Noe Valley and a member of Noe Neighborhpod Council (formerly known as Protect Noe's 
Charm). I am writing to you to voice my opposition to Supervisors Wiener and Farrell's legislation that allows 
ADUs to expand to the maximum allowable 11buildable envelope" of the lot plus another 12-foot expansion in the 
remaining 45% rear yard. · 

It is bad enough that the recent monster home epidemic is consuming every inch of a lot up to its maximum 
permissible limit to build supersized single-family homes. This legislation, in effect, enables the trend for a 
monster-home-plus-in-law at the cost of further eroding our mid-block open space that is a community resource 
providing residents with light, air, privacy, visual relief, and a much-needed psychological comfort zone. 

The idea of extending ADUs to future structures that don't currently exist in the rear yard is also preposterous. I 
am opposed to any ADUs beyond the built envelope as of July 2016. 

The removal of neighborhood notification proposed by Wiener/Farrell's legislation is not at all in the public 
interest and should not be granted. 
I am also disturbed by granting more discretion to the Zoning Administrator than afforded currently. As is, the 
Zoning Administrator has the power to approve further expansion into the required 45% rear yard by approving a 
requested variance. To allow an over-ride for all cases and all lots is a bad idea that puts far too much power in 
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one person's hands. 

I 
. I · .. I , 

That is why I urge you to vote no on the measure proposed by Supervisors Wiener and Farrell and thereby, spare 
our mid-block open space and unique quality of life. 

Very truly yours, 

Hans Kolbe 
Celantra Systems 
Cell US 415-730-1131 

1528 
') 



·:. I ,. .·.·._ .. .! 
. i ·-· .....• -·:-.•. 1 

Young, Victor 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Monday, July 18, 2016 11:01 AM 
Yo\.lng, Victor 

Subject: Fwd: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

Lisa · 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Board of Supervisors, (BOS)" <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Date: July l&, 2016 at 9:01:35 AM PDT 
To: "BOS Legislation, (BOS)" <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>, "Ausberry, Andrea" 
<andrea.ausbeny(@sfgov.org>, "Somera, Alisa (BOS)" <alisa.somera[a),sfgov.org> 
Subject: FW: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

From: anastasia Yovanopoulos [mailto:shashacooks@vahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2016 3:35 PM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 
(BOS} <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreeclStaff, (BOS} 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campo~, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

·subject: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 
. . 

Honorable President Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors, · 

As renter living in DistriGt #8, I support Supervisor Peskin's Accessory 
Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and his amendments. 

I urge you to reject ADU legislation #160657 Supervisor Wiener and Farrell 
propose because it is important to keep ADU's within the existing built · 
envelope. Mid-block open space is our right. Further: 

? . Do not allow ADU's in the hypothetically permitted building envelope. 
Any exceptions should be limited to what exists now in the rear yard. 

? Do not incorporate Zoning Administrator Bulletin 4, as amended from 
time to time. The Zoning Administrator should not have unlimited 
discretion to waive rear yard requirements because ADU's should not 

· extend into the rear yard. 

I feel strongly about the intent of this legislation: ADU studios and one 
bedrooms of decent size are needed to address the paucity and attrition of rent 
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controlled housing in San Francisco. Supervisor Peskin's ADU legislation 
#160252 does this. The ADU legislation authored by Wiener and Farrell allows 
the ADU's to be sold as condos! 

Yours truly, 
Anastasia Yovanopoulos 
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Young, Victor 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) ·om: 
..Jent: 
To: 

Tuesday, July 19, 2016 1:04 PM 
Young, Victor 

Subject: FW: BOS 7/19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Legislative Proposals 
(Peskin: File 160252, Wiener/Farrell: File 160657) 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

For 160252 and 160657 

A~S~tv 

Legislative Deputy Director 

Follow up 
Flagged 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors· 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

415.554.7711 direct I 415.554.5163 fax 
alisa.somera@sfgov.org 

• i((lclick HERE to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office 
regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's 
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 9:43 AM 
To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org> 

Subject: FW: BOS 7 /19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Legislative Proposals (Peskin: File 160252, 

Wiener/Farrell: File 160657) 

From: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 8:30 PM 

To: Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 

<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Tang, 
Katy (BOS) <katv.tang@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Campos, David {BOS) 

<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; 

· valos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
_c; Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 

Subject: BOS 7 /19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit {ADU) Legislative Proposals (Peskin: File 160252, 
Wiener/Farrell: File 160657) 
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Dear Board of Supervisors, 
I thank the BOS-LU&HC Supervisors Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell and Aaron Peskin for working very hard on 
compromises to the proposed subject-referenced legislations. 
As I stated today at the BOS-LUC meeting, I believe there should be a unit size minimum to be inserted into 
the l~gislation prior to adoption. 
Also, even with all the amendments, Section 307(1) ("Other Powers and Duties of the Zoning 
Administrator") which contains the "complete or partial relief from density limits and from the parking, rear 
yard, exposure, and/or open space requirements of this Code when modification of the requirement would 
facilitate the construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit, as defined in Section 102 and meeting the 
requirements of Section 207 ( c )( 4) of this Code" is still overly broad and * mav * have unintentional 
consequences for the RH-1 (D) lots that abut the RH-2 & RM-zoned lots in Jordan Park & in a very few 
other areas of the City that have this similar setup. 
I want to thank very much Supervisors Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell and Aaron Peskin for the opportunity 
afforded me to comment at today's BOS-LUC hearing and for their latest amendments. 
Sincerely, 
Rose (Hillson) 
Member, Jordan Park Improvement Association 
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