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TO: 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor Mark Farrell, Chair 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

FROM: Victor Young, Assistant Clerk -i/-Y' 
DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

March 7, 2017 

COMMITTEE REPORT, BOARD MEETING 
Tuesday, March 6, 2017 

The following file: should be presented as a COMMITTEE REPORT at the Board 
·meeting, Tuesday, March 7, 2017. This item was acted upon at the Committee Meeting 
·on Monday, March 6, 2017, at 1 :30 p.m., by the votes indicated. · 

Item No. 44 File No. 170002 

Ordinance amending the Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan to 
update the guidelines regarding overconceritration of Eating and Drinking 
Establishments in a single area; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmefltal Quality Act; and making 
findings. of consistency yvith the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 
Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

RECOMMENDED AS A COMMITTEE REPORT 

Vote:. Supervisor Mark Farrell -Aye · 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin - No 
Supervisor Katy Tang -Aye 

c: · Board of SupeNisors 
Angela Calvill.o, Clerk of the Board 

· Jon Givner, Depµty City Attorney 

72 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 . 

11 

12 

. 13. 

14 
•J 

·15 

16 

·17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

·23 

24 

25 

FILE NO. 170002 ORDINAN NO. 

[General Plan Amendment - Commerce and Industry Element; Guidelines for Eating and 
Drinking Establishments] 

Ordinance amending the Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan to 

·update the gu.idefines regarding overconcentration of Eating and Drinking 

Establishm~nts in a single area; affirming the Planning· Department's determination 
. . 

under the California Environmental Quality Act; <iind making findings of consistenc.y 

with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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

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

Section 1. Findings. 

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplat~d in this 

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

·code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is o~ file with the Cler~ of the Board of 

. Supervisors in File No. 170002 aDd is i·ncorporated herein by reference .. The Board ·affirms 

this determination. 

(~) On December 1, 2016, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19803; 

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are co'nsistent with the City's 

General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning-code Section 101.1. The Board of. 
. . 

Supervisors 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. 170002, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

Planning Commissic;m 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

73-. 

Page 1 



1· (c) Charter Section 4.105 ~nd Planning Code Section 340 provide that the Planning 

2 Commission shall ·periodically recommend to the Board of Supervi~ors, for approval or 

3 rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan in response to changing condition~. 

4 (d) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, an amendment to the· General Plan 

5 may be initiated by a resolution of intention by the Planning Commission referring to, and 

6 incorporating by reference, the propose.d General Plan amendment. The Planning 

7 · Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendment if, after a public hearing, it. 

8 finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare 

9 require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the Commission, in whole 

1 O or in part, the proposed amendment shall be presented to ~e Board of Supervisors, which 

11 rnay approve or reject the an:iendment by a majority vote. 

12 

13 

(e) The Commerce and Industry Element sets forth objectives and policies 

addressing the broad range of economic activities, facilities and support systems that 

14 constitute San Francisco's employment and service base. The Guidelines for Specific Uses 

15 contained in the Neighborhood Commerce section states that "[t]he balance of commercial 

16 uses may be threatened when eating and drinking establishments occupy more th.an 20% of 

17 the total occupied commercial frontage," with a higher percentage of 25% for districts such as 

18 North Beach where there is an established pattern of service to a broad market. 

19 (f) Planning Code Section 303( o) states that the existing concentration of eating 

20 and drinking uses in an area should not exceed 25% of the total commercial frontage within 

21 300 feet of the establishment and within the same zoning district. 

22 (g) . Because there is specific language in the Planning Code regarding 

23 concentration of eating an.d drinking uses in an area, the proposed amendments to the 

24 General Plan will replace the existing specific ianguage in the Guidelines with general policy 

25 statements regarding the impacts of clustering. 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 74' Page2 

I . 



1 (h) At a public hearing held on June 30, 2016, the Planning Commission adopted a 

2 Resolution of Intention to initiate the proposed amendment to the General Plan in order to 

3 update the Commerce and Industry Element._At a public hearing held on December 1, 2016, 

4 · the Commission adopted Resolution No. 19803, finding that the propos.ed General Plan 

5 amendment serves the public necessity, convenience and general welfare and recommending 

6 the amendment to the Bo~rd of Supervisors. 

7 (i) In a letter dated December 22, 2016, the Planning Department'transmitted to tf)e . . 

8 Board of Supervisors the proposed Gene.ral Plan. amendment and the Planning Commission's 

9 adoption actions. The Board received this transmittal on December 22, 2016, and it is on file · 

1 O with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170002. 

. 11 . 0) The Board of Supe~isors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340;that the 

12 proposed General Plan a_mendment will serve the public necessity, convenience and .general 

1·3 welfare for.the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19803 and 

14 incorporates those reasons herein by reference. 

15 

·16 

17 

18 

1.9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Sei;;tiori 2. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the text of the Commerce 

and 'industry Element, to read as follows: 

Neighborhood Commerce 

Objective 6 

Maintain and Strengthen Viable Neighborhood Commercial_ Areas Easily Accessible to 

City Residents. 

* * * * 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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POLICY 6.1 

Ensure and encourage the retention and provisio~ of neighborhood-serving goods and 

services in the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and. encouraging 

diversity among the d!stricts. 

* * * * 
. 

GUIDELINES FOR SPECIFIC USES 

* * * * 

Eating and Drinking Uses 

* * * * 

In districts.where the proliferation of eating and drinking establishments could generate 

problems,.the following guidelines should be employed in the consideration of new 

establishn:ents, relocations, changes from one kind of eating and drinking establis~ment to 

another (e.g. frnm self.:-service restaurant to full-service restaurant), expansion_ or 

intensification of existing establishments: 

• The establishment should not add to an overcdncentration of eating and drinking 

establishments in a single district. The balance of commercial uses may be threatened· 

when eating and drinking. establishments occupy ~wre thS;'fl 20% of the total occupied an · 

overconcentration of commercial frontage. Proposals for eating and drinking 

establishments which would increase the proportion of total occupied commercial 

frontage above -20% what is prescribed in the Planning Code should be. reviewed to ensure 

that they would not reduce the variety of neighborhood-serving uses; nor create 

substantial. noise, traffic, parking problems, or other nuisances in the district or 

surroun'ding neighborhood. 'Fhose establishments that 1vould do the above should not be 

permitted. Except in districts with f:Zn establishedpattern of&e-rvi.ce to a broad nw.rke't, such 89 

North Beach, such establishments should not occupy more th$ 25% ·o.fthe total commercialfY 

\

Planning Commission · 
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occupiedfrontage in a district. To minimize the problems they can create, eating and drinking 

uses should generally be at least 1 OOfeet apartfrom each other, unless there are factors maki.ng 

clustering a.fuses appropriate. For example, a configuration o.fclustered eating and drinking 

uses where offstreetpar!dng is shared might be more appropriate than an e-ven distribution of 

such. establishments. 

* * * * . 

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

enactment Enactr:nent oc~urs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the j 

ordinance ~~signed or .does not sign the ordi~ance within ten days of receiving it,· or: the Board .I 
l 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's yeto of the ordinance. I 

Sectiofl 4. Scope of Ordinan<?e. In enactin~ this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

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

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

the official title of the ordinance. 

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

Planning Commission 
BOARD .OF SUPERVISORS . 
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FILE NO. 170002 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[General Plan Amendment- Commerce and Industry Element; Guidelines for Eating and 
Drinking Establishments] · 

Ordinance amending the Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan to 
update the guidelines regarding overconcentration of Eating and Drinking 
Establishments in a single area; affirming the Planning Department's determination 
under the California. Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency 
with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Coqe, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

The Commerce and Industry Element of the City's General Plan states that (1) the balance of 
commercial uses may be threatened when eating and drinking establishments occupy more 
than 20% o_f the total occupied commercial frontage of a single zoning district and (2) eating 
and drinking establishments should not occupy more than 25% of the total commercially
occupied frontage in zoning districts with an established pattern of service to a broad market. 

Planning Code Section 303 establishes a specific percentage limit for eating and drinking 
uses when such a use is seeking a Conditional Use authorization. Subsection (o) provides 
that such uses should not exceed 25% .of the total commercial frontage in .the sa.me zoning 
district within 300 feet of the proposed establishment. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The General Plan would be amended to (1) delete the specific percentages of.eating and 
drinking establishments that can occupy totafoccupied commercial frontages in a single 
zoning district and (2) modify the language in the Guidelines for Eating and Drinking 
Establishments to reflect a general policy statement. Pursu~nt to Planning Code Section 
303(0), Pl.anning staff would continue to c<;ilculate the percentage of total commercial frontage 
within 300.feet of an establishment requesting a Conditional Use authorization but would no 
longer also nave to caJculafo whether eating and drinking establishments occupy more than 
20% of the total occupied commercial frontage of the zoning district. 

Background Information 

As the primary policy document for the .City's l~nd use, the ~eneral Plan should contain 
genera! policy.statements and goals. Specific requirements are more appropriately in the 
Planning Code. The current General Plan language cqnfuses the complementary but different 
roles of the General Plan and the Planning Code, and requires planners to make two similar 
·but distinct calculations for a specific project. In addition, the calculation prescribed in the 
General Plan does not meet the intent of the requirement, which is to look at the surrounding 
area for an overconcentratioh of ~ating and drinking uses. Simplifying the language in the . · 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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FILE NO. 170002 

General Plan so thatit reflE?cts a general policy while leaving in place the specific 
r?quirements of the Planning Code would ensure a more effective and consistent evaluation 
of eating and drinking uses. 

Planning Code Section 340 describes the process for ame.nding tl)e City's General Plan . 
. Pursuant t.o subsection (d), a proposed amendment to the General Plan must be presented tO 
the Board of Supervisors together with a cqpy of the Planning Commission's resolution of 
adoption. The Board· may approve or reject the amendment by a majority vote. If the Board of 
Supervisors fails to act within 90 days of receipt, the amendment is deemed approved. 

n:\legana\as2016\1600772\01158933.docx 
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BOARD of SDPERVlSORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodh:tt Place, Room 244 

San Franci!;co 94102-4689 
Tel No; 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 . 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

January 17, 2017 

Lisa Gibson _ 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department . 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

File No. 17.0002 

On· January 10, 2017, the Planning Co'mmission introduced the following proposed 
legislation: 

File No. 170002 

Ordinance' amending the Commerce and Industry Element of the General 
Plan to update the guidelines regarding overconcentration of Eating and 
Drinking Establishments in a single area; affirming the Planning 
Departmenfs determination under the California. Environmental Quality 
Act; and making findings of· consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1." 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Attachment 

£l"" By: Alisa Somera, tegislative Deputy Director 
1 U/C Land Use and Transportation Com,mitt~e 

Not defined as a project under CEQA Sections 

15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it does not result 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning in a physical change in the environment. 
Jeanie Poling, EnvironmentaJ Planning 

Joy Digitally signed by Joy Navarrete 
DN: OF.loy Navarrete, o=Plannlng. 
oU=Envlronmenb\l Planning, 

N 
om>ll=Joy.namrete@sfgov.oaj, 

ava rrete =!2017.01.1913:48:57o-OB'OO'. 
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SAN FR.ANCISCO P:EG.EJ'tt.0 . 
. Iii<·-~~ H :;-:.:r;::-y;·::-.!:r,-',-

PLANNING DEPARTMEf;ii(.tJi rKJ.·;{:~::o::_:~- -

Wt& DEG 22 PH 2: 20. 

December Tl, 2016 
e-¥_~~--------1650 Mission Sl 

Suite 400 

· Ms. Angela CalvilloJ Clerk 

. Board ofSupervisors 
City and Couxify of San Francisco 
Ciry HallJ Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton~. Goodlett Place 
SanFrancisco, Cl\ 94102 

R~ . Transmittal of Plan:nin.g Deparbnent Case Number 2015-0J.?W6GP A; 

Updating the Commerce and Industcy Element on Eating and Drinking 

Establishments 

Board File No. TBD 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modification 

Dear Ms. CalvilloJ 

On December 1, 2016, the Pl~g · Co:mmission conducted duly noticed public "hearings at 
regularly scheduled meetings to consider ·the proposed <?ffiirumce; initiated by the ~lanning 

Commission that would amend the General Plan's Commerce and Industry Element':; Guidelines 

for Specific Uses_ on Eating and Drinking Establishments. The proposed chang~ are designed to 
reflect a general policy statement by .removing the specific percentages of eating and. drinking 

establi:shments fuat can occupy total ~ccupied commercial frontages in a single zoning district. At 
tl;te hearing the Planning Commission voted to _recommend approval with modifications. 

The Commission proposed modificatioi;i, which has already been. incorporated into fue ordinance, 
is as follows: · 

• ' Remove the followmg sentence from the General Plan's Commerce and Industry 

·Element:'s Guidelines for.Specific Uses on Eating and Drinking Establisbm~ts, found on 

Page 4, Lin~ 23-24: "Those establishments that would do the abOve should not be 

permitted." 

~proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) 

and 15378 because they do not result in a physical ~ge in th~ en.vironmen~ 

Please note that per Plamring Code Section 340, if the Board of Supervisors fails to act within 90 

days of receipt of a General Plan amendment, the. amendment sliall be deemed approved. The 

Board of Supervisors rr:ay approve or reject such amendment by a maj~rity vote. 

Please find att:ched .documents relating .to the actions of the Commission. A redlined. version of 

this ordinance along with two ropies will be delivered to your office following this transmittal If . . 

you have any questions or requrre further information please do not hesitate to contap: me. 

wWw.sfpfanning.org 
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Transmital Materials 

Sincerely, 

Aaron D. Starr 

11anageofLegislativeAffairs 

cc 
Judy Boyajian Deputy City Attorney 
Alisa Somera, Office of the Oerk of the Board 
John Carroll, Office of the Oerk of the Board 

Attachments : 
Plamring Commission Resolution 
Planning Department Executive Summary 

&!\ti FMNClstO 
PLANNING OEPARTMElilT 

CASE NO. 2015-017206GPA 
Commerce and Industry Element Amendment 

2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

CaseNv. 

l!tojectN~ 

Steff Cwmzd; 

Planning. Commission 
Resolution. No. 19803 

HEARING DATE: DECEMBER-1, 2016 

2015-011106GY A 

Up~ ihe C~nmt~~ att.d t:ruI~_lilEfileni on Eating aitd 
I)~Esfablishmeilfs 
AIIfiptip:tt He.ruing . 
.Al:u:oo $tart, Manager Legislative Affairs 
~~v.m:g; 415-558-6362 

i S5Q MisslOn St 
S"Uifu400 
Sq!I ffan\:fSCO, 
CA 94103-2.479 

Retejlijroi: 
41lt~18 

fax; ·1 
41S$8Ji4ll9 

.. -·PI;um\n!J . . ···-·· - ... :, 
lofurmatiol); -: 
415$11.~n 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE SOARD OF SUPERVISORS . ADOPT A PROPOSED 
ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE GENERAL PLAN TO UPDATE THE COMMERCE 
AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN TO._UPDATE THE GUIDELINES 
REGARDING OVERCONCENTRATION OF EATING AND DRINKING ESTABLISHMENTS IN 
A SINGLE AREA; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER 
THE CALiFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; AND MAKING . FINDINGS OF 
CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE EIGHT PRIORllY POLICIES OF 
PLAN_NING CODE SECTION 101.1. 

WHEREAS,. Section 4.105 oJ the Charter of the City and COUi1Jif of S$l Francisca mandates' that the 
)?l~De~Wt shall ~.dio¥Iy re<ii~ to the Boaxd Q{ S.~.ei:vfs.ors for ~roval or rejection 
proposed amendments to the General Plan; and · 

WllE~ The Pia:tittlng Commissicm (he;t~ ~'Ci>:m:o:riSS.ori.''} c-ondu.d:ed a dn;ly rto~ced pub-lie 
ha'lrlng qt~ x~~y Peheduled m-eefuig to consider fue.:propos:cl ~ce Qn ~bar l.. 2016; imdr 

WHE«EA.s, the proposed amendntep.m are not defined as a project under CEQA Cuidoones Section 
15060(e)(2) and 1~378 hecatiS~ they do nofresult in a physidtl change Jn~ ~Qtu:!'l..wtl; and 

~ i:ha Planning CtJID:mission h;w heard and amsidered the tesl:itttooy pteseafed to it a:t the 
public; heating and has further considered written materiaf.S and 6.mI ~ pnise:oJ;€d on behalf of 
Departtnent staff and other ID.terested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pe:tinent documents m;q b~ itmnd "k the files of the Dep~ent, as the o;istodian of 
.records,j'c ~ 1650 M:ission Street, Sull:e 400, San F~w; and 

1MNW.sfplanning.org 

83 



Resolution No.. 1~8.tn 
December 1, 2016; 

. ;....A$EfNo~ Z015-01n01iGf'A 
Updating the Commerce and lnd!-fs~ Erement 

MOVED, that the Plai:ming Co~idfrherebJ :i;eco~~q.s that the. Board .of Supervisors ~pprove Witlt · 
modifications the proposed ord.lrum.Ce.. ~e Co1.IU11ission' s proposed Modific.;;i.tion is as follows: 

. . . . 
• I<e.m.ove the fultowfrtg ~~ from tha Genet.al Plan-l'ef ~ca and Indt!Sity Elent¢nt'$ 

Guidelines for Specific Uses 01;1 Eating and ~ Rsia~ents, fuund on Page 4, Lineg n.,. 
24: '"Those establishments. t:J:rat would do_fhe above_.shoul~_no~ be.permitted..'' 

FINOtNGS 
Having re\l'iewm fhemat~ id~m fuepteamhle ab~ .and.having heatdal.l testimony~ 
arguments,~ G>:o:mrlsson finds, mud., and d~es as fu.Jlows:. 

1. The: P.Iannmg C~ finds ~t: as the main policy docrn:wmt ftl1' full! 01y'"$ liu:id. us~·ih~ 
General Plan should fy>cus on general policy staterrients,_ while the F~ Code :iimM provide 
the fucils for implementing thos~ goals and poll~ The Platitllng Commission SUpJ?tUf::; ih.e 

- proposed amendments becauseo they will remove specific n'urneric controls from the G@ietal J?hn 
and maintain similar, b~t m~rf7 effective controls in the P~g Code. 

. Z. The Planning Coin.mission fin~ that .the cum;nt .hirtguage confuses tlm ;r.-oll dth~ tWQ ~ 
by ·having specific numerical controls in f:he:General. Plait and requires pt~~ ro :mak-e tWQ 
similar but distinct calculations. Additionally, the calculafion prescril;md i.u tlw~ Plan d-!le.'i 
not meet the ip.tent of the langt.lage, which is to look at the smroum1 ~ fur a ~nCen.~n. of 
eating' and drinlcing~ . 

4. fi~ Pian Campliau.~ ~ pro.PQsed·~ ~ m~twlili fue fuJlowing Ob}edtves 
and f'olicies of the Genm:;U ~ 

co~ AND INDUSftY ELEI\IBN't 

OBJECTIVRl 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROW':i:H AND CHANGE TO ENWRE ENHANCEMENT. {jg nm· 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT 

PolicyU 
AssU:r~ ··~· all commerdal and indlr*ii:d mes ~ .~ r~atM· p~ 
~~ .. 
11ta ~al 'fltm. ~ 1itJ:f11 ~to ptti'afde guir!mue mi t.he ~ ef ¢:mg lltld ~g 
'fIS~ fat v._elifWQthovil ~ . . 

OBJECTIVE& 
MAJNTAJN A.Nb SnmN'Grim.N' VIABLE NE:fGHm)rumon roMMflRtlAL fuAs EA&LY 
ACCESSIBLE TO QTY RESIDENTS 
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Resolution No.19803 
December 1, 2016 

CASE N.O. i015-017Z06GPA. 
Updating the Commerce and Industry Bement 

~~ . 

Euswe and e,ncourag-e fhe ref-en.lion and provisi;on of ncighbOJ;hood--se:cvirig: g-oods and services 
m tli¢ city's neighborhood commercial districts/ :whn.tt i:ewgtihing and_ ~cotu:aging diveJ:Sii;r 
?n10rtg the districts. · 

The G~ieral Pltm Am.e.mimen.ts will coniinite to providl! ~-J:m fhe l11danr:tf of~ aJ:id dr"inkfu.g 
1J$es.forndghtmrhooa ~ · 

OB}ECIIVE 11 
SUPP.ORT. AND RESFJ!CT THE DXVEESE ANO DJSTINCT CHAMCTER OF SAN 
B{ANOSCO'S NEI~HBORBOODS. 

itolicy 11.S 

Consider a ncighborhood' s dtai:acler when int~'A.tlng new "(lses, and '!llio.UIDze d.isi:npf:ibn 
c;rused by ~~ion of .insti:tntlorts into residential areas. 

. . 
5* pfamiiog Code Section J.Dl :Fmdings. the ~osed IDitGI®\euts to the Fl4ililii;ig: Code c:i:re 

conslsteri;t wi~ the eight Prion'ty Policies !'iel: forth in ~on 101.l{b} Of fu.e ~ Code m 
thtit . . 

1. 'l1ra.t ~ting ncig'hborhood--$~ renm. uses b~ p:i:~ and enbBP.ced and futute 
apportt.rnll:l£s fo:i: ~dent empioJirufilt in and o1~etshlp of s:uch businesses enhan~; 

Tm Gemttnl Man ~ts to t1tt: Cam.merre and bu1ustry ~ wmtli1. continue pteseroe arnI 
$tihm:t~ ~ting ti.dgh.btirhaad retail ~lirlUiim. 

2.. That existing hnwiing .and ncl,ghbotltopd ~ be Wll$i:mt~ and pr-Ote.cted in Wd'¢r to 
p:t~¢ th~ cultural and economic divetsity of-oui·neighborhoods; · 

The. G~ Plttn ~ts to the c~ a.ml 1miustty Ebtmi:.nt 1Dli1tlil tonti:rme pre5er178 aml. 
e.n1ticnee e:&ting 11.clghbvthand retail lJPParlu.tiiftes. · 

S. That the City's mippty of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The &tztrru1. Plan.~ tmiTi.ld 00£ impact the Ctly"s suµply af affon1abk lwusiug b~pn<:$md 
mid~ 

4. 1'.hat roni:l;titct:er J:taffk not impede MUNI transft service or ov~burden Q'Ur str~ or 
nei?hbo:rhood parking; 

TTre General Plan Ammdm.ents.'mould: not hnp:ede M(1Nl ~ $ef1J~ crr. cro~ our i;treets or 
fW.1.ghb.orhood parking. 
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Resof ution No. 1 SSQ3- · 
December 1,.201 G·: 

~ASE N0.1015-017Z06GPA. 
Updating the Commerce and Industry Eh;ment" 

5. ~-a diverse ecmtrunk basi:t be ~ed. by protecting our irtdustrial a.mi~~~ 
from ~pfo.tetlient due to commerciql 6ffice developmenf,. and that future opp.~tl.es fot 
resid~ emploY:11~t and ownership iti th~~ sectors Pe enhanced; 

The General Plan .Ame:rubtz.e:n.ts WtJUTfi. 1Wt ad:t!ersely affed flii W.dustrini. or ~~-s Cit f!in.peile 
fa.tu.re opportunities for resi.Ilf:nt employment and ut1Jtle:r$hip in the industrial tlf ~ ~-

6. Tum: the City achieve the greatest possible pi-ep~ m ~ ag;ritis:t iajttcJ and loss ofl~ in an 
earthquake; · . 

I . 

~ Getltffa1 ~ .Amrmdmei4s wmdii wtndoo-:>ety impact 1114 C'tiy"s aM1JJ.y-fu 11dWm$ f!1e ~r 
possible rrrepwed:ness to protect a.gainSt ittfttr:y tmd hiss Df lifo in lt1i, ®ihquiiktt 

1. 1".hat the landmmh ~lPstorlqbniltlin~ be preserved; . 

T1'IA ~ Phtn Am~ woultJ. w ~ JJ.teprep~lim.ttJfkmd'mJtrh ltmini$£o#cr IWJ.U~ 

f?, That t;>ilt parl<s and i.lpe;t ~ ~d ~ ~ ~ sutllight and v.tst:M be proie:ctM ft.I)~ 
development; · 

The Cenerat Pitm Antrmdm.e.q,ts. UUnild npt impatt J1le Cii!fs.~ mt:d apen spaee ®d tktir 
'IJ£Ce.5S- ta 51tJ1Ji.gl:d_wtfL '/Jsl;iiS fr® ~lbpmmf. · . · · · 

6. lllautdng: Cude Section :302 Fm<iln.gs. The Planning Commission finds from the facts-presented 
th~ the public necessity, ronvenience and general welfare tequire the proposed amenclmAAts i;.ti 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW ~:ru1 RB rt :imsOL VED that the Com.mission hereby recoll'iiil.ends that the 'fhl;rrd ADOPT 
Um p.:tripq~ Ot:dfil?lnce descnoed in tlrls Resoluti.on.. 

1 hEU'.eby c~ i:fud the .fur~ ~tiltt.t:km wa!f ~eel b'y tht! Commission ~·its n:t~ on 
. ~emJ;iet1;2016. . . . 

~-J b. JonasP.~-· · 
Commission Sectetttty 

AYE$; Fo~ I:11llli:, Johnson, Koppel,. Melgar, and Ridiard,s 

·NOES~ M~ 

~ l\f one 
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SAN FRANCISCO. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 
Ca.seNo, 
Project Name: 

Staff Contact 

. Executive Summary 
General Plan Text Amendment 

HEARING DATE: DECEMBER 1, 2016 
CONTINUED FROM OCTOBER 6: 2016 

November 23, 2016 · 

2015-017206GP A 

Updating the Commerce and Indushy E.ement on Eating.and 
· Dr.inking Establishments 

Recommeruia.tirm: 

Aaron Starr, Manager Legislative Affairs 

aaron.starr@sfgov.org; 415-558-6362 

Recommend Approval 
! 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

16~0 l\4i'ssiOll st 
Sllifi:4Qo 
Safi fran~lsca. 
CA ~11l:}-241!f 

. R~n~ 
iJ1~5a.&~a: 

~ 
41S$51Ui4Q!J 

p~ 
~Jt 
416.058.l)ffi 

. The proposal would amend the General Plan's Commerce and fudustry Elemenf s Guidelines for _Specific 
Uses on Eating and Drinking &tabliShments. The proposed changes are designed to reflect a general 
policy statement by remov:ing the specific percentages of eating and drinking establishments that can 
occupy total occupied commercial frontages in a single zoning district The .specific petcentq.ge 
calculatioDS for eating and drinking use concentratioDS ~remain unchanged in Plaru:ring Code Section 
303 (o). 

The Way It Is Now: 

1. The Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan states that the balance of commercial 
uses may be threatened. when eating and drinking establisbmerrts occupy more. than 20% of the · 
total occupied commercial frontage of a single zoning district Additionally, eating and dririlring 
establishments should not occupy more than 25% of the total commercially-occupied frontage in 
''zoning districts with an establish~ pattern of service to a broad market, such as North Beach." 

2. The Commerce ~d Industry ffiement of the General Plan :includes the following" language: 
"Except in districts with an established pattern of seroi.ce to a broad market, such as North Beac:hr such 

· establishm.e:nts should not occupy more than. 25% of the total commercially-occupied frontage in a .district. 
To minimize"the problems they can create, eating and drinking u.ses slwuld generally be at least 100 feet 
apart from each other, unless there are factors making clusteri:ng of uses appropriate. For exti:mple, a 
configu.rati.on of clustered eating and drinking uses where off-street parking is shared ."!ight be more 
appropriate than rm even distribution of such establishments." 

3. Planning Code section 303, which governs Conditional Uses, also establishes ~ sP~c 
percentage limit for eating and drinking uses when such uses are seeking Conditi.o~ Use 
Authorization. Section 303(0) states that such proposed uses shoulc,l not exceed 25% of the total 
commercW frontage in the same zoning district within 300 feet of the establishment 

\.vww.sfplanning.org 
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Executive Summary . 
Hearing Date: December 1, 2016 

Case No. 201!?-017206GPA 
Updating the Commerce and Industry Element 

The Way It Would Be: 

1. The specific percentages of eating and drinking eStablislunents that can occupy total ocmpied. 
colillil.e'(cictl frontages in a single zoning district would be removed in the General Plan. The 
language in the Guidelines for Eating and Drinking Establishments would be amended to reflect 
a general policy statement. 

2. The language identified in "The Way It Is Now" settion above under item #2 would be deleted. 

3. There will be no chan~ in the current Planning Code calculations in Section 303( o ). Planning 
staff would continue to calculate the percentage of toptl commercial frontage within 300 feet of 
the proposed establishment Planners would no longer have to calculate the percentage in the 
General Plan, which requires that eating and drinking establishments should not occupy more 
than 20 percent of the total oc':llPied commercial_ frontage. 

BACKGROUND 
Tiris item was contin1:J:ed from the October 6, 2016 hearing. The Commission ask¢ Staff to wo:r:k with the 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers (TIID) who had some concerns around the proposed General Plan Amendment, 
specifically the following hmguage: · . 

The balance of commercial uses may be threatened when eating and.drinking establishments 
occupy more than 20% efthe tetal eecupied a high percentage. of commercial frontage. 

Except in districts with an established pattern of service to a broad market, such as North Beach, 
· such establishments could occupv a higher percentage than other commercial districts should net 

eccupy more than 25% efthe tetal cemmercial1y eeeupiedfronte.ge in s diarict. 

Sta.££ met with the s.tan Hayes on October 24,_ 2016 to discuss T.H:Ds concerns regarding the proposed 
language. In response to TIID's concerns, Staff sugge~d c~ging "a high percentage" to. "an 
overconcentration of' since that better reflects what the intention behind what tlris section of the· General Plan is 
trying to addr~s. Staff also suggested removing ihe' paragraph that described North Beach in detail rather 
than including the languag~ "could occupy a higher percerztage than other commercial districts.'~ This 
was done so that no inqividual NCD was singled out, ~d ~ows ,North Beach to ad.just their controls in 
the future as the neighbdrhood's needs change. While not stating support or opposition to the proposed 
language, Mr. Hayes reiterated that it was important to T.HD that a percentage remains in the General 
Plqn. Staff :reiterated that the General :flan should state an overall vision.for the qty, and that the details 
and specific numeric controls should only reside :in the Plamring Code. 

The language below iS based on Staff's meefuig with MI. Hayes and.has been integrated in to the 
Ordinan~ before the Commissions today. The new edits to the General Plan cue th~ public to an overall 
vision for neighborhood commercial districi:s: that Eating and Drinking establishments do not reduce the 
variety of neighborhood serving uses or create substantial noiSe, traffic, or other nuisances in a district ~r 
J?.eigbborhqod. Furthermore, the edits to the or~ce reference the Planning' Code, which does have a 
specific percentage detailed in Section 303( o ). 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Df!te: December 1, 2016 

Case No. 2015-:017206GPA 
Updating the Commerce and Industry Element 

.The establishment should nbt add to an overconcentration of eating.and drinking establishments in a 
single district The balance of commercia~ uses may pe threatened when eating and. drinking 
establishments occupy mfJJ"e then 20% afthe tefEJ aeeupied an averconcentration of commercial frontage. 
Proposals for eating and drinking establishments"-which would increase the proportion of total 
occupied commercial frontage-above 2tJ%-what is prescribed in the Planning Code should be reviewed to 
ensure that they would not reduce the variety of neighborhood-serving uses; nor create substantial 
noise, traffic, parking problems, or other nuisances in the district or surrounding neighborhood. Those 
establishments that would do the above should not be permitted. Except m distriets wUh 6l1'l estehlished · 
pattern e.f serviee te a bread market; sue-h as Nerth .Beaeh, SiiCh estehlis}unel'f/s sheuld net eeeT.EJ.3}' mare fhmi 

25% efthe tetEil OOl'l'l1'1reroifilly ee&upiedfrontage in El distFiet Te minimi£e theprehlems they eWi eroaiC!; eating 
El1'ld drinking '/.ISes iheuldge.'flf!ff1lly he at least JOO feet ap£lffjrem eaeh ethm-, wiless there are }aeters making · 
elustering ef uses !If!PFopriate. Fer e:.r£1H1jile, a eelefi.gt!ffltien ef elusterod eating and drinking ?<Ses 111here off 
straetparlring is shared might he mere apprefmate than ~ even distrihutien e:fsucli at:tahlishments. ' 

The General Plan 
San Francisco's General Plan is a guiding do~t that.is designed to attain the followmg goals: 

• Protection, preservation,. and enhancement of the economic, social_, cultural, and esihetic values 
that establish the desirable quality and unique character of ihe city; 

• Impwvement of fhe · city· as a place for living, by aiding in making it more healfhful, safe, 
pl~:mt,. and satisfying, with housing r~presenting good standards for all residents and by 
providing adequate open spaces and appropriate comm.unity facilities; · 

• hnp:i:ovement of fhe city as a place for commerce and 'industry by making it more clacient, 
orderly, and satisfactory for ·the production, exchange and: c:listributi.on of goods and services, 
with. adequate space for each type of economic activity and :improved facilities for the loading 
and movement of goo9s; . ·: 

• Coordination of the varied pattern of land use with public and semi-public service facilities 
required for efficient functioning of the city, and for the mnvenience and well-being of its . 
residents,. workers, and visitors; and 

• Coordination of the varied pattenl of land use with circulation routes and .fa.cilities required for 
the efficient movement of people and goods within the city, and to and from ih.e city. 

' . . 
The General Plan is as ·a broad policy document that the Planrring Code interprets. As ~ch spedfic 
nume:i?-cal limits should not be located within the General Plan; they should be located within the 
Planning Code. Currently the language in the Commerce and Industry Element is very specific by 
requiring p:ra.t establishments do not occupy more than 20% of ihe total occuP.ied corrimercial frontage ID. 
a single di&trict The Commerce and Indp.stry Element describes the percentage as a method to mitigate 
the proliferation of eating and drinking establishments in any one district The element also .describes _ 
characteristics of eating and drinking establislurients namely, fhat they should not :impose undue traffic 

or noise impacts., 

The Conditio~ Use Authorizal;ion (OJA) in section 303 also includes specific findings arolind noise, 
traffic patterns, and neigliborhood compatibility which interpret the language :1n the General Plan. 

The.2011 Restaurant Ordinance 

Jn 2012 the Board passed The Resta,urant Rationalization ordinance (Board File 120084), which among 
things rationalized ihe City.' s restaurant definitions and controls. Prior to tlris ordinance there were 13 
separate eating and drinking definitio!l in the Plamring Code. The Restaurant Ratioruilization ordinance 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: December 1, 2016 · 

Case No. 2015-017206GPA 
Updating the Commerce and Industry Element 

reduced this number down to three definitions based on level of alcohol service: Bars, Restaurants, 
Limited Restaurants. Also as part· of this ocdinance, the Plancing Department added Planning Code 
Section "303(p) - now Section 303( 0) - which imported the concentration controls for eating and drinking 
uses from the General Plan into fue Planning, Code. The higher percentage - 25% - ~used and instead 
of the entire NC District a radius of 300 feet was used to address NCDs that can stretch for several miles. 
At the tiile, it was anticipated that the Restaurant Rationalization ordinance wouid be followed-up with a 
General Plan amendment ~o remove the co;ncenf.ration controls in the General Plan. While several years . 
late, tbiS ordinance accomplishes this goal. 

The controls that were put info Planning Code Section 303 in 2012 and whfoh. exist today are as follows: . 

Eating and Drinking.Uses. With regard. to a Conditional Use authorization application for a 
Restamant Limited-Restaurant and I:far ~es the Pla;i;rning Commission shall consider, in addition . 
to the criteria set forth in Subsection (c) above, the existing concentration of eating and drinking 
uses in the area Su,ch concentration should not exceed 25 percent of the total commercial frontage 
as measu:red in lin~ feet within the immediate area of the subject site. For the purposes of this 
Section of the Code, the immediate area shall be defined as all properties located within 300' of 
the subject property and also located Within the same zoning district 

Note that the 25% t1;rr~old in section :?03(o) is a fin~g that the Planning Commission considers. Some 
Conditional Use applications for Eating and Drinking Uses exceed the 25% threshold described in the 
Code due to site circun:istances, neighborhood support, or other. reasons. . · 

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Duplicative Controls 

Currently, two similar but distinct calculati.Qns for General Plan and Planning Code Compliance for 
prop'o~d Eating and Drinking Uses that are subject to a Conditional Use Authorization are required of 
Plamri.ng Staff. 

Calculation One: 
Tfi.e Plaruring Code calculation is explicitly done within 300 feet of the p:i;oposed site. This calculation can 
easily be done by Plamring Staff by way of a simple survey of the irnme~te area of the proposed 
establishment AB such, this calculation.meets the intent of the Geneial Plan,. ensuring there is not an 
overconcentration of such uses within the llru:nediate vicinity. 

Cal.cula.ti.an Two 
The General Plan calculation establishes that the propoted establishment will not add more than 20% (or 
25% "in districts with an established pattern of service to a broad markef') of eating and drinking 
establishments to the overall occupied commercial :frontages ~£ the en.fire zoning district 

The two calculations can be onerous on staff and the calrnlation that is th~ most informative resides in the 
Planning Code. · 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: Decemoer1, 2016 

OneMefric 

Case No. 2015-017206GPA 
Updating the Commerce and Industry Element 

The Plaruring Code implements the intent of the General Plan using a narrower geography. In using the 
entire district the General Plan calculation disregards the immediate blocks of the site-unlike·the Planning 
Code calculation-and can in fact be less resb:icliye since there could be a cluster of eating and drinking 
establisbmen:ts of greater than 20-25~ near a proposed site, but district-wide be less than a 20% 
concentratioIL It is not clear in ihe General Plan guideline how to interpret a district with an "established 
pattern of service to a broad market," which uses a 25% threshold. The Planning cOde simplifies and 
standardizes the use ~ncentration ·threshold to• 25% within 300 feet if the proposed. establishment city-

. wide. 

RECOMMENDATION 
l 

The .Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval of the proposed Ordinance and 
adopt the attaChed Dr~ Resolution.to that effect 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Plamring Depa:rb:ri.ent supports the proposed amend:nients because they will remove specific numeric 
.controls from the General Plan and mairitain similar, but more effective controls in the Pianrrlng S:ode. AB 
the main policy document for i:he City's land use, the General Plan should focus on general policy 
statements, while the Planning Code should provide the tools for hnplementi.ng those goals and policies. 

The current language confuses the roll of ihe two documents by having specific numerical controls m the 
General Plan and requires planners to make two s.im:ila:r but distinct calculations. .Additionally, the 
calculation prescribed m the General Plan does not meet the :intent of the language, which is to look at ihe 
surround area for a concentration of eating and drinking uses. . 

Simplifying the language m the General Plan ensures that the intent is still being met because no changes 
are prop~sed regardffig the Conditional Use. This will ensure a more effective and consistent evalmtllon 
of eating and drinking uses m the future. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection,. DI' 

adoption with ip..odifications to ihe Board of Supervisors. 

ENVlRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2) and 
15378 because they do not result ma physical change m.the environment 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

On May 9, 2016 the Planning Department hosted a meeting regarding the proposed change to the General 
Plan, attendance was low. Smee the :initiation hearing on June 30th, the Department presented at the July 
19 meeting of the Coalition of San Francisco Neighborhodds to describe the changes to the General Plan, . . 
and they provided no substantial comments. Additionally, the Department presented the proposed 
chani?;es to the Small Business Co~on on August 22, 2016; commission members bad n~ subsranti.al 
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Case No. 2Q1S..017206GPA 
Updating the Commerce.and Industry Element 

coinments .. Staff has also ~et with the Golden Gate Restaurant Association which is supportive of the 
change. 

At the October 6, 2016 hearing fue Commission heard public comment from THD, who stated concern 
about the proposed language :in the General Plan Amendment, and that proposed amendments to the 
General Plan should be continued and considered along with pending changes to Article 7 of the 
Plannfug Code. In response to fue first concer:a,. Staff met with Stan Hayes of the THD on October 24, 
2016. The result of that meeting is disa:Lssed under the Background section found on Page 2 of this report 
In response to ~ second cQncem,. the Article 7 Reorganization Project is a separate piece. o{ legislation 
that has no :iillpact on the General Plan becailse it is in fact.a reorganization of the Planning Code. It also 
has no impact on the Conditional Use findings in 303 (o) for Eating and Drinking Establishments. These 
are two separate efforts and need not b.e corisidered together. · 

·I RECOMMENDATION: .Recommend Approval 

Attachments: 
1. Exhibit A: Draft Resolution 
2 Exhibit B: Public Comment 

3. E:xhiDit C: Ordinance Adopting General Plan A:m,endments 
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~AN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

March 3, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall Room 244 
1 Dr. CarltonB. Goodlett Place. 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

CITY AND CoUNlY OF SAN F~NCISCO 
EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 

OFFICE OF SMAU. BUSINESS 
REGINA OICK-ENDRIZZI, DIRECTOR 

RE: BOS File No. 170002 [General Plan Amendment - Commerce and Industry Element; Guidelines for 
Eating and Drinking Establishments] · 

Small Business Commission Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On February 27, 2017, the Small Business Commission voted ( 6-0, 1 absent) to recommend that the 
Board of Supervisors approve BOS File No. 170002. · 

The legislation removes specific restaurant concentration controls from the General Plan, thereby 
eliminating a redundant calculation. It also allows adj"ustmerit ·of concentration levels to fit the needs of 

· neighborhoods. The Commission views the legislation as a logical clean-up that appropriately retains 
specific numerical controls only in the Planning Code. 

Thank you for considering the Commission's comments. Please ;fee~ free to contact me should you have 
any questions. 

Sincerely~ 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business 

cc: John Rahaim, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Nicole Elliott, Mayor's Office · 
Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Mayor's Office 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Alisa Somera, Land Use & Transportation Gommittee 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • S~LL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR CARLTON B. GOODLEIT PLACE, ROOM 11 O, .SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

(415) 554-6408 
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Role of the General Plan·· 
... The GP is City's ".con.stitution," which 

sets goals and· p·olicy that are the basis 
for City's land-use· decisions. · 

• A g·eneral pla·n is re·quired by the ~tate. 
of-California. -

11 City Charter and Board adoption make· 
it official policy of City .and County, " 
mandatory, not just ·advisory. . 

.• Changes can onl.y be initiated.:'by 
. CorTimission, but the Board and Mayor 
have final' approvaL · · 

, -, 
i \ 

,,~'\ 

\ ) 

The General Plan is 
the embodiment of 
the community's 

· vision for. _the future 
of San Francisco,, 
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Role of the Planning Code 

• Planning Code is. the City's I.and use 
· imp·Jementation document~.· 

·m ·The PC contains specific controls 
(such a.s numeric controls) that are 
intended to implement the vision 
outlined in the General Plan. 

• The Plann.ing Code must ·be 
consistent with the General Plan. 

· 11 The Board, Mayor, or Planning 
Com·mis~ion can initiate changes to 
the Planning Code .. 

"To guide/ control 
and regulate future 
growth and 
deve!opme{7t in 
accordance With the · 
General Plan of the 

. Clty.an.d County of 
San Francisco)) 
[Section 101/ 
Planning Code] 

/.:t;J_j;Ji:'.~. 
f .:"·' J ),o..o>:v ·~· \t~\ 

~~~;'£7;.~~t 
.fJ.'t'!!;:~>. 

c.o 
en 



co 
-.I 

Proposed Changes 

• l)pd~te would amend Neighborhood Commerce s_ectio·n 
of the Commerce and industry Element.·. 

_ • The proposed changes Would remove specific numeric 
controls· for restaurant concentration ·from the GP.'~. 

The balance ·at commerqial uses may be threatened when. eating 
and drinking establishments occupy more .than 2096 of the total 
occupied an overconcentration of commercial frontage~ 
Proposals for eating ·and drinking establishments which would 
increase the proportion ·Of "total ·occupied comm.ercial frontage 
above 2096 -what is .Prescribed in the Planning. Code should be 
reviewed ... " · 
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Proposed .. Changes 
• ... and·also language that.calls out sp·e.cif~c 

: . n.eighborhoods for greater co.ncentration .and overly 
prescriptive spacing requi"rements (text below is· 
proposed for deletion); 

"Those establishments that would do the above should not be 
permitted. Except in districts with an· ·established pattern of 
service to a broad market, such as North Beach, such . . . _ 
establishments should not occupy more than 25% of the total 
commercially-occupied frontage· in a district To minimize the 

·problems they can create,· eating and drinking uses should . 
· generally pe at least 1 oo feet apart from each other, unless there 

are factors making clustering of uses appropriate'' 
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Proposed Changes 
. . . 

• However simHar numeric controls in the Planning Code 
would remain,· where they can be adjusted. to better 

· ·_ responq to concerns· of individual' neighborhoqds. 

For Con.ditional .Use authorization for Eating and Drinking uses,. "the 
Planning _Commission shall consider ... the existing concentration. of · 
eating and drinking uses in th~ area. Such concentration shoµ/d 
not exceed 25· p~rcent of the total commercial frontage as 
measured in linear'feet within the imme~iate area of the subject 

· site. 

For the purposes of this Section of the Code, ·the immediate area 
shall be defined as all properties locate·d.within 3001 of the subject 
property and al~o located within the S?-me zoni0_g district. 
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lmplem.entation Impacts 
. . . ~ . 

• Planners would still evaluate the concentration. of Eating 
and Drinking (uses for CU applications. . . 

•.Instead of 20 and 25%, only 25% would be used. 

· · • Instead of ~valuating the cof')centration of the entire 
district, which is called out in the GF~· only the 
concentratio·n within 300' would be calculated. · 

. . 

· •.Concentration levels would still only be used to rnform· 
the Department's recommendation and. Planning . 
Qornmission's. decisio·n. Other CU findings., public 
support ·or· opposition, and other factors will still be used 
in evaluating cu. applications. 
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Com·mi.ssion Action & Outreach·· 

•·Planning Commission recom.mended Approval on 
Decemb·er 1, 2016 

•-The Small Business Commission recommended 
approval o~ February 27, 29.17 

.. 

• General Outreach .Meeting on·May·e, 2016. 
~ - . . . . 

~ · • ·s~aff attended CFSN memb~rship meeting on July 19, 
2016. No significant comment. · . · 

• ·Reached out to Golden ·Gate Restaurant Association. 
· Generally supportive~ 

. ,_ . 

11 Met. with rep from Telegraph Hill Dwellers on Octob~r 24, 
2016~ Would prefer to ·keep the specifi.c % in the .GP..· 

l 

/ 
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Summary 
• Reinforces the ·role of each document: ·General Plan· as · 

". ·policy.document and the Planning Coqe as 
· implementation"doc·ument. , 

• Allows concentration levels to be· ?djusted to· fit the 
needs of individ.u~I neighborhoods (Calle 24 for . 

· exampl·e), 'if need·ed·. . 

· 11 Provides· a more me.'aningful metric for concentration 
levels, and ensure that eating and drinking uses are more 
.evenly distributed through the District. . · 

. . 
' • I • 

··Eliminates th.e.need for Planning Staff to survey the entire 
NC District i.n _order to provide the ·overall concentration 
numbers. · 

).::f~!.!(~~!,:'::-1., 
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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
· 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE _ 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Transportation Committee will 
hold a public h~aring to consider the following proposal and said .Public hearing will be held 
as follows, at.which time all interested parties may attend and.be heard: . . 

Date: Monday, March 6, 2017 

Time: 1 :3.0 p.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, located at City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 

Subject: File No.170002. Ordinance amending the Commerce and Industry 
Element ofthe General Plan to update the guidelines regarding 
overconcenfration of Eating and Drinking Establishments in a si)lgle 
area; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency 
. with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1. 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1; persons who are unable to 
attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the time 
the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record in this 
matter,· and shall· be brought to the attentio_n of the members of the Committee. Written 
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvilto, Clerk of the Board, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton 
B. Goodlett Place, .Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is 
available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information relating to this matter 
w~ll be available for public review o.n Friday, March 3, 2017. 

DATED: February 22, 2017 
PUBLISHED/POSTED: February 24, 2017 

~~~~ 
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU 

DAI L.Y JOURNAL. CORPORATION 

Mailing Address: 915 E FIRST ST, LOS AN(3ELES, CA 90012 
telephone (800) 788-7840 I Fax (800) 464-2839 · 

Visit us @ www.LegalAdstore.com 

Alisa Somera 
CCSF BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES) 
1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETI PL #244 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

COPY OF NOTICE 

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE 

Ad Description 
AS - 03.06.17 Land Use -170002 General Plan 

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN 
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. thank you for using our newspaper. Please read 
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication 
will be 1iled with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last 
date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): · 

02/24/2017 

EXM# 2979747 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

OF TI-IE CITY AND 
COUNTY OF SAN .FRAN-

CISCO 
LAND USE AND TRANS
PORTATION COMMITTEE 

MONDAY, MARCH 6; 2017 -
.. 1:30PM 

CITY HAll, LEGISLA TNE 
CHAMBER, ROOM 250 
· 1 DR. CARLTON a 

GOODLETJ' PLACE, SAN 
FRANCISCO, CA 

NOTICE IS HERE8Y GIVEN 
THAT the Land Use and 
TransJlO!lalion Committee . 
wTII hold a pubflc hearing to 
consider the following 
proposal and said public 
healing will be held as 
follows, at which time all 

::"'~:1 h~; 'flieattN':,~ 
170002. Ordinance amend
ing the Commarce and 
Industry Element of the 
General Plan to update the 
guidelines regarding 
overconcentration of Eating 
and Drinking Establishments 
in a single area; affirming the 
Planning Departmenfs 
determination under the 
Caflfomia Environmental 

. QuaHty Aci; and making 
findings of consistency with 
the General Plan. and the 
eight priority poHcies of 
Planning Code, Section 

, 101.1. In aocordance with 
The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last Admlnislralive Code, Section 

d f bl. · If "d th" d · < II .11 • • - 67.7-1, persons who are ate o pu 1cat1on. you prepa1 IS or er m 1U , you WI not receive an mvo1ce. unable to attend the hearing 

. f lllllll lllllllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll lllll l~l llll 
*ADDDD043649D9* 

on this matter may submit 
written comments to the City 
prior lo the time the hearing 
begins. These comments will 
be made part of Iha official 
pubfic record In this matter, 
and shall be brought to the 
attention of the membera of 
the Committee. Written 
comments should be 
addressed to Angela Calvillo, 
Clelk of the Board, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Cactton B. Goodlett 
Place, Room 244, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
lnfonnallon relating to this 
malle1_. is evattable In the 
Office of the Clelk of the 
Board. Agenda information 
relating to this mailer will be 
available foe pubfic reV!ew on 
Friday,. March 3, 2017. -
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the 
Board 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

January 17, 2017 

File No. 170002 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department · · 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

De,;:lr Ms. Gibson: 

On January 10, 2017, the Planning Commission- introd,uced the following proposed 
. legislation: 

File No. 170002 

Ordinance amending the Co.mmerce and Industry Element of the General 
Plan to update the guidelines regarding overconcentration of Eating and 
Drinking Establishments in a single area;_ affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and making 'findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority. policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

LltLsy: Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
''{ u Land Use and Transportation Committee -

- Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning_ 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

·. MEMORAN·DUM 

TO:· Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 
Small Business Commissfon, City Hall, Room 448 

FROM: {v Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: January 17, 2017 

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Land Use and Transportation Committee· 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
following legislation, which is being referred to the Small E?usiness Commission for 
comment and recommendation. The Commission may provide. any response it deems 
appropriate within 12 days from th.e date of this referral. · 

File No. 170002 

Ordinance amending the Commerce and Industry Element of the General 
Plan to update the guidelines regarding overconcentration of Eating and. 
Drinking Establishments iri a single area; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan,. and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

·Please return this cover sheet with the Commission's response to me at the Board of 
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102. 

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

. . 
RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION - Date: 

No Comment 

Recommendation Attached 

--------

Chairperson, Small Business Commission 
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c: Menaka Mahajan, Small Busin_ess Commission 

108 



City Hall 

BOARDofSUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163. . 

TDDtrTY.No. 554-52TI 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Todd Rufo, Director, Office of Economic and .Workforce Development 
Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director, Office of Community Investment and 
Infrastructure 

FROM: J).h" Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
\)' Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: January 17, 2017 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the 
folfowing proposed legislation, introduced by the Planning.Commission on January 10, 
2Q17: 

File No. 170002 

Ordinance amending the Commerce and Industry Element of the General 
Pl~n to update the guidelines regarding overconcentration of Eating and· 
Drinking Establishments in a single area; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmenta.I Quality 
Act; and making findings _of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

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 8. Goodlett Place, San 
FranCisco, CA 94102 or by email at: alisa.sornera@sfgov.org. · 

c: Ken Rich, Office of Economic arid Workforce Development 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Claudia_ Guerra, Office ~f Community Investment and Infrastructure 
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!=-111era, Alisa (BOS) 
~ 

From: 
Sent: 

·To: 
Cc: 
Subject 

Moe Jamil <moe@middlepolk.org> 
Sunday, March 05, 2017 10:30 PM 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
General Plan Amendment Re R,estaurants 

'Dear Supervisors Farrell, Peskin and Tang, 

. rtoDOZ 

·On behalf on MPNA (Middle Polle Neighborhood Association), I urge you to forward tomorro:w's.general plan 
amendment to the full Board· of Supervisors with a recommendation NOT to approve. 

The story of over concentrations of restaurants has been know for decades in our City. Last month, Bob David 
of the Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association shared his neighborhood's groundbreaking effort in 197 6 
to get then Board of Supervisor's President and Distri2t 2 Supervisor to intervene for Union Street with several 
Van Ness neighborhood leaders at our monthly meeting. His story was truly moving. At the time, their were 
13 restaurants in the pipeline for Union Street As a result ·of his groups work and activism - Union Street is 
capped at 44 restaurants. I have included that ~ontrol below . 

. North Beach and Telegraph Hill have worked on similar restrictions to maintain neighborhood serving 
businesses over restaurants which often can pay much higher rents. Here on Polle Street we are exploring 

: ·ential new code language for our NCD. Calle 24 will be imposing similar rest:?-ctions as well . 

. These are 4 neighborhoods in a City of many neighborhoods. In a perfect world, each district would have a 
tailored control. In present reality, every nei!shborhood does not have the volunteer capacity or same level of 
engag{{ment on these issues. . · 

That is where the General Plan comes in to be a backstop. We oppose the change to the general plan because 
we firmly believe that an overall benchmark is crucial for the City and the Planning Department should be 
viewing each new use against that general benchmark. 

We love our restaurants here in San Francisco but lets also show some love from our other businesses. We need 
· a balance of uses in our neighborhoods, let the General Plan do its job of protecting all our neighborhoods by 

calling out a specific benchmark for neighborhoods to look too. 

Lastly, this is simply u.nllecessary given the host of issues we have to grapple with right now. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter and your continued service to our Cify. 

Moe Jamil 
Chair 
Middle Polle Neighborhood Association 
'We are working to make a great neighborhood even better." 

SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR TBE UNION STREET 
. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 



Article Other· z_ 
Code Zoniiig Controls 

Code I 

Section 
·section 

UNION STREET RESTAURANTS 
Bo~daries: Applicable to the Union ·street Neighborhood Commercial District. 
Applicability: The following controls apply to new uses as well to significant alterations, 
modifications, and intensifications of existing uses pursuant to § 178( c) of the Planning 
Code. 
Controls: The Planning Commission may approve a restaurant if, in addition to meeting the 
criteria set forth in Section 303, (1) the use is located on the ground fl~or, and (2) the 
Planning Commission :finds that ·an additional restaurant would not result in, a net total of . 

§725-44 § 790:91. more than 44 Restaurants in the Union Street Nei@lborhood Commerci?l District The 
Planning Department shall apply Article 7 zoning controls for Union Street Restaurants to 
conditional use authorizations required by P1anning Code§ 178, including but not limited to 
significant alterations, modifications, and intensifications of use. No new alcoholic beverage 
license type 47 or 49 sball be permitj:ed in the Union Street NCD. Transfer of an existing 
license type 47 or 49 from an existing Restaurant located within the Union Street NCD tb 

· another Restaurant, new or existing, located within the Union Street NCD is permitted with 
Conditional Use authorization, consistent with the requirements of Planning Code 
Section 303. 

Moe Jamil 
arr 

iv.fi.ddle Polk Neighborhood Association 
'We are working to make a great neighborhood even better. II 
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