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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
FILE NO. 180185 10/29/2018 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code td create the Central South
of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and
Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area
Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street,
on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the
Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard
and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; affirming the
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act;
and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in szn,qle underltne zz‘alzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in :
Board amendment addltlons are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in stﬁke%hpeaghq&na—feﬂt
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings. v

(a) On May 10, 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission
certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central SoMa Area
Plan (the Project) by Motion No. 20182, finding the Final EIR reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and
objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the report and

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

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000 et
seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning
Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 180490
and are incorporated herein by reference. |

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the
Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the
Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and
Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project
evaluated in the Final EIR.

(c) Atthe same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,
the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project’s
environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as
well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation
monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. 20183.

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20184,
recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and
adopted 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. 180490, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that this
Zoning Map Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the
reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184, and the Board incorporates

such reasons herein by reference.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the
environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed
and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates
them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance.

(9) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and
endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,
and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies
other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

(h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the
proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the
circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of hew environmental effects or a substantial
increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of
substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)
the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant
environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives
found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or
(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final
EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Zoning Use District
Maps ZNO1 and ZNO08, Height and Bulk District Maps HT01 and HT08, and Special Use
District Maps SUO1 and SUO08, as follows:

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS , Page 3
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(a) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use

District Map ZNO1of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Description of Property

Block

Assessor's

Lot

Use Districts to

Use Districts

be Superseded

Hereby Approved

3125

MUG

3733

0644-017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028-
031, 034, 091-092, 145-158

WMUG

093, 105

014

3750

003, 008, 073,
515-598

009-013,-050,-054,078,-084-082-086

3751

028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 150, 157-
158, 161-162, 165, 411-415, 420-522

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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3752

011, 011A, 014-015, 017-018, 026-028,
032-033, 036, 095, 590-617

WMUG

3762

001, 003, 007-008, 011-012, 014, 016-
019, 021, 023-026, 032, 036-037, 040-
041, 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055, 058,
106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119, 121-
124, 126-146

SLI

CMUO

3763

001, 105

SSO

CMUO

006-009, 011-015, 015A, 015B, 015C,
032-034, 037, 078-080, 080A, 081,
093-096, 113, 116, 119-124

MUO

CMUO

016-025

SLI

CMUO

099-101

CMUO

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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112 P CMUO within 175
feet of Harrison
Street; remainder
of lot to remain P
3775 001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015, 087, | MUO CMUO
089, 091-096, 099-101, 104-105, 164-
171, 181-216
016-018, 020-022, 025, 072-073, 075, | SLI CMUO
078-081, 083-086, 122-136, 140-
163
3776 004-005, 007-008, 011, 015, 019-021, SLI CMUO
024-025, 032, 034, 038-044, 049, 062,
077, 080, 093-094, 098-101, 105-1086,
113-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-
475
3777 001-003,017;019—020,030~ SLI CMUO
034
005, 007, 009, 013, 023-027, 056-070, | RED CMUO
073-174
011, 628-029,-035-037-042,-044-045, | SALI CMUO
050-051, 054-055
028-029, 035-037, 042, 044, 047-049 SALI SMUYOMUG
052 P CMUO
3786 027-028, 036-037 WMUO CMUO
035, 038, 321-322 MUO CMUO

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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3787 001-008, 012-019, 021-024, 026, 028, | SLI CMUO
033, 036-037, 040, 040A, 044, 048-50,
0562-139, 144-149, 151-159, 161-164,
166-218, 241-246
031 MUO CMUO
3788 002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 037-039, MUO CMUO
042-044, 049-073
010, 012-015, 020-024, 024A, 041, 045, | SLI

074-085, 088-107, 110-113, 131-226

CMUO

(b) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use

District Map ZNO8 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Description of Property

Assessor's

Block

Lot

Use Districts to

Use Districts

be Superseded

Hereby Approved

3778

001, 001C, 001D, 001E, 001F, 016-
019, 022-023, 025-026, 032, 046A,
046B, 046C, 046D, 046E, 046F, 046G,
046H, 051-087

SALI

=
-
0]

|

001B, 002B, 004-005 (except as
specified below), 047-048

SALI

005, from the intersection of 6th and

Brannan Streets to 150’ along 6th
Street and to 200’ along Brannan Street

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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3785 002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 004B, 005, | WMUO CMUO
022-024, 030-131
009, 016-018, 132, 137-313 SALI eMUeMUG
3786 014, 14B, 15-016, 018, 19A, 043-102, | WMUO CMUO
161-262
020, 104-160, 263-307 MUO CMUO

(c) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and

Bulk District Map HT01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as

follows:

Description of Property Height and Height and Additional
Bulk Districts Bulk Districts Information for
Assessor’s | Lot
to be Hereby Split Lots
Block
Superseded Approved
3732 003 85-X 180-CS/300- 300 feet to a
CS depth of 75 feet
from 5th Street
004 45-X/85-X 45-X/180- 300 feetto a
CS/300-CS depth of 75 feet
from 5th Street,
45 to a depth of
50 feet from
Tehama Street
005, 149 85-X 300-CS

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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099 45-X 45-X/180-CS 45 feet to a depth
| of 50 feet from
Tehama Street
100 45-X/85-X 45-X/180-CS 45 feet to a depth
of 50 feet from
Tehama Street
145A, 146 85-X 180-CS
3733 014, 148-158 . 55-X 180-CS
017-020, 020A, 021, 55-X 85-X
024-026, 031, 034,
091-092, 145-147
028-030 55-X 130-CS
093, 105 130-L 180-CS
3750 003 130-E 200-CS
008, 073, 086 85-X 200-CS
009 85-X 130-G
013 85-X 130-CS
090-509 85-X/130-G 130-G
515-598 130-E 200-CS
3751 029, 150 85-X 45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth
of 80 feet from
Harrison Street
053-054 85-X 45-X

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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168 85-X 45-X/85-X 45 feet to a depth
of 150 feet from
Lapu Lapu Street

169 85-X 45-X/85-X 45 feet to a depth
of 150 feet from
Lapu Lapu Street,
45 to a depth of
45 feet from Rizal
Street

173 130-G oS

3752 011, 011A 55-X 85-X

012, 014-015, 017-018, | 55-X 45-X

026-028, 032-033, 036

095 55-X 45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth
of 85 feet from
Harrison Street

590-617 55-X 85-X

3762 001, 032, 121 85-X 130-CS

003 55-X/85-X 130-CS

011-012, 014, 016-019, | 45-X 85-X

021, 023-024, 040-041,

043, 046, 048-049,

053-055, 124, 126,

139-146

025 45-X 130-CS

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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026, 036-037, 118 55-X 130-CS

058, 119, 122-123 55-X 85-X

106 55-X 130-CS-160-
CS

108-109, 117 55-X 85-X-160-CS

112 55-X/85-X 130-CS-160- | 160 feetto a
CS/160-CS depth of 250 feet

from 4th Street

113 45-X 130-CS-160-
CS

116 45-X 85-X-160- 130-160 feet to a
CS/130-CS- depth of 350 feet
160-CS from 4th Street

3763 001 40-X 350-CS

008-009, 017-018, 025, | 65-X 85-X

037

011-015, 015A, 015B, | 45-X 85-X

015C, 016, 032-034, -

119-124

078-079 45-X 130-CS-350-
CS

080, 080A, 081 65-X 130-CS-350-
CS

093-096 65-X 130-CS

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 11
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099-101 40-X 130-CS-350-
CS
105 40-X 130-CS-200-
CS

112 45-X 45-X/350-CS 350 to a depth of
175 feet from
Harrison Street

113 85-X 350-CS 350 feet to a
depth of 175 feet
from Harrison
Street

116 65-X/85-X 130-CS

3776 008, 011, 015, 019- 65-X 85-X

021, 024, 077, 080,

113-114

025 85-X 200-CS

032, 117 85-X 130-CS

034, 038-044, 049, 118 | 65-X 130-CS

151 55-X/65-X 85-X

455 55-X/65-X 65-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth
of 205 feet from

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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3777

005, 007, 009, 013, 40-X 45-X

023-027, 056-070

011 40/55-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth
of 85 feet from
Bryant Street

017 65-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth
of 80 feet from
4th Street

028-029 40/55-X 45-X

035-036, 054-055 40/55-X 65-X

037 40/55-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth
of 80 feet from
Brannan Street

042, 044 40/55-X 45-X/85-X 85 feet to a depth
of 80 feet from
Brannan Street

045 40/55-X 160-CS

047-049 40/55-X 130-CS

050 40/55-X 45-X/130- 130 feet to the

CS/160-CS depth of a linear

extension of the
northwest edge of
the Welsh Street
right-of-way, 45

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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feet in the area
between the
linear extension
of the northwest
edge of the Welsh
Street right-of-
way and the
linear extension
of the southeast
edge of the Welsh
Street right-of-

way

051

40/55-X

45-X/130-CS

130 feet to the
depth of a linear
extension of the
northwest edge of

the Welsh Street

right-of-way

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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052 40-X 5045-X/130- 130 feet to the
CS/160-CS depth of a linear
extension of the
northwest edge of
the Welsh Street
right-of-way, 160
feet to a depth of
345 feet from 5th
Street |
073-174 40-X 45-X/65-X 65 feet to a depth
of 80 feet from
Brannan Street
3786 027-028, 036, 039 65-X 130-CS
035, 038, 321-322 85-X 250-CS
037 65-X 130-CS/200- 200 feet to a
CS depth of 310 feet
from 5th Street
3787 026, 028, 050 85-X 400-CS
144-149 55-X 65-X |
161-164 55-X 400-CS

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(d) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and

Bulk District Map HT08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as

follows:

Description of Property Height and Height and Additional
Assessor's | Lot Bulk Districts | Bulk Districts Information for
Block to be Hereby Split Lots
Number Superseded Approved
3778 001, 001C, 001D, 40/55-X. 85-X

001E, 001F

001B, 002B, 004-005 40/55-X 270-CS

016 40/55-X 65-X

017-019, 022-023, 40/55-X 55-X

025-026, 032, 046A,

046B, 046C, 046D,

046E, 046F, 046G,

046H, 051-087

047-048 40/55-X 160-CS
3785 002 65-X 160-CS

003 85-X 160-CS

002A, 004 65-X/85-X 85-X

009, 016 40/55-X 65-X/85-X 85 feetto a dépth

of 137.5 feet from
Brannan Street

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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017, 185-232 40/55-X 85-X
018, 135, 137-184, 40/55-X 65-X
233-313 |
132 40/55-X 160-CS
3786 014 65-X/85-X 300-CS
015-016, 043-082, 104- | 85-X 130-CS
160, 263-307
018, 19A, 020, 083- | 65-X 130-CS
102, 161-262
014B 65-X/85-X 130-CS

(e) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use

District Map SU01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Description Qf Property

Special Use
District Hereby

Special Use
District Hereby

O33,> 035, 040, 044-045, 048, 062, 064,
066-068, 074, 076, 078, 080, 087-090,

Assessor's | Lot
Superseded Approved

Block
3704 025-026, 049-053 N/A Central SoMa
3725 007, 014-015, 017-021, 025-026, 029, N/A Special Use

031, 033, 035, 060-064, 079, 081, 102- District

103
3732 003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028- N/A

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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090A, 091, 094-097, 099-103, 106-108,
110-112, 114, 117, 119, 122-127, 129-
130, 137-140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-
200, 202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-
759, 763-764

024-029, 033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-
049, 056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-
085, 089-090, 093-101, 106, 113-122,
129-132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148,

3733 014, 017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028- | Western SoMa
031, 034, 091-092, 145-158 Special Use
-| District
093, 105 N/A
3750 003, 008-009, 013, 050, 054, 073, 078, | N/A
081-082, 086, 089-509, 515-598
3751 028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 105, 112, N/A
>150, 155, 157-158, 161-162, 165, 167-
170, 173, 175-409, 411-415, 420-522
3752 001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076, N/A
078-081, 083, 107, 109-126, 130-153,
156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589
3752 011, 011A, 012, 014-015, 017-018, 026- | Western SoMa
028, 032-033, 036, 095, 590-617 Special Use |
District
3753 001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 021-022, | N/A

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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150, 1562-165, 169-204, 207-239, 241-
304, 311-318, 328-344, 367-375

024-025, 032, 034, 038-044, 049, 062,

3760 001-002, 011-014, 016-017, 019-022, Western SoMa
024-028, 026A, 027-028, 035, 055, 059, | Special Use
071, 081, 100, 105-108, 111-112, 114, | District
116-117, 119-129, 131, 134-141
3761 002, 005C, 006-007, 062-064 Western SoMa
Special Use
District
3762 001, 003-004, 007-008, 011-012, 014, N/A
016-019, 021, 023-026, 032, 036-037,
040-041, 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055,
058, 106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119,
121-124, 126-146
3763 001, 006-009, 011-015, 015A, 015B, N/A
015C, 016-025, 032-034, 037, 078-080,
080A, 081, 093-096, 099-101, 105, 112-
113, 116, 119-124
3775 001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015-018, N/A
020-022, 025, 028-030, 032-033, 036,
038-040, 042, 046, 048-049, 053-055,
057-070, 072-073, 075, 078-081, 083-
087, 089, 091-096, 099-217, 219-224
3776 004-005, 007-008, 011, 015, 019-021, N/A

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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077, 080,. 093-094, 098-101, 105-106,
113-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-
475

020-024, 024A, 037-039, 041-045, 049-
085, 088-107, 110-113, 131-226

3777 001-003, 017, 019-020, 030-034 N/A
3777 005, 007, 009, 011, 013, 023-029, 035- | Western SoMa
037, 042, 044-045, 047-052, 054-070, Special Use
073-174 District
3786 027-028, 036-037, 039 Western SoMa
Special Use
District
3786 035, 038, 321-322 N/A
3787 001-005, 007-008, 012-019, 021-024, N/A
026, 028, 031, 033, 036-037, 040,
040A, 044, 048-050, 052-139, 144-149,
151-159, 161-164, 166-218, 241-246
3788 002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 010, 012-015, | N/A

District Map SU08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Description of Property

Special Use

Special Use

District Hereby | District Hereby
Assessor's | Lot
Superseded Approved
Block
3778 001, 001B, 001C, 001D, 001E, 001F, Western SoMa | Central SoMa
002B, 004-005, 016-019, 022-023, v025~ Special Use Special Use
026, 032, 046A, 046B, 046C, 046D, District District
046E, 046F, 046G, 046H, 047-048, |
051-087
3785 002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 004B, 005, | Western SoMa
009, 016-018, 022-024, 030-132, 135, | Special Use
137-313 District
3786 014, 014B, 015-016, 018, 019A, 043- Western SoMa
102, 161-262, Special Use
District
3786 020, 104-160, 263-307 N/A
1
1
I
1
I
1
/i
n
Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

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

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

"

i

PETER R. MILJANICH
Deputy City Attorney

By:

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01315115.docx
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FILE NO. 180185

'REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(Amended in Committee, 10/29/2018)

[Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South
of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and
Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area
Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street,
on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the
Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard
and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; affirming the
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act;
and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

Existing Law

Currently, Zoning Use District Maps ZNO1 and ZNO8, Height and Bulk District Maps HT01 and
HTO08, and Special Use District Maps SU01 and SUO8 reflect zoning districts, bulk and height
controls and controls for the Western SoMa Special Use District.

Amendments to Current Law

The ordinance would amend Zoning Use District Maps ZN01 and ZN08, Height and Bulk
District Maps HTO1 and HT08, and Special Use District Maps SU01 and SUQS to create the
Central SoMa Special Use District and the Central SoMa Mixed Use Office zoning district, and
to make other amendments consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan.

Background Information

The proposed ordinance is intended to be considered in conjunction with an ordinance to
amend the Administrative Code and the Planning Code, and an ordinance to amend the
General Plan, pursuant to the Central SoMa Plan.

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01256554.docx

BOAR 1
D OF SUPERVISORS 7554 Page



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: November 8, 2018

TO: San Francisco Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors
FROM: Jessica Range and Elizabeth White, Environmental Planning

RE: Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments to the Central

South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan
Planning Department Case No. 2011.1356E

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

Central SoMa Plan Amendments

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

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

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

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

With the exception of one amendment, the proposed amendments introduced at the October 22
and 29, 2018 and November 5, 2018 hearings (refer to Attachments A, B, and C) are merely
clarifications to the Plan, or are determined not to result in physical environmental effects
beyond that disclosed in the Final EIR. The following amendment to the Central SoMa Plan
requires additional explanation as to why the proposed amendment would not result in any
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Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments
to the Central SoMa Area Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

November 8, 2018

new physical environmental effects that are not already analyzed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR.

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

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

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

as explained in below.

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

Area.

! Chen, Lisa (San Francisco Planning Department), “RE: Central SoMa 10/22 and 10/29 LUT Amendments CEQA Memo for
review (by Nov. 1?)”. Email communication to Elizabeth White. October 31, 2018.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2
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Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments
to the Central SoMa Area Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

November 8, 2018

The second change to the Plan’s growth projections occurred when the Planning
Department examined a Central SoMa Plan amendment (included in the September 13,
2018 Planning Commission packet) to rezone the Western SoMa Service, Arts, and Light
Industrial (WS SALI) parcels (exclusive of Central SoMa Key Sites), south of Interstate 80 (I-
80) to Mixed-Use General (MUG). The Planning Department evaluated this change in a
September 6, 2018 memo and determined that this potential change would result in a gain
of 120 residential units and a reduction of 531 jobs in the Central SoMa Plan Area, resulting
in a total of 8,570 housing units (8,450 units + 120 units) and 33,219 jobs (33,750 jobs — 531
jobs).

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

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

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

2 Errata to the EIR for the Central SoMa Plan — April 5, 2018. This document is available as part of Planning Department Case File
No. 2011.1356E and online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs. Accessed October 31, 2018.

% Errata to the EIR for the Central SoMa Plan — May 9, 2018. This document is available as part of Planning Department Case File
No. 2011.1356E and online at: http://sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs. Accessed October 31, 2018.

* Planning Commission Packet. Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission Packet. September 13,
2018. Accessed October 31, 2018. Available from http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/Central %20SOMA.pdf
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Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments
to the Central SoMa Area Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E

November 8, 2018

Impact Analysis Guidelines.®> For residential use, 10 person trips are assumed to occur per
1,000 square feet whereas 18 person trips are assumed to occur per 1,000 square foot of
office use. Therefore, the conversion of projected office use to residential use would result in
lower overall person trips, resulting in lower overall vehicle, transit, pedestrian, bike and
other trips. Therefore, this change would not increase the severity of the significant and
unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR related to transit, loading, and crosswalk
overcrowding. The reduction in overall person trips would result in a reduction in the
amount of vehicle trips anticipated to be generated under the Plan, which would result in a
commensurate reduction in traffic noise and air quality impacts resulting from vehicle
emissions. As such, this change would not increase the severity of the significant and
unavoidable land use and land use planning, noise and air quality impacts identified in the
EIR. As the location and amount of projected developed area would not change, there
would be no change in the significant and unavoidable historic resource or construction
traffic impact identified in the EIR. The proposed amendment would result in a reduction in
the overall intensity of development anticipated under the Plan and would therefore not
result in more significant impacts than those identified in the EIR or Initial Study for the
remaining topics that were determined to be less than significant or less than significant
with mitigation (e.g., archeology, tribal cultural resources, human remains, paleontological
resources, population and housing, construction related noise and air quality, recreation,
utilities, public services, biology, geology, hazardous materials, minerals, energy, and

agricultural and forest resources).

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO
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Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments
to the Central SoMa Area Plan

Case No. 2011.1356E

November 8, 2018

Enclosures

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

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

Attachment C. Amendments introduced at November 5, 2018 Land Use & Transportation
Committee Hearing

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/22 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

Attachment A

Section

Page/Line

Change

Prior CEQA Review Document

128.1

page 22, lines 7-11

Clarifying language on calculation of land subject to Transferable Development
Right (TDR) requirements.

138(d)(2)

page 37, lines 18-20

Clarifying language on payment of the in-lieu fee in satisfaction of privately-
owned public open space
(POPOS) requirements, pursuant to Section 426.

138(d)(2)

page 38, lines 12-13

Add that the Commissions evaluation of the design of privately-owned public
open spaces (POPOS) shall include whether landscaped areas incorporate
plantings which include, but are not limited to, living walls, stormwater

gardens, and drought-tolerant landscaping.

138(e)(2)(C)

page 40, lines 15-28

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

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

169.3

page 56, lines 9-21

Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications
before September 4, 2016 to meet 75% of the TDM requirements. Projects that
submit after this date are required to meet 100% of the TDM requirements.

May 9, 2018 Errata to EIR

249.78(d)(1)

page 71, line 17
through page 72,
line 10

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

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

(if) For projects on lots where the Zoning Map indicates a height limit of less
than 85 feet, the project lot or lots shall be limited a maximum Floor Area Ratio
of 3.0:1.

In order to exceed this development capacity, up to the amount specified in the
Zoning Map, the project must elect to develop a project subject to 434.

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

249.78(d)(4)(C)(vii)

page 38, lines 12-13

Add that the Project sponsors are encouraged to incorporate plantings on
vertical surfaces into projects, which may include green and/or living walls,

stormwater gardens, and drought-tolerant landscaping.

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

249.78(d)(10)

page 77, line 16

Require that PDR space provided subject to the requirements of Section
202.8 or 249.78(c)(5) have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 17 feet,
regardless of location in the building.

249.78(e)(4)

(and conforming edits
in Sec. 414.4)

page 79, lines 7-17

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

September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA
memo

10

263.33

page 90, lines 6-19

If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 (1 Vassar / Second and
Harrison) elects to build residential instead of, or in addition to, a hotel, add the
option that it may exceed the affordable housing requirement pursuant to
Section 415 in order to receive the special height exception.

May 9, 2018 EIR Errata

11

263.34

page 90, line 23
through page 91,
line 25

Allow the project (Fourth and Harrison) to provide a minimum 14’ floor-to-
floor PDR ground floor height, and reduce the apparent mass reduction
controls in Section 270(h) to 50% on Harrison Street and 0% on Fourth Street,

contingent on the project providing land for affordable housing.

September 6, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

12

329(e)(3)(A)

page 104, line 17
through page 105,
line 2

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

September 6, 2018 Amendments CEQA
Memo

13

329(e)(2)(b)(ii)

page 106, line 2-3

On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C) (1 Vassar / 2"¢ & Harrison), allow an
exception to the controls in Sections 135(h) and 135.3, to allow the project to
include indoor POPOS in satisfaction of its residential publicly-accessible

usable open space requirement.

14

413.7

page 110, line 2-9

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

that may impact the value of the property.

15

433.2

page 139, lines 10-
15

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

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

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

16

434

page 144, lines 6-11

Add Tier B Non-Residential projects to the CFD Tax (at a rate of $2.00/GSF)
and remove Tier B Condo Residential projects (currently proposed at
$3.30/GSF), as specified in the Rajagpd Methodof Apportionment

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo




document (part of the CFD formation legislation)

17 753; 814; 840; 841; 846; |various; pages 148 {Require a Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail and Medical September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA
848 230 Cannabis Dispensary uses in Memo
the Central SoMa SUD.
Add language specifying that if the City is unable to apply any new September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA
18 uncodified section page 234, lines 6-14|development requirement that would generate revenue for the Public Benefits [Memo

Program, the other provisions of the Planning and
Administrative Code amendments would not apply.
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/29 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

Attachment B

# Section

Page/Line

Change

Eliminate the privately-owned public open space (POPOS) incentive to provide playgrounds,

1 138 page 35, line 18-20 [community gardens, sport courts, and dog runs. (The incentive is a 33% reduction in space
required.)
) Clarify that projects providing POPOS shall make an effort to include at least one publicly-
2 138 page 38, line 22 : . Lo .
accessible potable water source convenient for drinking and filling of water bottles.
3 155(u) page 54, line 22-23 .Clarify that .Plann.ing Department shall approve projects' driveway loading & operations plans,
in consultation with SFMTA
Prohibit Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units, except in buildings that consist of 100% affordable
units.
page 71, line 16 Prohibit group housing uses, except for:
4 249.78 through page 72, (1) Student Housing
line 7 (2) Senior Housing
(3) Residential Care Facilities
(4) Housing for persons with disabilities or Transition Age Youth
(4) Buildings providing 100% affordable housing
Amend the requirement that Key Sites with office or hotel uses provide on-site child care
facilities in satisfaction of their fee requirements under Sections 414.4 to:
(a) Specify that the Planning Commission shall review the proposed project for compliance
with Section 414.4.
(b) Allow the Commission to grant an exception to the requirements that the Sponsor provide
the child care facility to a non-profit facility entirely free of rent or other costs for the life of the
page 80, line 11 - project., if it finds or'le or' all of th? following apply: ' ,
5 249.78 (i) The space is being provided to the proposed child-care provider at a below-market rate

25

rent and/or at a significantly reduced cost.

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

Office of Early Care & Education, or its successor.

6 [329(e)(3)(B)(vi)

page 107, line 18-
19

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

page 109, line 17

Include a waiver that allows land dedication of land for a public park (not including

improvement costs) on Block 3777 (598 Brannan St / Park Block) to count against various fees,

7 406 through page 110, |, . . .
line 5 including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver already exists for the Eastern
e Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).
In the event that any person or entity files a lawsuit in any court challenging any new
development requirement imposed as part of the Central SoMa Plan that results in generation of
" . revenue to fund the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program, then upon the service of such
Uncodified page 235, line 11- . . . L .
8 " 25 lawsuit upon the City and County of San Francisco, all applications for projects that could not be
section

approved but for the adoption of this ordinance and that have not yet received a first
construction document will be suspended until there is a final judgment in the lawsuit in all
courts and the validity of the challenged provision(s) specified in this Section is upheld.

9 Zoning map

zoning map: page
4, line 17-20

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

C SoMa Amendfp2 10 30 18.xlsx Page 1



zoning map: page

Rezone a portion of Assessor's block 3778, lot 005 (SF Flower Mart project project at 6th &

Brannan) to MUR. The rezoned portion is 200' along Brannan Street and 150" along 6th Street, as

10 |Zoni
oning map 7, line 20-24 measured from the intersection of 6th & Brannan. The remainder of the lot would remain
CMUO.
Amended at Boston Properties: Allow the project to provide a minimum 14’ floor-to-floor PDR ground floor
11 |263.34 Committee on height, and reduce the apparent mass reduction controls in Section 270(h) to 50% on Harrison
10/29 Street and 0% on Fourth Street, contingent on the project providing land for affordable housing.
Public Benefit Amended at Public Benefits Package: Restore the funding for preservation of the US Mint Building by
ublic Benefits
12 Pack Committee on increasing funding by $5 million, to $20 million total. Reduce the funding for regional transit
ackage

10/29

capacity enhancement and expansion by $5 million, to $155 million.

C SoMa Amendfp8_10 30 18.xlsx
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 11/5 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

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

# |Section Page/Line Change

PLANNING CODE & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [File no. 180184]

Strike the exception for the project at Fourth and Harrison Street to provide a minimum 14’ floor-
Amended at

1 263.34, 329 C it to-floor PDR ground floor height (they would instead be subject to 17', the minimum
ommitee requirement elsewhere in the Plan).

Add language specifying that CFD revenues should be allocated as follows:

(1) $15 million should be allocated to restoration of the Old Mint and $160 million should be
allocated to regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion; and,

(2) If the Old Mint is developed with community-serving spaces that may be leased at below-
2 434 page 147, lines 6-18 |market rates to organizations associated with Cultural Districts establisehd under Chapter 107 of
the Administrative Code, $20 million should be allocated to restoration of the Old Mint and $155
million should be allocated to regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion;

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

Strike the "Effect of Litigation" section, which specifies that in the event that any person/entity

. files a lawsuit challenging development requirements that generate revenues to fund the Central
Section 6 Amended at X i} X L K
3 . K SoMa Public Benefits Program, all pending applications for projects that could not be approved

(uncodified) Committee i K i R L X
unless the Plan is adopted will be suspended until there is a final judgement upholding the

validity of the Plan.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM DOCUMENT: Public Benefits Package [Adopted by Reference]

Conforming edits based on prior amendments at LUT Committee:
(1) Restore funding for the US Mint Building to $20 million

(2) Reduce funding for regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion from $160 to
4 Table 1 page 4 $155 million

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

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

Conforming edits based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Same as in Table 1 above,
plus the following adjustment in funding sources to ensure expenditures fall within the

maximum justified nexus amounts (to reflect the changes made to the Tier B impact fee
requirements for residential and non-residential uses). The total funding available for each
category is not impacted by this change.

5 Table 2 page 5 . . .
(1) In the Transit category, reduce the funding provided by the Central SoMa Infrastructure
fee by $5 million.
(2) In the Parks & Recreation category, increase the funding provided by the Central SoMa
Infrastructure fee by $5 million. Reduce the funding provided by the Central SoMa CFD by
$5million.
Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
. amendments to funding (reducing funding for regional transit capacity enhancement and
6 Transit page 7 . .
expansion from $160 to $155 million).
Cultural Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
. Preservation & 13 amendments to funding (restoring the funding for the Old Mint to $20 million and adding a $10
age
Community pag million PDR relocation assistance fund).
Services
Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
. amendments to funding (reducing funding for enhanced stormwater management in complete
Environmental . i . k
i . streets by $4million and water recycling / stormwater management in public spaces by
8 Sustainability & [page 14-15 .
. $1million).
Resilience

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

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

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

9 Tables 12 & 13 |page 18-19
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 'MEMO|

DATE: November 8, 2018 1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
TO: San Francisco Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors San Francisco,

CA 94103-2479
FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer Reception
Jessica Range, Principal Environmental Planner 415.558.6378
Wade Wietgrefe, Principal Environmental Planner

Fax:
RE: TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions 415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
Introduction 415.558.6377

This memorandum is a response to the three letters submitted to the Board of Supervisors (the
“Board”) regarding the certified Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”) for the
Central South of Market Plan (“Central SoMa Plan” or “Project”). The first letter was submitted
by Richard Drury on behalf of 631 Folsom O.A. (“SFBIu”), Central SoMa Neighbors (“CSN”),
and SFBlu residents Gina Cariaga and Jason DeWillers on October 18, 2018. The second letter
was submitted by Richard Drury on behalf of Paul Phillips and Genia Phillips (members of 631
Folsom O.A. and CSN) on October 22, 2018.! The third letter was submitted by Mark R. Wolfe
on behalf of Jonathan Berk (a resident and owner at 631 Folsom Street) on October 23, 2018. All
three letters reference the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s (“SFCTA”) October
2018 Transportation Network Companies and Congestion Report (“TNCs & Congestion
Report”).?

In October 2018, subsequent to the Central SoMa Plan’s EIR certification, the SFCTA published
the TNCs & Congestion Report. The TNCs & Congestion Report is an analysis of how TNCs
(e.g., Uber and Lyft) have affected roadway congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016.
The report examined three congestion measures (vehicle hours of delay, vehicle miles traveled
(“VMT”), and average speeds) to determine how much TNCs account for the increase in
congestion in San Francisco. Using these metrics, the report found that about 50 percent of the
increase in congestion during the study period is attributed to TNCs, while the remainder of the
increased congestion is attributed to employment and population growth that occurred during

this same time period.

! The October 22, 2018 letter from Richard Drury on behalf of Paul and Genia Phillips state that Paul and Genia Phillips join the
comments made by Mr. Drury on behalf of SFBIu and CSN on October 18, 2018.

2 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, October 2018. TNCs & Congestion. Accessed October 30, 2018. Available at:
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/content/Planning/ TNCs/TNCs_Congestion_Report_181015_Final.pdf
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The major findings of the report show that during the study period TNCs accounted for 51
percent of the increase in daily vehicle hours of delay; 47 percent of the increase in vehicle miles
traveled; 55 percent of the average speed decline on roadways; and on an absolute basis, TNCs
comprise an estimated 25 percent of total vehicle congestion (measured by vehicle hours of

delay) citywide, and 36 percent of delay in the downtown core.

The TNCs & Congestion Report confirmed previous findings from the SFCTA’s 2017 TNCs
Today report which found the greatest increases in congestion in the densest parts of the city,
including the Central SoMa Plan area.

Background

The San Francisco Planning Commission (“Commission”) certified the Central SoMa Plan EIR
on May 10, 2018. Following the certification of the Final EIR, Richard Drury on behalf of CSN
and SFBlu, Phillip Babich on behalf of One Vassar LLC, Angelica Cabande on behalf of the
South of Market Community Action Network (“SOMCAN”), and John Elberling on behalf of
the Yerba Buena Neighborhood Consortium (“YBNC”) submitted letters appealing the
certification of the EIR prepared for the Project to the Board under the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Board upheld the certification of the EIR in a 10-0 vote on
September 27, 2018. As of the writing of this memorandum, adoption of the Central SoMa Plan

has not occurred.

Summary of Letters Received

The issues identified in the three letters received subsequent to the Board of Supervisors
upholding the Central SoMa Plan EIR certification on September 25, 2018 have been grouped

into the following three categories.

(1) Request for a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

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

3 San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 180651.
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result of TNCs and delivery services, and provides a discussion of TNC impacts on VMT,
loading, and pedestrian safety in the Response to Comments (“RTC”). Response TR-7 (p.
RTC-155) summarized the existing body of literature on TNCs as of publication of the RTC
in March 2018 and stated that the demand for travel via personal or TNC vehicles may
increase as a result of the Plan. However, the RTC also stated that the overall number of
vehicles on the road is limited by roadway capacity during peak periods of travel, and an
increase in total VMT does not, in and of itself, constitute a significant VMT impact. This is
because, consistent with state guidance and Planning Commission direction, the significance
threshold used in the EIR, and recommended by the California Office of Planning and
Research, is a per capita threshold and not a total net increase in VMT threshold. Response
TR-7 concludes that while data that would enable robust analysis of the impacts of TNCs on
the transportation network are largely lacking, growth in travel by TNCs is likely to
continue in the future regardless of whether the Plan is adopted and the Plan would have

little effect on existing and future TNC use.

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15162(a)(3), when an EIR has been certified or a
negative declaration adopted for a project, no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for that
project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of
the whole record, that:
New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have
been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was
certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted, shows any of the
following:

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

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

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

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

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

not required.
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(2) Additional Mitigation Measures

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

emissions.

(3) Recirculation of Central SoMa Plan EIR

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

recirculation of the document is not required.

TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa EIR

Conclusions

The Planning Department identified the following environmental topics that require discussion

related to the TNCs & Congestion Report: travel demand and associated impacts to emergency

access, air quality, noise, VMT, transit delay, loading, and pedestrian safety. The following

summarizes the Central SoMa EIR impact conclusions for these topics and discusses whether
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the information contained in the TNCs & Congestion Report is considered new information of
substantial importance that could affect the conclusions reached in the Central SoMa Plan EIR
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15162.

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

Travel demand refers to the number, type, and common destinations of new trips that people
would take to and from the project, or in this case, a plan area. Trips consist of auto, transit,
walking, and bicycling trips. As stated on draft EIR p. IV.D-32, the EIR relies on an activity-
based travel demand model to predict travel demand associated with the Plan’s projected
growth and the travel patterns associated with the Plan’s proposed street network changes. The
Department used model outputs developed by the Transportation Authority. That model, the
San Francisco Chained-Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP), is the same model used in the
TNCs & Congestion Report. The travel demand estimates from the SE-CHAMP model were
used as inputs to the air quality and noise analyses and considered in the analysis of the Plan’s
impact with respect to emergency access. The subsequent analyses of impacts to air quality,
noise, and emergency access also accounted for increased congestion resulting from plan
generated traffic. The EIR found that subsequent development projects under the Central SoMa
plan would result in significant and unavoidable air quality and traffic noise impacts. The EIR
identified all feasible mitigation measures to reduce these impacts, but ultimately determined

air quality and noise impacts from the Plan to be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

The EIR also found that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and street network changes, could result in significant impacts on
emergency vehicle access. The proposed Plan street network changes, in combination with the
increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of traffic
congestion, could impede emergency vehicle access in the plan area. California law requires
drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles. In addition to California law, the EIR
identifies four mitigation measures to mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level. These
four mitigation measures include Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation (M-TR-8), Transit
Enhancements (M-TR-3a), Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects
(M-NO-1a), and Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy (M-AQ-5e).

While the TNCs & Congestion Report estimates transportation network companies’
contributions to congestion between 2010 and 2016,* the report does not provide new estimates

4 A draft report by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, TNCs & Congestion (October 2018) studied the factors that
increased congestion between 2010 and 2016. The existing transportation conditions analysis for this EIR relies on data collected
within the period in the TNCs & Congestion report. Transportation network company vehicles that passed through study area
intersections during the collection period are included in the counts and thus are included as part of the existing conditions.
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or metrics of travel demand by type of land use, including transportation network company
use, into the future. The current version of the SF-CHAMP model, while used in the TNCs &
Congestion Report, does not have household level travel behavior data that would allow for
allocating TNCs to specific land uses (e.g., office or residential) or locations to provide revised
travel demand estimates. In other words, the Report offers no new information or level of detail
that could be used to revise the fundamental and necessary modelling tool available to measure

potential future travel behavior.

Furthermore, since the publication of the Central SoMa Responses to Comments (“RTC”)
document, there have been changes to the Central SoMa Plan that have affected the growth
projections evaluated in the EIR. These changes have resulted in a decrease in the amount of
jobs, commensurate with an increase in residential units projected to occur under the Central
SoMa Plan. As documented in the November 8, 2018 memo addressing the proposed Central
SoMa Plan amendments introduced at the October 22, October 29, and November 5, 2018 Land
Use Committee hearing?, the Central SoMa Plan is now projected to result in a total of 8,760
housing units and 32,089 jobs. For reference, the Central SoMa Plan draft EIR analyzed 8,320
housing units and 44,000 jobs. The changes made to the Plan, resulting in an increased number
of residential units and a lower number of jobs, remain within the scope of the EIR’s analysis.

In regard to transportation and circulation, residential uses, on a square-foot basis, would result
in fewer person trips than office uses based on San Francisco’s 2002 Transportation Impact
Analysis Guidelines.¢ For residential use, these Guidelines assume 10-person trips occur per
1,000 square feet, whereas for office use, the Guidelines assume 18-person trips occur per 1,000
square feet of office use. Therefore, the Central SoMa Plan’s conversion of projected office use to
residential use would result in lower overall person trips, resulting in lower overall vehicle,
transit, pedestrian, bike, and other trips (including TNC trips) than reported in the Central
SoMa Plan EIR.

The TNCs & Congestion Report would not change the conclusions in the EIR because the report
does not provide evidence that the EIR’s travel demand estimates are inadequate. Furthermore,
changes that have been made to the Plan since publication of the RTC would have the effect of
lowering overall person trips, and specifically vehicle trips. These vehicle trips were used as
inputs in the noise and air quality analyses and considered in the analysis of impacts to
emergency access. Therefore, the EIR likely overstates the Plan’s impact with respect to air

quality, noise, and emergency vehicle access.

s San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 180651.

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

Consistent with state guidance and Planning Commission resolution 19579, the EIR uses
efficiency metrics (VMT per capita and employee) to analyze VMT impacts. The EIR’s
significance threshold is based on guidance from the state Office of Planning and Research,
which states that a land use plan may have a significant impact with respect to VMT if that plan
is not consistent with the relevant sustainable communities strategy (“SCS”), which is Plan Bay
Area. Plan Bay Area established a VMT per capita target of 10 percent below the Bay Area 2005
regional average VMT per capita levels. Table IV.D-5 in the draft EIR (p. IV.D-37) uses model
data to estimate the Plan’s VMT impact in year 2040. This model data was compared to 2005
VMT levels for the Plan Area. The table shows that with implementation of the Plan, Central
SoMa Plan area VMT per employee and capita would decline compared to 2005 conditions
(between 27 and 31 percent). Further, the table shows that with implementation of the Plan,
Central SoMa Plan area VMT per employee and capita is well below (58 to 83 percent) the Bay
Area regional average in 2005 and would continue to be well below (63 to 86 percent) the Bay
Area regional average in 2040. From a regional perspective, the Plan is consistent with Plan Bay
Area and Planning Commission resolution 195797 regarding a VMT efficiency metric because it
results in a VMT per capita below the threshold set by Plan Bay Area and promotes the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses.

While the TNCs & Congestion Report estimates transportation network companies’
contributions to VMT between 2010 and 2016, the report does not estimate VMT per employee
or household, which are the metrics necessary for evaluating effects of implementation of the
Plan. The report does not analyze these metrics because it does not have household level travel
behavior data that would allow for allocating transportation network company VMT to specific
land uses (e.g., office or residential) or locations to arrive at these efficiency metrics. In addition,
the report does not project future estimates of VMT, including those associated with
transportation network companies and does not affect the VMT analysis of the Plan in the EIR.

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

compared to a similarly sized development located in urban areas.

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

Transit Delay

The EIR states that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street network changes, would cause a substantial increase in transit
delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes. To mitigate this impact,
the EIR identifies mitigation measures to enhance transit (e.g., congestion-charge scheme,
transit-only lanes or other measures) and reduce vehicle trips generated by new development
(e.g., transportation demand management). However, the EIR finds that even with these

mitigations, transit delay impacts resulting from the plan would be significant and unavoidable.

While the TNCs & Congestion report estimates transportation network companies’
contributions to congestion between 2010 and 2016, the report does not estimate the
contribution TNCs make to congestion that then results in transit delay. The changes shown in
the report reflect delay and average speeds captured by INRIX® data using real-time GPS
monitoring sources from private vehicles along certain streets with and without public transit
service operating on them. To the extent public transit travels in the same travel lanes as private
vehicles, then this data can be used for analyzing public transit delay and average speeds.
However, transit does not always operate in the same lanes as private vehicles; transit may also
operate in transit only lanes, either throughout the day or during peak hours of congestion. In
any case, the EIR found significant and unavoidable impacts to both local and regional transit,
in part due to congestion. Information provided in the TNCs & Congestion Report would not
alter that conclusion or the severity of the transit impact disclosed in the EIR.

Loading

The EIR states that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open

space improvements and street network changes, would cause significant loading impacts due

8 INRIX is a private company that analyzes data from road sensors and vehicles: http://inrix.com/.
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to an unmet loading demand, causing secondary impacts related to potentially hazardous
conditions or significant delay to transit. To mitigate this impact, the EIR identifies mitigation
measures to manage loading (e.g., curb management strategy, development loading and
operations plans). However, even with these mitigation measures, the EIR concludes that

loading impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.

While the TNCs & Congestion report estimates transportation network companies’
contributions to congestion between 2010 and 2016, it does not provide information on how
TNC:s affect loading operations.® The Central SoMa Plan EIR identified significant and
unavoidable loading impacts resulting from new development, acknowledging that the
feasibility of ensuring adequate passenger and freight loading under the Central SoMa Plan
cannot be assured for passengers traveling in private cars, taxis, or TNC vehicles, conventional
freight, or e-commerce deliveries (Central SoMa RTC, p. RTC-156). The Report would not

change that conclusion.

Pedestrian Safety

The EIR states that development under the Central SoMa Plan, including the proposed open
space improvements and street network changes, would not result in pedestrian safety hazards
and would not result in substantial overcrowding on sidewalks or at corner locations, but
would result in overcrowding at crosswalks. To mitigate this impact, the EIR identifies
upgrading crosswalks in the Central SoMa plan area (Mitigation Measure M-TR-4).

The TNCs & Congestion report does not analyze how TNCs affect the safety of people who use
the roads, including public transit riders, bicyclists and pedestrians, but identifies this as an area
of future research (p. 34). Therefore, the TNCs and Congestion Report provides no new

information that would affect the Central SoMa Plan EIR’s pedestrian safety analysis.

Conclusion

The Central SoMa Plan EIR adequately and accurately evaluated the Plan’s transportation, air
quality, and noise impacts based on information that became available throughout the EIR

process in relation to TNCs.

The Department reviewed the TNCs & Congestion Report and for the reasons states above,
determined that none of the information contained in the Report constitutes substantial

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

a significant impact not already disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR.

7574



7575



‘g
Q&5
\Hn7
14 (81,

CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM lﬁ“{l"‘{m
\WuA|

. INTRODUCTION

TR
The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a social, economic, and environmentally sustainable (N
neighborhood by 2040, with space for approximately 30,000 new jobs and 8,300 new housing units. With its OATN\\'/\\TW
centralized location near downtown, excellent transit access, and numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped
sites, the neighborhood is well-positioned to become a new hub for employment and housing the core of the city
and Bay Area Region.

As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa will require significant investments in infrastructure.
As such, the City places requirements on new development to help ameliorate and mitigate its impacts. These
requirements and controls will result in approximately $2 billion in public benefits to serve the neighborhood -
compared to the $500 million in revenues that would occur absent the plan.

The purpose of this Public Benefits Program Document is to summarize the Plan’s public infrastructure program,
sources of funding, relative allocation of revenues from the various sources among the infrastructure projects, and
implementation processes and mechanismes. It includes the following sections:

1. Process: This section briefly outlines the process of developing the implementation program and strategy
for the Central SoMa Plan, including describing the supporting needs assessments, community outreach and
interagency process, and technical analyses.

2. Public Benefits Package: This section outlines a range of infrastructure and services that may serve new
growth anticipated under the Plan, including a description of the implementing agencies/organizations and
anticipated timeline for delivery.

3. Funding Strategy: This section describes the requirements on new development to finance the
improvements proposed in the Public Benefits Package.

4. Administration & Monitoring: This section describes the interagency processes for ensuring
coordination during the plan implementation period, as well as procedures for ongoing monitoring to ensure
that the Plan’s objectives are being met.

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

in other City codes and ordinances, including the Planning Code and Administrative Code. Also note that these
proposals are designed to be consistent with the requirements of California Mitigation Fee Act and all proposed
development impact fees have been evaluated against relevant maximum justified nexus amounts, where
applicable.?

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

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 1
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Il. PROCESS

The Planning Department worked iteratively with other agencies and stakeholders to develop the public benefits,
financing, and administration strategies described in this Implementation Plan. Concepts for infrastructure

and public benefits were first developed for the Draft Central Corridor Plan in 2013, and further refined through
additional outreach leading up to the Draft Central SoMa Plan in 2016. The Department held a series of public
meetings and conducted an online survey in order to solicit public feedback on needs and funding priorities

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

This document describes a fiscally constrained list of projects that has been prioritized based on City and
community feedback. It may not reflect the entire scope of possible infrastructure and service needs in the Plan
Area, nor the longer term needs beyond the life of the Plan (anticipated as 25 years). It reflects public input on key
neighborhood priorities and needs, informed by feedback from implementing agencies on project feasibility and
cost. The public benefits identified may require further scoping and analysis on project design, financial feasibility,
environmental review, and implementation. Project scoping and planning has already begun for a number of

the City agency projects identified here, with the goal of having projects ready for construction by the time that
funding generated by the Plan becomes available.

Additional technical analysis was conducted to support these proposed public benefits. A financial feasibility
analysis by Seifel Consulting, Inc. was conducted in order to quantify the value created by the Plan and establish a
financially feasible level of development requirements. Other nexus studies conducted for the City’s development
impact fees provided further information on the amount of new infrastructure and services needed to serve

new development. This document was also informed by methods and processes used for prior area planning
processes (including Eastern Neighborhoods, Market & Octavia, and Transit Center District Plan).

Approval of the Implementatibn Program does not bind the City to approving or proceeding with any of the
projects described in this Public Benefits Program. The City may modify this list of projects in the future, as

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

is completed. Any such process would involve substantial public input and would require a revision to this
Implementation Document. As described further in Section IV (Administration & Monitoring), oversight for
implementation of this plan will be shared among various public agencies and elected officials, with input from
the public through Community Advisory Committees (CACs) and other events or hearings. These regulatory bodies
will be responsible for overseeing ongoing capital planning efforts, including: financial reporting and monitoring;
deliberation regarding the sequencing and prioritization of expenditures; and if necessary, modifications to the
Implementation Document, which would require ultimate approval by the Board of Supervisors.

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
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I1l. PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE

Public benefits are goods and services expected to be generated by new development that typically: 1) support
the broader community’s wellbeing; 2) are not provided voluntarily by the private sector (or at least not in
sufficient quantity or quality to meet demand); and, 3) require some sort of subsidy or opportunity cost (e.g. public
or private funding) to create, operate, and maintain. Common types of public benefits include affordable housing,
parks, and transit service. In order to fund public benefits, government agencies utilize “value capture” strategies

- such as development requirements, taxes, fees, or other exactions. These strategies are often implemented
concurrent to investments in public infrastructure (such as new transit service) or increases in development
potential for property owners. The public benefits generated through these strategies are typically delivered
through one or more of the following three mechanisms:

- Direct provision of benefit by a specific development project (e.g. on-site affordable housing
units or the provision of Privately Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS). These public benefits are typically
provided at the same time as the new development or shortly thereafter.

« One-time impact fees paid when a project is ready for construction, such as citywide (e.g. Child Care Fee)
and area plan fees (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods Community Infrastructure Fee).

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

This section describes the public benefits and the key funding sources expected to be generated by the Plan.
There are nine categories of public benefits that may be funded by the Central SoMa Plan in support of its Goals,
Obijectives, and Policies. Table 1 summarizes how the revenues generated by Plan may be allocated among these
public benefits, accompanied by a detailed discussion of each category of public benefit provided in order of
allocated funding.?

Notably, in addition to this $2 billion increase in funding for public benefits expected to be generated directly
by new development, taxes from new development in the Plan Area are expected to generate up to $1 billion
additional revenues for the City’s General Fund within the same time period, through increased property taxes,
sales taxes, and other means. These taxes could be directed toward the neighborhood, other citywide needs, or
a combination of the two at the discretion of the City’s budgeting process. Additionally, the City could choose
to fund public benefits in the neighborhood through other mechanisms, such as bonds or general taxes. Any of
these funding sources could be directed to the Plan Area to accelerate delivery of public benefits, which would
make the timing of implementation less dependent on the phasing of new development. However, pursuit

of these mechanisms is dependent on processes and decision-making external to the adoption of this plan.
Such additional funding sources would enable the City to address other neighborhood infrastructure needs, as
identified at that time. For additional analysis of the overall economic impact of the Central SoMa Plan, see the
Economic Impact Statement prepared by the Office of Economic Analysis.?

2 Alldollar amounts expressed here are in 2017 dollars. Actual average revenues collected each year will be higher, due to scheduled tax rate escalation as well as indexing of City fees (which are escalated
annually to reflect construction costs).

3 Available at: https://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Economic%20Analysis/180184_economic_impact_final.pdf
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Table 1

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

CATEGORY
BENEFIT TOTAL REVENUES ALLOCATION (%)
Affordable Housing - $940,000,000 44%
To meet the target of 33% Below-Market Rate (BMR) units $940,000,000 44%
Transit $495500,000,000 23%
Local transit improvements to enhance convenience and safety $340,000,000 16%
Regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion $155166,000,000 7%
Parks & Recreation $185,000,000 9%
Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion $25,000,000 1%
Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming $5,000,000 0%
New 1-acre park in Southwest portion of Plan Area $35,000,000 2%
New public recreation center* $10,000,000 0%
Park and greenery maintenance and activation $15,000,000 1%
New large (2+ acre) SoMa park (initial site identification)* $5,000,000 0%
New Bluxome linear park* $5,000,000 0%
New under-freeway public recreation area $5,000,000 0%
Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) $80,000,000 4%
(Alternative project: 7th & Mission Park) (520,000,000) (1%)
Production, Distribution, & Repair $180,000,000 8%
Preservation and creation of PDR space to ensure no net loss due to the Plan $180,000,000 8%
Complete Streets $110,000,000 5%
Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for $110,000,000 5%
people walking, biking, and on transit.
Cultural Preservation & Community Services $114,000,000 5%
Restoration of the US Mint Building $20,000,000 1%
Preservation and maintenance of historic buildings $20,000,000 1%
New community facilities (e.g. health care clinics and job training centers) $20,000,000 1%
Social and cultural programming $25,000,000 1%
Capital for cultural amenities (e.g. Yerba Buena Gardens) $15,000,000 1%
PDR Relocation Assistance Fund $10.000,000 0%
Neighborhood cleaning $9,000,000 0%
Environmental Sustainability & Resilience $6570,000,000 3%
Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects $2832,000,000 1%
Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements $22,000,000 1%
Living Roofs enhanced requirements $6,000,000 0%
Other energy and water efficiency projects $916,000,000 0%
Schools & Childcare $64,000,000 3%
New childcare centers $26,000,000 1%
Capital investments in schools serving K-12 population $32,000,000 1%
Bessie Carmichael supplemental services $6,000,000 0%
TOTAL $2,160,000,000 100%

* |f funds for these Parks & Recreation projects are provided by other sources (such as contributions from new development) or if revenues exceed the projected amounts, funding could be allocated to the

“Alternative” project listed here.

NOTE: Over the course of Plan build out (roughly 25 years), the City expects to allocate funds among the public benefit categories in the amounts listed (or proportionally according to the category allocation
percentages listed, should the final amount of revenues differ from what is shown here). However, the sequence of fund disbursement viill be determined based on a variety of factors, including project
readiness, community priorities, completion of any additional required environmental review, and other funding opportunities. The list of specific projects is subject to change and is not legally binding.
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Table 2

CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: DETAILED FUNDING SOURCES & USES (IN 2017 DOLLARS)
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.3, states that the City should “Ensure that at least 33% of new housing is affordable
to very low, low, and moderate-income households”* The Central SoMa Plan will generate approximately 2,670
affordable units. The Plan will require that these below market rate units are developed within SoMa (i.e., the area
bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue).

Table 3
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - AFFORDABLE HOUSING
TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
EANEFTT REVENUES SOURCES RERSOIF TICN AGENCIES
1,970 BMR units | $730,000,000 Inclusionary Housing Applicable to new residential projects. MOHCD
Program (Planning Individual developments may choose
Code Section (Sec.) how to satisfy the program requirements,
415) but revenues are generally expected to be
split 50-50 between: 1) onsite Inclusionary
Housing Program units provided directly .
by development projects; and, 2) off-site
Inclusionary Housing units or units provided
by MOHCD, funded by payment of the
Affordable Housing Fee
700 BMR units $210,000,000 Jobs-Housing Linkage | Fee is paid by new nonresidential MOHCD
Fee (Sec. 413) developments, and units are provided by
MOHCD.
TOTAL $940,000,000

Delivery and Timing

All of the funding sources for below-market rate (BMR) units in the Plan Area are provided through either direct
provision or impact fees paid by new developments. As such, the delivery of BMR units is highly dependent on the
volume of new development. Onsite and offsite BMR units provided through the Inclusionary Housing Program
are expected to be provided at the same time as market rate units of the affiliated project.

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

and Community Development (MOHCD), which uses the money to identify and purchase sites and construct new
affordable housing units, often in conjunction with nonprofit housing developers. MOHCD may need to assemble
the impact fees from several market-rate projects to obtain sufficient funds for each new affordable housing
project. Thus, the development of these units may lag behind the market rate units, unless additional affordable
housing funds are directed to the Plan Area in the interim.

In addition, MOHCD is increasingly exploring affordable housing preservation strategies, in which they convert
existing housing units (such as rent-controlled apartments) into permanently affordable BMR units. The City’s
Small Sites Program is one such tool, funding acquisition and rehabilitation of 5-to-25-unit rental buildings.
Central SoMa could rely on both production and preservation strategies in order to achieve the Plan’s affordable
housing targets.

4 Meeting this Objective also fulfills the target of 33% affordability in the city, as established by the votes in 2014's Proposition K. CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
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TRANSIT

Central SoMa Plan Objective 4.3 states that the City should “Ensure that transit serving the Plan Area is adequate,
reliable, and pleasant.” This is because new and enhanced public transportation infrastructure is fundamental to
accommodating the influx of new jobs and housing units proposed for Central SoMa. Although the completion
of the Central Subway system will provide a vital connection between the Plan Area and the rest of the city,
additional improvements will be required over time to ensure that people can travel to and from the area safely -
and conveniently.

Funding from the Plan may be directed to both local and regional transportation systems, reflecting the important
role that the Plan Area will serve as a hub in the Bay Area for jobs, housing, and culture. The Plan is expected to
generate $500 million in investments to both near- and long-term transit service and capacity enhancements,
serving both local and regional transit. Local transportation funding needs include, but are not limited to:

transit enhancement and expansion, preventive maintenance (e.g. state of good repair efforts), streetscape
improvements (such as transit priority lanes and boarding islands), and service adjustments.

Regional transit funding may be directed towards “core éapacity” enhancement and expansion projects meant
to facilitate movement to the Plan Area from the East Bay and Peninsula/South Bay. Studies are ongoing at the
regional level to further define the scope and specifics of such projects, including the Core Capacity Study, Plan
Bay Area, and related efforts. Efforts may include BART station and fleet upgrades, Bay Bridge corridor efficiency
i'mprovements, Caltrain corridor improvements (such as the Downtown Extension, or DTX, project), and longer-
term projects (such as advancement of a second Transbay transit crossing).

Table 4
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - TRANSIT
TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
BENERIT REVENUES SOURCES DESCRIPTION AGENCIES
Local $340,000,000 Transportation Funds may go to SFMTA to support transit SFMTA
transportation Sustainability Fee service expansion/enhancement as well as
enhancements (TSF) (Sec. 411A); preventive maintenance projects.
Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423); Central
SoMa Infrastructure
Impact Fee (CSF)
(Sec. 433); Central
SoMa Mello-Roos
Community Facilities
District (CFD; Sec. 434)
Regional $155166,000,000 TSF (Sec. 411A); CSF These funds may be split roughly equally TBD, but could
transit capacity (Sec. 433), Central between (1) near term enhancements include BART,
enhancement SoMa Mello-Roos on the Transbay corridor, (2) longer-term Caltrain, MTC, TJPA,
and expansion Community Facilities "core capacity" projects (such as a and California
District (CFD; Sec.434) | second Transbay rail crossing), and (3) High Speed Rail
enhancements on the Caltrain/High Speed | Authority, among
Rail corridor. others.
TOTAL $495
560,000,000

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
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Delivery and Timing

Funds for local transit improvements may be directed to and administered by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The funds derived from impact fees (the TSF, Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact Fee, and the Central SoMa Fee) will accrue as development projects receive their building
permits, and are thus tied directly to the rate of new development. The remaining funds derived from the CFD
would accumulate over the lifespan of the Plan and beyond, as new development comes online and begins
paying the tax. However, the City also has the option of bonding against this revenue stream, thus accruing these
funds substantially earlier. This may be desirable, in order to ensure that transportation investments are in place to
attract and meet the needs of new development.

In addition, the portion of revenues from Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees is programmed
through the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Advisory Committee (ENCAC), described further in Section IV. The ENCAC, comprised of community stakeholders,
provides annual recommendations for how to allocate fee revenues to high priority public projects. These
proposals are subsequently evaluated, modified, and approved by the IPIC and the City Capital Planning
Committee, and included in the City’s annual Capital Budget and 10-year Capital Plan (adopted biennially).

The funds for regional transit improvements is expected to come primarily from the CFD following a similar
timeline as described above. These funds would be collected by the Assessor-Recorder’s office and may be
directed to regional transportation agencies, through a process that would be governed by an interagency
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

PARKS & RECREATION

Central SoMa Plan Goal #5 states that the Plan area should “offer an abundance of parks and recreational
opportunities.” Central SoMa and the broader SoMa neighborhood currently suffer from a shortage of public parks
and recreational opportunities, largely due to the area’s industrial history. The Plan envisions a range of new parks,
recreational facilities, and public open spaces, in addition to funding for renovation and programming of existing
facilities (thereby fulfilling Plan Objectives 5.1-5.6). These new and upgraded facilities may include playgrounds,
sport facilities, recreational programs, and passive open spaces, catering to diverse open space needs.

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
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Table 5

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - PARKS & RECREATIONS®

TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
DE
BENEFIT REVENUES SOURCES BCRIFTION AGENCIES
Gene Friend $25,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods | Enhancement/expansion of existing facility | Rec & Park
Recreation Infrastructure Impact to accommodate growth in demand.
Center Fee (Sec. 423)
Reconstruction/
Expansion
Victoria Manalo | $5,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Funding for activation and programming. -Rec & Park
Draves Park Roos Community
Programming Facilities District (CFD;
Sec. 434)
New l-acre park | $35,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods | Development of a potential park on the Rec & Park
in Southwest Infrastructure Impact existing SFPUC-owned lot in the area
portion of Plan Fee (Sec. 423) between 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan
Area Streets. This may potentially be provided
by an In-Kind Agreement with surrounding
development.
New public $10,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods | This may potentially be funded through Rec & Park
recreation Infrastructure Impact direct provision on a development project.
center* Fee (Sec. 423) :
Park and $15,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Maintenance and programming of public Rec & Park;
greenery Roos Community parks and open spaces. Priority for this Department of Real
maintenance Facilities District (CFD; | funding is to ensure that the new 1-acre Estate
and activation Sec. 434) park is properly maintained.
New large (2+ $5,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods | Funding for initial site identification and Rec & Park
acre) SoMa Infrastructure Impact coordination for a large signature park in
park (initial site Fee (Sec. 423) the larger SoMa area.
identification)*
New Bluxome $5,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- A park built on the existing Bluxome Street | Planning
linear park* Roos Community right of way. This may potentially be
Facilities District (CFD; | developed as a privately-owned public open
Sec. 434) space (POPOS) by nearby developments.
New under- $5,000,000 Eastern Neighborhoods | This may potentially be developed as a Rec & Park
freeway public Infrastructure Impact POPOS by nearby developments.
recreation area Fee (Sec. 423)
Privately-Owned | $80,000,000 Direct provision by new | Up to four acres of net new publicly- Planning
Public Open development (Sec. 138) | accessible open space spread across
Spaces (POPOS) the Plan area, provided directly on new
development projects.
(Alternative project: | (520,000,000) Central SoMa Mello-Roos Funding to acquire and develop a new park site at | Rec & Park
7th & Mission Park) Community Facilities 1133 Mission Street.
District (CFD; Sec. 434)
TOTAL $185,000,000

Delivery and Timing

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

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

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

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

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
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to bond against this revenue stream). The prioritization of projects is conveyed in Table 5, with the highest

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

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee and Interagency Plan Implementation Committee,
policymakers, and other public feedback, based on timing considerations (such as shovel readiness) and financial
considerations (such as leveraging other funds).

POPOS would be delivered at the same time as their associated development projects, and would undergo an
urban design review process involving the Planning Department and Recreation and Parks Department to ensure
that they meet minimum requirements for size, usability, and quality. Collectively, the POPOS requirement is
expected in result in up to four acres of new publicly accessible open space, all of which will be provided at ground
level.

PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR (PDR)

Central SoMa Plan Objective 3.3 states that the City should “Ensure that the removal of protective zoning does

not result in a loss of PDR in the Plan Area.” This is because the production, distribution, and repair (PDR) sector is
critical to San Francisco. Companies in the PDR sector serve the needs of local residents and businesses, and tend
to provide high-paying jobs and career advancement opportunities for people without a four-year college degree.
PDR jobs also enhance the city’s economic diversity and therefore our ability to weather times of economic stress.

The SoMa neighborhood has a legacy as a home for PDR jobs. The Plan would ensure that the removal of
protective zoning does not result in a net loss of PDR jobs in the Plan Area, by providing requirements to
fund, build, and/or protect PDR spaces. The total amount of PDR space that will be preserved or created is
approximately 900,000 square feet.

' Table 6
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, AND REPAIR

TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
RENERIT REVENUES SOURCES PRBERIPTION AGENCIES
900,000 sq ftof | $180,000,000 Direct provision by new_ | PDR space directly provided by new Planning
PDR space development (Sec. development

202.8 and Sec. 249.78)

TOTAL $180,000,000

Delivery and Timing

The direct provision of PDR space will come from land use controls and conditions for allowing residential and
non-residential development, in the form of requirements to maintain and/or replace existing spaces and to
include new space in developments. As a direct provision, no transfer of funds or payment of fees will occur.? The
PDR space will be provided at the same time the associated space becomes ready for occupancy.

6 The Plan endorses the pursuit and analysis of an in-lieu fee for PDR, but the fee itself is not proposed as part of the Plan.

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
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COMPLETE STREETS

Central SoMa Plan Objective 4.1. states that the City should “Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking
environment on all the streets in the Plan Area.” The current network of streets in the Plan Area provides a poor
experience for all users — whether walking, driving, riding transit, or cycling, Streets are clogged with rush hour
traffic, many sidewalks are not up to City standards, crosswalks are few and far between, and bicycle infrastructure
is incomplete and discontinuous - all of which contribute to high rates of traffic crashes and injuries.

The Plan calls for complete streets improvements to make walking and biking more safe and convenient, in
order to complement the transit improvements and encourage people to drive less. Funding generated by new
development may be used to transform the vast majority of all major streets in the Plan Area into high quality
streets for walking, biking, and transit.

Table 7
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - COMPLETE STREETS
TOTAL LEAD
BENEFIT REVENUES FUNDING SOURCES DESCRIPTION AGENCIES
Redesign of all $110,000,000 Transportation Redesign of approximately four miles of SFMTA
major streets in Sustainability Fee major streets (including portions of 3rd,
the Plan Area (TSF) (Sec. 411A); 4th, 5th, 6th, Howard, Folsom, Harrison,

Eastern Neighborhoods Bryant, Brannan, and Townsend Streets)
Infrastructure Impact Fee | atan estimated cost of $4,400-$5,400 per
(Sec. 423); Central SoMa linear foot.

Infrastructure Impact Fee
(CSF) (Sec. 433); Central
SoMa Mello-Roos CFD
(CFD; ; Sec. 434)

TOTAL $110,000,000

Delivery and Timing

All funding dedicated to complete streets would be directed to the SFMTA and San Francisco Department of Public
Works (SFDPW) for planning, design, and construction. These funds are projected to be sufficient to redesign the
vast majority of the major streets in the Plan Area. Although the Central SoMa Plan includes conceptual designs for
the major streets, each street will need to undergo a more detailed design process, incorporating additional public
feedback and environmental review as necessary, and including opportunities for incorporating environmental
sustainability and green landscaping elements. Although improving main streets is the highest priority,
improvements may also be implemented on alleyways in the Plan Area as funding allows. Within the main streets,

prioritization will be set by SFMTA.

As noted in the Transit section above, revenues from the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
receive additional oversight through the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee and the IPIC.
The improvements funded by fees and the CFD could occur as money is accrued. The fees will accrue concurrently
with the pace of development, while the CFD accrues annually as additional projects come online and begin
paying the tax. As previously noted, the City has the option to accelerate projects by bonding against this revenue
stream or utilizing other funds (including general fund revenues).

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM 11
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Alternatively, some improvements may be provided directly by development in order to meet minimum Better
Streets Plan requirements or to satisfy an In-Kind Agreement, particularly on the new and renovated mid-block
alleys that will not be included in SFMTA streetscape planning efforts. These improvements would be completed
at the same time as the affiliated development project.

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES

Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.6 states that the City should “Support the schools, child care, and community
services that serve the local residents.” “Community services” includes space for nonprofit and government
organizations that provide services to the community, such as health clinics and job training facilities. As
commercial rents continue to increase citywide, it becomes increasingly difficult for many of these uses to start,
grow, and stay in San Francisco. Central SoMa is already a popular location for many of these services, due to its
central and transit-accessible location, and large number of commercial properties. The Plan will provide space
for these types of facilities, as part of its central goals of increasing jobs and facilitating economic and cultural
diversity. The City has recently developed a Community Facilities Nexus Study in order to quantify the demand
for these services generated by new development, in order to establish a legal nexus for levying a Central SoMa
Community Facilities Fee, a new development impact fee.” Community services also includes neighborhood
cleaning services to help promote the cleanliness, and thus walkability, of the neighborhood’s streets.

Central SoMa Plan Objective 7.5 states that the City should “Support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and
maintenance of cultural heritage properties.” To fulfill this Objective, revenues generated by the Plan may be used
as seed funding for the restoration and seismic upgrade of the celebrated U.S. Mint building and grounds at 5th
and Mission Streets, one of the City’s most significant historic properties. The building has long been envisioned as
a major opportunity site to provide a cultural asset that celebrates the civic history of the City.

Revenues from the Plan may also be used to provide capital for cultural amenities. Funding could also be
utilized for capital improvements at Yerba Buena Gardens and/or to help build or purchase a building for the
neighborhood’s important cultural communities, the Filipino community and the LGBTQ community. Finally,
revenues from the Plan may also be used to help preserve and maintain important historic buildings within the
Plan Area. This revenue will come from the sale of Transfer of Development Rights (TDR), a voluntary program
available to these historic buildings whereby they sell their unused development rights to new development in
the area. To facilitate the process, large new non-residential developments will be required to purchase TDR from
historic buildings in the Plan Area.

Central SoMa Plan Objective 7.2 states that the City should “Support the preservation, recognition, and wellbeing
of the neighborhood’s cultural heritage resources.” To fulfill this Objective, revenues generated from the Plan may
be used annually to support social and cultural programming in the neighborhood. This funding currently comes
from the SoMa Stabilization Fund, which is expected to run out of resources in the near future. The Plan therefore
enables the continuation of this valuable funding source for the foreseeable future.

7 Available at: http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Budget/131124_Central%20SoMa%20Nonprofit9620Nexus_FINAL_2016_03_24.pdf
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Table 8

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES

TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
N
BENEEIT REVENUES SOURCES BECGRIETIO AGENCIES
Restoration of $20,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Restoration and seismic upgrade of the US | OEWD
the US Mint Roos Community Mint Building._
Building Facilities District (CFD)
Preservation and | $20,000,000 Transfer of Sale of Transferable Development Rights Planning
maintenance of Development Rights from historic buildings to new development.
historic buildings (TDR) (Sec. 128.1) Revenues from these sales are required to
be spent on preservation and maintenance
of the associated historic resource.
60,000 sq ft of $20,000,000 Central SoMa Impact fees to develop new facilities for MOHCD
new space for Community Facilities nonprofit community services (such as
community Fee (Sec. 428.1) health care or job training) needed to serve
services new growth.
Social and $25,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Annual funding for social and cultural MOHCD
cultural Roos Community programming for such activities as arts, job
programming Facilities District (CFD) | training, and tenant protections.
Capital for $15,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Capital improvements and/or funding MOHCD
cultural Roos Community to help build or purchase a building for
amenities (e.g. Facilities District (CFD) | the neighborhood’s important cultural
Yerba Buena communities.
Gardens)
PDR Assistance $10,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Funding to support existing PDR OEWD
Fund Roos Community businesses and to mitigate the impacts
Facilities District (CED) of displacement. Programs could include
relocation assistance, including support
with business services, rents, and moving
: costs.
Neighborhood $9,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Ongoing funding for cleaning of SFDPW
cleaning Roos Community neighborhood streets.
Facilities District (CFD)
TOTAL $114
169,000,000

Delivery and Timing

Revenues from the Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee will be directed to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) to fund the development of new community facility space. As an impact fee,
funding would accrue concurrently with development over the duration of the Plan. Facilities could potentially
be developed through some combination of standalone locations (such as a centralized non-profit “hub” space)
or potentially co-located within affordable housing projects. In the latter case, because the development of
these affordable units would occur after the market rate development providing the necessary funding, the
development of community facilities is likely to occur after these new developments as well. New developments
will also be given the option to provide community facilities directly via an In-Kind Agreement with the City
(instead of paying the Community Facilities Fee), which would result in faster delivery of the benefit.

Revenues from the CFD that may be used to support the restoration of the US Mint Building will accrue annually
as projects come online and begin paying the tax. As previously noted, the City has the option to accelerate

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
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projects by bonding against this revenue stream or utilizing other funds (including general fund revenues).
Funding from the Plan may be part of a larger funding and programming effort for restoration, rehabilitation, and

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

anticipated that additional funds will need to be generated.

Sale of TDRs for the preservation and maintenance of other significant historic buildings in the Plan Area could
occur upon adoption of the Central SoMa Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE

Central SoMa Plan Goal #6 is to “Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood” where urban
development gives more to the environment than it takes (thereby fulfilling Plan Objectives 6.1-6.8). The Plan
proposes innovative building- and neighborhood-scale interventions to improve environmental performance,

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

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

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

streets and open spaces, to beautify them while also improving air quality, micro climate comfort, stormwater
management, and ecological function. District-scale utility systems (e.g., shared energy and/or water systems
linked between both new and existing buildings) are encouraged in order to enhance resource and cost

efficiencies.
Table 9
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE
TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
DESCRIPTION
yacn ] REVENUES SOURCES ok AGENCIES
Enhanced $2832,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Stormwater infrastructure (grey Planning, SFPUC
stormwater Roos Community infrastructure, landscaping, etc.) on all
managementin Facilities District (CFD) | major streets.
complete street
projects
Freeway corridor | $22,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Greening improvements along/under the Planning
air quality and Roos Community freeway corridor to improve air quality and
greening Facilities District (CFD) | enhance pedestrian comfort.
Living Roofs $6,000,000 Direct provision by new | Living Roofs requirement of 50% of usable Planning
enhanced development (Sec. roof area on projects 160" or shorter,
requirements 249.77) surpassing City policy.
Better Roofs $2,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Demonstration projects to highlight best Planning
demonstration Roos Community practices, including a Living Roof project
projects Facilities District (CFD) | ($1mn) and a solar project ($500k).
Water recycling | $45,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Infrastructure for 100% recycled Planning, SFPUC
and stormwater Roos Community (non-potable) water for street cleaning and
managementin Facilities District (CFD) | public park irrigation; green stormwater
public spaces management in parks.
100% energy- $1,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Energy efficient upgrades to street lights Planning, SFPUC

efficient street
lights

Roos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

throughout the Plan area.
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Sustainability $2,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Funding for a District Energy & Water Utility | Planning

studies & Roos Community Systems Study ($500k), a Central SoMa Sea
guideline Facilities District (CFD) | Level Rise & Flood Management Strategy
documents ($400k), a Fossil Fuel Free Buildings Study

& Guidelines Document ($300k), and Flood
Resilient Design Guidelines (5300k)

TOTAL $65
70,000,000

Delivery and Timing

The majority of funding for environmental sustainability improvements may be provided by the CFD, and will
occur upon accrual of revenues, or earlier if the City chooses to bond against the CFD revenue stream. The
sustainability studies and guideline documents discussed above are proposed to be delivered within two years
after adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, and may lead to additional new requirements or public benefits.

The Living Roofs are provided directly onsite by new development and will occur with their respective projects.
Additional benefits will be directly provided through new development via existing requirements (such as current
energy and water efficiency requirements) and are not quantified here.

SCHOOLS AND CHILD CARE

Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.6 states that the City should “Support the schools, child care, and community
services that serve the local residents.” In terms of schools and child care, the Plan Area is expected to see a large
increase in the number of children as it continues to transition from a primarily industrial neighborhood to a
mixed-use hub for jobs and housing. The Plan will generate funding to meet the demand for schools and childcare
for youth ages 0-18 through existing City impact fees.

Additionally, the Plan may help fund supplemental services at Bessie Carmichael, the neighborhood’s only public
school. At Bessie Carmichael, which serves children in K-8 grade, 100% of the students receive free and reduced
lunch and 20% of the student population is self-identified homeless students. The supplemental services would
be intended to address the challenges of addressing the needs of this student population through such strategies
as additional mental health services and a summer program to fund year-round support to the children.

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
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Table 10

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE

TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
BENERIT REVENUES SOURCES RESCRIPTION AGENCIES
'Schools $32,000,000 School Impact Fee Impact fees to meet demand for school SFUSD
(State Education Code | facilities to serve growth generated within
Sec. 17620) the Plan Area.
Childcare $26,000,000 Child Care Fee (Sec. 414 | Impact fees to meet demand for child care HSA Office of Early
and Sec. 414A); Eastern | facilities to serve growth, located within the | Care & Education
Neighborhoods Impact | Plan area.
Fee (Sec. 423)
Bessie $6,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Annual funding to provide supplementary SFUSD
Carmichael Roos Community services to the school, such as additional
Supplemental Facilities District (CFD) | mental health services and the ability to
Services provide year-round programming
TOTAL $64,000,000 ;

Delivery and Timing

The School Impact Fee will accrue at the time projects receive building permits. It is directed to the San Francisco
Unified School District for use at their discretion throughout the city. New school facilities are expected to serve

a broader area than just Central SoMa and will cost significantly more than the funds generated by the fees in the
Plan Area. Additional fees, including those collected by the School Impact Fee in previous years, will be required to
accrue enough to build new facilities.

Funds from the Child Care Fee and Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee will accrue at the time
projects receive building permits. They will go to the Child Care Facilities Fund, which is administered jointly by
the City’s Human Services Agency Office of Early Care and Education and the Low-Income Investment Fund (LIIF).
The Child Care Fee money can be spent throughout the City, while the Eastern Neighborhoods fee must be spent
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas. Child care facilities are less costly than school facilities and might
come online sooner. New developments have the option to satisfy up to their entire Eastern Neighborhoods
Impact Fee requirement by directly providing publicly-accessible child care onsite through an In-Kind Agreement
(IKA), which could result in faster delivery of services.

The funding for Bessie Carmichael School may be provided by the CFD, and would occur upon accrual of
revenues. As an ongoing allocation, it need not be bonded against, and would be disbursed annually to the
School District, with community oversight.
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IV. FUNDING STRATEGY

The previous section describes the funding necessary for infrastructure and other investments to accommodate
the significant number of jobs and housing units envisioned in the Central SoMa Plan, as well as to address

social, economic, and environmental needs and achieve the Plan’s policy goals. To provide this funding, the City
pfoposes requirements on new developments to help ameliorate and mitigate its impacts, in addition to the
existing fees and development requirements in place. As stated previously, these requirements are designed to be
consistent with the requirements of California Mitigation Fee Act and all proposed development impact fees have
been evaluated against applicable maximum justified nexus amounts.

To help determine the requirements on new development, the City conducted a financial feasibility analysis
(Financial Analysis of San Francisco’s Central SoMa Plan?). This analysis utilized a Residual Land Value (RLV) model
to evaluate the financial feasibility of prototypical development types (both before and after potential Plan
adoption), estimate the amount of value created by the Plan, and test the financial impact of applying proposed
development requirements and charges that would offset some amount of the new value created (a “land value
capture” approach).

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

potential conferred on each property through adoption of the Plan (expressed as an increase in developable
height and/or modifications to permit a greater number of land uses). All parcels in the Plan Area are assigned
into one of several Central SoMa Public Benefit Tiers (Table 11), based on the amount of additional development
potential created.? '

Table 11
CENTRAL SOMA DEVELOPMENT TIERS®
INCREASED
DEVELOPMENT TIER
CAPACITY
15-45 feet Tier A
50-85 feet TierB
90 feet or more Tier C

Tables 12 and 13 below summarize what a specific new development project would be obligated to pay in impact
fees and taxes, based on the Development Tier of the underlying parcel and proposed land uses. Figure 14 maps
where these public benefit tiers occur in the Plan Area.

1 Developed by Seifel Consulting Inc. Available for download at: http://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Central_SoMa_Financial_Analysis_Jan2017_FINAL.pdf

2 For areas currently zoned SLI or SALI and being rezoned to CMUO or WMUO, “additional development potential” is equal to the height limit proposed by the Central SoMa Plan. Elsewhere, “additional
development capacity”is the change in height limit proposed by the Central SoMa Plan.

3 TheFinancial Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier D (165+ feet) are now collapsed into a single tier.

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
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Table 12

CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES)*

REQUIREMENT TIER A TIER B TIER C
EXISTING REQUIREMENTS

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; $25.49

Sec. 413) :

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $18.73

($/GSF; Sec. 423)

Transportation Sustainability Fee ($/GSF; office rate
shown; Sec. 411A)

800-99,999 GSF: $18.94

>99,999 GSF: $19.99

Childcare Fee ($/GSF; office and hotel rate; Sec 414 &

Code Sec. 17620)

$1.65
414A)
School Impact Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; CA Ed. $0.54

Public Art Fee (3)

1% of construction cost (or direct provision on-site)

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN

Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee (5/GSF; Sec. 433*)

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000

Ratios; Sec 128.1)

square feet or more 22150 - 50
All other projects $41.50 520 $20
$2.00 $2.75
Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFD; $/GSF/yr; see 50 (4% escalation (4% escalation
note) annually for 25 years, | annually for 25 years,
2% thereafter) 2% thereafter)

Community Facilities Fee (5/GSF; Sec 428.1%) $1.75
Transferable Development Rights (# of Floor Area 0 FAR 0 FAR 195FAR |

Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS; Sec
138)

1 square foot for every 50 GSF of development

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [# of Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78*]

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000s
square feet or more

0.4 FAR or replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning

Code Section 202.8), whichever is higher

For projects not seeking an Office Allocation, or
providing <50,000 square feet of Office

Replacement requirements per 2016’s Proposition X (Planning Code
Section 202.8). For every gross square foot of PDR required, the
project gets a waiver of four gross square feet (GSF) from the Eastern

Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

“Planning Code section pending Plan adoption.

4 NOTE: These tables show the amount of requirements on new development at the time of Plan Adoption. Impact fees shall be updated on an annual basis as fees are indexed or otherwise changed. The Fee
Register and related information can be found online at http://impactfees.sfplanning.org. The Financial Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier D

(165+ feet) are now collapsed into a single tier.

The Mello-Roos Special Tax District rates and escalation shown apply to the Facilities Tax (estimated as the first 99 years of the district). After 99 years, the tax will become a Services Tax and rates and
escalation will be applied as specified in the adopted Rate and Method of Apportionment (RMA) document.
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Table 13

CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES)®

EXISTING REQUIREMENTS

R A R B

Inclusionary Housing (Sec. 415)

On-Site Option

18% for rental and 20% for condo, escalating annually, per the
requirements of Planning Code Section 415

Affordable Housing Fee and Off-Site Options

30% for rental and 33% for condo

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee
($/GSF; Sec. 423)

$21.41

Transportation Sustainability Fee ($/GSF; Sec.
411A)

21-99 Units: $8.13

100+ Units: $9.18

Childcare Fee ($/GSF; Sec 414 & 414A)

1-9 Units: $0.96

10+ Units: $1.92

School Impact Fee ($/GSF; CA Ed. Code Sec. 17620) $3.48
Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [# of Replacement requirements per 2016’s Proposition X (Planning Code
Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78] Section 202.8)
NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN
Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee (5/
GSF; Sec. 433%)
Condo $0 $20 0
Rental $0 $10 50
Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFD; $/GSF/yr)
D %0 @%imeﬁa (2% essijlgtion)
Rental S0 $0 50
Community Facilities Fee ($/GSF; Sec 428.1%) $1.30

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR; Sec
202.8 & 249.78)

Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning Code
Section 202.8). For every gross square foot of PDR required, the
project gets a waiver of four gross square feet (GSF) from the Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact Fee

*Planning Code section pending Plan adoption.

5 NOTE: These tables show the amount of requirements on new development at the time of Plan Adoption. Impact fees shall be updated on an annual basis as fees are indexed or otherwise changed. The Fee
Register and related information can be found online at http://impactfees.sfplanning.org. The Financial Analysis from December 2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier D

(165+ feet) are now collapsed into a single tier.

The Mello-Roos Special Tax District rates and escalation shown apply to the Facilities Tax (estimated as the first 99 years of the district). After 99 years, the tax will become a Services Tax and rates and
escalation will be applied as specified in the adopted Rate and Method of Apportionment (RMA) document.
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V. ADMINISTRATION & MONITORING

The successful implementation of the Central SoMa Plan will require collaboration among a diverse array of
agencies, community members, and private actors. This section describes the interagency governance bodies
and processes that will be chiefly responsible for overseeing implementation of the Central SoMa Plan and its
public benefits. In addition, a number of the aforementioned funding sources each have their own processes for
implementation, administration, and monitoring.

PLAN I.MPLEMENTATION GOVERNANCE ENTITIES

San Francisco Controller’s Office

The Controller serves as the chief accounting officer and auditor for the City and County of San Francisco, and is
responsible for governance and conduct of key aspects of the City’s financial operations. The office plays a key role
in implementing area plans by managing the City’s bonds and debt portfolio, and processing and monitoring the
City’s budget. The department produces regular reports and audits on the City’s financial and economic condition
and the operations and performance of City government.

The Controller’s Office, working in concert with the Mayor’s Office, IPIC, and other entities mentioned below, will
also be responsible for overseeing a funding prioritization process in Central SoMa to help ensure that funds are
allocated to public benefits in a logical and equitable manner.

The City is required to regularly report on impact fees revenues and expenditures. San Francisco Planning Code
Article 4, Section 409 requires the San Francisco Controller’s Office to issue a biennial Citywide Development
Impact Fee Report! including;

e All development fees collected during the prior two fiscal years, organized by development fee account;
e All cumulative monies collected and expended over the life of each fee,

e The number of projects that elected to satisfy development impact requirements through in-kind
improvements;

e Any annual construction cost inflation adjustments to fees made using the Annual Infrastructure Construction
Cost Inflation Estimate published by the Office of the City Administrator’s Office of Resilience and Capital
Planning; and

e Otherinformation required pursuant to the California Mitigation Fee Act Government Code Section 66001,
including: fee rate and description; the beginning and ending balance of the fee account; the amount of fees
collected and interest earned; an identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and

1 TheFY2014-2015 and 2015-2016 report is available at: https://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Budget/FY2014-15%208&%20FY2015-16%20Biennial%20Development%620impact3620Fee%620
Report.pdf
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the percentage of the cost of the improvement funded with fees; an approximate construction start date; and a
description of any transfers or loans made from the account.

Within the Controller’s office, the Office of Public Finance (OPF) is responsible for issuing and managing the City’s
general fund debt obligations. The OPF will be responsible for administering the Central SoMa CFD, including
developing revenue projections and overseeing the bond issuance process. Its mission is to provide and manage
low-cost debt financing of large-scale, long-term capital projects and improvements that produce social and
economic benefit to the City and its citizens while balancing market and credit risk with appropriate benefits,
mitigations and controls.

Capital Planning Committee

The Capital Planning Committee (CPC) makes recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors on all of
the City’s capital expenditures. The CPC annually reviews and approves the 10-year Capital Plan, Capital Budget,
and issuances of long-term debt. The CPC is chaired by the City Administrator and includes the President of the
Board of Supervisors, the Mayor’s Finance Director, the Controller, the City P<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>