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AMENDED IN COMMITTEF
FILE NO. 180453 7/23/2018 ORL.JANCE NO.

[Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing
Sustainability District]

Ordinance amending the Business and Tax Regulations and Planning Codes to create
the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (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 Areé (an
irregular border that generally tracks Folsom, Howard, or Stevenson Streets), and on
its southern portion by Townsend Street) to provide a streamlined and ministerial
approval process for certain housing projects within the District meeting specific labor,
on-site affordability, and other requirements; creating an expedited Board of Appeals
process for appeals of projects within the District; and making approval findings under
the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of public convenience, necessity,
and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and 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 underlme ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arial-font.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

(@) 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
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judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate, accurate and
objective, and contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of the repor{
and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed
comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.
Sections 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning
Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in}File
No. 180453 and are incorporated herein by reference.

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes proposed amendments to the
Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as amendments to the General
Plan to adopt the Central South of Market (“Central SoMa”) Area Plan and other related
amendments. The proposed Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations
Code 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. 20188. |

(d) Atthe same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20188,
recommended the proposed Planning Code amendments for approval and adopted findings
that the actions contemplated in this ordinance creating the Central South of Market Housing
Sustainability District 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.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4003
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A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.
180453, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(e) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, the Board of Supervisors finds that the
Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations Code amendments will serve
the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 20188, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by
reference.

(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 herein.

(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 new 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 that 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 measures or

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4004
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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 Business and Tax Regulations Code is hereby amended by revising

Sections 8 and 26, to read as follows:

SEC. 8. METHOD OF APPEAL TO THE BOARD OF APPEALS.

(a) Except for variance decisions and permits issued by the Entertainment Commission

or its Director, and as otherwise specified in this Section 8, appeals to the Board of Appeals shall
be taken within 15 days from the making or entry of the order or decision from which the
appeal is taken. Appeals of variance decisions shall be taken within 10 days.

(b) Appeals to the Board of Appeals of permit decisions made pursuant to Planning Code

Section 343 shall be taken within 10 days of the permit decision. This subsection (b) shall expire on the

Sunset Date of Planning Code Section 343, as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration of this

subsection, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax

Regulations Code.

(c) Appeals of actions taken by the Entertainment Commission or its Director on the
granting, denial, amendment, suspension, or revocation of a permit, or on denial of exceptions
from regulations for an Extended-Hours Premises Permit, shall be taken within 10 days from
the making of the decision. Nothing in this Section 8 is intended to' require an appeal to the
Board of Appeals if any provision of Article 15, Article 15.1 (Entertainment Regulations Permit
and License Provisions), or Article 15.2 (Entertainment Regulations for Extended-Hours

Premises) of the Police Code governing these permits otherwise provides.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4005
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(d)_Appeals shall be taken by filing a notice of appeal with the Board of Appeals and
paying to said Board at such time a filing fee as follows:
(¢l) Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, Director of Planning,
and Planning Commission.

(£4) For each appeal from the Zoning Administrator's variance decision,
the fee shall be $600.

(2B) For each appeal from any order, requirement, decision, or other
determination (other than a variance) made by the Zoning Administrator, the Planning
Department or Commission or the Director of Planning, including an appeal from disapproval
of a permit which results from such an action, the fee shall be $600.

(52) Department of Building Inspection.

(£4) For each appeal from a Department of Building Inspection denial,
conditional approval, or granting of a residential hotel or apartment conversion permit, the fee
shall be $525.

(2B) For each appeal from the granting or denial of a building demolition;
or other permit (other than residential hotel conversion). the fee shall be $175.

(3C) For each appeal from the imposition of a penalty only, the fee shall
be $300.

(e3) Police Department and Entertainment Commission.

(£4) For each appeal from the denial or granting of a permit or license
issued by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the
Entertainment Commission, to the owner or operator of a business, the fee shall be $375; for
each such permit or license issued to an individual employed by or working under contract to

a business, the fee shall be $150.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(2B) For each appeal from the revocation or suspension of a permit or
license by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the
Entertainment Commission, the fee shall be $375 for an entity or individual.

(¢4) Department of Public Works. For each appeal from the decision of the
Director of the Department of Public Works concerning street tree removal by a City agency,
commission, or department, the fee shall be $100.

(e5) For each appeal frdm any other order or decision, the fee shall be $300.

(#6) For requests for rehearing under Section 16 of this Article 1, the fee shall
be $150.

(g7) For requests for jurisdiction, the fee shall be $150.

(k8) An exemption from paying the full fee specified in Ssubsections (d)(1)
through (7)te—b—fetdtel—H-—and-({e} herein may be granted upon the filing under penalty of
perjury of a declaration of indigency on the form provided and approved by the Board. All
agencies of the City and County of San Francisco are exempted from these fees.

(#9) Additional Requirements.

(£4) Notice of appeal shall be in such form as may be provided by the
rules of the Board of Appeals.

(2B) On the filing of any appeal, the Board of Appeals shall notify in
writing the department, board, commission, officer or other person from whose action the
appeal is taken of such appeal. On the filing of any appeal concerning a structural addition to
an existing building, the Board of Appeals shall additionally notify in writing the property
owners of buildings immediately adjacent to the subject buﬂding.

(3C) Except as otherwise specified in this subsection (d)(9)(C), tthe Board of

Appeals shall fix the time and place of hearing, which shall be not less than 10 nor more than

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4007
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45 days after the filing of said appeal, and shall act thereon not later than 60 days after such
filing or a reasonable time thereafter.

(i) In the case of a permit issued by the Entertainment
Commission or its Director, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less than 15 days
after the filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and
shall not entertain a motion for rehearing. |

(ii) In the case of a decision on a permit application made pursuant to

Planning Code Section 343, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less rhan 10 davs after the

filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days afier such filing, and shall not entertain a

motion for rehearing. This subsection (d)(9)(C)(ii) shall expire on the Sunset Date of Planning Code

Section 343, as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration of this subsection, the City Attorney shall

cause this subsection to be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

(4D) With respect to any decision of the Board of Appeals related to any
"dwelling" in which "protected class members" are likely to reside (each as defined in
Administrative Code Chapter 87), the Board of Appeals shall comply with the requirements of
Administrative Code Chapter 87 which requires, among other things, that the Board of
Appeals not base any decision regarding the development of such units on information which
may be discriminatory to any member of a "protected class."

(3E) Pending decision by the Board of Appeals, the action of such
department, board, commission, officer or other person from which an appeal is taken, shall
be suspended, except for: (i) actions of revocation or suspension of permit by the Director of
Public Health when determined by the Director to be an extreme public health hazard; (ii)
actions by the Zoning Administrator or Director of the Department of Building Inspection
stopping work under or suspending an issued permit; (iii) actions of suspension or revocation

by the Entertainment Commission or the Director of the Entertainment Commission when the

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4008
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suspending or revoking authority determines that ongoing operation of the activity during the
appeal to the Board of Appeals would pose a serious threat to public safety; and (iv) actions of

the Director of the Office of Cannabis awarding a Temporary Cannabis Business Permit.

SEC. 26. FACTS TO BE CONSIDERED BY DEPARTMENTS.

(a) Subject to Ssubsection (b)-below, in the granting or denying of any permit, or the
revoking or the refusing to revoke any permit, the granting or revoking power may take into
consideration the effect of the proposed business or calling upon surrounding property and
upon its residents, and inhabitants thereof; and in granting or denying said permit, or revoking
or refusing to revoke a permit, may exercise its sound discretion as to whether said permit
should be granted, transferred, denied, or revoked.

* * * *

(e) Notwithstanding subsection (a), the provisions of Planning Code Section 343 shall sovern

actions taken on the granting, denial, amendment, suspension, and revocation of permits resulated

under that Section 343, not the standards set forth in subsection (a) of this Section 26. This subsection

(e) shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval of Planning Code Section 343 by the

California Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code _

Section 66202. This subsection shall expire by the operation of law in accordance with the provisions

of Planning Code Section 343(k). Upon its expiration, the City Attorney shall cause this subsection to

be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 343, to read as
follows:

SEC. 343. CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(a) Purpose. This Section 343 establishes a Housing Sustainability District within the Central

SoMa Plan Area (“Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District” or “Central SoMa HSD ) under

California Government Code Sections 66200 et seq. The purpose of the Central SoMa Housing

Sustainability District is to encourage the provision of on-site affordable housing in new residential

and mixed-use projects in Central SoMa by providing a streamlined, ministerial approval process for

such projects. The Central SoMa Plan anticipates that 33% of all new residential units produced

within the Plan Area will be permanently affordable to households of very low, low, or moderate

income. This Section 343 sets forth eligibility criteria, design review standards, and entitlement and

approval procedures for projects seeking approval pursuant to the requirements of the Central SoMa

Housing Sustainability District.

(b) Geography. The Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District shall include all parcels

within the Central SoMa Special Use District, which is defined in Section 249.78(b). The entirety of the

Central SoMa Special Use District is an “eligible location,” as that term is defined in California

Government Code Section 66200(e).

(c) Relationship to Other Planning Code Provisions. Except as otherwise provided in this

Section 343, all provisions of the Planning Code, including Section 249.78, that would be applicable to

projects approved pursuant to this Section 343 shall apply to such projects. In the event of a conflict

between other provisions of the Planning Code and this Section, this Section shall control.

(d) Eligibility. Projecis seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 shall meet all of the

following requirements.

(1) The project is located in a zoning district that principally permits residential uses.

(2) The project proposes no less than 50 dwelling units per acre, and no more than 750

dwelling units per acre.

(3) A majority of the project’s gross square footage is designated for residential uses.

All non-residential uses must be principally permitted in the underlying zoning district and any

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4010
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applicable special use district(s), and may not include greater than 24,999 gross square feet of office

space that would be subject to the annual limit on office development set forth in Sections 321 ef seq.

(4) The project does not exceed a height of 160 feet, except that any project whose

principal use is housing, where all such housing is restricted for a minimum of 55 vears as affordable

for "persons and families of low or moderate income,"” as defined in California Health & Safety Code

Section 50093, shall be deemed to satisfy this subsection (c)(4) regardless of height.

(5) Ifthe project sponsor seeks a density bonus pursuant to California Government

Code Section 65915 et seq., the project sponsor demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning

Department that the project would not result in a significant shadow impact,

(6) The project is not located on g lot containing a structure listed as a designated

landmark pursuani to Article 10 of the Planning Code or a contributory or significant structure

pursuant to Article 11 of the Planning Code.

(7)_The project prevides-ro-less-than-10% otits-dwelling-unitsas-units-affordable
to-verylow-orlow-income-families-using-ene-efcomplies with the following methodsaffordability
requirements, as applicable:

(4) FerpProjects subject to Section 415:-0y-electing-to_ shall comply with
Section 415 by choosing the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Sections 415.5(g)(1)(4)-oF

415 5(gHH{B)-or,_and shall provide no less than 10% of dwelling units as units affordable to

very low or low income families.

(B) FerpProjects not subject to Section 415 shall provide no less than 10%

of dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low income families, by entering into a

regulatory agreement with the City that contains the terms specified in Section 206.6(1).

(8) The project does not demolish, remove, or convert to another use any existing

dwelling unit(s).

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4011
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(9) The project complies with all applicable zoning and any adopted design review

standards.

(10) The project sponsor complies with all Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa

Environmental Impact Report (Central SoMa EIR) that the Planning Department determines are

applicable to the project.

(11) The project sponsor certifies that the project will comply with all applicable

requirements of California Government Code Section 66201 (1) (4).

(12) The project shall comply with Government Code Section 66201(1)(5).

(13) A project is not deemed to be for residential use if it is infeasible for actual use as

a single or multifamily residence.

(e) Approving Authority. The Planning Depariment is the approving authority designated to

review permit applications for compliance with this Section 343.

(1) Application.

(1) Prior to submittal of an application for required approvals from the Planning

Department, a project sponsor seeking to apply pursuant to this Section 343 shall submit an

application for a preliminary project assessment (PPA), pursuant to Planning Department procedures.

(2) In addition to any requirements under other provisions of this Code for submittal of

application materials, an application under this Section 343 shall be submitted to the Departmént ona

form prescribed by the Department and shall include at minimum the following materials:

(A) A full plan set including site plan, elevations, sections, and floor plans,

showing total number of units, and number of and location of units affordable to very low or low

income households;

(B) All documentation required by the Department in its response to the project

sponsor’s previously-submitted PPA application;

(C) Documentation sufficient to support determinations that:

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4012
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(i) the project meets all applicable zoning and any adopted design

review standards;

(ii) the project sponsor will implement any and all Mitigation Measures

in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable io the project,

including but not limited to the following:

a. An agreement to implement any and all Mitigation Megsures

in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable to the project; and

b. _Scope(s) of work for any studies required as part of any and all

Mitieation Measures in the Central SoMa EIR that the Planning Department determines are applicable

to the project. An application pursuant to this Section 343 shall not be deemed complete until such

studies are completed to the satisfaction of the Environmental Review Officer.

(ili) the project sponsor will comply with subsections (d)(10) and (d)(11)

of this Section 343.

(2) Decision and Hearing. The Department shall exercise ministerial approval of projects that

meet all the requirements in this Section 343. Section 329 of this Code shall not apply to projects that

are approved pursuant to this Section 343.

(1) Hearing. The Planning Department shall conduct an informational public hearing

for all projects that are subject to this Section 343 within 100 days of receipt of a complete application,

as defined in subsection (%).

(2) Decision. Within 120 days of receipt of a complete application, as defined in

subsection (1, the Planning Director or the Director’s designee shall issue a written decision

approving, disapproving, or approving subject to conditions, the project. The applicant and the

Department may mutually agree to extend this 120-day period. If no written decision is issued within

120 days of the Department’s receipt of a complete application, or within the period mutually aereed

upon by the Department and applicant, the project shall be deemed approved. The Planning Director

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4013
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or the Director’s designee shall include any certifications required by California Government Code

Section 66205(e) in a copy of the written decision.

(3) Grounds for Permit Denial. The Department may deny a Central SoMa HSD

project application only for one or more of the following reasons:

(4) The proposed project does not fully comply with this Section 343, including

but not limited to meeting all adopted desien review standards and demonstrating compliance with all

applicable Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa EIR that the Department determines are

applicable to the project.

(B) The project sponsor has not submitted all of the information or paid any

application fee required by this Section 343 and necessary for an adequate and timely desien review or

assessment of potential impacts on neighboring properties.

(C) The Department determines, based upon substantial evidence in light of the

whole record of the public hearing on the project, that a physical condition on the site of development

that was not known and could not have been discovered with reasonable investigation at the time the

application was submitted would have a specific adverse impact upon the public health or safety and

that there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact. As used

in this subsection (¢)(3)(C), “specific adverse impact’ means g significant, quantifiable, direct, and

unavoidable impact based on identified objective written public health or safety standards, policies, or

conditions, as in existence at the time the application is deemed complete.

(4) Appeal. The procedures for appeal to the Board of Appeals of a decision by the

Department under this Section 343 shall be as set forth in Section 8 of the Business and Tax

Regulations Code.

(5) Discretionary Review. No requests for discretionary review shall be accepted by

for projects

subject to this Section 343. As long as the Planning Commission has delegated its authority to

the Planning Department ©

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4014
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the Planning Department to review applications for projects subject to this Section 343, the

Planning Commission shall not hold a public hearing for discretionary review of projects

subject {o this Section 343.

L whett I in the fi . f the proj : o
construction-to-proceed-Expiration of approval. Approval of a project pursuant to this

Section 343 shall expire if the project sponsor has not procured a building permit or site permit
for construction of the project within 30 months of the date of the Department'’s issuance of a
written decision pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this Section 343. If the Planning Director finds
that the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or
building permit for the project, the Planning Director may extend the approval for the project
for a maximum of six additional months. Such deadline shall additionally be extended in the

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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event of any appeal of such approval for the duration of the appeal, and in the event of

litigation seeking to invalidate the approval for the duration of the litigation.

(h) Design Review Standards. Projects subject to this Section 343 shall be reviewed for

compliance with the design standards set forth in the San Francisco Urban Design Guidelines and the

Central SoMa Plan’s Guide to Urban Design, which are on file with the Planning Department, as

approved by the California Department of Housing and Community Development.

(i) District Affordability Requirement. At the request of the California Department of Housing

and Community Development, the Planning Department shall demonstrate that at least 20% of the

residential units constructed in the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District during the life of the

District and pursuant to this Section 343 will be affordable to very low, low-, and moderate-income

households and subject to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 53 vears.

(7) Monitoring and Enforcement. The Planning Department shall include, as conditions of

approval of all projects approved pursuant to this Section 343, monitoring and enforcement provisions

to ensure that the project meets all labor and wage requirements and complies with all identified

applicable mitigation measures. Projects found to be in violation of any of these conditions shall be

subject to the Administrative Enforcement Procedures in Section 176.1 of this Code, including

initiation of abatement proceedings or referral to the City Attorney or District Attorney for prosecution,

if not corrected within 90 days of service of any notice of violation issued under Section 176.1(c).

Conditions of approval shall include, but are not limited to:

(1) A project sponsor shall submit weekly reports to the Office of Labor Standards

Enforcement, certifying that a project approved pursuant to this Section 343 is complying with

subsections (d)(11) and (d)(12), if applicable to the project. Projects found to be in violation of

subsections (d)(11) and (d)(12) shall be subject to penalties pursuant to Section 1741 of the Labor

Code, in addition to any penalties assessed pursuant to Section 176.1 of this Code. All penalties shall

be paid prior to issuance of the project’s First Certificate of Occupancy.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(2) The Planning Department shall monitor compliance with Central SoMa EIR

Mitigation Measures.

(3) The Planning Department shall monitor and report the construction of affordable

housing units under the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability Disirict in its annual Housing Inveniory,

which shall include the following information:

(A) Number of projects approved pursuant to this Section 343.

(B) Number of projects under construction pursuant to approvals obtained

under this Section 343.

(C) Number of projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this

Section 343.

(D) Number of dwelling units within projects completed pursuant to approvals

obtained under this Section 343.

(E) Number of dwelling units affordable to very low, low, moderate, and middle

income households within projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this Section 343.

(k) Operative and Sunset Dates.

(1) This Section 343 shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by

the California Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government

Code Section 66202 (“Operative Date”’).

(2) This Section 343 shall expire by operation of law seven vears from the Operative

Date, unless this Section 343 is renewed by ordinance pursuant to Government Code Section 66201 (g),

in which case this Section 343 shall expire on the date specified in that ordinance (“Sunset Date”).

(3) Upon the expiration of this Section 343, the City Attorney shall cause this Section

343 to be removed from the Planning Code. Pursuant to Government Code Section 66205(b), this

Section 343 shall govern the processing and review of any complete application submitted pursuant fo

this Section 343 prior to the Sunset Date.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim 4017
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Section 4. Effective Date; Operative Date.

(a) 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.

(b) Consistent with Section 343(k)(1) of the Planning Code, this ordinance in its
entirety shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by the California
Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code

Section 66202.

Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal
Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment
additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official title of the ordinance.

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

PETER R. MILJANICH
Deputy City Attorney

By:

n\legana\as2018\1200444\01291535.docx
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FILE NO. 180453

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(Amended in Committee, 7/23/2018)

[Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing
Sustainability District]

Ordinance amending the Business and Tax Regulations and Planning Codes to create
the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (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 tracks Folsom, Howard, or Stevenson Streets), and on
its southern portion by Townsend Street) to provide a streamlined and ministerial
approval process for certain housing projects within the District meeting specific labor,
on-site affordability, and other requirements; creating an expedited Board of Appeals
process for appeals of projects within the District; and making approval findings under
the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of public convenience, necessity,
and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

Existing Law
1. City law.

The Planning Code regulates development in the City, including residential and mixed-use
developments. Article 3 of the Planning Code sets forth zoning procedures, including
procedures for the City’s consideration and approval of certain development permit
applications.

Section 8 of the Business and Tax Regulations Code sets forth requirements for the appeal of
permit decisions to the Board of Appeals, including the timeline for filing such appeals.
Section 26 of the Business and Tax Regulations Code permits City departments to exercise
discretion as to whether permits should be granted, transferred, denied, or revoked.

2. New State law.

Assembly Bill 73 (AB 73), California Government Code Sections 66200 et seq., authorizes
local agencies to establish by ordinance one or more Housing Sustainability Districts (HSD) to
provide a streamlined, ministerial approval process for residential and mixed use
developments meeting certain requirements. Local agencies must obtain approval of any
HSD ordinance from the California Department of Housing and Community Development.

AB 73 requires local agencies to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to identify
and mitigate the environmental impacts of the HSD designation. Projects approved under an
HSD ordinance must implement applicable mitigation measures identified in the EIR.

401
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 019 ' Page 1



FILE NO. 180453

An HSD ordinance must require that at least 20 percent of the residential units constructed
within an HSD be affordable to very low, low-, and moderate-income households and subject
to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 years.

Among other requirements, at least 10 percent of the units in any development project
seeking approval under an HSD ordinance must be affordable for lower income households,
unless the local agency has adopted a requirement that a greater percentage of the units be
affordable for lower income households. Subject to certain exceptions, project sponsors must
commit to complying with certain prevailing wage and skilled and trained workforce
requirements when constructing a project approved under an HSD ordinance.

AB 73 authorizes local agencies to adopt design review standards applicable to development
projects within the HSD.

If a development project meets the requirements of an HSD ordinance, the local agency must
hold a hearing and issue a written decision on the project within 120 days of receipt of an
application, and must exercise ministerial approval of the project. AB 73 limits the grounds on
which a local agency may deny an application for approval under the HSD ordinance.

A local agency that establishes an HSD approved by the California Department of Housing
and Community Development will be entitled to a zoning incentive payment, based on the
number of new residential units constructed within the HSD, upon appropriation of funds by
the California Legislature for that purpose.

Amendments to Current Law

The ordinance would add new Planning Code Section 343 to establish the Central SoMa
Housing Sustainability District (Central SoMa HSD). The Central SoMa HSD would include all
parcels within the proposed Central SoMa Special Use District.

The ordinance would create a streamlined, ministerial approval process for residential and
mixed use developments meeting the requirements of AB 73 and other eligibility criteria. The
ordinance would provide that the Planning Department, the Planning Commission, and the

Board of Appeals will not exercise discretionary review of projects seeking approval under the
Central SoMa HSD.

The ordinance would require the Planning Department to hold an informational hearing and
issue a written decision on the project within 120 days of receiving a complete application.

The ordinance would create a process for expiration of the Planning Department’s approval of
a project under the Central SoMa HSD. If the project sponsor fails to obtain the first site or
building permit for the project from the Department of Building Inspection within 30 months of
the Planning Department’s issuance of a written decision on the project, the approval would

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 4020 Page 2



FILE NO. 180453

expire. The ordinance would authorize the Planning Director to extend this approval for a
maximum of 6 additional months.

The ordinance would require projects seeking approval under the Central SoMa HSD to
construct all required affordable housing units on-site.

The ordinance would require the Planning Department to review projects seeking approval
under the Central SoMa HSD for compliance with the design standards set forth in the San
Francisco Urban Design Guidelines and the Central SoMa Plan’s Guide to Urban Design.

The ordinance would require the Planning Department to monitor and enforce compliance
with the requirements of the Central SoMA HSD ordinance.

The ordinance would amend Section 8 of the Business and Tax Regulations Code to expedite
appeals to the Board of Appeals of permit decisions made under the Central SoMa HSD, as
follows: such appeals must be taken within 10 days of the permit decision; the Board of
Appeals must set the hearing no less than 10 days after the filing of the appeal; and the Board
of Appeals must act on the appeal not more than 30 days after the filing, and shall not
entertain a motion for rehearing.

The ordinance would amend Section 26 of the Business and Tax Regulations Code to provide
that the Central SoMa HSD’s ministerial approval process in Planning Code Section 343 will
govern permit decisions.

The ordinance would become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by the California
Department of Housing and Community Development. The ordinance would expire by
operation of law seven years after its operative date, unless renewed.

Background Information

This Legislative Digest reflects amendments made by the Land Use Committee of the Board
of Supervisors on July 23, 2018. These amendments modify the process for expiration of
approvals under the Central SoMa HSD, require HSD projects to construct ali affordable
housing units on-site, and clarify that the Planning Commission shall not hold a public hearing
for discretionary review of HSD projects as long as the Planning Commission has delegated
its authority to the Planning Department to review HSD projects.

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01291727 .docx
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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

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3
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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
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4
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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 Raggymgt 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 Amend@28 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 Amendd@B36_10 30 18.xlsx

Page 2



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

Copy of C SoMa Ak @dents_11 06 18.xIsx
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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.
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CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM lﬂ“{l"‘{m
WA

. INTRODUCTION

N

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 W\\\ﬂ?@
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,
Objectives, 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.2

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/Economic920Analysis/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 hete). However, the sequence of fund disbursement vill 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 $550,000,000 $210,000,000  $180,000,000 $940,000,000  44%
HOUSING
TRANSIT $160,000,000  $90,000,000  $210,000,000 $35 . $495  23%
48,000,000 568,000,000
PARKS & $80,000,000  $405,000,000  $60,000,000 $5.000.000 $185,000,000 9%
RECREATION
PRODUCTION, $180,000,000 ' $180,000,000 8%
DISTRIBUTION, & .
REPAIR (PDR)
COMPLETE $10,000,000  $90,000000  $10,000,000 $110,000,000 5%
STREETS
CULTURAL $20,000,000  $7463,000,000 $20,000,000 $114 5%
PRESERVATION : 99,000,000
& COMMUNITY
SERVICES
ENVIRONMENTAL $6,000,000  $5964,000,000 $65 3%
SUSTAINABILITY 76,000,000
SCHOOLS & $6,000,000 $26,000,000  $32,000,000 $64,000,000 3%
CHILDCARE
TOTAL $836,000,000 $354,000,000 $240,000,000 $220,000,000 $210,000,000 5180,000,600 $40,000,000 $26,000,000 $32,000,000 $20,000,000 $2,160,000,000 100%
(BY SOURCE)
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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
AN REVENUES SOURCES PR TION 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 339 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 Capacity” 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
BENEEIT REVENUES SOURCES RESSRIPTION 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
RaNBEIT REVENUES SOURCES BCRIPTION 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
RENBRIT REVENUES SOURCES DREGRIPTION AGENCIES
900,000 sq ft of $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.t 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
isincomplete 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 $4,400-55,400 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
RENEEIT REVENUES SOURCES LESOBIETIO 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 (CFD) 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
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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
|
papET REVENUES SOURCES PRERIILTION AGENCIES
Enhanced $2832,000,000 Central SoMa Mello- Stormwater infrastructure (grey Planning, SFPUC
stormwater Roos Community infrastructure, landscaping, etc.) on all
management in 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) | (51mn) and a solar project (5500k).
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
management in 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 Roos Community throughout the Plan area.
lights Facilities District (CFD)

14
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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 ($300k)

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.
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Table 10
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE

TOTAL FUNDING LEAD
BENERIT REVENUES SOURCES DERCRIPTION 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 Tier B
90 feet or more TierC

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 Forareas 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 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.
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Table 12

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

EXISTING REQUIREMENTS

($/GSF; Sec. 423)

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; $25.49
Sec. 413) -
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee $18.73

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

800-99,999 GSF: $18.94

>99,999 GSF: $19.99

Code Sec. 17620)

Childcare Fee (5/GSF; office and hotel rate; Sec 414 & $1.65
414A)
School Impact Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; CA Ed. $0.54

Public Art Fee ()

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

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN

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

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

For projects seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000

square feet or more 52150 0 50

All other projects $41.50 520 $20

$2.00 $§2.75
Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFD; $/GSF/yr; see S (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%) S1.75
Transferable Development Rights (# of Floor Area
Ratios; Sec 128.1) 0 FAR 0 FAR 1.25FAR

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

“Planning Code section pending Plan adoption.

Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

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

($/GSF; Sec. 423)

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee

$21.41

Transportation Sustainability Fee (5/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) $3.48
Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [# of Replacement requirements per 2016’s Proposition X (Planning Code
Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78) Section 202.8)
NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN
Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee ($/
GSF; Sec. 433%)
Condo $0 $20 S0
Rental $0 $10 50
Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFD; $/GSF/yr)
i SO e%%s&ﬁaﬁ} (2% esssc.asl(e)ation)
Rental $0 $0 50
Community Facilities Fee ($/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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Figure 14

Central SoMa Fee Tiers

Planning Code Section 423.2
SAN FRANCISCO

Tier A (15' - 45' increase)
[ Tier B (50' - 85' increase)
. Tier C (90' or more increase)
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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 IMPLEMENTATION 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 Other information 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 The FY2014-2015 and 2015-2016 report is available at: https://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Budget/FY2014-15%208&9620FY2015-16%20Biennial%20Development9620Impact9620Fee620
Report.pdf

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM

4063



22

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 Planning Director, the Director of Public
Works, the Airport Director, the Executive Director of the Municipal Transportation Agency, the General Manager

of the Public Utilities System, the General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department, and the Executive
Director of the Port of San Francisco.

The IPIC fee revenue budgets and associated agency project work programs / budgets are incorporated as part of
the 10-year Capital Plan. Updated every odd-numbered year, the Plan is a fiscally constrained expenditure plan
that lays out infrastructure investments over the next decade. The Capital Plan recommends projects based on

the availability of funding from various sources and the relative priority of each project. Enterprise departments
(such as the San Francisco International Airport and Public Utilities Commission) can meet most needs from usage
fees and rate payers. However, other fundamental programs that serve the general public (such as streets and fire
stations) rely primarily on funding from the City’s General Fund and debt financing programs.

Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC)

The Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) is comprised of City staff members from various City
Departments who are collectively charged with implementing capital improvements in connection with the City’s
Area Plans: Eastern Neighborhoods (comprised of separate Area Plans for Central SoMa, Central Waterfront, East
Soma, Mission, Showplace Square / Potrero, and Western Soma), Market Octavia, Rincon Hill, Transit Center
District, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (including the Executive Park Subarea Plan and the Schlage Lock Master
Development). Developments within these area plan boundaries are required to pay impact fees specific to the
respective Plan geographies, which are allocated through the IPIC and Capital Planning processes towards priority
projects and other infrastructure needed to serve new growth.

The IPIC is required to develop a capital plan for each Plan Area and an Annual Progress Report indicating the
status of implementation of each of the Area Plans. This report includes a summary of the individual development
projects (public and private) that have been approved during the report period, progress updates regarding
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implementation of the various community improvements in accordance with the Plan’s projected phasing, and
proposed departmental work programs and budgets for the coming fiscal year that describe the steps to be taken
by each responsible department, office, or agency to implement community improvements in each plan area. The
IPIC Annual Progress Report is heard each year before the Capital Planning Committee, the Planning Commission,
and the Land Use and Economic Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors prior to finalization of the
report. In addition, the IPIC Annual Progress Report, impact fee allocations, and related agency work programs
and budgets are inputs to the City’s 10-year Capital Plan, developed by the Capital Planning Committee.

Upon adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, the scope of IPIC’s duties and areas of investment will expand. IPIC will
be responsible for overseeing allocation of revenues from the Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities
District (CFD). It is anticipated that the City may issue one or more bonds secured by these CFD Special Tax
revenues, in order to facilitate timely implementation of public benefits. Annually, the IPIC shall develop a five-year
plan for proposed expenditures of Special Tax revenues (these plans will be coordinated with projected Bond
Proceeds), as forecasted by the Office of Public Finance.

As needed, the sub-committees will be formed to deliberate on specific issues of relevance to a subset of IPIC
agencies, and/or on funding areas that involve non-City public agencies (such as the regional transportation
funds). In the latter case, Joint Communities Facilities Agreements (JCFAs) will be formed for projects involving
allocation of CFD funds to non-City public agencies.

The IPIC will also oversee administration of capital funding for environmental sustainability projects.

The Board of Supervisors has final authority over CFD revenue expenditures, based on recommendations by the
Director of the Office of Public Finance, the Capital Planning Committee, and the IPIC.

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (EN CAC) is the central community advisory body
charged with providing input to City agencies and decision makers with regard to all activities related to
implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. The group was established as part of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plans (EN) and accompanying Code Amendments, and is comprised of 19 members
representing the diversity of the plan areas, including renters, homeowners, low-income residents, local
merchants, and community-based organizations.?

The EN CAC is established for the purposes of providing input on the prioritization of Public Benefits, updating
the Public Benefits program, relaying information to community members regarding the status of development
proposals in the Eastern Neighborhoods, and providing input to plan area monitoring efforts as appropriate
(described further in the Plan Monitoring & Reporting section below). The EN CAC serves an advisory role, as
appropriate, to the Planning Department, the IPIC, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors.

2 Moreinformation is available at: http://sf-planning.org/eastern-neighborhoods-citizens-advisory-committee
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The EN CAC also advises on the allocation of development fees to public benefits in each of the EN Plan Areas.
These recommendations are advisory, as an input to the IPIC and Capital Planning Committee processes
described above. The EN CAC will play a similar advisory role to recommend how Central SoMa Mello-Roos CFD
revenues will be allocated, with the exception of funds that may be allocated for regional transit.

PLAN MONITORING & REPORTING

City agencies will be required to monitor and report on the implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, similar to
the process in other established plan areas. The Planning Department, in coordination with the EN CAC, will be
required to develop a Central SoMa Monitoring Report concurrently with the Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring
Report (scheduled to be updated in 2021, and at five-year intervals thereafter). This community and data-driven
report will provide information on the residential and commercial development in the plan area, revenues from
impact fees and other sources, and public/private investments in community benefits and infrastructure, and will
include the following components:

e Central SoMa Implementation Matrix

Development Activity

Public Benefit

Fees and Revenues

Agency Responsibilities
e Budget Implications

Consistent with the procedure in other Plan Areas, this report shall be discussed at a hearing of the Planning
Commission, and then forwarded to (and possibly heard at) the Board of Supervisors.
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VI. DESCRIPTION OF CENTRAL SOMA FUNDING SOURCES

This section provides further information on the purpose, administration, and uses of various funding sources at
time of Plan Adoption. For the most updated information on these funding sources, consult the Planning Code
and associated legislation.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Inclusionary Housing Program (Sec. 415)

The Inclusionary Housing Program (Planning Code §415) requires new market-rate residential development
projects to provide funding for affordable housing, either through direct on-site provision or via payment of the

' Affordable Housing Fee. Revenues from this Fee are directed to the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development (MOHCD), which utilizes the Fee to develop 100 percent affordable housing development and/
or preservation of existing affordable units. Revenues from the Affordable Housing Fee may typically be used
anywhere within the city. However, as discussed in Section Il above, fees generated by projects within Central
SoMa will be required to be expended within SoMa (i.e., the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero,
King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue).

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (Sec. 413)

The Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (§413) is a citywide impact fee levied on new non-residential developments of
25,000 GSF or greater. Analogous to the Affordable Housing fee, revenues from this Fee are directed to MOHCD,
which utilizes the Fee to develop 100 percent affordable housing development and/or preservation of existing
affordable units. Revenues from the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee may typically be used anywhere within the city.
However, as discussed in Section Ill above, Fees generated by projects within Central SoMa will be required to be
expended within SoMa (i.e., the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and
South Van Ness Avenue).

TRANSPORTATION

Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A)

The Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF; §411A) is a citywide impact fee assessed on both Residential and
Nonresidential development, with funds directed to the Controller’s Office and the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for programing and administration. Funds are allocated to projects specified in
the Expenditure Program shown in Table 15 below: state of good repair projects (capital maintenance), system
capacity expansion, complete streets projects, and regional transit improvements. Some uses are exempt from
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paying the fee, including smaller market-rate residential projects (20 units or fewer), 100% affordable housing
projects, and most nonprofit owned and operated uses.

Table 15
TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM

IMPROVEMENT TYPE % ALLOCATION

Transit Capital Maintenance 61%

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - San Francisco 32%

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements - Regional Transit Providers | 2%

Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian) Improvements 3%

Program Administration 2%

Although TSF funds may be spent on transportation system improvements citywide, the Planning Code specifies
that revenues will prioritize new/existing area plans and areas anticipated to receive significant new growth.

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee (Sec. 433)

In order to achieve the Plan’s objective of ensuring that the area is well-served by transit , a new Central SoMa Fee
(Sec. 433) is proposed on new residential and nonresidential development that would be used to fund local transit
improvements within Central SoMa. The fee will be collected by the Planning Department and programmed
through the IPIC and Capital Planning process, similar to other area plan impact fees.

PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION, & REPAIR (PDR)

Preservation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Proposition X; Sec. 202.8)

Preserving Production, Distribution & Repair (PDR) space is a critical strategy to ensure ongoing economic diversity
in the Plan Area. Preservation of existing space will naturally occur on sites where industrial protective zoning
remains, such as along the freeway west of 4th Street (an area that is adjacent to other PDR uses and ill-suited

for new development due to its lot configuration). In addition, preservation of PDR uses in much of the rest of the
Plan Area will be necessitated based on the requirements of San Francisco’s Proposition X, passed by the voters

in November of 2016. This Proposition, codified in Section 202.8 of the Planning Code, requires retention or
replacement of PDR space ranging from 50% of existing space (in areas zoned MUG or MUR before adoption of the
Central SoMa Plan) to 75% (in areas zoned SLI or MUO before adoption of the Central SoMa Plan) to 100% (in areas
zoned SALI before adoption of the Central SoMa Plan).

Creation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Sec. 249.78)

In addition to the PDR preservation requirements of Proposition X (as discussed above), the Plan will require large
office development to provide new PDR space of an area equivalent to 0.4 FAR (40 percent of their lot area). This
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amount of PDR may exceed what is already required.

The Planning Department will be responsible for overseeing compliance with these requirements, as part of the
development review process. The process will verify Planning Code requirements are met to ensure that spaces
are suitable for PDR use (including elements such as ceiling heights and parking/loading requirements).

PARKS & RECREATION

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) Requirement (Sec 138)

Currently, the Plan Area has a great deficit of open spaces and recreation facilities, and significant investment
will be needed to meet demand from new growth. In addition to providing new and rehabilitated public parks
and recreation facilities, the Central SoMa Plan will also require larger nonresidential developments to provide
Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPQOS), similar to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Much of
this space will be located outdoors at street level, open seven days a week. Some developments will have the
option of providing space indoors and/or paying an in-lieu fee. All new office projects will be required to provide
one square foot of POPOS for every 50 occupied square feet of office use. Unlike the policy in the Downtown C-3
districts, Central SoMa requires that this space be provided at ground level (for up to 15% of the parcel area), and
provides an incentive for “active” recreation uses (including playgrounds, athletic courts, community gardens or
dogruns).

The Planning Department is the agency primarily responsible for reviewing and approving POPOS proposals as
part of the associated development application.

SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE

School Impact Fee (CA Education Code Sec. 17620)

The School Impact Fee (enabled by CA State Education Code §17620) is a citywide impact fee on new/expanded
Residential and Non-Residential developments, with funds directed to the San Francisco Unified School District
(SFUSD) for new capital facilities serving the public school population. Funds are not required to be spent in the
Plan Area; revenues are programmed at SFUSD’s discretion based on current and future projections of growth in
the school-aged population in each neighborhood.

Child Care Fee (Sec. 414 & 414A)

The Child Care Fee (Planning Code §414 & 414A) is a citywide impact fee collected on Office and Hotel projects
greater than 25,000 GSF and on Residential and residential care developments adding more than 800 square
feet of net new space. Funds are directed to the Human Services Agency Office of Early Care & Education and the
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Low-Income Investment Fund (LIIF, a non-profit child care developer contracting with the City) to develop new
capital facilities for child care services. Funds may be spent citywide and are not required to be spent within the
Plan area.

CULTURAL PRESERVATION

Transferable Development Rights (TDR; Sec. 128.1)

In order to support the preservation of historic resources in the Plan Area, Central SoMa includes a Transferable
Development Rights (TDR) requirement, similar to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Non-residential
development projects in Public Benefits Tier C will be required to purchase the equivalent of 1.25 Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) worth of TDR credits from historic buildings in exchange for the right to build to higher densities. In essence,
the program allows historic properties to sell “excess” development capacity (e.g. since the historic resource
precludes building to similar densities as surrounding parcels), providing funds for building restoration and
maintenance. Although the Planning Department administers and enforces the TDR program, the transactions
themselves are implemented privately and purchase terms (i.e. prices) are not regulated by the City.

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION

Community Facilities Fee (Sec. 428.1)

The Community Facilities Fee is a new impact fee that would be applicable to all new development in the Plan
Area. Fees will be collected by the Planning Department and directed to MOHCD to support the development of
new space for nonprofit community facilities, such as health clinics and job training sites. The City, potentially in
partnership with nonprofit developers, will use the funds to develop new space for community facilities. This may
take several forms, such as a centralized hub for nonprofit space and/or a network of individual sites. In addition,
the City is exploring the potential to provide such spaces collocated with new affordable housing developments,
developed by MOHCD and its partners.

AREA-PLAN & MULTI-CATEGORY FUNDING SOURCES

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Sec. 423)

The Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Planning Code §423) is an area plan impact fee that was
adopted concurrently with the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan in 2008. The Central SoMa Plan Area is an Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan, being constituted of areas that were formerly parts of the East SoMa and Western SoMa

Plan Areas. Projects in Central SoMa will continue to pay the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee,

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

4070



which is administered by the Planning Department and the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC)

in consultation with the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (ENCAC). Funds are used to pay
for infrastructure within the following Plan Areas: East SoMa, Showplace/Potrero Hill, Mission, Central Waterfront,
Western SoMa, and Central SoMa. Funds are allocated into public benefit categories shown in table 16 below.

Table 16
EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE EXPENDITURE PROGRAM
% ALLOCATION % ALLOCATION
IMPROVEMENT TYPE (RESIDENTIAL (NON-RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT) DEVELOPMENT)
Complete Streets: Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements, 31% 34%
Bicycle Facilities
Transit 10% 53%
Recreation and Open Space 47.5% 6%
Childcare 6.5% 2%
Program Administration 5% 5%

Central SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD)

A Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) is an ongoing tax to pay for necessary infrastructure and services.
The Central SoMa Plan proposes to establish a Mello-Roos CFD that would be paid by new developments receiving
a significant upzoning through the Plan (Non-Residential Tier C and Residential Tiers B & C). This CFD will be
established through a legal formation process roughly concurrent with the adoption of the Central SoMa Plan.

CFDs are beneficial for infrastructure planning because they offer a reliable and predictable revenue stream, as
thetaxes are paid annually over the life of the subject development project for a set term defined by the CFD (as
opposed to a one-time payment for impact fees). In addition, the CFD could be established to fund both capital
infrastructure and ongoing operations & maintenance, the latter of which is a critical funding need that cannot
legally be funded by impact fees. Finally, a CFD provides the City with the option to bond against the future
revenue stream, thus providing funding to build needed infrastructure much sooner, ideally before or at the same
time as the anticipated new development.

OTHER SOURCES OF FUNDING

The fees and requirements discussed above are largely designed to mitigate the infrastructure needs created

by new development. However, there are already substantial needs in the neighborhood. The responsibility for
responding to some needs will need to be shared with a broader set of stakeholders than just new developments
(sea level rise mitigation, for instance). As such, additional revenue sources will be needed to create a fully
sustainable neighborhood. These additional revenue mechanisms will require interdepartmental efforts that
continue after the Plan’s adoption, and may require future authorization by the Mayor'and Board of Supervisors. A
few potential sources of additional funding are described below
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General Fund

The City’s discretionary property tax proceeds are deposited into the General Fund, and are available for the
appropriation to any public purpose, including operations, programs, maintenance, and capital projects.
Theoretically, these revenues could be directed to the Plan Area to accelerate the delivery of public benefits, or to
fund other public benefits not identified here. '

Grants & Bonds

Many local, state, and federal agencies offer potential grants to fund needed capital projects. In particular, regional
and state funds earmarked to facilitate higher density development near major transit infrastructure (such as the
One Bay Area Grants run by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission) are a good fit for the goals of the Plan
and could potentially be paired with matching local funds.

Other local bond measures may provide additional opportunities to fund projects identified here or in the future.
For instance, San Francisco voters have adopted multiple bond measures in recent years to fund new or renovated
parks and open spaces.

Direct provision through Development Agreements and other negotiated conditions of
approval

The Plan’s Key Development Sites and other sites with significant development potential represent another
potential mechanism to provide needed infrastructure. Project sponsors may elect to provide some of these
community benefits directly, through mechanisms such as a Development Agreement or other negotiated
condition of approval. These benefits may be provided in-lieu of some other requirement, or they may be
voluntarily provided above and beyond the development requirements. It is impossible to predict how many
projects would opt to do this; however, a number of the initial project proposals for the Key Development Sites do
include some amount of voluntary community benefits.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

September 28, 2018

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Mayor Breed
Honorable Supervisor Kim
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2011.1356TZU and 2018-
004477PCA (Central SoMa Plan): Planning Code and Administrative Code
Ordinance, Zoning Map Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and
Housing Sustainability District Ordinance (Planning Code and Business and
Tax Regulations Code Amendments)

BOS File No: 180184, 180185, and 180453
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with modifications

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Breed, and Supervisor Kim,

On September 27, 2018 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the
Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment, Implementation
Program, and Housing Sustainability District Ordinance related to the Central SoMa Plan Area. At
the hearing, the Commission voted to approve and/or recommend approval with modifications

to the various ordinances.

Please find attached documents relating to the Commission’s actions. If you have any questions or
require further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,
\

Aaron Starr
Manager of Legislative Affairs

www.sfplarrbr_}igg.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



Transmittal Materials CASE NO. 2011.1356TZU & 2018-004477PCA
Central SoMa Legislative Amendments

ce:
Andres Power, Policy Director, Mayor’s Office,

Kanishka Cheng, Liaison to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor’s Office
Jon Jacobo, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Kim

Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Deputy Director of Development, OEWD
Vicky Wong, Deputy City Attorney

Peter Miljanich, Deputy City Attorney

Attachments (one copy of the following):

e Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20295 [Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-
004477PCA - Central SoMa Plan: Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance,
Zoning Map Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing Sustainability
District Ordinance (Planning Code and Business and Tax Regulations Code
Amendments)]

e Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA

¢ Central SoMa Plan — Additional Staff Recommendations and Issues for Consideration
(Submitted at September 27, 2018 Commission Hearing)
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20295

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 27, 2018

Project Name: Central SoMa Plan — Approval of Amendments to the Planning
Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map
Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing
Sustainability District (Planning Code and Business and Tax Code

Ordinance)

Record No.: 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
Reviewed By: Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager,

Citywide Planning; (415)-575-6815; joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS APPROVE AMENDMENTS WITH MODIFICATIONS TO THE SAN
FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE ORDINANCE, ZONING
MAP ORDINANCE, PLANNING CODE AND BUSINESS AND TAX CODE ORDINANCE,
AND IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM DOCUMENT TO GIVE EFFECT TO THE CENTRAL
SOUTH OF MARKET AREA PLAN; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY,
CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE, FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL
PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 1011, AND FINDINGS UNDER THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced
ordinances for Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments, pursuant to
the Central South of Market Plan (“Central SoMa Plan”).

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on February 27, 2018, the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code, Administrative Code, and
Zoning Map Amendments.

WHEREAS, on April 10, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced a
substitute ordinance for Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments
pursuant to the Central South of Market Plan.

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on April 10, 2018, the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning
Map Amendments.
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Resolution No. 20295 Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
September 27, 2018 Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

WHEREAS, on May 1, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced an
ordinance for Planning Code and Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments to establish
and implement the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (“Central SoMa
HSD").

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and
considered the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan (“Final EIR”) and
found the Final EIR to be adequate, accurate, and objective, thus reflecting the independent
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of
comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and by Motion No.
20182 certified the Final EIR for the Central SoMa Plan as accurate, complete, and in compliance
with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Motion No. R-20183, the Commission approved CEQA Findings,
including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (“MMRP”), under Case No. 2011.1356E, for approval of the Central SoMa
Plan.

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission voted to adopt
and recommend approval with modifications the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning
Map, and Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section
302(c), as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 20185, 20186, and 20188; and, adopt
and recommend approval of the Implementation Program, as set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20187.

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Land Use & Transportation
Committee of the Board of Supervisors voted to modify the ordinances amending the Planning
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map.

WHEREAS, on July 23, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Land Use & Transportation
Committee of the Board of Supervisors voted to materially modify the ordinances amending the
Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and
Implementation Program, and referred the proposed modifications to the Planning Commission
for its consideration pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(d).

WHEREAS, the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, and Business and Tax
Regulations Code, and Implementation Program amendments, together with proposed General
Plan Amendments, provide a comprehensive set of policies and implementation programming to
realize the vision of the Plan. The Planning Commission incorporates by reference the general
findings and overview concerning the Central SoMa Plan as set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20184 governing General Plan Amendments.

WHEREAS, the ordinance, attached hereto as Exhibit 4, reflects the amendments proposed by the
Land Use & Transportation Committee at its July 16 and July 23, 2018 hearings to revise the
Administrative Code and Planning Code to implement the proposed Central SoMa Plan and its
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Resolution No. 20295 Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
September 27, 2018 Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

related documents. This ordinance amends Administrative Code Section 35; adds Planning Code
Sections 128.1, 132.4, 175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432, 433, 434, and 848; amends
Sections 102, 124, 134, 135, 135.3, 138, 140, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 153, 155, 163, 169.3, 181,
182, 201, 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1, 270, 270.2, 303.1, 304, 307, 329,
401, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 419, 419.6, 423.1, 423.2, 423.3, 423.5, 426, 427, 429.2,
603, 608.1, 802.1, 802.4, 803.3, 803.4, 803.5, 803.9, 809, 813, 825, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847,
890.37, 890.116, and 890.124; and removes Sections 263.11, 425, 802.5, 803.8, 815, 816, 817, and 818,
to implement the Area Plan. The City Attorney’s Office has reviewed the ordinance and
approved it as to form. A memorandum summarizing revisions made to the Planning and
Administrative Code Amendments since consideration by the Planning Commission on May 10,
2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

WHEREAS, the ordinance attached hereto as Exhibit 6, approved as to form by the City
Attorney’s office, reflects the Zoning Map Amendments proposed by the Land Use &
Transportation Committee at its July 16 and July 23, 2018 hearings. A memorandum
summarizing revisions made to the Zoning Map Amendments since consideration by the
Planning Commission on May 10, 2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Central SoMa HSD ordinance proposed by the Land Use &
Transportation Committee at its July 23, 2018 hearing are attached hereto as Exhibit 8.

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Implementation Program proposed by the Land Use &
Transportation Committee at its July 23, 2018 hearing are attached hereto as Exhibit 7.

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve with modifications the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments.

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff have determined that the material modifications and
other amendments proposed by the Board’s Land Use & Transportation Committee, the
additional modifications proposed by Planning staff, and all but one of the issues for
consideration identified in the September 6, 2018 Executive Summary and the September 27, 2018
Additional Staff Recommendations and Issues for Consideration, if adopted, would not result in
increased physical environmental effects beyond that disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan Final
EIR.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require approval of the proposed
‘Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and
Implementation Program Amendments contained in Exhibit 4, 6, 7 and 8 to this Resolution for
the following reasons:

1. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
accommodate development capacity for up to 32,500 jobs and 8,570 housing units by
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Resolution No. 20295 Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
September 27, 2018 Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

removing much of the Plan Area’s industrially-protective zoning and increasing height
limits on many of the Plan Area’s parcels.

2. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new housing units
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and by requiring that these new
units be built in SoMa. '

3. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring most large sites
to be jobs-oriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many
projects, and by allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area.

4. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
provide safe and convenient transportation by funding capital projects that will improve
conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit.

5. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will offer
parks and recreational opportunities by funding the construction and improvement of
parks and recreation centers in the area and requiring large, non-residential projects to
provide publicly-accessible open space.

6. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood by requiring green
roofs and use of non-greenhouse gas emitting energy sources. A proposal to include a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (“CFD”) in the Central SoMa Plan is also under
consideration. This CFD would provide funding for environmental sustainability and
resilience strategies to improve air quality, provide biodiversity, and help manage
stormwater. The CFD would also help to create an environmentally sustainable and
resilient neighborhood.

7. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage by helping to fund the
rehabilitation and maintenance of historic buildings. The CFD under consideration for
addition to the Central SoMa Plan would provide funding to help preserve the Old Mint
and for cultural and social programming for the neighborhood’s existing residents and
organizations. The CFD would also help to préserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s
cultural heritage.

8. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City by
implementing design controls that would generally help protect the neighborhood’s mid-
rise character and street fabric, create a strong street wall, and facilitate innovative yet
contextual architecture.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
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Resolution No. 20295 Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
September 27, 2018 Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

Program Amendments contained in Exhibit 4, 6, 7 and 8 to this Resolution are in general
conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 20184 and
20188.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments contained in Exhibit 4, 6, 7 and 8 to this Resolution are in general
conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution
Nos. 20184 and 20188.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments as reflected in ordinances approved as to form by the City Attorney
attached hereto as Exhibits 4, 6, 7 and 8, and incorporated herein by reference, and recommends
their approval with modifications by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed modifications are
attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
September 27, 2018.

"
Jonas P. Tonin
Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards
NOES: None
ABSENT: None

ADOPTED:  September 27, 2018
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Resolution No. 20295 Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
September 27, 2018 Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

EXHIBIT 1: Planning Commission Recommended Modifications

The Planning Department recommends the following modifications to the Planning Code and
Administrative Code Ordinance (2011.13567T) and the Implementation Program Document
(2011.13567U), as approved on September 28, 2018 in Commission Resolution no. 20295, pursuant
to Planning Code Section 302(d).

Planning Code & Administrative Code

1.

10.

11

Section 263.33: If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 seeks a special height
exemption to build residential instead of a hotel, require that it meet the entirety of its
inclusionary housing requirement through the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative
pursuant to Section 415.5(g)(1)(A).

Section 249.78: Allow proposed hotel projects on the parcels now proposed to be zoned MUR
that submitted a development application prior to January 1, 2018 to proceed with their
application, subject to Conditional Use Authorization.

Section 134: Clarify that projects in the Central SoMa SUD must meet the applicable lot
coverage requirements in Sec. 249.78(d)(4) and that the rear yard requirements of this Section
134 do not apply.

Section 135.3: Clarify that open spaces provided to satisfy the Privately Owned Public Open
Spaces (POPOS) requirement in Section 138 can satisfy the nonresidential usable open space
requirement in Section 135.3.

Section 138(e)(2): 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.

Section 145.4(d)(4): Clarify that projects subject to the Privately Owned Public Open Spaces
(POPOS) requirement in Section 138 and the required ground floor commercial uses in
Section 145.4 may locate the POPOS along the street frontage subject to 145.4, provided it is
lined with active commercial uses.

Section 249.78(c)(1)(F): Reduce the ground floor transparency requirement for new PDR
businesses from 60% (which is equivalent to the requirement for ground floor retail) to 30%
on facades >50” linear feet, and 0% for shorter facades.

Section 249.78(c)(5): Clarify that projects with multiple buildings or lots may locate the
required PDR uses or community building space anywhere on the subject project site.
Section 249.78(d)(3): Require “green” and/or “living” walls on new developments, subject to
further exploration on feasible locations for these amenities.

Section 249.78(d)(3): Clarify the standard for 100% greenhouse-gas free electricity and the
process for review, and specify that the requirement shall apply to newly constructed
commercial or residential buildings, or major renovations to an existing building, as defined
by San Francisco Green Building Code Section 202.

Section 249.78(d)(8): 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.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

4080



Resolution No. 20295 Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
September 27, 2018 Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

12.

13:

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

Section 263.32(b): Specify that MOHCD shall review land proposed to be dedicated for
affordable housing, and the Director of Planning shall review land proposed to be dedicated
for parks and open space.

Section 263.32(c): Clarify the method of calculating the development capacity of the primary
project allowable with the Special Height Exemption.

Section 270(h): Modify the bulk requirements to specify that sky plane controls will take
precedence over 261.1 controls on Stillman Street. Reduce the sky plane apparent mass
control along Stillman Street to 85%.

Section 270(h): For projects that are required to provide PDR (pursuant to Sections 202.8 and
249.78(c)(5)), if such PDR is provided on the ground floor or above, add 3 vertical feet to:

e The Base Height specified in the Apparent Mass Reduction Table 270(h)

o The height where the upper story setback is required pursuant to Section 261.1
Section 329(d)(13)(D): Clarify that the wind exception is available for both wind comfort and
wind hazard criterion, subject to Planning Commission review pursuant to
249.78(d)(7)(C)(iii).

Section 329(e)(2)(b): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(F) (the Flower Mart), add a
section to allow the Planning Commission to grant certain code exceptions, if agreed upon
with the City in a development agreement, including:

* Exception to off-street parking controls of Section 151.1 to allow additional PDR

parking solely to serve the Flower Market tenants and customers.

e  Exception to the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i)
to allow a cumulative maximum of 20% of the POPOS to be covered by any
combination of (a) an inhabitable portion of a building with the POPOS having a
minimum clearance height of 20' and maximum depth from face of overhead
building of 15', or (b) an inhabitable portion of a building with the POPOS having a
minimum clearance height of 50' and minimum horizontal dimension in all
directions of 20'.

e Exception to the transparency and fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.

e Exception to the protected street frontage requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.

Section 329(e)(2)(b)(iv): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E) (the Park Block),
allow exception to the requirement that POPOs be open to the sky in Section 138. .

Section 329(e)(2)(b)(vi): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(H) (the Creamery),
allow exception to the requirement on protected street frontages in Section 155(r).

Section 426: Clarify that sponsors must pay an in-lieu fee for any open space that does not
meet the conditions of Sections 135.3 or 138, unless a Key Site exception is specified in Section
329(e).

Section 840 & 841: Make conforming edits to the MUR and MUG zoning control tables to
reflect the zoning map amendments introduced at the Board of Supervisors and to cross
reference the Central SoMa SUD.

Uncodified Section (Block 3786, Lot 035 / 636 4th Street): Staff recommends adding language
that the Commission shall evaluate the project design through the Large Project
Authorization process pursuant to Section 329 and make recommendations to address its
urban design impacts, in order to: (1) limit the visual impact of the larger tower bulk and
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floorplate; and (2) address the impacts of the limited tower separation between this project
and the adjacent development at Block 3786, lot 322 (505 Brannan Street).

Implemenfation Program Document
1. Public Benefits Package: Restore the funding for preservation of the US Mint Building by

increasing funding by $5 million, to $20 million total. Reduce the funding for regional transit
capacity enhancement and expansion by $5 million, to $155 million.

The Planning Department also recommends the following legislative actions, as approved on
September 28, 2018 in Commission Resolution no. 20295, pursuant to Planning Code Section
302(d).

1. Explore legalization of live/work loft uses as a potential source of fee revenues to fund
community stabilization and affordable housing acquisition and rehabilitation.

2. Explore the development of design guidelines for privately-owned public open spaces
(POPOS).
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SUMMARY

The San Francisco Planning Department is seeking to adopt and implement the Central SoMa
Plan (“the Plan”). The Plan is the result of a multi-year public and cooperative interagency
planning process that began in 2011. Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to
downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains numerous underdeveloped sites. As such,
the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate needed growth in employment, housing,
and visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. The Central SoMa Plan contains
the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this growth and evolution such that the results serve
the best interests of San Francisco — in the present and the future.

The Planning Commission heard and adopted the Central SoMa Plan on May 10, 2018. Adoption
of the Plan consisted of numerous actions, including approval of amendments to the General
Plan, Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as adoption of an
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Implementation Program. Together with actions related to adoption of CEQA Findings, these
actions constituted the Commission’s approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing
mechanisms. These approval actions were confirmed via the following Planning Commission
Motions and Resolutions!:

e Resolution No. R-20183 (2011.1356E — CEQA Findings)

e Resolution No. R-20184 (2011.1356M —General Plan Amendments)

e Resolution No. R-20185 (2011.13567T —Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments)

e Resolution No. R-20186 (2011.13562Z —Zoning Map Amendments)

e Resolution No. R-20187 (2011.13560U —Implementation Program)

¢ Resolution No. R-20188 (2018-004477PCA —Housing Sustainability District)

The Central SoMa Plan is before the Planning Commission to review substantive amendments to
various components of the Plan that were subsequently introduced at the Board of Supervisors,
as further described in this summary. For additional background on the Central SoMa Plan and
contents, see the Executive Summary for the May 10, 2018 Adoption hearing for the Central SoMa
Plan (2011.1356EMTZU).

ADOPTION PROCESS AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Subsequent to the Commission’s approval of the Central SoMa Plan, the Board of Supervisors
held a hearing at the Rules Committee on July 9% to consider the Plan and amendments to the
City’s Special Tax Financing Law to create the associated Central SoMa Community Facilities
District (CFD). The Committee referred these items to the Land Use & Transportation Committee
without recommendation. On July 16" and July 234, the Land Use & Transportation Committee
subsequently heard these items and made amendments to various Plan elements, and continued
these items until the September 10, 2018 Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing.

At the hearing on July 16%, Supervisor Kim introduced 48 amendments to the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, and Zoning Map ordinances. These amendments fall within the scope of
topics that were discussed at prior hearings of the Planning Commission, and thus do not require
referral back to the Commission for review, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302.

At the hearing on July 23, Supervisor Kim introduced an additional 16 amendments to the
Planning Code and Administrative Code ordinance (2011.13567T), Zoning Map ordinance
(2011.13567Z), Implementation Plan (2011.13567U), and Housing Sustainability District ordinance
(2018-004477PCA). These included a number of material modifications that were not previously
discussed at the Planning Commission, and thus are before the Commission for review.

In addition to these elements, the Plan includes several components approved by the
Commission that have not been amended at the Board of Supervisors, and thus are not included

1 The Commission certified the Environmental Impact Report for the project in Motion No. M-20182 (2011.1356E —
Certification of Final Environmental Impact Report).
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in the package before the Commission on September 13, 2018: CEQA Findings (2011.13567E);
General Plan Amendments Ordinance (2011.13567M); and, Amendments to Articles 10 and 11 of
the Planning Code designating new landmarks and buildings of significance in Central SoMa
(various case numbers; see the Planning Commission case reports on June 7%, 2018 for more
information).

MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS MADE AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS LAND USE &
TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

The majority of the amendments made at the Board of Supervisors have been either non-
substantive in nature or within the scope of amendments previously discussed at the Planning
Commission, and thus they do not require Commission review. Table 1 provides a brief
summary of the material modifications introduced at the Board of Supervisors after the Planning
Commission adoption hearing on May 10, 2018 that are before the Commission for its
consideration. The full list of amendments made to the Plan by the Board, including those items
not being referred to the Commission for review, is described in Exhibit 2.

TABLE 1. MATERIAL MODIFICATIONS INTRODUCED AT THE BOARD?

Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments (2011.13567T)

Section Summary

249.78(c)(5)(B) | Amend the PDR Requirement for large non-residential projects as follows:

(1) Require that the 25% reduction in space required for providing below
market rate PDR space be permitted only if the lower rent is provided for the life of
the development project (instead of 55 years).

(2) When a development application is submitted, require the project sponsor
to demonstrate that they notified existing PDR tenants about the proposed project
and provided them with information about the PDR Relocation Fund (as described
in the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document) and PDR sector assistance
for displaced businesses available from the Office of Economic and Workforce
Development (OEWD) or its successor agency.

263.33(c)(2) Allow the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 to receive the special
height exemption for residential use, in addition to or instead of a hotel.

329(e)(3)(B)(i)- | Craft site-specific exceptions for Key Sites tailored to the specific design needs and

(v) opportunities of each project.
Uncodified For a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035 (636 4t Street), the following controls
section shall apply, provided the project meets its Inclusionary Housing requirements

pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 by providing BMR units entirely on-site:

(1) A 5-foot setback is required for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage
along Fourth Street, and a 25-foot setback is required for the Tower Portion for the
entire southwest property line frontage directly opposite the property at Block 3786,
Lot 322.

(2) The residential Tower may have a horizontal separation of not less than

2 Legislative amendments made at the Board of Supervisors are only included in this list if they both: 1) involve material
modifications; and, 2) were not within the scope of what was considered at previous Planning Commission hearings.
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40 feet from the Tower Portion of an approved or proposed Tower on Block 3786,
Lot 322.

(3) The maximum Gross Floor Area of any residential Tower floor shall be
12,500 gross square feet.

(4) The maximum plan length of a Residential tower shall be 165 feet.

Zoning Map Amendments (2011.13567Z)

Section

Summary

Section 2,
subsection (c)

Amend Height and Bulk District Map HT01 for the development on Assessor's Block
3777, Lot 052 to increase the permitted height/bulk from 45-X to 50-X.

Implementation Plan Amendments (2011.13567U)

Section Summary

Public Amend the Public Benefits Package to create a $10 million PDR Relocation Fund in

Benefits the Cultural Preservation and Community Services category, with projected funds

Program from the CFD.

Housing Sustainability District (2018-004477PCA)

Section Summary

343(d)(7) Modify project eligibility to require that projects seeking approval pursuant to this
Section 343 elect the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under Sections
415.5(g)(1)(A). Projects not subject to Section 415 shall provide no less than 10% of
dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low income families.

343(g)(6) Establish expiration of approval: Approval of a project pursuant to this Section 343

shall expire if the project sponsor has not procured a building permit or site permit
for construction of the project within 30 months of the date of the Department’s
issuance of a written decision pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this Section 343. If the
Planning Director finds that the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its
efforts to obtain the first site or building permit for the project, the Planning Director
may extend the approval for the project for a maximum of six additional months.
Such deadline shall additionally be extended in the event of any appeal of such
approval for the duration of the appeal, and in the event of litigation seeking to

invalidate the approval for the duration of the litigation.

The additional Board amendments listed in Exhibit 2 are either non-substantive in nature, or are

substantive but within the scope of items that were discussed at prior Planning Commission

hearings on the Plan. Some notable amendments from this list include:

e Zoning Map: Amend the zoning classification of selected parcels to limit non-residential

development. Instead of the CMUO zoning introduced in the original legislation, these

parcels would be zoned as follows, as shown in the Zoning Map Graphics in Exhibit 5:

(0]

SAN FRANCISGO

Keep the MUR zoning on the portions of Assessor blocks 3725, 3732, 3750, 3751,
3752 and 3753 that are currently zoned MUR (Mixed-Use Residential).

Rezone the WMUG- and M-zoned parcels in block 3733 in the Plan Area and the
WMUG-zoned parcels in block 3752 to MUR (Mixed-Use Residential).

With the exception of parcels that are part of Key Development Sites, rezone the
SALI-zoned parcels on blocks 3777, 3778, 3785 to MUG (Mixed-Use General).
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e DPlanning Code Section 151.1: Amend the residential off-street parking requirements to
allow up to 0.25 spaces/unit principally permitted, and up to 0.5 spaces/unit with a
Conditional Use Authorization (as compared to the original proposal of 0.5 spaces/unit
principally permitted).

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinances as amended are before the Commission so that it may approve them,
reject them, or approve them with modifications.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed
amended Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map Ordinance,
Implementation Program Document, and Housing Sustainability District and adopt the attached
Draft Resolution to that effect.

The Department proposes the following modifications to the Planning Code and Administrative
Code Ordinance (2011.13567T):

Material Modifications Introduced at the Board of Supervisors

1. Section 263.33: If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 seeks a special height
exemption to build residential instead of a hotel, require that it meet the entirety of its
inclusionary housing requirement through the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative
pursuant to Section 415.5(g)(1)(A).

2. Uncodified Section (Block 3786, Lot 035 / 636 4t Street): Staff recommends adding language
that the Commission shall evaluate the project design through the Large Project
Authorization process pursuant to Section 329 and make recommendations to address its
urban design impacts, in order to: (1) limit the visual impact of the larger tower bulk and
floorplate; and (2) address the impacts of the limited tower separation between this project
and the adjacent development at Block 3786, lot 322 (505 Brannan Street).

Other Amendments Introduced at the Board of Supervisors

3. Section 249.78: Allow proposed hotel projects on the parcels now proposed to be zoned MUR
that submitted a development application prior to January 1, 2018 to proceed with their
application, subject to Conditional Use Authorization.

Additional Amendments Recommended by Staff

4. Section 134: Clarify that projects in the Central SoMa SUD must meet the applicable lot
coverage requirements in Sec. 249.78(d)(4) and that the rear yard requirements of this Section
134 do not apply.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

to the Central SoMa Plan

Section 135.3: Clarify that open spaces provided to satisfy the Privately Owned Public Open
Spaces (POPOS) requirement in Section 138 can satisfy the nonresidential usable open space
requirement in Section 135.3.

Section 145.4(d)(4): Clarify that projects subject to the Privately Owned Public Open Spaces
(POPOS) requirement in Section 138 and the required ground floor commercial uses in
Section 145.4 may locate the POPOS along the street frontage subject to 145.4, provided it is
lined with active commercial uses.

Section 249.78(c)(1)(F): Reduce the ground floor transparency requirement for new PDR
businesses from 60% (which is equivalent to the requirement for ground floor retail) to 30%
on facades >50" linear feet, and 0% for shorter facades.

Section 249.78(c)(5): Clarify that projects with multiple buildings or lots may locate the
required PDR uses or community building space anywhere on the subject project site.
Section 249.78(d)(3): Clarify the standard for 100% greenhouse-gas free electricity and the
process for review, and specify that the requirement shall apply to newly constructed
commercial or residential buildings, or major renovations to an existing building, as defined
by San Francisco Green Building Code Section 202.

Section 249.78(d)(8): 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.

Section 263.32(b): Specify that MOHCD shall review land proposed to be dedicated for
affordable housing, and the Director of Planning shall review land proposed to be dedicated
for parks and open space.

Section 263.32(c): Clarify the method of calculating the development capacity of the primary
project allowable with the Special Height Exemption.

Section 270(h): Modify the bulk requirements to specify that sky plane controls will take
precedence over 261.1 controls on Stillman Street. Reduce the sky plane apparent mass
control along Stillman Street to 85%.

Section 270(h): For projects that are required to provide PDR (pursuant to Sections 202.8 and
249.78(c)(5)), if such PDR is provided on the ground floor or above, add 3 vertical feet to:

e The Base Height specified in the Apparent Mass Reduction Table 270(h)

¢  The height where the upper story setback is required pursuant to Section 261.1

Section 329(d)(13)(D): Clarify that the wind exception is available for both wind comfort and
wind hazard criterion, subject to Planning Commission review pursuant to
249.78(d)(7)(C)(iii).

Section 329(e)(2)(b): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(F) (the Flower Mart), add a
section to allow the Planning Commission to grant certain code exceptions, if agreed upon
with the City in a development agreement, including:

e  Exception to off-street parking controls of Section 151.1 to allow additional PDR
parking solely to serve the Flower Market tenants and customers.

e Exception to the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i)
to allow a cumulative maximum of 20% of the POPOS to be covered by any
combination of (a) an inhabitable portion of a building with the POPOS having a
minimum clearance height of 20' and maximum depth from face of overhead
building of 15, or (b) an inhabitable portion of a building with the POPOS having a
minimum clearance height of 50' and minimum horizontal dimension in all
directions of 20'.
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18.

19.

20.
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e Exception to the transparency and fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
e Exception to the protected street frontage requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
Section 329(e)(2)(b)(iv): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E) (the Park Block),
allow exception to the requirement that POPOs be open to the sky in Section 138.
Section 329(e)(2)(b)(vi): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(H) (the Creamery),
allow exception to the requirement on protected street frontages in Section 155.1.
Section 426: Clarify that sponsors must pay an in-lieu fee for any open space that does not
meet the conditions of Sections 135.3 or 138, unless a Key Site exception is specified in Section

329(e).

Section 840 & 841: Make conforming edits to the MUR and MUG zoning control tables to
reflect the zoning map amendments introduced at the Board of Supervisors and to cross
reference the Central SoMa SUD.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The basis for the recommended modifications is as follows:

TABLE 2: PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Material Modifications Introduced at the Board of Supervisors

# Section Change Rationale
1 263.33 If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot | To ensure that the special height
105 seeks a special height exemption to build exemption is granted in cases where
residential instead of a hotel, require that it meet | there is an additional public benefit
the entirety of its inclusionary housing being provided.
requirement through the On-Site Affordable
Housing Alternative pursuant to Section
415.5(g)(1)(A).
2 Uncodified Staff recommends adding language that the To address the potential urban design
Section (Block | Commission shall evaluate the project design impacts of the increased building size
3786, Lot 035/ | through the Large Project Authorization process | and bulk.
636 4th Street) | pursuant to Section 329 and make

recommendations to address its urban design
impacts, in order to: (1) limit the visual impact of
the larger tower bulk and floorplate; and (2)
address the impacts of the limited tower
separation between this project and the adjacent
development at Block 3786, lot 322 (505 Brannan
Street).

Other Amendments Introduced at the Board of Supervisors

#

Section

Change

Rationale

3

249.78

Allow proposed hotel projects on the parcels
now proposed to be zoned MUR that submitted
a development application prior to January 1,
2018 to proceed with their application, subject to
Conditional Use Authorization.

To allow proposed hotel projects in the
development pipeline to proceed to
Commission with Conditional Use
Authorization, in consideration of the
longstanding proposal to rezone these
parcels to CMUO.
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Additional Amendments Recommended by Staff

# Section Change Rationale
4 134 Clarify that projects in the Central SoMa SUD Clarifying edit to add a cross-reference
must meet the applicable lot coverage to the Central SoMa SUD.

requirements in Sec. 249.78(d)(4) and that the
rear yard requirements of this Section 134 do not

apply.

5 135.3 Clarify that open spaces provided to satisfy the
Privately Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)
requirement in Section 138 can satisfy the
nonresidential usable open space requirement in
Section 135.3.

Corrects drafting error in references.

6 249.78(c) Clarify that projects subject to the Privately
Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)
requirement in Section 138 and the required
ground floor commercial uses in Section 145.4
may locate the POPOS along the street frontage
subject to 145.4, provided it is lined with active
commercial uses.

Clarifying edit.

7 249.78(c)(1)(F) | Reduce the ground floor transparency
requirement for new PDR businesses from 60%
(which is equivalent to the requirement for
ground floor retail) to 30% on facades >50” linear
feet, and 0% for shorter facades.

To provide PDR businesses with greater
flexibility to accommodate industrial
operations that may be more suited to
opaque facades.

8 249.78(c)(5) Clarify that projects with multiple buildings or
lots may locate the required PDR uses or
community building space anywhere on the
subject project site.

Clarifying edit.

9 249.78(d)(3) Clarify the standard for 100% greenhouse-gas
free electricity and the process for review, and
specify that the requirement shall apply to newly
constructed commercial or residential buildings,
or major renovations to an existing building, as
defined by San Francisco Green Building Code
Section 202.

To align the requirement with the
development triggers specified in the
City’s Green Building Code.

10 249.78(d)(8) 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.

To ensure that new PDR spaces will be
able to flexibly accommodate a range of
common industrial uses.

11 263.32(b) Specify that MOHCD shall review land proposed
to be dedicated for affordable housing, and the
Director of Planning shall review land proposed
to be dedicated for parks and open space.

To ensure that land dedicated will be
suitable for provision of public benefits.

12 263.32(c) Clarify the method of calculating the
development capacity of the primary project
allowable with the Special Height Exemption.

Clarifying edit.

13 270(h) Modify the bulk requirements to specify that sky
plane controls will take precedence over 261.1
controls on Stillman Street. Reduce the sky plane
apparent mass control along Stillman Street to
85%.

The northern side of Stillman Street is
the freeway and a bus storage yard and
does not have a sidewalk. Reducing the
required apparent mass reduction is
unlikely to impact many pedestrians or
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other users of the street, and would
allow some design flexibility for
housing projects and other uses.

14

270(h)

For projects that are required to provide PDR

(pursuant to Sections 202.8 and 249.78(c)(5)), if

such PDR is provided on the ground floor or

above, add 3 vertical feet to:

o  The Base Height specified in the Apparent
Mass Reduction Table 270(h).

¢  The height where the upper story setback is
required pursuant to Section 261.1.

To account for the required 17’ floor-to-
floor height for PDR uses.

15

329(d)(13)(D)

Clarify that the wind exception is available for
both wind comfort and wind hazard criterion,
subject to Planning Commission review pursuant
to 249.78(d)(7)(C)(iii).

Corrects drafting error in references.

16

329(e)(2)(b)

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(F)
(Flower Mart site), add a section to allow the
Planning Commission to grant certain code
exceptions, if agreed upon with the City in a
development agreement, including:

e  Exception to off-street parking controls of
Section 151.1 to allow additional PDR
parking solely to serve the Flower Market
tenants and customers.

e  Exception to the requirement that POPOS be
open to the sky in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i) to
allow a cumulative maximum of 20% of the
POPOS to be covered by any combination of
(a) an inhabitable portion of a building with
a minimum clearance height of 20' and
maximum depth from face of overhead
building of 15, or (b) an inhabitable portion
of a building with a minimum clearance
height of 50" and minimum horizontal
dimension in all directions of 20'".

e  Exception to the transparency and
fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between
Brannan and Bryant Streets.

e  Exception to the protected street frontage
requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.

To craft site-specific exceptions for Key
Sites tailored to the specific design
needs and opportunities of each project.

17

329(e)(2)(b)(iv)

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(iv)
(the Park Block), allow exception to the
requirement that POPOS be open to the sky in
Section 138.

To craft site-specific exceptions for Key
Sites tailored to the specific design
needs and opportunities of each project.

18

329(e)(2)(b)(vi)

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(vi)
(the Creamery), allow exception to the
requirement on protected street frontages in
Section 155.1.

To craft site-specific exceptions for Key
Sites tailored to the specific design
needs and opportunities of each project.

19

426

Clarify that sponsors must pay an in-lieu fee for

Corrects drafting error in references.
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any open space that does not meet the conditions
of Sections 135.3 or 138, unless a Key Site
exception is specified in Section 329(e).

20 840 & 841 Make conforming edits to the MUR and MUG Corrects drafting errors and adds
zoning control tables to reflect the zoning map additional cross-references for clarity.

amendments introduced at the Board of
Supervisors and to cross-reference the Central
SoMa SUD.

OTHER ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION

Items Adopted by Planning Commission and Not Incorporated in Legislation as Amended

The following recommendations were adopted by the Planning Commission and are not
incorporated in the legislation as currently amended. As these items were already included in the
prior Commission adoption actions, there is no formal staff recommendation to take further
action on these items, and these items are restated here for informational purposes only.

1. Planning Code Section 169.3: Amend the TDM language to require projects that
submitted applications before September 4, 2016 meet 75% of the TDM requirements.

2. Planning Code Section 329(e)(2): Add Block 3786, Lot 322 (505 Brannan Street) as a Key
Site.

3. Planning Code Section 406: Include a waiver that allows land dedication of space for and
construction of a public park on Block 3777 (598 Brannan St / Park Block) to count against
various fees, including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver already exists for
the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).

4. Public Benefits Program: The Public Benefits Program adopted by the Planning
Commission included funding in the amounts of $20 million for the restoration of the
Old Mint and $70 million for the Environmental Sustainability and Resilience category.
At the July 23 Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing, Supervisor Kim
proposed reducing the funding for each of these expenditures by $5 million (to $15
million and $65 million, respectively) in order to create the proposed $10 million PDR
Relocation Assistance Fund described above. Subsequently, the Historic Preservation
Commission discussed, at its hearing on August 1, these Board amendments and issued a
letter reaffirming their support for the Old Mint and calling for retention of the $20
million as adopted by Planning Commission (see Exhibit 10 for more information).

Other Issues for Consideration

Also enclosed in this case packet is a list of “Issues for Consideration” (Exhibit 9) that are not
recommended by staff, but that have been raised by various stakeholders during the Plan
Adoption process subsequent to the May 10, 2018 Planning Commission hearing.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the
Response to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission certified the Final
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Executive Summary Case Number 2011.1356TZU
Hearing Date: September 13, 2018 Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adopted CEQA findings on May 10,
2018.

The San Francisco Planning Department’s Environmental Planning Division evaluated the
Central SoMa Amendments proposed at the July 16, 2018 and July 23, 2018 Land Use and
Transportation Committee, and the Planning Department’s staff recommendations and Issues for
Consideration included in this case report. The Department determined that the proposed
amendments would not result in in any new or more severe physical environmental effects that
have not already been evaluated in the Central SoMa Plan EIR, with one exception: upon review
of the Issues for Consideration, the Department has determined that one of the requested
amendments that is not recommended by staff could result in increased environmental effects.
This determination is documented in the September 5, 2018 memo to the Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors entitled, “Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments to the
Central SoMa Area Plan” (Exhibit 3).

ATTACHMENTS

Exhibit 1 — Draft Resolution on Substantive Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative
Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District

Exhibit 2 — Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map,
Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District since the May 10, 2018
Planning Commission Adoption Hearing

Exhibit 3 — Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments to the Central SoMa Area Plan

Exhibit 4 — Planning Code and Administrative Code Draft Ordinance (as amended on 7/23/18)

Exhibit 5 — Zoning Map Graphics (as amended on 7/23/18)

Exhibit 6 — Zoning Map Draft Ordinance (as amended on 7/23/18)

Exhibit 7 — Draft Public Benefits Program (as amended on 7/23/18)

Exhibit 8 — Housing Sustainability District Draft Ordinance (as amended on 7/23/18)

Exhibit 9 — Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and
Housing Sustainability District — Issues for Consideration

Exhibit 10 — August 1, 2018 Letter from Historic Preservation Commission
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EXHIBIT 1:
DRAFT RESOLUTION ON AMENDMENTS
TO PLANNING CODE, ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE, ZONING MAP, IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM, AND HOUSING
SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission
Draft Resolution No. XXXXX

HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 13, 2018

Project Name: Central SoMa Plan — Approval of Amendments to the Planning
Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map
Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing

Sustainability District (Planning Code and Business and Tax Code

Ordinance)
Date: September 6, 2018
Record No.: 2011.1356TZU
Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
Reviewed By: Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager,

Citywide Planning; (415)-575-6815; joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS APPROVE AMENDMENTS WITH MODIFICATIONS TO THE SAN
FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE ORDINANCE, ZONING
MAP ORDINANCE, PLANNING CODE AND BUSINESS AND TAX CODE ORDINANCE,
AND IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM DOCUMENT TO GIVE EFFECT TO THE CENTRAL
SOUTH OF MARKET AREA PLAN; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY,
CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE, FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL
PLAN AND PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1, AND FINDINGS UNDER THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced
ordinances for Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments, pursuant to
the Central South of Market Plan (“Central SoMa Plan”).

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on February 27, 2018, the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code, Administrative Code, and
Zoning Map Amendments.

WHEREAS, on April 10, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced a
substitute ordinance for Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments
pursuant to the Central South of Market Plan.

www.sfplanning.org
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Draft Resolution No. Case No. 2011.1356TZU
Hearing Date: September 13, 2018 Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on April 10, 2018, the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning
Map Amendments.

WHEREAS, on May 1, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced an
ordinance for Planning Code and Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments to establish
and implement the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (“Central SoMa
HSD”).

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission reviewed and
considered the Final Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan (“Final EIR”) and
found the Final EIR to be adequate, accurate, and objective, thus reflecting the independent
analysis and judgment of the Department and the Commission, and that the summary of
comments and responses contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and by Motion No.
20182 certified the Final EIR for the Central SoMa Plan as accurate, complete, and in compliance
with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, by Motion No. R-20183, the Commission approved CEQA Findings,
including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (“MMRP”), under Case No. 2011.1356E, for approval of the Central SoMa
Plan.

WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Commission voted to adopt
and recommend approval with modifications the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning
Map, and Business and Tax Regulations Code Amendments pursuant to Planning Code Section
302(c), as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 20185, 20186, and 20188; and, adopt
and recommend approval of the Implementation Program, as set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20187.

WHEREAS, on July 16, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Land Use & Transportation
Committee of the Board of Supervisors voted to modify the ordinances amending the Planning
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map.

WHEREAS, on July 23, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Land Use & Transportation
Committee of the Board of Supervisors voted to materially modify the ordinances amending the
Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and
Implementation Program, and referred the proposed modifications to the Planning Commission
for its consideration pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(d).

WHEREAS, The Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, and Business and Tax
Regulations Code, and Implementation Program amendments, together with proposed General
Plan Amendments, provide a comprehensive set of policies and implementation programming to
realize the vision of the Plan. The Planning Commission incorporates by reference the general
findings and overview concerning the Central SoMa Plan as set forth in Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20184 governing General Plan Amendments.

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

4096



Draft Resolution No. Case No. 2011.1356TZU
Hearing Date: September 13, 2018 Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

WHEREAS, The ordinance, attached hereto as Exhibit 4, reflects the amendments proposed by
the Land Use & Transportation Committee at its July 16 and July 23, 2018 hearings to revise the
Administrative Code and Planning Code to implement the proposed Central SoMa Plan and its
related documents. This ordinance amends Administrative Code Section 35; adds Planning Code
Sections 128.1, 132.4, 175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432, 433, 434, and 848; amends
Sections 102, 124, 134, 135, 135.3, 138, 140, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 153, 155, 163, 169.3, 181,
182, 201, 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1, 270, 270.2, 303.1, 304, 307, 329,
401, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 419, 419.6, 423.1, 423.2, 423.3, 423.5, 426, 427, 429.2,
603, 608.1, 802.1, 802.4, 803.3, 803.4, 803.5, 803.9, 809, 813, 825, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847,
890.37, 890.116, and 890.124; and removes Sections 263.11, 425, 802.5, 803.8, 815, 816, 817, and 818,
to implement the Area Plan. The City Attorney’s Office has reviewed the ordinance and
approved it as to form. A memorandum summarizing revisions made to the Planning and
Administrative Code Amendments since consideration by the Planning Commission on May 10,
2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

WHEREAS, The ordinance attached hereto as Exhibit 6, approved as to form by the City
Attorney’s office, reflects the Zoning Map Amendments proposed by the Land Use &
Transportation Committee at its July 16 and July 23, 2018 hearings. A memorandum
summarizing revisions made to the Zoning Map Amendments since consideration by the
Planning Commission on May 10, 2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit 2.

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Central SoMa HSD ordinance proposed by the Land Use &
Transportation Committee at its July 23, 2018 hearing are attached hereto as Exhibit 8.

WHEREAS, the amendments to the Implementation Program proposed by the Land Use &
Transportation Committee at its July 23, 2018 hearing are attached hereto as Exhibit 7.

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve with modifications the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments.

WHEREAS, Planning Department staff have determined that the material modifications and
other amendments proposed by the Board’s Land Use & Transportation Committee, the
additional modifications proposed by Planning staff, and all but one of the issues for
consideration identified in the September 6, 2018 Executive Summary, if adopted, would not
result in increased physical environmental effects beyond that disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan
Final EIR.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require approval of the proposed
Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and
Implementation Program Amendments contained in Exhibit 4, 6, 7 and 8 to this Resolution for
the following reasons:

SAN FRANGISCO 3
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Draft Resolution No. Case No. 2011.1356TZU
Hearing Date: September 13, 2018 Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

1. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
accommodate development capacity for up to 32,500 jobs and 8,550 housing units by
removing much of the Plan Area’s industrially-protective zoning and increasing height
limits on many of the Plan Area’s parcels.

2. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new housing units
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and by requiring that these new
units be built in SoMa.

3. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring most large sites
to be jobs-oriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many
projects, and by allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses in much of the Plan Area.

4. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
provide safe and convenient transportation by funding capital projects that will improve
conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit.

5. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will offer
parks and recreational opportunities by funding the construction and improvement of
parks and recreation centers in the area and requiring large, non-residential projects to
provide publicly-accessible open space.

6. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood by requiring green
roofs and use of non-greenhouse gas emitting energy sources. A proposal to include a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (“CFD”) in the Central SoMa Plan is also under
consideration. This CFD would provide funding for environmental sustainability and
resilience strategies to improve air quality, provide biodiversity, and help manage
stormwater. The CFD would also help to create an environmentally sustainable and
resilient neighborhood.

7. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s cultural heritage by helping to fund the
rehabilitation and maintenance of historic buildings. The CFD under consideration for
addition to the Central SoMa Plan would provide funding to help preserve the Old Mint
and for cultural and social programming for the neighborhood’s existing residents and
organizations. The CFD would also help to preserve and celebrate the neighborhood’s
cultural heritage.

8. The Amendments will enable implementation of the Central SoMa Plan, which will
ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City by
implementing design controls that would generally help protect the neighborhood’s mid-
rise character and street fabric, create a strong street wall, and facilitate innovative yet
contextual architecture.
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Hearing Date: September 13, 2018 Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments contained in Exhibit 4, 6, 7 and 8 to this Resolution are in general
conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 20184 and
20188.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments contained in Exhibit 4, 6, 7 and 8 to this Resolution are in general
conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution
Nos. 20184 and 20188.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the Planning Code,
Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Business and Tax Regulations Code, and Implementation
Program Amendments as reflected in ordinances approved as to form by the City Attorney
attached hereto as Exhibits 4, 6, 7 and 8, and incorporated herein by reference, and recommends
their approval with modifications by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed modifications are
attached hereto as Exhibit 1a.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
September 13, 2018.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ADOPTED:
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Draft Resolution No. Case No. 2011.1356TZU
Hearing Date: September 13, 2018 Approval of Amendments

to the Central SoMa Plan

EXHIBIT 1a: Planning Commission Recommended Modifications

The Planning Department recommends the following modifications to the Planning Code and
Administrative Code Ordinance (2011.13567T), as approved on September 13, 2016 in
Commission resolution no. , pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(d).

10.

11.

12.

Section 263.33: If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 seeks a special height
exemption to build residential instead of a hotel, require that it meet the entirety of its
inclusionary housing requirement through the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative
pursuant to Section 415.5(g)(1)(A).

Uncodified Section (Block 3786, Lot 035 / 636 4th Street): Staff recommends adding language
that the Commission shall evaluate the project design through the Large Project
Authorization process pursuant to Section 329 and make recommendations to address its
urban design impacts, in order to: (1) limit the visual impact of the larger tower bulk and
floorplate; and (2) address the impacts of the limited tower separation between this project
and the adjacent development at Block 3786, lot 322 (505 Brannan Street).

Section 249.78: Allow proposed hotel projects on the parcels now proposed to be zoned MUR
that submitted a development application prior to January 1, 2018 to proceed with their
application, subject to Conditional Use Authorization.

Section 134: Clarify that projects in the Central SoMa SUD must meet the applicable lot
coverage requirements in Sec. 249.78(d)(4) and that the rear yard requirements of this Section
134 do not apply.

Section 135.3: Clarify that open spaces provided to satisfy the Privately Owned Public Open
Spaces (POPOS) requirement in Section 138 can satisfy the nonresidential usable open space
requirement in Section 135.3.

Section 145.4(d)(4): Clarify that projects subject to the Privately Owned Public Open Spaces
(POPOS) requirement in Section 138 and the required ground floor commercial uses in
Section 145.4 may locate the POPOS along the street frontage subject to 145.4, provided it is
lined with active commercial uses.

Section 249.78(c)(1)(F): Reduce the ground floor transparency requirement for new PDR
businesses from 60% (which is equivalent to the requirement for ground floor retail) to 30%
on facades >50" linear feet, and 0% for shorter facades.

Section 249.78(c)(5): Clarify that projects with multiple buildings or lots may locate the
required PDR uses or community building space anywhere on the subject project site.
Section 249.78(d)(3): Clarify the standard for 100% greenhouse-gas free electricity and the
process for review, and specify that the requirement shall apply to newly constructed
commercial or residential buildings, or major renovations to an existing building, as defined
by San Francisco Green Building Code Section 202.

Section 249.78(d)(8): 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.

Section 263.32(b): Specify that MOHCD shall review land proposed to be dedicated for
affordable housing, and the Director of Planning shall review land proposed to be dedicated
for parks and open space.

Section 263.32(c): Clarify the method of calculating the development capacity of the primary
project allowable with the Special Height Exemption.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

to the Central SoMa Plan

Section 270(h): Modify the bulk requirements to specify that sky plane controls will take
precedence over 261.1 controls on Stillman Street. Reduce the sky plane apparent mass
control along Stillman Street to 85%.

Section 270(h): For projects that are required to provide PDR (pursuant to Sections 202.8 and
249.78(c)(5)), if such PDR is provided on the ground floor or above, add 3 vertical feet to:

o The Base Height specified in the Apparent Mass Reduction Table 270(h)

¢ The height where the upper story setback is required pursuant to Section 261.1

Section 329(d)(13)(D): Clarify that the wind exception is available for both wind comfort and
wind hazard criterion, subject to Planning Commission review pursuant to
249.78(d)(7)(C)(iii).

Section 329(e)(2)(b): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(F) (the Flower Mart), add a
section to allow the Planning Commission to grant certain code exceptions, if agreed upon
with the City in a development agreement, including:

e Exception to off-street parking controls of Section 151.1 to allow additional PDR
parking solely to serve the Flower Market tenants and customers.

e Exception to the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i)
to allow a cumulative maximum of 20% of the POPOS to be covered by any
combination of (a) an inhabitable portion of a building with the POPOS having a
minimum clearance height of 20" and maximum depth from face of overhead
building of 15', or (b) an inhabitable portion of a building with the POPOS having a
minimum clearance height of 50' and minimum horizontal dimension in all
directions of 20'.

e Exception to the transparency and fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.

e Exception to the protected street frontage requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.

Section 329(e)(2)(b)(iv): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E) (the Park Block),
allow exception to the requirement that POPOs be open to the sky in Section 138.

Section 329(e)(2)(b)(vi): On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(H) (the Creamery),
allow exception to the requirement on protected street frontages in Section 155.1.

Section 426: Clarify that sponsors must pay an in-lieu fee for any open space that does not
meet the conditions of Sections 135.3 or 138, unless a Key Site exception is specified in Section
329(e).

Section 840 & 841: Make conforming edits to the MUR and MUG zoning control tables to
reflect the zoning map amendments introduced at the Board of Supervisors and to cross
reference the Central SoMa SUD.
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Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation
Program, and Housing Sustainability District since Planning Commission Adoption

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 13, 2018

Project Name: Central SoMa Plan: Approval of Substantive Amendments to the Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance,
Zoning Map Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing Sustainability District Ordinance

Date: September 6, 2018

Record Number: ~ 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA

Staff Contact: Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning; (415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org

Reviewed By: Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager, Citywide Planning; (415)-575-

6815; joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

This document includes a summary of amendments made to the Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map Ordinance,
Implementation Program Document, and Housing Sustainability District Ordinance after the Central SoMa Plan was adopted at the Planning Commission
at the May 10, 2018 hearing and was referred to the Board of Supervisors.

Amendments?
5/10 7/16 7/23 Summary of Amendments Rationale
CPC Board Board

Legislation
Page/Line

# Section

HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT [File no. 180453 - Business and Tax Regulations, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District]

1 343(d)(7) pg 10, X Modify project eligibility to require that projects To incentivize production of on-site affordable
lines 14- seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 elect | housing units.
21 the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative under

Sections 415.5(g)(1)(A). Projects not subject to
Section 415 shall provide no less than 10% of
dwelling units as units affordable to very low or low
income families.

2 343(g)(5) pg 13, line X Clarify the discretionary review requirement to This clarifying amendment specifies that the
25to pg specify that as long as the Planning Commission has | Commission will not hold a hearing for
14, line 3 delegated its authority to the Planning Department | discretionary review of these projects as long
to review applications for projects subject to this as the Planning Commission has delegated its
Section 343, the Planning Commission shall not review authority to the Planning Department.
hold a public hearing for discretionary review of This amendment would clarify that the Board
projects subject to this Section 343. of Supervisors is not purporting to unilaterally
delegate the Commission’s permit review
authority.

1 Amendments reflect the recommendations adopted by the Planning Commission (5/10 CPC) and the legislative amendments introduced at the Land Use & Transportation Committee of the
Board of Supervisors (7/16 Board and 7/23 Board).
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN (Case Number 2011.1356TZU & 2018-004477PCA)
EXHIBIT 2: Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District since Planning Commission Adoption

. . Amendments?
# Section ;’,g‘(éles/l:g;n 5/10 7/16 7/23 Summary of Amendments Rationale
CPC Board Board
3 343(g)(6) pg 14, line X Establish expiration of approval: Approval of a To reduce delays in housing production by
18 to pg project pursuant to this Section 343 shall expire if requiring approved projects to commence
16, line 2 the project sponsor has not procured a building construction within a reasonable timeline.

permit or site permit for construction of the project
within 30 months of the date of the Department’s
issuance of a written decision pursuant to
subsection (g)(2) of this Section 343. If the Planning
Director finds that the project sponsor has
demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the
first site or building permit for the project, the
Planning Director may extend the approval for the
project for a maximum of six additional months.
Such deadline shall additionally be extended in the
event of any appeal of such approval for the
duration of the appeal, and in the event of litigation
seeking to invalidate the approval for the duration
of the litigation.

ZONING MAP [File no. 180184 - Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District]

1 Zoning map Zoning X Modify the proposed zoning as follows: To increase housing development by limiting
amendments & map - Keep the MUR zoning on the portions of Assessor hotels and other non-residential uses.
various ordinance: blocks 3725, 3732,3750, 3751, 3752 and 3753 that
conforming pg 4, line are currently zoned MUR
sections in 17-19; pg - Rezone the WMUG- and M-zoned parcels in block
Planning Code 5, line 4-5; 3733 in the Plan Area and the WMUG-zoned parcels

p 6, line in block 3752 to MUR

20;pg 7, - With the exception of parcels that are part of Key
line 15 & Development Sites, rezone the SALI-zoned parcels
22 on blocks 3777, 3778, 3785 to MUG

2 Section 2, pg 15, line X Amend Height and Bulk District Map HTO01 for the With a special height exemption pursuant to
subsection (c) 13 development on Assessor's Block 3777, Lot 052 to Section 263.32 (eligible for properties that

increase the permitted height/bulk from 45-X to provide 100% affordable housing), this would
50-X. allow the affordable housing building at 595

Brannan to achieve a height of 70’, thus
enabling an extra floor of affordable units.
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN (Case Number 2011.1356TZU & 2018-004477PCA)
EXHIBIT 2: Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District since Planning Commission Adoption

L Amendments?
# Section ;gi::/lizl? 5/10 7/16 7/23 Summary of Amendments Rationale
CPC Board Board
PLANNING CODE & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [File no. 180184 - Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan]
1 Section 2, pg 8, lines X Add a finding establishing intent for the Board of To advance future legislation to revise the
Finding (d) 1-16 Supervisors to revise the jurisdiction and Eastern Neighborhoods CAC and split it into
composition of Citizen Advisory Committees (CACs) | two bodies, one serving the three SoMa Plan
to guide Plan implementation. Areas (East, Central, and West SoMa), and one
serving the southern Plan Ares (Mission,
Showplace Square / Potrero Hill, and Central
Waterfront). A process would be developed to
incorporate the recommendations of
neighborhood stakeholders and community
members.
2 Section 2, pg 8, lines X Add a finding establishing intent for the Board of To advance future legislation to promote good
Finding (e) 17-24 Supervisors to develop a "Good Jobs Policy." jobs with living wages in the Plan area.
3 128.1(b) pg 20, line X Clarify the FAR definition for Transferable Clarifying amendment
25; pg 21, Development Rights to exclude:
line 1-2 - lot area devoted to land dedicated to the City for
public parks or recreation centers
- lot area devoted to development of affordable
housing buildings
4 128.1(c) pg21,line | X X Reverse the terms “Development Lot” and “Transfer | Corrects drafting error in sequence of terms.
15 Lot”.
5 1324(d)(1)(B)(iv) | pg 24, X X Increase allowed streetwall architectural Preserves the sense of a substantial edifice
lines 1-2 modulation from five feet to eight feet. while allowing for inset balconies.
6 135.3 pg 32, X X Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 Corrects drafting error to properly cross-
lines 10- satisfies the open space requirements of 135.3. reference Section 138.
12
7 138(a)(2) pg 33, X X Clarify that retail uses are not required to provide Corrects drafting error to include retail uses.
lines 2-3 POPOS. Retail uses (like institutional uses) would still
need to provide usable open space per Section
135.3.
8 138(d)(2)(A)- pg35,line | X X Update references to point to appropriate Corrects drafting error in references within
(B); 138(e)(2) 14-19; pg subsections. Section 138.
37, line
19-21
9 138(d)(2)(E)(1) pg 36, X X Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a Facilitates architectural creativity in projects
lines 4-5 cantilevered portion of the building if the building while maintaining the goal of having outdoor
is at least 20 feet above grade. POPOS feel outdoors.

2 Amendments reflect the recommendations adopted by the Planning Commission (5/10 CPC) and the amendments introduced at the Land Use & Transportation Committee of the Board of
Supervisors (7/16 Board and 7/23 Board)
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CPC Board Board
10 | 138(d)(2)(F)(ii) | pg36, X X Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling This change would facilitate the creation of
lines 13- height of less than 20 feet. mezzanines within the POPOS.
14
11 | 1511 pg42, X Change parking requirements to up to 0.25 To limit parking in this transit-rich district, in
lines 4-6 spaces/unit principally permitted or up to 0.5 keeping with the citywide TDM program.
spaces/unit with a Conditional Use Authorization.
12 | 155(r)(2)(J)) pg51,line | X X Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B). Corrects drafting error in references
7
13 | 155(u) pg52, X X Add to the Driveway Loading and Operations Plan The Passenger Loading Plan is a new concept
lines 1-5 (DLOP) the requirement that projects include a aimed at minimizing the impact of passenger
Passenger Loading Plan. Whereas the DLOP focuses | drop-offs, particularly on high injury corridors.
on issues within the building, the PLP would focus All of the projects required to do such a Plan
on on-street loading issues. would also be required to undertake the DLOP,
so there’s synergy in merging the two efforts.
14 | 249.78(¢c)(1) pg 64, X X Allow “active uses” to only be to a depth of 10 feet Active use requirements are to ensure proper
lines 18- from the street (as opposed to the current standard | street activation. However, some flexibility
23 of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets, | may be beneficial in the case of micro-retail
2) along minor streets as long there is a doorway uses (i.e., uses less than 1,000 square feet),
every 25 feet. along narrow streets and alleys, and on small
corner lots where the requirements of one
frontage impinge on the perpendicular
frontage.
15 | 249.78(c)(1)(D) | pg64,line | X X Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial | Hotels generally have very active ground
16-17 use per 145.4. floors, including lobbies, bars, and restaurants.
16 | 249.78(c)(4) pg 65, X Modify the Micro-Retail definition to require that To provide a minimum micro-retail size to
lines 6-9 spaces measure no less than 100 gross square feet, ensure usable retail space, and to allow
and modify the requirement so that it applies to maximum flexibility for residential projects.
new non-residential development only.
17 | 249.78(c)(4) pg 65, line X Key site exception - Micro Retail requirements Clarifying amendment
9,12 (c)(4) - make it clear that it refers to "lots" not
"sites."
18 | 249.78(c)(5) pg 66 line X Clarify the PDR replacement language to indicate Clarifying amendment
7-12 that the requirement would only apply to the
nonresidential portion, and would exclude
residential & POPOS.
19 | 249.78(c)(5)(B) | pg65, X X Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR Like PDR, these uses are beneficial to the
lines 20- requirements of large office projects to also include | community and can only pay limited rent.
22; pg 66, nonprofit community services, city-owned public
line 19 facilities, Legacy Businesses, and grocery stores.
20 | 249.78(c)(5)(B) | pg65, X Amend the eastern boundary of the area where the | To narrow the geographic area where off-site
lines 20- off-site PDR requirement may be satisfied from PDR may be provided to conform with the
22; pg 66, Embarcadero Street to Second Street. eastern boundary of the Plan Area.
line 19
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CPC Board Board
21 | 249.78(c)(5)(B) | pg65,line X Amend the PDR Requirements to: To incentivize provision of below market rate
21; pg 67, (1) remove grocery stores from the list of PDR space and to support existing PDR
lines 8-9 uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of businesses with relocation.
and 14-27 large office projects.
(2) require that the 25% space reduction for
below market rate PDR space only be permitted if
the lower rent is provided for the life of the
development project (compared to 55 years); and,
(3) when a development application is
submitted, require the project sponsor to
demonstrate that they notified existing PDR tenants
about the proposed project and provided them with
information about the PDR Relocation Fund (as
described in the Central SoMa Implementation
Program Document) and PDR Sector Assistance for
Displaced Businesses available from the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) or
its successor agency.
22 | 249.78(d)(3)(C) | pg69, X Allow projects the flexibility to provide their living To allow projects some flexibility in meeting
lines 14- and solar roof elements of subsections requirements while still ensuring
17 249.78(d)(3)(C)(i)-(v) on any rooftops within the environmental performance goals are met.
subject project, provided the equivalent amount of
square footage is provided.
23 | 249.78(d)(5)(C) | pg70, X Clarify lot merger restrictions to exempt the Key Clarifying amendment
lines 16- Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C), consistent with the
17 Key Development Site Guidelines.
24 | 249.78(d)(7) pg 72, line X Wind standard - clarify that projects must meet the | Clarifying amendment
10 Nine Hour Criterion with wind reduction measures.
25 | 249.78(d)(9) pg73,line | X X In the Central SoMa SUD, These changes would make a rule of commonly
1-11 - allow units above 85’ in height to meet exposure granted exceptions.
requirements if they are 15’ back from the property
line,
- allow 10% of units at or below 85’ to have an
exposure of 15’x15’ instead of 25’x25’; and,
- do not require the increase in setback at every
horizontal dimension that increases of 5’ at each
subsequent floor.
26 | 263.32,263.33, pg83,line | X X Clarify that projects that comply with these Special Corrects oversight such that dedicated
263.34 17-18, pg Height Exception sections do not need a Conditional | affordable housing sites can receive the height
85, lines 4- Use approval. bonus just as sites that build units or that
5and 19- dedicate land for open space.
20

4107




CENTRAL SOMA PLAN (Case Number 2011.1356TZU & 2018-004477PCA)
EXHIBIT 2: Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District since Planning Commission Adoption

. . Amendments?
# Section ;gi::/lizl? 5/10 7/16 7/23 Summary of Amendments Rationale
CPC Board Board
27 | 263.32(b)(2) pg 83, X X Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable The purpose of this height bonus is to incentive
lines 7-11 housing are eligible for this Special Height projects to provide sites for affordable housing
Exception. and open space - provide benefits that are
otherwise difficult to site in a dense
neighborhood. This change is in keeping with
the intent of this section in that it maintains the
benefit for projects in 160’ height districts.
28 | 263.32(c)(3) pg 84, X X Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Clarifying amendment
lines 10- Exception to exceed 160 feet are still subject to
12 controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and
not towers.
29 | 263.33(c)(2) pg 84, line X Allow the development on Assessor's Block 3763, To encourage housing production by allowing
24 Lot 105 to receive the special height exemption for flexibility for this site to be developed as
residential use, in addition to hotel. housing in addition to, or instead of, a hotel.
30 | Table 270(h) pg90,line | X X For Perry Street, make the Base Height “none”. This is the correct change to effectuate the goal
11 of treating Perry St. like current northern sides
of alleys, as discussed in the Central SoMa
Plan’s Implementation Matrix.
31 | 329(d) pg 95, X X Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight | These are commonly granted exceptions that
lines 18- loading requirements of Sections 154 and 155, and are important to maintain but would otherwise
21, pg 96, to allow the “Driveway and Loading Operations be removed based on proposed changes to
lines 6-7 Plans” (DLOP) per Section 155(u) to be used when 329(d)(12).
evaluating this exemption.
32 | 329(d) pg 96, X X Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant Corrects drafting error to properly cross-
lines 4-5 tower separation exceptions per the controls reference 132.4(d)(3)(B) and 329(d).
contained in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B).
33 | 329(d) pg 96, X X Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for This is a commonly granted exception that is
lines 8-9 exposure requirements under Section 140/249.78 important to maintain but would otherwise be
removed based on proposed changes to
329(d)(12).
34 | 329(d) pg 96, X X Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant Corrects drafting error to properly cross-
lines 10- exceptions for wind per the controls contained in reference 249.78(d)(7) and 329(d).
11 Section 249.78(d)(7).
35 | 329(d) pg 96, X Add a subsection allowing for exceptions to lot Clarifying amendment
lines 12- coverage requirements pursuant to 249.78 for
13 projects that convert from nonresidential to
residential.
36 | 329(e)(3) pg 97, line | X X Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions Extra language needed to make sure intent of
17 granted in 329(d). this section is clear.
37 | 329(e)(3)(A) pg9s, X X Include donation of land for affordable housing in Corrects oversight based on benefits proposed
lines 20- satisfaction of Jobs-Housing Linkage (JHL) fee by Key Sites.
23 pursuant to Section 413.7 as a Qualified Amenity
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CPC Board Board
provided by Key Sites, if the value of the land
donated is equal to or greater than the fee amount
owed.
38 | 329(e)(3)(A) pg 97, X X Include donation of land for affordable housing per | Corrects oversight based on benefits proposed
lines 23- Sec 419.6 (Alternatives to the Inclusionary Housing | by Key Sites.
25 Component) as qualified amenities to be considered
a Key Site, if the value of the land donated is equal
to or greater than the fee amount owed.
39 | 329(e)(3)(B) pg9s, X X Clarify that Key Sites can have exceptions for tower | Clarifying non-substantive amendment
Lines 5-7 separation even greater than the exception in 132.4
40 | 329(e)(3)(B) pg. 98, line | X X Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Certain exceptions were developed recognizing
3-10 Development Sites, as discussed in the Key the specific needs and opportunities of certain
Development Sites Guidelines. Key Development Sites. However, these
41 | 329(e)(3)(B)(1) pg 98, X On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(B), exceptions should not be broadly applicable to
lines 13- the ground floor non-residential height in Sections all the Key Sites.
18 145.1 and 249.78(d)(8) may be reduced to 14’. In
addition, the apparent mass reduction controls in
Section 270(h)(2) may be reduced as follows: (A)
on the building frontage on Harrison Street: 50%;
(B) on the building frontage on Fourth Street: None.
42 | 329(e)(3)(B)(ii)) | pg9s8, X On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(C),
lines 19- exception to the lot coverage limits in Section
23 249.78(d)(4), the micro-retail requirement in
249.78(c)(4), the active use requirement in Section
145.1, and the ground floor commercial use
requirements in Section 145.4. In addition, the site
may be permitted to seek a Conditional Use
Authorization to establish a Formula Retail Limited
Restaurant, pursuant to Section 303.1.
43 | 329(e)(3)(B)(iii)) | pg9s, X On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(D),
lines 24- exception to the requirement in Section
25 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open to
the sky.
44 | 329(e)(3)(B)(iv) | pg99, X On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E),
lines 1-4 allow exception to the lot coverage limits in Section
249.78(d)(4), the street frontage requirements in
Section 145.1, and the protected pedestrian-,
cycling-, and transit-oriented street frontage
requirements of Section 155(r).
45 | 329(e)(3)(B)(iv) | pg99, X On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(G),
lines 5-6 exception to the PDR space requirements of Section
249.78(c)(5).
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46 | 329(e)(3)(B)(V) | pg99, X X (vi) On the Key Site identified in Section Certain exceptions were developed recognizing
lines 7-14 329(e)(2)(H), exception to the street frontage the specific needs and opportunities of certain
requirements in Section 145.1, the required ground | Key Development Sites. However, these
floor commercial uses in Section 145.4, and the exceptions should not be broadly applicable to
requirement that at least two-thirds of the Gross all the Key Sites.
Floor Area of all building area below 160 feet be
non-residential in Section 249.78(c)(6). In addition,
the usable open space requirement pursuant to
Section 135 may be reduced to 60 square feet of
usable open space required for each dwelling unit if
not publicly accessible.
47 | 413.7(a) pg 101, X Clarify that projects that satisfy all or a portion of The code as introduced was contradictory, as it
lines 21- the Jobs-Housing Linkage fee via land dedication specified that projects could meet part or all of
23 pursuant to Section 413.7 may receive a credit their Jobs-Housing Linkage fee obligation
against such requirements up to the value of the through land dedication, but later said the
land donated. proposed land must be equal to or greater in
value than the fee obligation. This clarification
is consistent with our other land dedication
policies.
48 | 413.7 pg 102, X Require the Director of Property to either conduct Clarifying amendment
lines 1-5 or approve the land appraisal forland dedication in
satisfaction of the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee
requirement
49 | 418.7 pg 106 X X Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to | Change necessary to legalize the funding
line 17 to accrue from the Central SoMa Community Facilities | structure proposed by the Plan.
pg 108 District and to reference the Central SoMa
line 21 Implementation Program Document
50 | 426 pg 119, X Clarify that projects may pay an in-lieu fee for any Clarifying edit.
line 25 to POPOS and/or Usable Open Spaces requirements
page 12, not met in sections 138 and 135.3, respectively.
line 1-3
51 | 434 pg 132, X X Add a Section that describes the purpose, This language was always proposed for
line 7 to applicability, and requirements of the Central SoMa | inclusion but was not ready for discussion until
pg 133, Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). this time.
line 25 This CFD should be applicable to projects that (1)
include new construction or net additions of more
than 40,000 gross square feet, (2) the project site
includes residential development in Central SoMa
Development Tiers B and C and/or non-residential
development in Central SoMa Development Tier C;
and, (3) the proposed project is greater in size than
what would have been allowed without the Central
SoMa Plan.
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52 | 840 (Table 840) | pg 186, X Make conforming edits to the MUG General District | Conforming edits to address the zoning
line 22 to Zoning Control Table to correct numbering and amendments introduced on July 16th.
pg 190, cross-references, and to add references to various
line 13 requirements in the Central SoMa SUD.
53 | 841 (Table 841) | pg191, X Make conforming edits to the MUR General District | Conforming edits to address the zoning
line 20 to Zoning Control Table to correct numbering and amendments introduced on July 16th.
pg 195, cross-references, and to add references to various
line 21 requirements in the Central SoMa SUD.
54 | 848 pg 208, X Correct the residential off-street parking code Corrects cross-references.
lines 1-6 references in the CMUO District Zoning Control
Table.
55 | 848 pg 208, X X Add a cross-reference in the CMUO table to the Non-substantive amendment but not included
line 14 to residential lot coverage requirements in 249.78. in the Case Report
pg 209,
line 2
56 | Uncodified pg 216, X For a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035, the | To facilitate an increase in residential units in
section lines 5-18 following controls shall apply, provided the project | the tower at 636 4th Street, provided the

meets its Inclusionary Housing requirements
pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 by
providing BMR units entirely on-site:

(a) A 5-foot setback is required for the Tower
Portion for the entire frontage along Fourth Street,
and a 25-foot setback is required for the Tower
Portion for the entire southwest property line
frontage directly opposite the property at Block
3786, Lot 322.

(b) The residential Tower may have a horizontal
separation of not less than 40 feet from the Tower
Portion of an approved or proposed Tower on
Block 3786, Lot 322.

(c¢) The maximum Gross Floor Area of any
residential Tower floor shall be 12,500 gross
square feet.

(d) The maximum plan length of a Residential
tower shall be 165 feet.

project provides affordable housing units on-
site.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM DOCUMENT [ADOPTED BY REFERENCE]

1 Implementation | Public X Amend the Public Benefits Program to create a $10 To support existing PDR businesses and
Program Benefits million PDR Relocation Fund in the Cultural address potential displacement by providing
Document Program Preservation and Community Services category. relocation assistance, including business

services and support with rent and moving
costs.

4111




CENTRAL SOMA PLAN (Case Number 2011.1356TZU & 2018-004477PCA)
EXHIBIT 2: Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District since Planning Commission Adoption

L Amendments?
# Section ;gi::/lizl? 5/10 7/16 7/23 Summary of Amendments Rationale
CPC Board Board
2 Implementation | Public X Amend the Public Benefits Program to subtract $5 To create the PDR Relocation Fund as
Program Benefits million from the Restoration of the US Mint building | described above.
Document Program and $5 million from the Environmental
Sustainability & Resilience category ($4 million
from "Enhanced stormwater management in
complete streets" and $1million from "Water
recycling and stormwater management in parks").
3 Implementation | Key X Edit the description of Key Development Site 3 to Conforming amendment with item #6 (Section
Program Developm- specify that the hotel may be developed as a 263.33) above.
Document ent Site residential building, and to remove the reference to
Guidelines 500 hotel rooms.

4112



EXHIBIT 3:
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ADDRESSING AMENDMENTS TO THE
CENTRAL SOMA AREA PLAN




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

DATE: September 6, 2018

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

RE: Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments, Staff

Recommendations, and Other Issues for Consideration 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. The purpose of this analysis is to determine whether the EIR adequately
analyzes:

1) the amendments to the Central SoMa Plan introduced by the legislative sponsors at the Board
of Supervisor’s Land Use Committee hearings on July 16, 2018 and July 23, 2018;
Planning Department’s staff recommendations; and
other issues for consideration.

2)
3)

The amendments, staff recommendations, and other issues for consideration are summarized in the
September 6, 2018 Planning Commission Executive Summary for approval of amendments to the Central
SoMa Plan.

Central SoMa Plan Amendments

The Environmental Planning Division has reviewed the proposed amendments to the Central SoMa Plan
introduced at the July 16 and 23, 2018 Land Use Committee hearings and determined that the
amendments to the Central SoMa Plan were addressed in the Central SoMa Plan Final EIR and
accompanying errata, 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 two amendments to the
Central SoMa Plan require additional explanation as to why the proposed amendments would not result
in any new physical environmental effects that are not already analyzed in the Central SoMa Plan EIR.!

(1) Increase the allowable height on Block 3777, Lot 052 from 45 feet to 50 feet

Analysis: This amendment would modify the proposed Central SoMa Plan zoning map from 45-X to
50-X for a portion of Block 3777, Lot 052. The existing height and bulk limit for this block and lot is

I The July 16, 2018 amendments to the Central SoMa Plan also include a proposed change to the allowable zoning for parcels north of
the I-80 freeway (Blocks 3733, 3750, 3751, and 3752) that are currently proposed to be zoned CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed Use Office)
to MUR (mixed-use residential), which is the existing zoning designation for these sites. This change to the Central SoMa Plan was
evaluated in the May 9, 2018 Errata to the EIR and determined not to result in environmental effects beyond that analyzed in the EIR.
The May 9, 2018 Errata is available at: http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Central_SoMa_EIR_Errata_May92018.pdf. Accessed July 16, 2018.
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40-X. The proposed amendment would add an additional 5 feet to the allowable heights on this block,
for a total height increase of 10 feet. The September 6, 2018 Planning Commission Executive
Summary for approval of amendments to the Central SoMa Plan specifies that if the developer of the
site takes advantage of the Central SoMa Plan’s Special Height Exceptions, this height increase would
allow for the development of an additional floor of affordable housing units. Should development on
this parcel take advantage of the special height exemption pursuant to section 263.322 the
development project would be required to demonstrate that it does not result in a net increase in
development potential for the primary project and does not cause any new or substantially increased
significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels related to wind and
shadow that would not have occurred without the additional height. Should a development project
NOT take advantage of the special height exemption pursuant to section 263.32, a 5 foot increase in
the allowable height limit would not allow for an additional developable floor and would not

increase development capacity for the site.

Therefore, this proposed amendment to the Central SoMa Plan would not result in growth at levels
beyond that evaluated in the EIR. As such, there is no need for further analysis of impacts related to
land use (division of a community or conflict with plans adopted to avoid environmental impacts);
cultural and paleontological resources (historical, archeological, tribal, cultural and unique
paleontological resources and human remains); transportation (traffic, transit, pedestrian and bicycle
circulation, loading, and emergency vehicle access); air quality (consistency with the relevant air
quality plan, traffic generated emissions and construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and fine
particulate matter and toxic air contaminants, and odors); noise (traffic-generated noise, noise
generated by stationary sources and construction noise); or hydrology (flooding risk and wastewater
generation). Because there would be no change in the intensity of development, there would be no
change to the EIR’s Initial Study analysis for the following topics: population and housing, recreation,
utilities, public services, biology, geology, hazardous materials, minerals, energy, and agricultural
and forest resources.

Regarding wind, based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and
expert opinion on other projects, it is generally the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not
have the potential to generate significant wind impacts. Therefore, an allowable height limit of 50 feet
would not result in new wind hazards beyond that disclosed in the EIR.

With regards to shadow, the closest existing public open space to this block and lot is South Park,
approximately 1,400 feet (0.25 miles) to the east of this site. A shadow fan analysis of a potential 50-
foot tall building on this site was conducted and is included as Attachment A. This analysis finds that
a 50-foot tall building would not shade any existing public open spaces. The additional 5 foot height
limit increase could result in an incremental amount of shade on the Plan’s proposed park on the
block bounded by Bryant, Fourth, Brannan, and Fifth Streets. However, as discussed in the EIR (IV.H-
38-IV.H-40), this park is proposed as part of the Central SoMa Plan and CEQA does not require an

2 Section 263.32. Special Height Exceptions: Permitted Building Heights in the Central SoMa Special Use District

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2
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evaluation of the project on itself. Potential shadow impacts that could be cast on this future park are
discussed in the EIR for informational purposes only and incremental increases in the amount of
shadow on the Plan’s proposed open spaces do not affect the adequacy or accuracy of the
environmental analysis in the Central SoMa Plan EIR. For the above reasons, increasing the allowable
height on Block 3777, Lot 052 by 5 feet would not result in any new or more severe environmental
impacts than those identified in the Central SoMa Plan EIR.

(2) Rezoning of 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)
Analysis: The proposed rezoning of the Western SoMa Service, Art, and Light Industrial (WS SALI)
parcels (exclusive of Central SoMa Key Sites) located south of I-80 to MUG would reduce potential
commercial development by approximately 120,000 square feet. This change would result in a net
reduction of 531 jobs and a net gain of 120 residential units in the Central SoMa Plan Area.? This
modification in zoning would change the Plan’s overall growth projections, resulting in a total of

8,570 housing units (8,450 units +120 units) and 33,219 jobs (33,750 jobs — 531 jobs).

As a point of clarification, the total number of 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
RTC document, the Planning Department analyzed a list of “issues for consideration” (which are
proposals for 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 Central
SoMa Mixed Use Office (CMUO) to MUG or Mixed-Use Residential (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 net gain of 130 residential units (8,320 units +130
units =8,450 units). The Department further determined that this change would not result in
increased physical environmental effects beyond that studied in the Central SoMa EIR. EIR
Appendix G (attachment to the EIR, provided in an errata issued April 5, 20184) and EIR Appendix I
(attachment to the EIR, provided in an errata issued May 9, 2018 5) explain how other changes to the

Central SoMa Plan have resulted in changes to the Plan’s growth projections.

The proposed rezoning of the WS SALI parcels (exclusive of Central SoMa Key Sites) located south

of I-80 to MUG would change the projected amount of jobs and housing units, but would not result

3 Chen, Lisa (San Francisco Planning Department), “RE: Central SoMa: Growth Projections”. Email communication to Elizabeth
White. September 6, 2018.

* 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 September 5, 2018.

5 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 September 5, 2018.
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Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments, Staff Recommendations,

and Other Issues for Consideration to the Central SoMa Area Plan

Case No. 2011.1356E

September 6, 2018

in an exceedance of the overall growth (amount of jobs and housing units) projected under the Plan.
The environmental effects of an additional 120 residential units within the Plan Area would be off-
set by the reduction in environmental effects anticipated to occur as a result of approximately 531
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 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
approximately 120,000 square feet from 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 WS SALI parcels south of I-80 to MUG would not change height and

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

and Other Issues for Consideration to the Central SoMa Area Plan

Case No. 2011.1356E

September 6, 2018

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
parcels south of I-80 from WS SALI to MUG would not result in increased physical environmental

effects beyond that already studied in the EIR.
Staff Recommendations

In addition to the above amendments, Planning Department staff is recommending a number of
additional modifications to the Central SoMa Plan. These additional modifications are clarifying edits
or revisions to the Plan that would not result in increased physical environmental effects beyond that

disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan Final EIR.
Issues for Consideration

The September 6, 2018 Planning Commission Staff Executive Summary for approval of amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan contains a list of Issues for Planning Commission consideration. With the
exception of the following, the issues for consideration, if adopted, would not result in increased

physical environmental effects beyond that disclosed in the Central SoMa Plan Final EIR.

Issue not covered in the EIR analysis: On the Key Site identified in Planning Code Section
329(e)(2)(b)(C), allow an exception to the bulk controls in Section 270(h) to permit the project to

include a rooftop bar.

Rationale: This modification to the Planning Code would allow for this Key Site to include a rooftop
bar above the allowable height limit. Any physical features allowed above the height limit were not
analyzed in the Central SoMa Plan’s Final EIR and therefore, could result in increased wind and
shadow impacts, beyond that disclosed in the Final EIR. Should this amendment be recommended
for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan, Environmental Planning staff recommends that this exception
be allowed only if the project does not cause any new or substantially increased significant impacts
that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels related to wind and shadow that would not

have occurred without the physical features associated with the rooftop bar.

Enclosures
Attachment A. Shadow Fan Analysis for Block 3777, Lot 052

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5

4118



Attachment A

A
‘\\t¢
D
)
AR
o)
‘-’}' .\\\\\ A 5
Y & e <
AN N & C,._—;
.;.‘\'\\\ (,.\O /'); . Nx
2 7 /{{; \\Q )
S > 4
¢ Fé - 7
) S o J}
2 4. e $
o° N\ /'
s & =
Y o
W&
)
O
O
5
ol
< & :
<, N € .
2 & %
REAS X 5
3 ¢
& %
a0 7
* :
'ch
o &
,O \\‘ 7
@ A
I &
\\\\’ Legend
«D
S D Proposed Building
: Shadow Fan
A
7 i
% KR RPD Properties
KN Open Spaces
e
' ] puvicc
- Private
Schools Public - Dec 2015
CCSF_ENTITY
[ sFcep
& B sFusp
O
o
at
Title: Block 3777 Lot 052: Shadow from 50 foot Height Limit Feet
0 230 460 690 920
Comments: July 16, 2018 Proposed Amendments to the N
ntral Ma Plan No. 2011 .1 E A  The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness
Central SoMa Pla ’ Case No. 20 356 W rE  of ar4 Tf?gation. CCSF provides this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to
Printed: 16 JuIy, 2018 warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.




EXHIBIT 4:
PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE DRAFT ORDINANCE (AS
AMENDED ON 7/23/18)




© 0o ~N O O Hh 0N -

N N N D N N A A dm wd e ed = o e -
gl A W N -, O O 00N NN -, O

FILE NO. 180184 ORDINANCE NO.

[Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan]

Ordinance amending the Administrative and Planning Codes to give effect to the
Central South of Market 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; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality
Act, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations; and making findings
of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under

Planning Code, Section 302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in szngle-underlzne ztalzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arial-fent.
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.

(@) On , 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning
Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. _ , finding that

the Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San

Francisco, is adequate, accurate, and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the
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Draft EIR, and that the content of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR
was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with 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 Administrative Code. Copies of the
Planning Commission Motion and the Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

No. 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.

(d) Atthe same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ,
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. , and is incorporated herein by reference.

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

Planning Code Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the
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reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. , and the Board

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.

() 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.

(g) 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 réquire major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 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. General Findings

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(a) Findings Regarding Setback Requirement on Fourth Street. The increased
development in Central SoMa is likely to cause congestion and crowding for pedestrians on
the Central SoMa Plan Area’s sidewalks, particularly near the intersection of the Central
Subway and Caltrain, due to the increased concentration of commuters using Muni and
Caltrain at that location. In most of the Plan Area, pedestrian congestion will be ameliorated
by widening sidewalks to the widths identified in the Better Streets Plan, pursuant to Planning
Code Section 138.1. However, the sidewalks on 4th Street between Bryant and Townsend
Streets cannot be widened to the extent recommended by the Better Streets Plan because
the Central Subway will run at grade in the middle of the street.‘Therefore, requiring the
buildings on 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street be set back five feet at
ground level will alleviate this impact to pedestrian congestion and crowding.

(b) Findings Regarding Micro-Retail Uses in the Central SoMa Special Use District.
The Plan seeks to provide small retail spaces, referred to as “micro-retail,” to ensure that
space is available for small, non-Formula Retail establishments, which are more likely to offer
non-tréditional and unique merchandise for residents and visitors. The micro-retail space
requirements provide for a diversity of retail land uses, which will help preserve Central
SoMa's distinct neighborhood character and help fulfill the City’s Priority Policy of the General
Plan that existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and that
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail
establishments be enhanced. In addition, the Board hereby incorporates by reference and
adopts the findings set forth in Planning Code Section 303.1(a), which further support the
provision of non-Formula Retail micro-retail spaces in the Central SoMa Plan Area.

(c) Findings Regarding Privately-Owned Public Open Space (POPOS).

(1) Adequate open space is of vital importance to the desirability of downtown

and South of Market as a place to visit, work or shop.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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(2) New non-residential development increases demands on the City’s existing
limited parks, recreational facilities, and open spaces, contributing to overcrowding of those
facilities.

(3) Publicly-accessible open space and recreation facilities are essential to
creating and maintaining an attractive central business district and to generally create an
environment appealing for workers, shoppers, and visitors. The economic sustainability and
well-being of the City is dependent on the reputation of its commercial and visitor areas as
pleasant and amenity-filled. Businesses choose to locate in San Francisco because of its
balance of high-accessibility to other businesses and services and its livability. The skilled
and creative workforce sought by businesses growing in San Francisco values spending time
in an interesting and amenity-filled walkable urban environment. These spaces directly |
enhance the economic value of the commercial properties themselves.

(4) New non-residential development increases the demand for parks,
recreational facilities, and open space. These amendments provide for open space
demanded as a result of new non-residential development. These amendments also provide
for a reduction in open space requirements where recreational and open space amenities are
provided by other means. Also, to ensure that these publicly accessible spaces mitigate the
impacts described above, truly supplement the public open space system, and provide
welcoming environments to all members of the public, indoor and upper-story spaces are
discouraged in favor of outdoor, street-level spaces, except where a specific recreational
amenity is provided that is necessarily indoors or the project location makes outdoor space
undesirable (e.g., adjacent to a freeway). Further, limited amounts of food and beverage
service retail are permitted in larger spaces created pursuant to this ordinance to ensure that
these spaces are active and attractive to workers, visitors, and shoppers, as well as provide

some revenue for the property owners.
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(5) To ensure that the requirements of this ordinance provide sufficient flexibility
for project sponsors to address the context of their particular sites and address the impacts of
their developments, project sponsors are given options to meet the requirements other than
by setting aside space on their project sites. These options include (depending on zoning
district) provision of off-site open space and payment of fees in lieu of providing any space.
Reasonable geographic latitude is given in provision of off-site spaces. In-lieu fee amounts
are set based on the reasonably comparable costs of acquiring land in the area of the
development and improving the property to the same high standard of investment as would be
expected in a highly-trafficked public space in a high-density urban area (i.e., significantly
higher cost per square foot for more intensive amenity, hardscape, and engineering
investment than relatively cheaper expansive lawns and landscape areas common in less
dense more outlying neighborhoods). These in-lieu fees are based on costs identified in
Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee
Nexus Study by Hausrath Economics from April 2012.

(6) The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis (2014) (“LOS
Analysis”), p. 22, concludes that four acres of open space are necessary for every 1,000
“Service Population Units.” Each employee is equivalent to 0.19 “Service Population Units”
(Hausrath Economics Group, “Phoenix Park and EDU Factors Study,” A Report to City of
Phoenix Planning Department, Sept. 1998, cited in San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis
(2014) at p. 14 n. 22.) Thus, every 1,000 additional employees creates a demand for 0.76
acres of open space (4.0 acres/1,000 employees x 0.19 = 0.76 acres/1,000 workers).

(7) Development under the Central SoMa Plan is expected to add 8.5 million
gross square feet (gsf) of new non-residential building space, based on the Planning

Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018).
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(8) This 8.5 million gsf would result in approximately 40,000 jobs (assuming an
employment density of approximately 220 gsf per worker). (“Central SoMa Growth Allocation
by TAZ - August 2016.")

(9) Because, as noted above, every 1,000 additional employees creates a
demand for 0.76 acres of open space, the Central SoMa Plan would create demand for an
additional 30.4 acres of open space.

(10) The San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (2014) (“Citywide Nexus
Analysis”), at p. 15, states that the cost to construct new open space is approximately $10.3
million per acre. Therefore providing 30.4 acres of new open space in Central SoMa would
cost the City approximately $313 million.

(11) Non-residential development projects in Central SoMa pay the Eastern
Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Fee), of which 6% is dedicated to open space. As
of 2018, the maximum Fee paid by non-residential uses was $19.81 per gsf; 6% of which is
$1.19 per gsf. As such; non-residential projects in Central SoMa are expected to generate
approximately $10 million towards open space, leaving an unfunded portion of nearly $300
million.

(12) The Central SoMa Plan POPOS program would yield approximately four
acres of open space, based on the proposed requirement of 1 gsf of POPOS for every 50 gsf
of non-residential development and the expectation of 8.5 million of gsf of non-residential
development. At a cost of $10.3 million per acre, these four acres of POPOS would be the
equivalent of approximately $40 million of additional open space fees.

(13) Therefore, expanding the POPOS requirement to the Central SoMa Plan
Area is an essential part of the City’s overall strategy to meet the demand for open space

generated by new residents and workers.
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(d) Findings Regarding the Establishment of Citizens Advisory Committees to Guide
Plan Implementation. Through the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process, the City
established the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) to advise on the
implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans and community improvements
programming within thé Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, and
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill areas. However, with the addition of the Central SoMa Area
Plan and its related implementation and community improvements programming, it is evident
that a single CAC can no longer provide the appropriate community input necessary to serve
these growing areas. The Board of Supervisors intends to revise the composition and

jurisdiction of the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC, such that it is split into two CACs, one which
serves the three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one
which serves the southern Plan Areas (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central
Waterfront). Any process of modifying existing and proposed CACs should incorporate

recommendations of neighborhood stakeholders and community members as they develop
the necessary details of restructuring these bodies.

(e) Findings Regarding Access to Good Jobs. While accommodating the growth of
jobs is important, it is just as important that these are jobs that pay a living wage. Many of the
office jobs in the technology sector and even the PDR jobs are certain to be good jobs,
particularly in that they pay well relative to education. However, it is important that the City

upports good jobs ac i i nstructi otel worker:
r professions. Therefore, it is the intent of the Board of Superviso “Good
bs Policy” to help enable permanent jobs at good living wages with b its within the future
development.
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Section 3. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising Chapter 35, to

read as follows:

CHAPTER 35: RESIDENTIAL, HOTEL, AND INDUSTREAEPDR COMPATIBILITY AND
PROTECTION

SEC. 35.1. SHORT TITLE.

This Chapter 35 may be referred to as the Residential and fdustrialPDR Compatibility
and Protection Ordinance.

SEC. 35.2. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

It shall be the policy of the City and County of San Francisco (City) to protect its
existing and future industrial-businessesProduction, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses from

potentially incompatible adjacent and nearby development provided that such irdustrial-Uses

are conducted and maintained i#4

standards-end-in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.
The City end-County-of-San-Franciseo encourages the use of best available control technologies
and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce the potential for
incompatibility with other uses, including residential.

Furthermore, it shall be the policy of the City and-County-of-San-Franciseo 1o support the

health, safety, and welfare ofpretect the future residents of and overnight visitors to

industriedIndustrial, PDR, and mixed-use neighborhoods by providing for a notification process

so that such residents and overnight visitors are made aware of some of the possible
consequences of moving to or staying in an industriat-er-mixeduse such neighborhoods and by
encouraging-and—ifpossible: requiring; features in any new residential or hotel construction

designed to promote the compatibility of residential and hotel and adjacent or nearby industrial

PDR uses.
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SEC. 35.3. DEFINITIONS.

For the purposes of this Chapter 33, the following definitions shall apply.

)—"Eligible fsdustriclPDR Use" means any legally existing, including legally non-
conforming, or future fdustrieiPDR Use, conducted or maintained for industrialPDR purposes,

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

“Hotel Use” is as defined in Planning Code Section 102.

te)—"TndustriclPDR Use" means-am-industrial-use-asis as defined in #he Planning Code

—"IndustrialPDR Use Zoning District" means a zoning district designated in Planning

Code Section 201 as an Industrial District, Production Distribution Repair District, or Eastern

Neighborhoods Mixed Use DistrictE-M-(Heevy-Commereciab-M-I-(Light Industrial-M-2-(Heavy

LY LA s P P 0 s ]2 A RWT)Y /(Racidontra azasioa. 4 a1 2 2, QLo exls
H H : b %
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“Property” means all real property inside a PDR Use Zoning District.

fe>—"Residential Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section 102means-the-use-of-amy-real

@—"Transfer" meansbutisnottimited-tothefollowing: sale or lease.

"Transferee” means a purchaser or lessee of all or any portion of a Property, and includes but

is not limited to the purchaser or lessee's partners, assigns, successors, representatives, and heirs.

“Transferee” shall not mean a guest at a Hotel or Motel.

"Transferor” means an owner of a Property who sells or leases all or any portion of the

structure to a Transferee, and includes but is not limited to the owner's partners, assigns, successors,

and representatives.

SEC. 35.4. PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIALPDR USES.
No Eligible fdustrialPDR Use shall be or become a public or private nuisance if the

PDR Use operates in compliance with the Municipal Code and state and federal law, and with the

terms of its permitsdise

SEC. 35.5. EXEMPTIONS AND NONAPPLICATION.

(a) The provisions of Section 35.4 shall not apply whenever a nuisance results from

the negligent, improper, or illegal operation of any HdustrielPDR Use.
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(b) This Chapter 35 is not intended to superesede or limit any other provisions of the
Municipal Code with regard to the regulation and control of FrdustrieclPDR Uses, including, but
not limited to, Article 11 of the Health and Safety Code.

SEC. 35.6. NOTICE REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSFER OF REAL PROPERTY FOR
RESIDENTIAL USE.

(a) Notice Requirement. The #Transferor of Adiacent-Property for Residential Use or
Hotel Use must provide notice to the ¢Transferee as follows.

(1) Timing of Disclosure. For all transfers of Adfacent Property having any

Residential Use_ or Hotel Use, the #Transferor shall provide the disclosure described in
Ssubsection 35.6(a)(2) on a written document. This notice shall be provided for a lease prior to
the tenant(s) signing athe lease, or for a purchase agreement for the transfer of the Adjacent
Property at the time required by California Civil Code Section 1102.3.

(2) DiselosureContents of Disclosure Notice. The disclosure shall include a

citation to this Section 35.6, a copy of this Chapter 33 as is in effect when the disclosure notice is

provided, and a written statement containing substantially the following language in at least 12-
point font:

"DISCLOSURE OF ADJACENTNEIGHBORING INDUSTRIALPDR USES

You are purchasing or leasing property in an area that permits Production, Distribution, and

Repair (PDR) Uuses, as defined in Planning Code Section 102that-may-be-adjacent-to-an-existing

industriet-use. IndustrialPDR Unses may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort arising
from Iudustrialtheir operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust,
chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations, which may

occur throughout the day and night. One or more of these types of inconveniences may occur

even if the industrialPDR Unse is operating in conformance with existing laws and regulations
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and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of such use. #youtive near
industrial-uses—youYou should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as
normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed industrialPDR and

residential Usses. 4 PDR Usse shall not be considered a public or private nuisance if it operates in

compliance with the Municipal Code and state and federal law, and with the terms of its

(b) Affidavit of Disclosure.

(1) Contents of Affidavit. The ¢Transferor shall make and sign, upon penalty of

perjury, an affidavit containing the following information, with appropriate terms to be inserted in

place of the bracketed language, as specified: stating-that-the-transferor-provided-the-disclosure

(4) the identities of the Transferor and any entity on whose behalf the

Transferor is acting;

(B) the identity of the Transferee;

(C) the address, including unit number, of the portion of the Project being

transferred;
(D) whether the Transfer is a sale or lease; and
(E) the following language:
"I have provided to the [purchaser or lessee] the disclosure required by San Francisco
Administrative Code Chapter 33. Attached is a true and correct copy of the notice provided to the
[purchaser or lessee].
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I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is |

true and correct. Executed on [date] in [city and state].”

(2) Affidavit Transmitted to the Planning Department. The Transferor shall transmit

to the Planning Department, by any means acceptable to the Planning Department, the affidavit and a

copy of the disclosure notice provided to each Transferee: provided however, that the attachment need

not also include a copy of the then-current text of this Chapter 35. This transmittal must occur within

90 days of the transfer. Upon request of the Transferee, the Transferor shall also provide a copy of this

affidavit, with an attached copy of the disclosure notice referenced in the affidavit, to the Transferee.

(3) Affidavits Available to the Public. Pursuant to state and local law. upon request,

the Planning Department shall provide a copy of the affidavit and attached notice to any member of the

public.

(4) Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions for Condominium Projects. If the

Property will be subdivided into condominiums, the requirements of this Section 35.6(b) shall be

included as terms of the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") that will be filed with the

State and that govern owners of the property. Upon request, a copy of the CC&Rs shall be provided to

the Planning Department.

* Kk Kk *

(e)

based-onthe-City'sfailure-to-prosecute-Enforcement. The Planning Department shall enforce this
Section 35.6 through the application of Planning Code Sections 176 and 176.1.

SEC. 35.7. PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND COMMISSION REVIEW OF
RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS.

The Planning Department and Commission shall consider, among other

eonsiderationsfactors, the compatibility of uses when approving Residential Uses and Hotel Uses
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in PDR Use Zoning Districts adiacent-to-or-near-existing-tndustricl-Uses-and toshall take all

reasonably available means through the City's design review and approval processes to

ensure that the design of such new residential and hotel development projects is sensitive to

both the existing and future IndustrialPDR Uses in these Districts and the future residents and

overnight visitors of the new development. Such eensiderationsfactors may include, among

others:

(a) The proposed project's consistency with the Industrial Area Design Guidelines;

(b) The proposed project's overall design, acoustical treatment, and ventilation to
achieve interior noise levels and ventilation compatible with residential standards; and

(c) The location of non-habitable spaces or spaces such as closets, bathrooms,
kitchens, and/or landscaping so that such spaces may provide a buffer between the proposed
habitable residential areas and any common property line with frdustrialPDR Uses.

SEC. 35.8. SEVERABILITY.

In the event that a court or agency of competent jurisdiction holds that a Federal or
State law, rule, or regulation invalidates any clause, sentence, paragraph, or section of this
Chapter 35 or the application thereof to any person or circumstances, it is the intent of the
Board of Supervisors that the court or agency sever such clause, sentence, paragraph, or

section or application thereof so that the remainder of this erdinance Chapter shall remain in

effect.

SEC. 35.9. NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION AGAINST CITY.

This Chapter 35 shall not create any private right of action against the City. The City shall have

no duty or liability based on any failure to achieve the disclosure required by this Chapter or based on
the City's failure to enforce or prosecute pursuant to this Chapter.
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Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 128.1, 132.4,
175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432, 433, 434, and 848; revising Sections 102,
124, 134, 135, 135.3, 138, 140, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 1563, 1565, 163, 169.3, 181,
182, 201, 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1, 263, 270, 270.2,
303.1, 304, 307, 329, 401, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 418.7, 419, 419.6,
423.1,423.2, 423.3, 423.5, 426, 427, 429.2, 603, 608.1, 802.1, 802.4, 803.3, 803.4, 803.5,
803.9, 809, 813, 825, 840, 841, 842, 843, 844, 845, 846, 847, 890.37, 890.116, and 890.124;
and deleting Sections 263.11, 425, 802.5, 803.8, 815, 816, 817, and 818, to read as follows:

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

* % % %

Floor Area, Gross. In Districts other than C-3, EMUOthe Central SoMa Special Use

District, and the Van Ness Special Use District, the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of

a building or buildings, measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the
centerlines of walls separating two buildings. Where columns are outside and separated from
an exterior wall (curtain wall) that encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged
that the curtain wall is clearly separate from the structural members, the exterior face of the
curtain wall shall be the line of measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each
floor shall also be counted.

In the C-3 and GMUOCentral SoMa Bistricts and the Van Ness Special Use Districts,
the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured along the
glass line at windows at a height of four feet above the finished floor and along a projected
straight line parallel to the overall building wall plane connecting the ends of individual
windows, provided, however, that such line shall not be inward of the interior face of the wall.

(a) Except as specifically excluded in this definition, "Gross Floor Area" shall include,

but not be limited to, the following:
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* * % *

(7) In districts other than the C-3 and EMUJOCentral SoMa Special Use
Districts, floor space in accessory buildings; and

(8) Inthe C-3 and EMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districts, any floor area
dedicated to accessory or non-accessory parking, except for bicycle parking, required
off-street loading, and accessory parking as specified in subsection (b)(7); and

* * K %

(b) "Gross Floor Area" shall not include the following:
ok ok %

(4) Mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas necessary to the
operation or maintenance of the building itself (A) if located at an intermediate story of the
building and forming a complete floor level; or (B) in the C-3 and GMUOCentral SoMa Special
Use Districts, if located on a number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor
level, provided that the mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas are permanently
separated from occupied floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an
average floor as determined by the Zoning Administrator;

(7) In C-3 and CMUOQ Districts, floor space dedicated to parking which does not

exceed the amount principally permitted as accessory, and is located underground.

(13) Ground floor area in the C-3-0O, C-3-O(SD), C-3-S, C-3-S(SU), aend-and C-
3-G_Districts and SMUJOIn the Central SoMa Special Use Districts devoted to building or

pedestrian circulation and building service;

* %k Kk *
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(16) Floor area in C-3-Seuth-of-Market Mixed-Use-Distriets: and Eastern

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts devoted to child care facilities, provided that:

(A) Allowable indoor space is no less than 3,000 square feet and no
more than 6,000 square feet-and;

(B) The facilities are made available rent freeand;

(C) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to
the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops, or public parks may be used if they meet
licensing requirements for child care facilities;; and

(D) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as
there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by the Planning
Commission that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a
facility described in Ssubsection (6)(17) below dealing with cultural, educational, recreational,
religious, or social service facilities;

(17) Floor area in C-3-Seuth-of Market-Mixed Use-Distriets; and Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational,
religious, or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee
covering actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are:

(A) Owned and operated by a nonprofit corporation or institution; or

(B) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit
corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this Ssubsection shall
be counted as Occupied Floor Area, except as provided in Ssubsections(a) through (f) in the
definition for Floor Area, Occupied, for the purpose of calculating the freight loading
requirements for the project;

* k Kk Kk

SEC. 124. BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO.
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(a) Except as provided in Ssubsections (b), (c), (d), (e). and (l) of this Section_124, the

basic Floor Area Ratio limits specified in the Zoning Control Table for the district in which the

lot is located, or in Table 124 below, shall apply to each building or development in the

districts indicated.

TABLE 124
BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITS

District Basic Floor Area Ratio Limit

* * % *

RSD- SPD, NC-1, NCT-1, NC-S

Haight

Inner Clement

Inner Sunset

North Beach

1.81t0 1

Outer Clement

Sacramento

24th Street-Noe Valley

West Portal

* % k %

SER-SH
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SSO gmdi 10 or-50-footheicht-distri 3 0t01
SSO ane in-a-65-or-80-foot-heisht-distri L 0 t0-1
SSO-and-inat30-foot-heicht-distri L5 101

() Within the am-RSD: SPD-SER-SEH-or-SSO District, Live/MWork Units constructed
above the floor area ratio limits in Section 102 (Floor Area Ratio, subsection (b)(19)) of this
Code shall be subject to the following conditions and standards:

(1) Considering all Dwelling Units and all Live/Work Units on the lot, existing and

to be constructed, there shall be no more than one Live/Work Unit and/or Dwelling Unit per

200 square feet of lot area-except-thatforprofects-inthe-RSD-Distriet-which-will-exceed40feet-in

* % % *

SEC. 128.1. TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS IN THE CENTRAL SOMA

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to use Transferable Development Rights to

facilitate the economic viability of buildings that are of civic importance, that are not built to their full

development potential, and that are within the Central SoMa Special Use District, established in
Section 249.78.

(b) Definitions.

"Development Lot." A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District to which

Transferable Development Rights may be transferred._ The Development Lot shall not in n
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land dedicated to the City for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249.78 or for publicly-

owne rks or publicly-owned recreation cente

"Preservation Lot.” A parcel of land within the Central SoMa Special Use District on

which exists (1) a Significant or Contributory Building, as designated pursuant to Article 11 of this

Code; or (2) a structure designated as an individual landmark or as contributory to a historic district

designated pursuant to Article 10 of this Code. The boundaries of the Preservation Lot shall be the

boundaries of the Assessor’s Lot on which the building is located at the time the ordinance making the

designation is adopted, unless boundaries are otherwise specified in that ordinance.

"Transfer Lot." A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District from which

Transferable Development Rights may be transferred.

"Transferable Development Rights (TDR)." Units of allowable Gross Floor Area that

may be transferred_pursuant to the provisions of this Section and Article 11 of this Code, from a

Transfer Lot to increase the allowable Gross Floor Area of a development on a Development Lot.

"Unitof TDR." One unit of TDR is one square foot of Gross Floor Area.

(c) Applicability. TDR may be transferred from a Transfer | .ot to a Development Lot, subject

to the requirements set forth in this Section 128.1.

(1) The maximum TDR available for transfer from a Transfer Lot consists of the

difference between the allowable Gross Floor Area on the Transfer Lot and the actual Gross Floor

Area of the development located on the Transfer Lot. For purposes of this Section, the allowable Gross

Floor Area of the Transfer Lot is as follows:

(4) 3.0 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts of 40 to 49 feet;

(B) 4.0 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts of 50 to 59 feet;

(C) 5.0 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts of 60 to 69 feet;

(D) 6.0 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts of 70 to 85 feet; and
(E) 7.5 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts over 85 feet.
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(2) TDR may not be transferred for use on any lot on which there is a Significant or

Contributory buz’lding designated pursuant to Article 11 or any building designated pursuant to Article

10; provided that this restriction shall not apply if the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the

additional space resulting from the transfer of TDR is essential to make economically feasible the

reinforcement of a Significant or Contributory building designated pursuant to Article 11 to meet the

standards for seismic loads and forces of the Building Code, in which case TDR may be transferred for

that purpose, provided that the project sponsor has satisfied all other requirements of this Section and

Article 11, including but not limited to the requirements of Sections 1111 through 1111.6.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section 128. 1. development on a

Development Lot is limited by the provisions of this Code, other than those on floor area ratio,

governing the approval of projects, including but not limited to the requirements relating to height,

bulk, setback, sunlight access, and separation between towers, and any limitations imposed pursuant to

Section 329 review applicable to the Development Lot.

(d) Controls. The transfer of TDR shall be allowed only under the following circumstances:

(1) The Transfer Lot is a Preservation Lot or consists of a building all of the housing

units of which are Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401.

(2) The purchaser of the TDR is a Development Lot as defined in Section 128 and

(e) Additional Requirements. Projects transferring TDR pursuant to this Section 128.1 are

subject to the requirements of Planning Code Section 128(e) through (1).

SEC. 132.4. SETBACKS, STREETWALL ARTICULATION, AND TOWER SEPARATION
IN THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) Purpose. The controls in this Section 132.4 are intended to ensure that new buildings in the

Central SoMa Special Use District contribute to the activation, safety, and dynamism of the
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neighborhood, help create a strong urban room, and facilitate a substantial amount of light and air to

the neighborhood’s major streets.

(b) Definitions. The definitions of Section 102 shall apply, as well as the following additional

definitions.

“Mid-Rise Building.” A building above 85 feet and up to 160 feet in Height.

“Mid-Rise Portion.” The portion of a Mid-Rise Building above 85 feet in Height.

“Separation.” The distance, measured horizontally, between the outside surfaces of the

exterior walls of the subject buildings.

“Tower.” Any building taller than 160 feet in Height

“Tower Portion.”’ The portion of a Tower above 835 feet in Height.

(¢) Applicability. The controls in this Section 132.4 apply within the Central SoMa Special Use

District, established in Section 249.78.

(d) Controls.
(1) StreetWalL

(4) Requirements. Buildings shall be built up to the street- or alley-facing

property line up to 63 feet in Height, subject to the controls of Section 261.1 as applicable, except as

provided in subsection (B) below.

(B) Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the requirements of

subsection (A), any building may be recessed from the property line as follows:

(i) _To the extent necessary to accommodate any setback required by this

Code:

(ii) For portions of residential buildings with walk-up dwelling units that

have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Guidelines;

(iii) For publicly-accessible open space built pursuant to the
requirements of Section 138; or
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(iv) For building facade architectural articulation and modulation up to

a maximum depth of 58 feet.

(2) Setbacks.
(A) For Mid-Rise Buildings in the CS Bulk District, as defined in Section 270(h),

the following requirements apply:

(i) Along all street- and alley-facing property lines, a 15-foot setback is

required for the Mid-Rise Portion for at least 60 percent of the frontage length. This setback may be

reduced for obstructions permitted by Section 136;

(ii) Along all interior property lines, a 15-foot setback is required for the

Mid-Rise Portion for the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced for obstructions permitted

according to Section 136.

(B) For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all property lines, a 15-foot

sethack is required for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced for

obstructions permitted according to Section 136.

(C) Along 4th Street between Brvant Street and Townsend Street, building

facades on new development shall be set back from the street-facing property line by a minimum depth

of five feet to a minimum height of 25 feet above sidewalk grade. This setback shall be designed as an

extension of the sidewalk, free of columns or other obstructions, except as allowed according to Section

136, and shall generally be available to the public at all times for pedestrian circulation.

(3) Building Separation.
(4) The Tower Portion of a project shall have a horizontal separation of at least

115 feet from the Tower Portion of any other Tower.

(B) _Through the procedures of Section 329, the Planning Commission may

reduce the separation required under subsection (A4) if it finds that a Tower project meets all of the
following criteria:
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(i) The Tower Portion of the project has, at a minimum, a horizontal

separation of at least 85 feet from the Tower Portion of any other Tower;

(ii) The maximum floor area of any floor of the Tower Portion of the

project is no more than 10.000 gross square feet;

(iii) The maximum height of the uppermost building element or mass,

occupied or unoccupied, of the Tower has a difference of at least 50 feet in Height from the maximum

height of the uppermost element of any other Tower within 115 feet of horizontal distance; and

(iv) The Tower Portion of the project is designed so as to maximize

apparent distance and architectural differentiation from any other nearby Tower.

(C) The Tower Portion of a project shall have a horizontal separation of at least

30 feet from any Mid-Rise Portion on the same development lot, except that a bridge between the

Tower Portion and the Mid-Rise Portion may be permissible up to a height of 130 feet if the bridge is

no more than one story in height, is set back a minimum of 15 feet from any property line, and is

visually subordinate to the buildings it connects.

(D) Any development containing both a Tower Portion and Mid-Rise Portion

shall be designed to emphasize a visual distinction between the Tower and Mid-Rise Portions as

separate structures.

* * % %

SEC. 134. REAR YARDS, R, NC, C, SPD, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED,
AND RED-MX;-RSD,-SLR-SLIAND-SSO DISTRICTS.

The rear yard requirements established by this Section 134 shall apply to every
building in the districts listed below. To the extent that these provisions are inconsistent with
any Special Use District or Residential Character District, the provisions of the Special Use
District or Residential Character District shall apply. These requirements are intended to

assure the protection and continuation of established midblock, landscaped open spaces, and
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maintenance of a scale of development appropriate to each district, consistent with the
location of adjacent buildings.

(a) Basic Requirements. The basic rear yard requirements shall be as follows for the
districts indicated:

(1) RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RM-3, RM-4, RC-3, RC-4, NC Districts other
than the Pacific Avenue NC District, C, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED, RED-
MX, and SPD;RSD-SLR-SLIand-SSO Districts. The minimum rear yard depth shall be equal
to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but in no case less than
15 feet. For buildings containing only SRO Units in the Seuwth-ef Market-Mixed Use-and-Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 25% of the
total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but the required rear yard of SRO
buildings not exceeding a height of 65 feet shall be reduced in specific situations as described
in Ssubsection (c) below.

(C) RC-3, RC-4, NC-3, NCT-3, Broadway, Fillmore Street NCT, Hayes-|
Gough NCT, Japantown, SoMa NCT, Mission Street NCT, Polk Street, Pacific Avenue, C,
M, SPD, RSD;-SER-SEE-SSO; MUR, MUG, MUO, and UMU Districts. Rear yards shall be
provided at the lowest story containing a Dwelling Unit, and at each succeeding level or story
of the building. In the Hayes-Gough NCT, lots fronting the east side of Octavia Boulevard
between Linden and Market Streets (Central Freeway Parcels L, M, N, R, S, T, U, and V) are
not required to provide rear yards at any level of the building, provided that the project fully
meets the usable open space requirement for Dwelling Units per pursuant to Section 135 of
this Code, the exposure requirements of Section 140, and gives adequate architectural
consideration to the light and air needs of adjacent buildings given the constraints of the

project site.
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* * * *

(c) Reduction of Requirements in RH-2, RH-3, RTO, RTO-M, RM-1, and RM-2
Districts. The rear yard requirement stated in Paragraph subsection (a)(2) above and as stated
in Paragraph subsection (a)(1) above for SRO buildings located in eitherthe-South-of Market
Mixed Use-or the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts not exceeding a height of 65 feet,
shall be reduced in specific situations as described in this Ssubsection (c), based upon
conditions on adjacent lots. Except for those SRO buildings referenced above in this
paragraph whose rear yard can be reduced in the circumstances described in Ssubsection (c)
to a 15-foot minimum, under no circumstances, shall the minimum rear yard be thus reduced
to less than a depth equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot on which the building is
situated, or to less than 15 feet, whichever is greater.

SEC. 135. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP
HOUSING, R, NC, MIXED USE, C, AND M DISTRICTS.

Except as provided in Sections 134.1, 172, and 188 of this Code, usable open space
shall be provided for each dwelling and each group housing structure in R, NC, C, Mixed Use,
and M Districts according to the standards set forth in this Section 135 unless otherwise
specified in specific district controls elsewhere in this Code.

(d) Amount Required. Usable open space shall be provided for each building in the
amounts specified herein and in Tables 135A and B for the district in which the building is
located; provided, however, that in the Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts, open space
shall be provided in the amounts specified in Section 825 of this Code.

In Neighborhood Commercial Districts, the amount of usable open space to be

provided shall be the amount required in the nearest Residential District, but the minimum
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amount of open space required shall be in no case greater than the amount set forth in Table
135A for the district in which the building is located. The distance to each Residential District
shall be measured from the midpoint of the front lot line or from a point directly across the
street therefrom, whichever requires less open space.

(5) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

(4) Minimum amount.

(i) Dwelling units, excluding SRO dwelling units. The minimum

amount of usable open space to be provided for use by each dwelling unit shall be as
specified in Table 135B.

(ii) Fer-gGroup housing-structures-and; including SRO dwelling
units;. #7he minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall
be one-third the amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Table 135B.

(B) Compliance.

(i) Privately-owned public open space. Usable open space

requirements in these areas may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space

as specified in Table 135B.
(ii) Towers in the CMUJOCentral SoMa Special Use District.

Residential developments taller than 160 feet shall provide on-site at least 36 square feet per unit or

bedroom of the open space requirement of Table 135B. Any additional open space required pursuant to

Table 135B may be satisfied through payment of the fee established in Section 427.
(iii) Payment in case of Variance or exception. Projects granted a

usable open space Variance pursuant to Section 305 or an exception through Section 329 shall pay the

2e established in Section 427 for each square foot of useable open space not provided.

* Kk 0k *
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TABLE135 A
MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP HOUSING
OUTSIDE THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICT

District Square Feet Ofof Usable Ratio of Common Usable
Open Space Required For | Open Space That May Be
[for Each Dwelling Unit If All Substituted for Private

Private
C-3, C-AL-SLR-SLL-SSO- M-1, 36 1.33
M-2
* % % %

(h) Publicly-Accessible Usable Open Space Standards. In DTR Districts and the
Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, some or all of the usable open space
requirements may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Any space
credited as publicly-accessible usable open space, where permitted or required by this Code,
shall meet the following standards:

(1) Types of Open Space. Open space shall be of one or more of the following
types:
(A) An unenclosed park or garden at street grade or following the natural
topography, including improvements to hillsides or other unimproved public areas;
(B) An unenclosed plaza at street grade, with seating areas and
landscaping and no more than 10 percent of the total floor area devoted to facilities for food or

beverage service, exclusive of seating areas as regulated in Section 138(d)&;
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(C) An unenclosed pedestrian pathway which complies with the
standards of Section 270.2 and which is consistent with applicable design guidelines.

(D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian
amenities that result in additional pedestrian space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width
and conform to the Better Streets Plan and any other applicable neighborhood streetscape
plans perpursuant to Section 138.1 or other related policies such as those associated with
sidewalk widenings or building setbacks, other than those intended by design for the use of
individual ground floor residential units; and

(2) Standards of Open Space. Open space shall meet the standards
described in Section 138(d))-through-(1) -of this-Code.

(3) Maintenance. Maintenance requirements for open space in these areas are
subject to Section 138(h) of this Code.

(4) Informational Plaque. Signhage requirements for open space in these areas
are subject to Section 138(i) of this Code.

(5) Open Space Provider. Requirements regarding how to provide and
maintain open space are subject to Section 138(f) of this Code.

(6) Approval of Open Space Type and Features. Approval of open space in
these areas is subject to requirements of Section 138(d) of this Code.

SEC. 135.3. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLING UNITS,
GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS WITHIN THE SOUTH-OF-MARKET-EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE; AND DTR DISTRICTS.

(a) Amount of Open Space Required. All newly constructed structures, all structures

to which gressfleer-areaGross Floor Area equal to 20%-pereent or more of existing gressfloor

areaGross Floor Area is added, and all structures in the SSO-and-Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed
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Use Districts within which floor area is converted to office use other than office use accessory
to a non-office use shall provide and maintain usable open space for that part of the new,
additional or converted square footage which is not subject to Sections 135.1 and 135.2 as
follows:

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OTHER THAN
DWELLING UNITS, GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS IN THE SOUEH-OF
MARKET, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE; AND DTR DISTRICTS

Use Square Feet of Useable Open Space

Required

* % * *

Mt ! okt industvil Lo 6 oo 120 g or wy
howt-distributionfacilities—and i ol , od ;

* * % %

* % %

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the open space requirements of this Section 135.3 may
be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Such open space is subject to the
following:

(A) The amount of open space required pursuant to Table 135.3 may be

reduced by 33%pereent if it is publicly accessible usable open space.
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(B) Publicly accessible usable open space is required to meet all
requirements specified in Section 135(h) of this Code.

(C) Up to 50%percent of the publicly accessible open space may be
provided off-site, subject to Section 329 ofthis-Code-for projects to which that Section applies
and Section 307(h) for other projects. Any such space shall meet the publicly accessible open
space standards set forth in Section 135(h) and be provided within 800 feet of the project. The
publicly accessible off-site usable open space shall be constructed, completed, and ready for
use no later than the project itself, and shall receive its Certificate of Final Completion from
the Department of Building Inspection prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Final

Completion or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the project itself._This subsection (C)

shall not apply to projects in the GMUJOCentral SoMa Special Use District, and instead such

projects shall comply with Section 138.

* % % *

SEC. 138. PRIVATELY-OWNED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (POPOS) REQUIREMENTS |
IN-C-3-DISTRICTS.
(a) Requirement-Applicability. The following projects shall provide open space in the amount

and in accordance with the standards set forth in this Section.

(1) In C-3 Districts, any project proposing new construction of An-applicantfor-a

permit-to-construct-a-new a Non-Residential building or an addition of Gross Floor Area equal to

20 percent or more of an existing Non-Residential building thereinafter-"building’). Institutional

uses in C-3 Districts are exempt from the requirements of this Section 138.in-€-3-Districts-shatl-provide
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(2) In the GMJOCentral SoMa Special Use District, any project proposing new

construction or an addition of 50,000 gross square feet or more of Non-Residential use. Retail

Institutional, and PDR uses in the GMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District are exempt from the

requirements of this Section 138.

(b) Amount Required. Except-inthe-C-3-0SP)-Distriet-oOpen space shall be provided
in the amounts specified in Table 138-betow-for-all-uses-except-(i)-Residential-Useswhich-shall-be
! by Seetiont35-of this-Cod 1 i) Fnstitwtional-Ulses.

Table 138

Minimum Amount of Open Space Required

Use District Ratio of Square Feet of Open Space to Gross Floor Area With Open

Space Requirement

C-3-0 1:50
C-3-R 1:100
C-3-G 1:50
C-3-S 1:50

C-3-0 (SD) 1:50

CMUOCentral | 1:50; however, every square foot of the following amenities shall count as 1.33

SoMa Special | square feet towards meeting the requirements of this Section: (1) playgrounds; (2)

Use District community gardens; (3) sport courts; and (4) dog runs.

(c) Location. The open space required by this Section may be on the same site as
the buildingproject for which the permit is sought, or within 900 feet of it on either private

property or, with the approval of all relevant public agencies, public property, provided that all

open space required by this Section for a project within the C-3 District shall must be located
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entirely within the C-3 District. Projects within the GMJOCentral SoMa Special Use District may

provide the open space required by this Section within one-half mile of the project if the required open

space is on publicly-owned land underneath or adjacent to the 1-80 freeway. Open space is within

900 feet of the building_for which the permit is sought within the meaning of this Section if any

portion of the buildingproject is located within 900 feet of any portion of the open space. Off-
site open space shall be developed and open for use prior to issuance of a first certificate of
occupancy, as defined in Section 401 _of this Code, of the buildingproject whose open space
requirement is being met off-site. Failure to comply with the requirements of this subsection
shall be grounds for enforcement under this Code, including but not limited to the provisions of
Sections 176 and 176.1.

(d) Types and Standards of Open Space.

(1) C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts, Eexcept as otherwise provided in Ssubsection

(ef), the project-applicant may satisfy the requirements of this Section by providing one or more
of the following types of open space: A plaza, an urban park, an urban garden, a view terrace,
a sun terrace, a greenhouse, a small sitting area (a “‘snippet”), an atrium, an indoor park, or-a |
public sitting area in a galleria, in an arcade, in a public street or alley, or in a pedestrian mall
or walkway, as more particularly defined in the table entitled "Guidelines for Open Space" in
the Open Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto, provided that the
open space meets the following minimum standards. The open space shall:

(£4) Be of adequate size;

(2B) Be situated in such locations and provide such ingress and egress
as will make the area easily accessible to the general public;

(3C) Be well-designed, and where appropriate, be landscaped;

(4D) Be protected from uncomfortable wind;
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(3E) Incorporate various features, including ample seating and, if
appropriate, access to food service, which will enhance public use of the area;

(6F) Have adequate access to sunlight if sunlight access is appropriate
to the type of area;

(#G) Be well-lighted if the area is of the type requiring artificial
illumination;

(8H) Be open to the public at times when it is reasonable to expect
substantial public use;

(4D) Be designed to enhance user safety and security;

(#8.)) If the open space is on private property, provide toilet facilities open
to the public;_and

(H£K) Have at least 75 percent of the total open space approved be open
to the public during all daylight hours.

(2) SMUJOCentral SoMa Special Use District. In the CMUOCentral SoMa

Special Use District, a project shall satisfy the requirements listed below, as well as the approval

process described in subsection (&):

(A) Projects shall meet the minimum standards of subsection (d)(1).

(B} Projects may provide open spaces outdoors or indoors, or may pay the in-

lieu fee as set forth in Section 4276 and subject to Commission review pursuant to (e) below, except

that development on sites of 40,000 square feet or more and located south of Bryant Street shall

provide the required open space outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu fee.
(C) All open space provided shall be at street grade up to an amount that equals
15 percent of the lot area. Any additional required open space may be provided above street grade.

(D) All open space shall be publicly accessible, at a minimum, from 74AM to

6PM every day.
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(E) All outdoor open space provided at street grade, except space provided

underneath the 1-80 freeway, shall meet the following requirements:

(i) The open space shall be open to the sky, except for obstructions

permitted by Section 136 and up to 10% of space that may be covered by a cantilevered portion
of the building if the space has a minimum height of 20 feet;

(ii) Any buildings on the subject property that directly abut the open

space shall meet the active space requirements of Section 145.1; and

(iii) The open space shall be maximally landscaped with plantings on

horizontal and vertical surfaces, subject to the appropriate design for circulation routes and any

recreational or public amenities provided.

(F) All indoor open spaces provided at street grade shall:

(i) _Have a minimum area of 2,500 square feet;

(ii) Have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of 20 feet for at least 75%

of the space;

(iii) Provide openings directly to a sidewalk or other publiclv—accessible

outdoor space and, weather permitting, be accessible without the need to open doors:

(iv) Be situated, designed, and programmed distinctly from building

lobbies or other private entrances to the building;

(G) All spaces shall include at least one publicly-accessible potable water

source convenient for drinking and filling of water bottles.

(H) Any food service area provided in the required open space shall occupy no
more than 20% of the open space;

(I) Any restaurant seating shall not take up more than 20% of the seating and

tables provided in the required open space; and

(J) _All spaces shall facilitate three-stream waste sorting and collection.
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(e) Approval of Open Space Type and Features.

(1) In C-3 Districts, ¥the type, size, location, physical access, seating and table
requirements, landscaping, availability of commercial services, sunlight and wind conditions
and hours of public access shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with the provisions

of Section 309, and shall generally conform to the "Guidelines for Open Space” in the Open

Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto.
The Commission may, by resolution, declare certain types of open space ineligible ro

meet the requirements of this Section 138, either throughout C-3 Districts; or in certain defined

areas, if it determines that a disproportionate number of certain types of open space; or-that
an insufficient number of parks and plazas; is being provided #-order to meet the public need
for open space and recreational uses. Such resolution may exempt from its application
projects whose permit applications are on file with the Planning Department.

Over time, no more than 20 percent of POPOS in the space-provided-underthisSeetion
+38C-3 Districts shall be indoor space and at least 80 percent shall be outdoor space. Once an
indoor space has been approved, another such feature may not be approved until the total
square footage of outdoor open space features approved under this subsectionSeetion exceeds
80 percent of the total square footage of all open spaces approved under this
subsectionSection.

(2) In the SMUJOCentral SoMa Special Use District, all determinations concerning

the adequacy of the location, amount, amenities, design, and implementation of open space required by

this Section shall be made in accordance with the provisions of Section 329 and subsection (d(2)),
above. As part of this determination, the Planning Commission shall consider the ability of the open

space to meet the open space, greening, and community needs of the neighborhood, as follows:

(4) Location. The provision of outdoor space, including off-site, should be

given preference over the provision of indoor space and/or the payment of the in-lieu fee. The
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Commission may approve the provision of indoor space and/or the payment of the in-lieu fee only

where the provision of outdoor space would:

(i) Be subject to substantially negative or unpleasant environmental

conditions, such as noise, wind, or lack of access to direct sunlight; and/or

(ii) Where provision of the open space outdoors would substantially

degrade the street wall or otherwise undermine the pedestrian experience.

(B) Amenities. The type of amenities provided shall take into consideration and

complement the amenities currently and foreseeably provided in nearby publicly-accessible open

spaces and recreational facilities, both publicly and privately owned, with a preference given to

provision of amenities and types of spaces lacking or over-utilized in the area.

* % % *

SEC. 140. ALL DWELLING UNITS IN ALL USE DISTRICTS TO FACE ON AN OPEN
AREA.

(@) Requirements for Dwelling Units. #ith-the-exception-of Pwelling-Units-in-SRO
buildings-in-the-South-of Market-Mixed-Use-Distriets—iIn each Dwelling Unit in any use district, the

required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing Code) of at least
one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of
Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face directly onte an open area of one of the following
types:

(1) A public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet
in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements of this Code; provided, that if such windows
are on an outer court whose width is less than 25 feet, the depth of such court shall be no
greater than its width; or

(2) An open area (whether an inner court or a space between separate

buildings on the same lot) which is unobstructed (except for fire escapes not projecting more
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than necessary for safety and in no case more than four feet six inches, chimneys, and those
obstructions permitted in Sections 136(c)(14), (15), (16), (19), (20) and (29) of this Code) and
is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the Dwelling Unit in
question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every
horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor, except for SRO buildings in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, which are not required to increase five feet in every
horizontal dimension until the fifth floor of the building.

SEC. 145.1. STREET FRONTAGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL,
RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to preserve, enhance, and promote
attractive, clearly defined street frontages that are pedestrian-oriented_and fine-grained, and
whiehthat are appropriate and compatible with the buildings and uses in Neighborhood
Commercial Districts, Commercial Districts, Residential-Commercial Districts, and Mixed Use
Districts.

(c) Controls. The following requirements shall generally apply, except for those
controls listed in subsections (1) Above Grade Parking Setback and (4) Ground Floor Ceiling
Height, which only apply to a "development lot" as defined above.

In NC-S Districts, the applicable frontage shall be the primary facade(s) whiekthat
contains customer entrances to commercial spaces.

ok ok ok

(4) Ground Floor Ceiling Height. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in

this Code:
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(A) All ground floor uses in UMU Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-
floor height of 17 feet, as measured from grade. Ground floor Residential Uses shall also be
designed to meet the City’s Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines.

(B) Ground floor Non-Residential Uses in all C-3, NCT, DTR, Chinatown
Mixed Use, RSB-SER-SEE-SPD, $S6-RED-MX, WMUG, MUG, MUR, WMUO, and MUO
Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade.

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.
(a) Purpose. To support active, pedestrian-oriented commercial uses on important
commercial streets.
(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to the following street
frontages.
(7) Fourth Street, between Folsom Bryant-and Townsend Streets in the SLLand
SMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districts;
(28) Any street frontage that is in the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial
District; and-
(29) Pacific Avenué, between Van Ness Avenue and Jones Street, on lots
where the last known ground floor use was a commercial or retail use:;
(30) Folsom Street, between 4th and 6th Streets in the GMJO-anrd-MUGCentral SoMa
Special Use Districts;
(31) Second Street, on the west side, between Dow Place and Townsend Street in the
SMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District;
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(32) Third Street, between Folsom Street and Townsend Street in the GMUJOCentral

SoMa Special Use District and C-3-O Districts;

(33) Brannan Street, between Third Street and Fourth Street, in the GMUOCentral

SoMa Special Use District; and

(34) Townsend Street, on the north side, between Second Street and Fourth Street.

* k %k *

SEC. 151.1. SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES IN

SPECIFIED DISTRICTS.

Table 151.1
OFF-STREET PARKING PERMITTED AS ACCESSORY
Use or Activity Number of Off-Street Car Parking Spaces

or Space Devoted to Off-Street Car
Parking Permitted

RESIDENTIAL USES

* * * %

Dwelling Units and SRO Units in SEE-SALI,
SSO-MUG outside of the Central SoMa SUD,
WMUG, MUR, MUO, WMUO, SPD Districts,

except as specified below

P up to one car for each four Dwelling or
SRO Units; C up to 0.75 cars for each
Dwelling Unit, subject to the criteria and
conditions and procedures of Section
151.1(e) or (f); NP above 0.75 cars for each
Dwelling or SRO Unit.

Dwelling Units in S&£-SALI, $S6-MUG

outside of the Central SoMa SUD, WMUG,
MUR, MUO, WMUO, and SPD Districts with

P up to one car for each four Dwelling Units;
C up to one car for each Dwelling Unit,

subject to the criteria and conditions and
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at least two bedrooms and at least 1,000

square feet of Occupied Floor Area

procedures of Section 151.1(e) or (f); NP

above one car for each Dwelling Unit.

* % % %

Dwelling Units in-MUJG-District within the

Central SoMa SUD andthe-CMUJO Districts

P up to one car for each twoefour Dwelling
Units; NPC above 0.256 and up to 0.5 cars for
each Dwelling Unit.

* * * %

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3

* k Kk *

Entertainment, Arts, and Recreation Uses Category

Arts Activities, except theaters and

P up to one for each 2,000 square feet of

auditoriums Occupied Floor Area.-fn-Seuth-of Market
Mixed UseDistricts. e
. : ead

Sales and Services Category

* Kk % *

All retail in the Eastern Neighborhoods
Mixed Use Districts where any portion of the
parcel is within the GMUJOCentral SoMa

Special Use District or is less than 1/4 mile
from Market, Mission, 3rd Streets and 4th

Street north of Berry Street, except grocery

stores of over 20,000 gross square feet.

P up to one for each 1,500 square feet of

Gross Floor Area.
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* %k ok %k

Office uses in DTR, SS&-SPD, MUG, P up to 7% of the Occupied Floor Area of
WMUG, MUR, WMUO, and MUO Districts such uses and subject to the pricing
conditions of Section 155(g); NP above.

Office uses in the GMUOCentral SoMa Special | P up to one car per 3,500 square feet of

Use District Occupied Floor Area.

* * * %

* % % %

(f) Small Residential Projects in MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUOQ, WMUO, RED,

RED-MX and SPD Districts. Any project that is not subject to the requirements of Section n
329 and that requests residential accessory parking in excess of what is principally permitted
in Table 151.1 shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator subject to Section 307(i). The
Zoning Administrator may grant parking in excess of what is principally permitted in Table
151.1, not to exceed the maximum amount stated in Table 151.1, only if the Zoning
Administrator determines that:

SEC. 152. SCHEDULE OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES
IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3; AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE
DISTRICTS;-OR-SOUTH OF-MARKET-MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

In districts other than C-3;.and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts;and-the
Seuth-of Merket-Mixed-Use-Distriets, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the
minimum quantities specified in the following table, except as otherwise provided in Section
152.2 and Section 161 of this Code. The measurement of Occupied Floor Area shall be as
defined in this Code, except that nonaccessory parking spaces and driveways and

maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.
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Table 152
OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (OUTSIDE C-3; AND EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS;AND-SOUTH - OF-MARKET MIXED-USE
DISTRICTS)

SEC. 152.1. REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE
VEHICLE SPACES IN C-3; AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS;
AND-SOUTH-OF MARKET-MIXED- USE-DISTRICTS.

In C-3; and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts-and-South-of Market-Mixed-Use
Distriets, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the minimum quantities specified
in the following Table 152.1, except as otherwise provided in Sections 153(a)(6), 161, and as
stated below in this Section 152.1. Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, including
Table 152.1, no building in the C-3-O(SD) district shall be required to provide more than six
off-street freight loading or service vehicle spaces in total. The measurement of Occupied
Floor Area shall be as defined in this Code, except that non-accessory parking spaces and
driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.

For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts that are subject to
Section 329, the Planning Commission may waive these requirements perpursuant to the
procedures of Section 329 if it finds that the design of the project, particularly ground floor
frontages, would be improved and that such loading could be sufficiently accommodated on
adjacent Streets and Alleys. For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts
that are not subject to Section 329, the Zoning Administrator may administratively waive these
requirements pursuant to Section 307(h) and the criteria identified above which apply to

projects subject to Section 329.
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Table 152.1

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (IN C-3; AND EASTERN
NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS; AND-SOUTH-OF MARKETMIXED-USE

and Live/Work Units within
existing buildings, within
Eastern Neighborhoods
Mixed Use Districts-and
South-of Market Mixed Lse
Districts

DISTRICTS)
Use or Activity Gross Floor Area of Number of Off-Street
Structure or Use (sq. ft.) Freight Loading Spaces
Required
Wholesaling, manufacturing, | 0 — 10,000 0
and all other uses primarily 10,001 - 50,000 1
engaged in handling goods, | Over 50,000 0.21 spaces per 10,000 sq.

ft. of Occupied Floor Area (to
closest whole number

perpursuant to Section 153)

* * % *

* % * *

SEC. 1563. RULES FOR CALCULATION OF REQUIRED SPACES.

(a) In the calculation of off-street parking, freight loading spaces, and bicycle parking

spaces required under Sections 151, 152, 152.1, 155.2, 155.3 and 155.4 of this Code, the

following rules shall apply:

* % * %
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(6) In C-3, MUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, and UMUrand-South-of-Market-Districts,

substitution of two service vehicle spaces for each required off-street freight loading space

may be made, provided that a minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are
provided for freight loading. Where the 50 percent allowable substitution results in a fraction,
the fraction shall be disregarded.

SEC. 154. DIMENSIONS FOR OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING AND
SERVICE VEHICLE SPACES.

(a) Parking Spaces. Required parking spaces may be either independently accessible
or space-efficient as described in 154(a)(4) and 154(a)(5), except as required elsewhere in
the Building Code for spaces specifically designated for persons with physical disabilities.
Space-efficient parking is encouraged.

(1) Each independently accessible off-street parking space shall have a
minimum area of 144 square feet (8 feet by 18 feet) for a standard Space and 112.5 square
feet for a compact space (7.5 feet by 15 feet), except for the types of parking spaces
authorized by Paragraph (a)(4) below and spaces specifically designated for persons with
physical disabilities, the requirements for which are set forth in the Building Code. Every
required space shall be of usable shape. The area of any such space shall be exclusive of
driveways, aisles and maneuvering areas. The parking space requirements for the Bernal
Heights Special Use District are set forth in Section 242.

(2) Any ratio of standard spaces to compact spaces may be permitted, so long
as compact car spaces are specifically marked and identified as a compact space. Special
provisions relating to the Bernal Heights Special Use District are set forth in Section 242.

(3) Off-street parking spaces in DTR, C-3, RTO, NCT, Eastern Neighborhoods

Mixed Use, PDR-1-D, and PDR-1-G Districts shall have no minimum area or dimension
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requirements, except as required elsewhere in the Building Code for spaces specifically
designated for persons with physical disabilities. For all uses in all Districts for which there is
no minimum off-street parking requirement, per Section 151.1, refer to 151.1(c) for rules
regarding calculation of parking spaces.

(4) Parking spaces in mechanical parking structures that allow a vehicle to be
accessed without having to move another vehicle under its own power shall be deemed to be
independently accessible. Parking spaces that are accessed by a valet attendant and are
subject to such conditions as may be imposed by the Zoning Administrator to insure the
availability of attendant service at the time the vehicle may reasonably be needed or desired
by the user for whom the space is required, shall be deemed to be independently accessible.
Any conditions imposed by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to this Section shall be
recorded as a Notice of Special Restriction.

(5) Space-efficient parking is parking in which vehicles are stored and
accessed by valet, mechanical stackers or lifts, certain tandem spaces, or other space-
efficient means. Tandem spaces shall only count towards satisfying the parking requirement if
no more than one car needs to be moved to access the desired parking space. Space-
efficient parking is encouraged, and may be used to satisfy minimum-parking requirements so
long as the project sponsor can demonstrate that all required parking can be accommodated
by the means chosen.

(6) Ground floor ingress and egress to any off-street parking spaces provided
for a structure or use, and all spaces to be designated as preferential carpool or van pool
parking, and their associated driveways, aisles and maneuvering areas, shall maintain a

minimum vertical clearance of seven feet.
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(b) Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces. Every required off-street freight
loading space shall have a minimum length of 35 feet, a minimum width of 12 feet, and a
minimum vertical clearance including entry and exit of 14 feet, except as provided below.

(1) Minimum dimensions specified herein shall be exclusive of platform,
driveways and maneuvering areas except that minimUm vertical clearance must be
maintained to accommodate variable truck height due to driveway grade.

(2) The first such space required for any structure or use shall have a minimum
width of 10 feet, a minimum length of 25 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance, including
entry and exit, of 12 feet.

(3) Each substituted service vehicle space provided under Section 153(a)(6) of
this Code shall have a minimum width of eight feet, a minimum length of 20 feet, and a

minimum vertical clearance of seven feet.

SEC. 155. GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF
OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING, AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES.

Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shall meet the following
standards as to location and arrangement. In addition, facilities which are not required but are
actually provided shall meet the following standards unless such standards are stated to be
applicable solely to required facilities. In application of the standards of this Code for off-street
parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the Municipal
Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the Better
Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final authority
for the application of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations and
interpretations in furtherance of the stated provisions of this Code shall, however, rest with the

Planning Department.
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(d) Enclosure of Off-Street Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces Required. All off-
street freight loading and service vehicle spaces in the C-3, DTR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO,

MUG, WMUG, and MUR-and-Seuth-of Market-Mixed-Use-Districts shall be completely enclosed,

and access from a public Street or Alley shall be provided by means of a private service

drivewaywhieh that is totally contained within the structure. Such a private service driveway
shall include adequate space to maneuver trucks and service vehicles into and out of all
provided spaces, and shall be designed so as to facilitate access to the subject property while
minimizing interference with street and sidewalk circulation. Any such private service driveway
shall be of adequate width to accommodate drive-in movement from the adjacent curb or
inside traffic lane but shall in no case exceed 30 feet. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an
adjacent Street or Alley is determined by the Zoning Administrator to be primarily used for
building service, up to four off-street freight or loading spaces may be allowed to be
individually accessible directly from such a Street or Alley, pursuant to the provisions of

Section 309 in a C-3 District,-tke

Pistriet- the provisions of Section 309.1 in a DTR District, the provisions of Section 329 for
projects subject to Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO, WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District, or

by administrative decision of the Zoning Administrator for projects that are not subject to

Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO, WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District.

* % * %

(9) Parking Pricing Requirements. In order to discourage long-term commuter
parking, any off-street parking spaces provided for a structure or use other than Residential or

Hotel in a C-3, DTR, $$&-SPD, MUG, WMUG, MUR, CMUO, WMUO, or MUO District,

whether classified as an accessory or Conditional Use, whickthat are otherwise available for

use for long-term parking by downtown workers shall maintain a rate or fee structure for their
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use such that the rate charge for four hours of parking duration is no more than four times the
rate charge for the first hour, and the rate charge for eight or more hours of parking duration is
no less than 10 times the rate charge for the first hour. Additionally, no discounted parking
rate shall be permitted for weekly, monthly or similar time-specific periods.

(r) Protected Pedestrian-, Cycling-, and Transit-Oriented Street Frontages. In
order to preserve the pedestrian character of certain downtown and neighborhood commercial
districts and to minimize delays to transit service, garage entries, driveways or other vehicular
access to off-street parking or loading (except for the creation of new publicly-accessible
Streets and Alleys) shall be regulated on development lots as follows on the following Street
frontages:

(1) Folsom Street, from Essex Street to the Embarcadero, not permitted except
as set forth in Section 827.
(2) Not permitted:

* % * *

(N) 3rd Street, in the UMU districts for 100 feet north and south of

Mariposa and 100 feet north and south of 20th Streetsand4th-Street-between-Bryant-and
T Lin the-SLLandMUO-Distriet,

* % % %

(Y) 2nd Street from Market to Foisem Townsend Streets,
(CC) Buchanan Street from Post Street to Sutter Street:,
(DD) Grant Avenue between Columbus Avenue and Filbert Street,

(EE) Green Street between Grant Avenue and Columbus/Stockton,
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(FF) All Alleys within the North Beach NCD and the Telegraph Hill-North
Beach Residential SUD;,
(GG) Howard Street from 5th Street to 13th Street,

(HH) Folsom Street from 2nd Street to 13th Street,

(II) Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street,

(J]) Townsend Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, except as setforth

irpermitted pursuant to Section 329(e)(3)(B)249-78{e}3),
(KK) 3rd Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street,

(LL) 4th Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street, and

(MM) 6th Street from Folsom Street to Brannan Street.

(3) Not permitted except with a Conditional Use authorization, except that in the

C-3-0O(SD) gnd the cMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districts, the Planning Commission may
grant such permission as an exception pursuant to Sections 309 or 329 in lieu of a Conditional
Use authorization where the amount of parking proposed does not exceed the amounts
permitted as accessory according to Section 151.1.

() 1st, Fremont and Beale Streets from Market to Folsom Street, and

(J) The eastern (water) side of The Embarcadero between Townsend
and Taylor Streets:,

(K) Harrison Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street,

(L) Bryant Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, and
(M) 5th Street from Howard Street to Townsend Street.

* %k * &

(u) Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) in the Central SoMa Special Use

District.
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(1) Purpose. The purpose of a Driveway and Loading and Operations Plan (DLOP) is

to reduce potential conflicts between driveway and loading operations, including passenger and

freight loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles, to maximize reliance of on-site

loading spaces to accommodate new loading demand, and to ensure that off-site loading activity is
considered in the design of new buildings.

(2) Applicability. Development projects of more than 100,000 net new gross square

feet in the Central SoMa Special Use District.

(3) Requirement. Applicable projects shall prepare a DLOP for review and approval

by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any

ouidelines issued by the Planning Department.

* % % *

SEC. 163. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND
TRANSPORTATION BROKERAGE SERVICES IN COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE
DISTRICTS.

(a) Purpose. This Section 163 is intended to assure ensure that adequate services are
undertaken to minimize the transportation impacts of added office employment and residential
development in the downtown and South of Market area, in a manner consistent with the
objectives and policies of the General Plan, by facilitating the effective use of transit,
encouraging ridesharing, and employing other practical means to reduce commute travel by
single-occupant vehicles.

(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to any project meeting one

of the following conditions:

* k * %
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(4) In the case of the $$6- WMUO, EMUJOCentral SoMa Special Use
District, or MUO District, where the occupied square feet of new, converted or added floor
area for office use equals at least 25,000 square feet.
SEC. 169. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.
Sections 169 through 169.6 (hereafter referred to collectively as “Section 169”) set forth
the requirements of the Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM Program).

* % * %

SEC. 169.3. APPLICABILITY.

* % % %

(e) Operative Date.

(1) Except as described in subsection (3) below, Development Projects with a
Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before
September 4, 2016 shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target, as defined in the Planning
Commission’s Standards.

(2) Except as described in subsection (3) below, Development Projects with no

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or beforé
September 4, 2016, but that file a Development Application on or after September 5, 2016,
and before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of such target.

(3) Development Projects with a Development Application filed on or after

January 1, 2018 shall be subject to 100% of such target.

(4) Development Projects within the Central SoMa Special Use District that have a
Central SoMa BevelepmentEee Tier of A, B, or C, as defined in Section 423.2, regardless of the

datae filed of any Development Application or Environmental Application, shall be subject to 100% of
such target.
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* k k *

SEC. 175.1. EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE CENTRAL SOMA ZONING CONTROLS.

(a) Intent. It is the intent of this Section 175.1 to provide for an orderly transition from prior

zoning and planning requirements to the requirements under the Central SoMa Controls, without

impairing the validity of prior actions by the City or frustrating completion of actions authorized prior

to the effective date of those Controls.

(b) Definitions. The following definitions shall apply to this Section 175.1:

(1) "Central SoMa Controls" shall mean all Ordinances adopted in furtherance of the

Central SoMa Area Plan, including but not limited to Ordinance Nos. , and associated

amendments to the Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code.

(2) "Development Application” is defined in Planning Code Section 401.

(3) "Project Approval” shall mean any required approval or determination on a

Development Application that the Planning Commission, Planning Department, or Zoning

Administrator issues.

(4) "Code Conforming Project” shall mean a development project for which all

required Development Applications could have received Project Approval under the Planning Code

immediately prior to the effective date of the Central SoMa Controls.

(c) Applicability. A Code Conforming Project within the Central SoMa Special Use District

may elect to be exempt from the Central SoMa Controls and instead be subject to those controls in

place immediately prior to the effective date of the Central SoMa Controls, if at least one Development

Application for such project was filed before February 15, 2018 and the project receives its first

Project Approval by December 31, 2019.
SEC. 181. NONCONFORMING USES: ENLARGEMENTS, ALTERATIONS AND
RECONSTRUCTION.
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The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to
enlargements, alterations and reconstruction:

() Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Certain Mixed-Use Districts. A nighttime
entertainment use within the RSB-MUG; or MUR;-e#SER Districts may be enlarged, intensified,
extended, or expanded, including the expansion to an adjacent lot or lots, provided that: (1)
the enlargement, intensification, extension, or expansion is approved as a conditional use
pursuant to Sections 303 and 316 of this Code; (2) the use as a whole meets the parking and
signage requirements, floor area ratio limit, height and bulk limit, and all other requirements of
this Code whiehthat would apply if the use were a permitted one; and (3) the provisions of
Section 803.5(b) of this Code are satisfied.

ok ok

SEC. 182. NONCONFORMING USES: CHANGES OF USE.

The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to changes of
use:

(a) A nonconforming use shall not be changed or modified so as to increase the
degree of nonconformity under the use limitations of this Code, with respect to the type of use
or its intensity except as provided in Section 181 for Nighttime Entertainment uses within the
RSPB-MUG, or MUR-e#SER Districts. The degree of nonconformity shall be deemed to be
increased if the new or modified use is less widely permitted by the use districts of the City
than the nonconforming use existing immediately prior thereto. For purposes of this Section,
intensification of a Formula Retail use as defined in Section 178(c) is determined to be a
change or modification that increases the degree of nonconformity of the use.

(b) Except as limited in this Ssubsection, a nonconforming use may be reduced in size,

extent or intensity, or changed to a use that is more widely permitted by the use districts of the
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City than the existing use, subject to the other applicable provisions of this Code. Except as

otherwise provided herein, the new use shall still be classified as a nonconforming use.

Kk % %k

*® Kk * %

() Once a nonconforming use has been changed to a principal or eConditional #Use
permitted in the district in which the property is located, or brought closer in any other manner

to conformity with the use limitations of this Code, the use of the property may not thereafter

be returned to its former nonconforming status—except-that-within-any-South-of Market-Mixed Use

. . . .
L)t NI O niad-hirc-saoneantormine-tIithea o1t o h oo d to-amn-0 3213
4 H - 2 b 6 G

Upon restoration of a previous nonconforming use as permitted above, any modification,

enlargement, extension, or change of use, from circumstances that last lawfully existed prior
to the change from office use, shall be subject to the provisions of this Article, and the
restored nonconforming use shall be considered to have existed continuously since its original
establishment, prior to the change to Office use, for purposes of this Article.

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS.

In order to carry out the purposes and provisions of this Code, the City is hereby

divided into the following classes of use districts:
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tAlso-see-See~802:5)
RSD Residential Service District-{Defined-in-See—815)
SLR Serviee/Light-TndustialiResidential-District-{Defined-in-See—816)
SI7 Serviee/Light-Tndustrial-District {Defined-in-See—817)
sso ServicelS ey Offfce-Distriet-(Defined-in-See—818)
E Neiohborhoods Mixed-Use-Distri
Also-see-See—802-4)
CMUQO | Central SoMa Mixed Use — Office District (Defined in Sec. 848)
SPD South Park District (Defined in Sec. 814)
In addition to the classes of use districts in the above table, the following terms shall
apply:

"R District" shall mean any RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3,
RM-4, RTO, RTO-M, RC-1, RC-2, RC-3 or RC-4 District;

"M District” shall mean any M-1 or M-2 District;

"PDR District" shall mean any PDR-1-B, PDR-1-D, PDR-1-G or PDR-2 District;

"RH District" shall mean any RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RH-2, or RH-3 District;

"RM District" shall mean any RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, or RM-4 District;

"RTO District" shall mean any RTO or RTO-M District;

"C-3 District" shall mean any C-3-O, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S District. For the purposes

of Section 128 and Article 11 of this Code, the term "C-3 District" shall also include the South
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of Market Extended Preservation District designated on Section Map SUO3 of the Zoning
Map;

"NCT District" shall mean any district listed in Section 702.1(b), including any NCT-1,
NCT-2, NCT-3, and any Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area
name; and

"Mixed Use District" shall mean all Chinatown Mixed useSeuth-of-Market-Mixed-Use,
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed use, and Downtown Residential Districts.

SEC. 206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM.

(a) Purpose and Findings. This Section 206.34 describes the 100 Percent Affordable
Housing Bonus Program, or "100 Percent Affordable Housing Program”. In addition to the
purposes described in Section 206.1, the purpose of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing
Program is to facilitate the construction and development of projects in which all of the
residential units are affordable to Low and Very-Low Income Households. Projects pursuing a
development bonus under this 100 Percent Affordable Program would exceed the City's
shared Proposition K housing goals that 50% of new housing constructed or rehabilitated in
the City by 2020 be within the reach of working middle class San Franciscans, and at least
33% affordable for low and moderate income households.

(b) Applicability. A 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project under this Section
206.34 shall be a Housing Project that:

ok ko

(3) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under the

provisions of California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq., Planning Code Sections
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207, 124(f), 304, 843-8-or any other state or local program that provides development
bonuses;

SEC. 207.5. DENSITY OF DWELLING UNITS IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

(a) The dwelling unit density in the Chinatown Mixed Use District shall be at a density

ratio not exceeding the amount set forth in the specific district tables in Article 8.

(b) %

f9—There shall be no density limit for any residential use, as defined by Section

890.88 in any DTR district.

(ec) There shall be no density limits for any residential use, as defined by Section
890.88, in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

SEC. 208. DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR GROUP HOUSING OR HOMELESS
SHELTERS.

density limitations for Group Housing or Homeless Shelters, as described in Sections 102,
790.88(b) and (c) and 890.88(b) and (c) of this Code, shall be as follows:

(a) For Group Housing, the maximum number of Bedrooms on each Lot shall be as
specified in the Zoning Control Table for the District in which the Lot is located, except that in

RTO, RTO-M, RCD, UMU, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED, RED-MX, SPD,

DTR, and all NCT Districts the density of Group Housing shall not be limited by lot area, and

except that for Lots in NC Districts, the group housing density shall not exceed the number of
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Bedrooms permitted in the nearest R District provided that the maximum density not be less
than the amount permitted by the ratio specified for the NC District in which the lot is located.
For Homeless Shelters, the maximum number of beds on each lot shall be regulated
perpursuant to the requirements of the Standards of Care for City Shelters contained in
Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article XIll, in addition to the applicable requirements of the
Building Code and Fire Code.

SEC. 211.2. CONDITIONAL USES, P DISTRICTS.

The following uses shall require Conditional Use authorization from the Planning
Commission, as provided in Section 303 of this Code, unless otherwise permitted under
Section 211.1 of this Code:

(b) For P Districts located within the right-of-way of any State or federal
highway:
(1) Parking lot or garage uses when: (A) adjacent to any Eastern

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districtsorthe-Sonth-of Market-Mixed-Lise-Distriet: or (B) within the

Market and Octavia Plan Area.

SEC. 249.36. LIFE SCIENCE AND MEDICAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) Purpose. The Life Science and Medical Special Use District is intended to support
uses that benefit from proximity to the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) campus
at Mission Bay. These uses include medical office and life science (biotechnology) uses.

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Life Science and Medical Special Use District

are shown on Sectional Map No. 8SU of the Zoning Map. Generally, the area borders
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Mariposa St. on the north, 23rd St. on the south, 1-280 to the west, and 3rd St. to the east.
Within this area, the Dogpatch Historic District is generally excluded.

(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code currently applicable shall continue tg
apply, except as otherwise provided in this Section:

(1) Medical Services. Medical services, including medical offices and clinics,
as defined in Section 890.114, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use siz€
limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning
controls (Sec. 803.9(#4/)). For the purposes of this Section, a medical service use may be
affiliated with a hospital or medical center as defined in 890.44.

(2) Life Science Offices. Office uses that contain Life Science facilities, as
defined in Section 890.53, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size
limitations, PDR replacement requi‘yrements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning
controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(%/)).

(3) Life Science Laboratories. Laboratories that engage in life science
research and development, as defined in Section 890.52, are a principally permitted use and
are exempted from use size limitation, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and
vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(%/)).

SEC. 249.40. POTRERO CENTER MIXED-USE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) Purpose. The Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District is intended to
facilitate the continued operation of the shopping center located at 2300 16th Street, which is
characterized by large formula retail sales and services, while providing an appropriate
regulatory scheme for a potential phased mixed-use redevelopment of the shopping center in

the future.
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(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District
shall consist of Assessor's Block 3930A, Lot 002 as designated on the Zoning Map of the City
and County of San Francisco and generally bound by Bryant Street to the west, 16th Street to
the south, Potrero Avenue to the east, and Assessor's Blocks 3931A, 3921A and 3922A to the
north.

(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code shall continue to apply, except for
the following:

(1) Floor Area Ratio. The maximum floor area ratio (FAR) set forth in Section
124 shall not apply to Retail Sales and Services uses or to Gym uses. The maximum FAR for
Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym uses shall not exceed 3.0:1.

(2) Use Size Limitations for Retail Sales and Services and Gyms. The use
size limitations and ratio requirements applicable to Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym
uses of Sections 121.6(a), 803.9(ig), 843.45 and 843.51 shall not apply. Retail Sales and
Service uses and Gym uses are principally permitted, and the replacement of one such use or
tenant by another such use or tenant in an existing store or gym, regardless of its size, is
permitted. Newly constructed space for Retail Sales and Service uses or Gym uses larger
than 25,000 gross square feet per use or the expansion of an existing Retail Sales and
Services use or Gym use by more than 25,000 new gross square feet per use shall require
conditional use authorization pursuant to the provisions of Section 303.

SEC. 249.45. VISITACION VALLEY/SCHLAGE LOCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

A Special Use District entitled the "Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Special Use District"
is hereby established for a portion of the Visitacion Valley neighborhood and the Schlage Lock
site within the City and County of San Francisco, the boundaries of which are designated on

Sectional Map SU10 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County of San Francisco, and which
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includes properties generally fronting Bayshore Boulevard between Tunnel Avenue in the
north and the San Francisco/San Mateo County line in the south, and properties fronting
Leland Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Cora Street. The following provisions shall
apply within the Special Use District:

(e) Controls in Zone 1. Development in Zone 1 of the Special Use District shall be
regulated by the controls contained in this Section 249.45(e) and the Design for Development.
Where not explicitly superseded by definitions and controls established in this Section
249.45(e) or the Design for Development, the definitions and controls in this Planning Code
shall apply except where those controls conflict with the Development Agreement. The
following shall apply only in Zone 1 of the Special Use District:

* k k *

(2) Use Requirements.
(C) Prohibited Uses. The following uses shall be prohibited within this Special
Use District:

(i) Auto repair services;

(i) Office, except in existing buildings or as an accessory use to other
permitted uses. The floor controls set forth in Section 803.9(%/) for the MUG zoning
designation shall not apply to office use in the Old Office Building or to the existing building
located on Assessor's Block and Lot No. 5100-007;

* Kk * *

SEC. 249.78. CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
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(a) Purpose. In order to implement the goals, objectives, and policies of the Central SoMa

Plan (Ordinance No. , on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.

), the Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD) is hereby established.

(b) Geography. The SUD is within the South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood, and its

boundaries generally run from 2nd Street to the east to 6th Street to the west, and from Townsend

Street to the south to an irregular border that generally follows Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson Streets

to the north, as more specifically shown on Sectional Maps 1SU and 8SU of the Zoning Map.

(c) Land Use Controls.

(1) Active Uses. The controls of Section 145.1 and 145.4 shall apply, except as

speciﬁed below:

(A) Active uses, as defined in Section 145.1, are required along any outdoor

publicly-accessible open space;

(B) An office use, as defined in Section 890.70. is not an “active use” on the

ground floor;
(C) POPOS. as defined in Section 138, is an “active use” on the ground floor;

(D) Hotels and Production, Distribution, and Repair uses, both as defined in

Section 102, shall be considered “Active commercial useS,” as defined in Section 145.4(c).
(E) Active uses shall be required within the first 10 feet of building depth if
any of the following conditions apply:
() The use is a Micro-Retail use located on a Narrow Street as

efined in Section 26 L0

i) T ei Street provided th is a rwa
provided every 25 feet along the street frontage, at minimum.

(F) Notwithstanding the PDR exemption found in Section 145.1(c)(6), PDR uses
shall meet the transparency and fenestration requirements contained in that Section.
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(2) Nighttime Entertainment. Nighttime Entertainment uses are principally permitted,

regardless of the underlying zoning district, in the area bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street.

and Townsend Street.
(3) Hotels. Hotels in the CMUOQ District shall not be subject to the land use ratio
requirements of Section 803.9(g).
(4) Micro-Retail. “Micro-Retail” shall mean a Retail Use, other than a Formula Retail
Use,_ measuring no less than 100 gross square feet and no greater than 1,000 gross square feet.
(A) Applicability. Micro-Retail controls shall apply to new non-residential

development projects on lots of 20.000 square feet or more.

(B) Controls.
(i) Amount. Applicable development projects are required to have at

least one Micro-Retail unit for every 20,000 square feet of ot area, rounded to the nearest unit.

(ii) Location and Design. All Micro-Retail units shall be on the ground

floor, independently and directly accessed from a public right-of~way or publicly-accessible open

space, and designed to be accessed and operated independently from other spaces or uses on the

subject property.

(iii) Type. Formula Retail uses, as defined in Section 303.1, are not

permitted as Micro-Retail.

5) PDR and Com i ildi a equirements.

A) For purposes of this subsection, “Community Buildin ace” shall

mean space provided for a Social Service, Institutional Community, Grecery-Stere;

mmunity Facility, or Public Facility Use or fo Business.

(B) _In addition to the requirements of Section 202.8, the-following-shall-apply

to-any newly constructed project that contains at least 50,000 gross square feet of office shall provide

one of the following:
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