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AMENDED IN BOARD
11/27/2018
ORDINANCE NO.

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

2
3

Ordinance amending the Administrative and Planning Codes to give effect to the

4

Central South of Market Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its

5

western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern

6

portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally

7

jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by

8

Townsend Street; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality

9

Act, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations; and making findings

10

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

11

Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under

12

Planning Code, Section 302.

13
14
15
16

NOTE:

Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times 1'-lC'rv Roman font.
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough /\rial font.
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

17

18

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

19
20

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

21

(a) On May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning Commission

22

certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central South of

23

Market (SoMa) Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. 20182, finding that the Final EIR reflects

24

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

25
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1

accurate, and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and that the

2

content of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared,

3

publicized, and reviewed comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public

4

Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. Section

5

15000 et seq.)L and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning

6

Commission Motion and the Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.

7

180651 and are incorporated herein by reference.

8

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

9

Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the

10

Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and

11

Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project

12

evaluated in the Final EIR.

13

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

14

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

15

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

16

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

17

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. 20183.

18

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20185,

19

recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and

20

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

21

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

22

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

23

the Board of Supervisors in File No. 180184, and is incorporated herein by reference.

24
25

(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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1

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution Nos. 20185 and 20186, and the Board

2

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.

3

(f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

4

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

5

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

6

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this ordinance.

7

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

8

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

9

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

10
11

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

12

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

13

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

14

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

15

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

16

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

17

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

18

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

19

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

20

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

21

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

22

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final

23

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

24
25

Section 2. General Findings
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1

(a) Findings Regarding Setback Requirement on Fourth Street. The increased

2

development in Central SoMa is likely to cause congestion and crowding for pedestrians on

3

the Central SoMa Plan Area's sidewalks, particularly near the intersection of the Central

4

Subway and Caltrain, due to the increased concentration of commuters using Muni and

5

Caltrain at that location. In most of the Plan Area, pedestrian congestion will be ameliorated

6

by widening sidewalks to the widths identified in the Better Streets Plan, pursuant to Planning

7

Code Section 138.1. However, the sidewalks on 4th Street between Bryant and Townsend

8

Streets cannot be widened to the extent recommended by the Better Streets Plan because

9

the Central Subway will run at grade in the middle of the street. Therefore, requiring the

10

buildings on 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street be set back five feet at

11

ground level will alleviate this impact to pedestrian congestion and crowding.

12

(b) Findings Regarding Micro-Retail Uses in the Central SoMa Special Use District.

13

The Plan seeks to provide small retail spaces, referred to as "micro-retail," to ensure that

14

space is available for small, non-Formula Retail establishments, which are more likely to offer

15

non-traditional and unique merchandise for residents and visitors. The micro-retail space

16

requirements provide for a diversity of retail land uses, which will help preserve Central

17

SoMa's distinct neighborhood character and help fulfill the City's Priority Policy of the General

18

Plan that existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and that

19

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail

20

establishments be enhanced. In addition, the Board hereby incorporates by reference and

21

adopts the findings set forth in Planning Code Section 303.1 (a), which further support the

22

provision of non-Formula Retail micro-retail spaces in the Central SoMa Plan Area.

23
24
25

(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.
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1

(2) New non-residential development increases demands on the City's existing

2

limited parks, recreational facilities, and open spaces, contributing to overcrowding of those

3

facilities.

4

(3) Publicly-accessible open space and recreation facilities are essential to

5

creating and maintaining an attractive central business district and to generally create an

6

environment appealing for workers, shoppers, and visitors. The economic sustainability and

7

well-being of the City is dependent on the reputation of its commercial and visitor areas as

8

pleasant and amenity-filled. Businesses choose to locate in San Francisco because of its

9

balance of high-accessibility to other businesses and services and its livability. The skilled

10

and creative workforce sought by businesses growing in San Francisco values spending time

11

in an interesting and amenity-filled walkable urban environment. These spaces directly

12

enhance the economic value of the commercial properties themselves.

13

(4) New non-residential development increases the demand for parks,

14

recreational facilities, and open space. These amendments provide for open space

15

demanded as a result of new non-residential development. These amendments also provide

16

for a reduction in open space requirements where recreational and open space amenities are

17

provided by other means. Also, to ensure that these publicly accessible spaces mitigate the

18

impacts described above, truly supplement the public open space system, and provide

19

welcoming environments to all members of the public, indoor and upper-story spaces are

20

discouraged in favor of outdoor, street-level spaces, except where a specific recreational

21

amenity is provided that is necessarily indoors or the project location makes outdoor space

22

undesirable (e.g., adjacent to a freeway). Further, limited amounts of food and beverage

23

service retail are permitted in larger spaces created pursuant to this ordinance to ensure that

24

these spaces are active and attractive to workers, visitors, and shoppers, as well as provide

25

some revenue for the property owners.
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1

(5) To ensure that the requirements of this ordinance provide sufficient flexibility

2

for project sponsors to address the context of their particular sites and address the impacts of

3

their developments, project sponsors are given options to meet the requirements other than

4

by setting aside space on their project sites. These options include (depending on zoning

5

district) provision of off-site open space and payment of fees in lieu of providing any space.

6

Reasonable geographic latitude is given in provision of off-site spaces. In-lieu fee amounts

7

are set based on the reasonably comparable costs of acquiring land in the area of the

8

development and improving the property to the same high standard of investment as would be

9

expected in a highly-trafficked public space in a high-density urban area (i.e., significantly

10

higher cost per square foot for more intensive amenity, hardscape, and engineering

11

investment than relatively cheaper expansive lawns and landscape areas common in less

12

dense more outlying neighborhoods). These in-lieu fees are based on costs identified in

13

Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee

14

Nexus Study by Hausrath Economics from April2012.

15

(6) The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis (2014) ("LOS

16

Analysis"), p. 22, concludes that four acres of open space are necessary for every 1,000

17

"Service Population Units." Each employee is equivalent to 0.19 "Service Population Units"

18

(Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and EDU Factors Study," A Report to City of

19

Phoenix Planning Department, Sept. 1998, cited in San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

20

(2014) at p. 14 n. 22.) Thus, every 1,000 additional employees creates a demand for 0.76

21

acres of open space (4.0 acres/1 ,000 employees x 0.19

22

=0.76 acres/1 ,000 workers).

(7) Development under the Central SoMa Plan is expected to add 8.5 million

23

gross square feet (gsf) of new non-residential building space, based on the Planning

24

Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018).

25
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1

(8) This 8.5 million gsf would result in approximately 40,000 jobs (assuming an

2

employment density of approximately 220 gsf per worker). ("Central SoMa Growth Allocation

3

by TAZ- August 2016.")

4

(9) Because, as noted above, every 1,000 additional employees creates a

5

demand for 0.76 acres of open space, the Central SoMa Plan would create demand for an

6

additional 30.4 acres of open space.
(10) The San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (2014) ("Citywide Nexus

7
8

Analysis"), at p. 15, states that the cost to construct new open space is approximately $10.3

9

million per acre. Therefore providing 30.4 acres of new open space in Central SoMa would

10

cost the City approximately $313 million.

11

(11) Non-residential development projects in Central SoMa pay the Eastern

12

Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Fee), of which 6% is dedicated to open space. As

13

of 2018, the maximum Fee paid by non-residential uses was $19.81 per gsf; 6% of which is

14

$1.19 per gsf. As such, non-residential projects in Central SoMa are expected to generate

15

approximately $10 million towards open space, leaving an unfunded portion of nearly $300

16

million.

17

(12) The Central SoMa Plan POPOS program would yield approximately four

18

acres of open space, based on the proposed requirement of 1 gsf of POPOS for every 50 gsf

19

of non-residential development and the expectation of 8.5 million of gsf of non-residential

20

development. At a cost of $10.3 million per acre, these four acres of POPOS would be the

21

equivalent of approximately $40 million of additional open space fees.

22

(13) Therefore, expanding the POPOS requirement to the Central SoMa Plan

23

Area is an essential part of the City's overall strategy to meet the demand for open space

24

generated by new residents and workers.

25
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1

(d) Findings Regarding the Establishment of Citizens Advisory Committees to Guide

2

Plan Implementation. Through the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process, the City

3

established the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisorv Committee (CAC) to advise on the

4

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans and community improvements

5

programming within the Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, and

6

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill areas. However, with the addition of the Central SoMa Area

7

Plan and its related implementation and community improvements programming, it is evident

8

that a single CAC can no longer provide the appropriate community input necessary to serve

9

these growing areas. The Board of Supervisors intends to revise the composition and

10

jurisdiction of the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC, such that it is split into two CACs, one which

11

serves the three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one

12

which serves the southern Plan Areas (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central

13

Waterfront). Any process of modifying existing and proposed CACs should incorporate

14

community input. Therefore it is the Board's intent to create a process which incorporates the

15

recommendations of neighborhood stakeholders and community members as they develop

16

the necessary details of restructuring these bodies.

17

[e) Findings Regarding Access to Good Jobs. While accommodating the growth of

18

jobs is important. it is just as important that these are jobs that pay a living wage. Many of the

19

office jobs in the technology sector and even the PDR jobs are certain to be good jobs,

20

particularly in that they pay well relative to education. However, it is important that the City

21

supports good jobs across all sectors, including construction workers, hotel workers, and

22

other professions. Therefore, it is the intent of the Board of Supervisors to develop a "Good

23

Jobs Policy" to help enable permanent jobs at good living wages with benefits within the future

24

development.

25
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1
2

Section 3. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising Chapter 35, to
read as follows:

3
4

CHAPTER 35: RESIDENTIAL, HOTEL, AND INDUSTRL4LPDR COMPATIBILITY AND

5

PROTECTION

6
7
8

9
10

SEC. 35.1. SHORT TITLE.

This Chapter 35 may be referred to as the Residential and IndustrialPDR Compatibility
and Protection Ordinance.
SEC. 35.2. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

It shall be the policy of the City and County of San Francisco ©M_to protect its

11

existing and future industrial businessesProduction, Distribution, and Repair (P DR) Uses from

12

potentially incompatible adjacent and nearby development provided that such industrial Uses

13

are conducted and maintained in a manner consistent with proper and accepted customs and

14

standards and in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

15

The City and County &}San Francisco encourages the use of best available control technologies

16

and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce the potential for

17

incompatibility with other uses, including residential.

18

Furthermore, it shall be the policy of the City mqd Cmmty o.fSan Francisco to support the

19

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

20

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

21

so that such residents and overnight visitors are made aware of some of the possible

22

consequences of moving to or staying in tm industrial or mixed use such neighborhoods and by

23

encouraging and, ifpossible, requiring, features in any new residential or hotel construction

24

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

25

PDR uses.
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1

SEC. 35.3. DEFINITIONS.

2

For the purposes of this Chapter 35, the following definitions shall apply.

3

(a) "Adjacent Property" means all real property inside or wit"zin 150 feet ofan Industrial Use

4
5

Zoning District.

fB)--"Eiigible IndustrialPDR Use" means any legally existing, including legally non-

6

conforming, or future IndustrialPDR Use, conducted or maintained for industrialPDR purposes,_

7

in a manner consiste11t with proper and accepted customs and standards, as established and follmved

8

by similar industrialPDR uses in the same neighborhood ifsuch uses exist, and in accordance with all

9

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

10

"Hotel Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section 102.

11

-(cj-"IndustrialPDR Use" means any industrial use asis as defined in the Planning Code

12

Section 102., including, but not limited to, Automotive as defined in Planning Code Section 223, Animal

13

Services as defined in Plmming Code Section224, Wholesaling, Storage, Distribution and Open Air

14

Handling o.fA1aterials and Equipment as defi1wd in Planning Code Section 225, }Janufocturing and

15

Processing as defined in Planning Code Section 226. Other Uses as defined in Planning Code Section

16

22 7, and Light }/lam~:facturing. Wholesale Sales, Storage as defined in Planning Code Section 890.54.

17

Upon adoption o.fthe permanent Eastern Neighborhoods Zoning Controls. "Industrial Use" shall also

18

include Production, Design, and Repair Uses ("PDR Uses"), as defined in the zoning controls,

19

including, but not limited to, Publishing, Audio/Visual, Arts, Fashion, Transport, 1.fi'ood1E'.Jent, Interior

20

Design. Construction, Equipment, },1otor Vehicles, and Other PDR uses.

21

fd)-"IndustrialPDR Use Zoning District" means a zoning district designated in Planning

22

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

23

Neighborhoods Mixed Use DistrictC M (Heavy Commercial), },{] (Light Industrial), }.12 (Hea'.ly

24

Industrial), SIJfJ (South Park), RSD (Residential/Service A1ixed Use), SLR (Sen•ice/Light

25

Industrial/Residential A1ixed []se), SLI (Service/Light Industrial), SSG (Service/Secondary Office), or
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1

A1B CI (A1ission Bay Commercial Industrial). Upon adoption oftlw permanent Eastern Neighborhoods

2

Zoning Controls, "Industrial Use Zoning District" shall al11o include a zoning district H'ithin tlw

3

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area in which PDR is aprilwipallypermitted use, including, but not

4

limited to, zoning districts designated PDR Zone, Employment and Busilwss Development Zone, or

5

Urban },fixed Use Zone.

6

"Property" means all real property inside a P DR Use Zoning District.

7

{e)-"Residential Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section I 02means the use &jany real

8
9
10

property as a dwelling unit or units, regardless o.fwhether it is a primary reside1we.

{fj-"Transfer" means, but is not limited to, the follmving: sale or lease.
"Transferee" means a purchaser or lessee of all or any portion o[a Property, and includes but

11

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

12

"Transferee" shall not mean a guest at a Hotel or Motel.

13

"Transferor" means an owner o[a Property who sells or leases all or any portion o(the

14

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

15

and representatives.

16

SEC. 35.4. PROTECTION OF INDUSTRIALPDR USES.

17

No Eligible IndustrialPDR Use shall be or become a public or private nuisance ifthe

18

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

19

terms o{its permitsdue to any changed condition in Adjacent Property after the Industrial Use has been

20

in operation for more than two years

if it was not a nuisance at the time it -.,•,·as established.

21

SEC. 35.5. EXEMPTIONS AND NONAPPLICATION.

22

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

23

the negligent, improper, or illegal operation of any IndustrialPDR Use.

24
25
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1

(b) This Chapter &is not intended to

supere~ede

or limit any other provisions of the

2

Municipal Code with regard to the regulation and control of Industria!PDR Uses, including, but

3

not limited to, Article 11 of the Health and Safety Code.

4

* * * *

5

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

6
7
8

RESIDENTIAL USE.

(a) Notice Requirement. The -tiransferor of Adjacent Property for Residential Use or

Hotel Use must provide notice to the -tiransferee as follows.
(1) Timing o(Disclosure. For all transfers of Adjacent Property having any

9
10

Residential Use or Hotel Use, the -tiransferor shall provide the disclosure described in

11

S~ubsection

12

the tenant(s) signing athe lease,_ or for a purchase agreement for the transfer of the Adjacent

13

Property at the time required by California Civil Code Section 1102.3.

35.6(a)(2) on a written document. This notice shall be provided for a lease prior to

(2) DisclosureContents o(Disclosure Notice. The disclosure shall include a

14
15

citation to this Section 35.6, a copy ofthis Chapter 35 as is in effect when the disclosure notice is

16

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

17

point font:

18
19

"DISCLOSURE OF ADJACE1VTNEIGHBORING INDUSTRL4LPDR USES
You are purchasing or leasing property in an area that permits Production, Distribution, and

20

Repair (PDR) Uuses, as defined in Planning Code Section 1 02that may be adjacent -to an existing

21

industrial use. Industria!PDR Uuses may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort arising

22

from Industria/their operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust,

23

chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations, which may

24

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

25

even if the industria!PDR Uuse is operating in conformance with existing laws and regulations
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1

and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of such use.Jfyou live near

2

industrial uses, youYou should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as

3

normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed indJ;tStrialPDR and

4

residential Uuses. A PDR Uuse shall not be considered a public or private nuisance i[it operates in

5

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

6

permitsTransferor shall maintain a copy ofthis disclosure in the transforor's records for not less than

7

two years, and a copy shall be prmided to tlw City or tlw transforee upon request."

8

(b) Affidavit of Disclosure.

9

(1)

Contents ofAffidavit. The tiransferor shall make and sign, upon penalty of

10

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

11

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

12

required by this Section and shall attach a copy• oftlw notice actually provided; provided, however,

13

that the attachment need not also include a copy ofthe then current text ofthis Chapter. This affidavit,

14

with the attached notice provided, shall be maintained in the transferor's records for not less than two

15

years, and a copy shall be provided to the City or the transforee upon request.

16

17

(A) the identities o[the Transferor and any entity on whose behal[the
Transferor is acting,·

18

(B) the identity o[the Transferee;

19

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

20

transferred,·

21

(D) whether the Transter is a sale or lease,· and

22

(E) the following language:

23

"I have provided to the [purchaser or lessee 7the disclosure required by San Francisco

24

Administrative Code Chapter 35. Attached is a true and correct copy o[the notice provided to the

25

[purchaser or lessee 7.
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1
2

I declare under penalty o(perjury under the laws ofthe State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct. Executed on [date 7 in [city and state 7. "

3

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

4

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

5

copy o{the disclosure notice provided to each Transferee,· provided however, that the attachment need

6

not also include a copy ofthe then-current text ofthis Chapter 35. This transmittal must occur within

7

90 days o{the transfer. Upon request o{the Transferee, the Transferor shall also provide a copy ofthis

8

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

9

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

10

the Planning Department shall provide a copy o[the affidavit and attached notice to any member ofthe

11

public.

12

·13

(4) Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (or Condominium Projects. !{the

Property will be subdivided into condominiums, the requirements ofthis Section 35. 6(b) shall be

14

included as terms ofthe Covenants. Conditions, and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") that will be tiled with the

15

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

16

the Planning Department.

17

* * * *

18

(e)

This Chapter shall not create any private riglzt &}action against the City. The City shall

19

have no duty or liability based on any failure to achieve the disclosure required by this Chapter or

20

based on the City's failure toprosecute.En(orcement. The Planning Department shall enforce this

21

Section 35.6 through the application o(Planning Code Sections 176 and 176.1.

22
23
24
25

SEC. 35.7. PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND COMMISSION REVIEW OF
RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS.
The Planning Department and Commission shall consider, among other

considerations(actors, the compatibility of uses when approving Residential Uses and Hotel Uses
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1

in PDR Use Zoning Districts adjacent to or Jqear existing Industrial Uses and -toshall take all

2

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

3

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

4

both the existing and future IndustrialP DR Uses in these Districts and the future residents and

5

overnight visitors of the new development. Such considerations/actors may include, among

6

others:

7

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

8

(b) The proposed project's overall design, acoustical treatment, and ventilation to

9

achieve interior noise levels and ventilation compatible with residential standards; and

10

(c) The location of non-habitable spaces or spaces such as closets, bathrooms,

11

kitchens, and/or landscaping so that such spaces may provide a buffer between the proposed

12

habitable residential areas and any common property line with IndustrialPDR Uses.

13

SEC. 35.8. SEVERABILITY.

14

In the event that a court or agency of competent jurisdiction holds that a Federal or

15

State law, rule, or regulation invalidates any clause, sentence, paragraph, or section of this

16

Chapter 35 or the application thereof to any person or circumstances, it is the intent of the

17

Board of Supervisors that the court or agency sever such clause, sentence, paragraph, or

18

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

19

effect.

20

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

21

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

22

no duty or liability based on any failure to achieve the disclosure required by this Chapter or based on

23

the City's failure to enforce or prosecute pursuant to this Chapter.

24
25
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1

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 128.1, 132.4,

2

175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432,433,434. and 848; revising Sections 102,

3

124, 134,135, 135.3, 138,140, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 153, 155,163, 169.3, 181,

4

182, 201' 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1' 263, 270, 270.2,

5

303.1, 304,307,329,401,406, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 418.7, 419,

6

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,

7

803.5, 803.9, 809, 813,825, 840,841, 842,843,844, 845, 846, 847, 890.37, 890.116, and

8

890.124; and deleting Sections 263.11,425, 802.5, 803.8, 815, 816,817, and 818, to read as

9

follows:

10

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

11

* * * *

12

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

13

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

14

a building or buildings, measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the

15

centerlines of walls separating two buildings. Where columns are outside and separated from

16

an exterior wall (curtain wall) that encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged

17

that the curtain wall is clearly separate from the structural members, the exterior face of the

18

curtain wall shall be the line of measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each

19

floor shall also be counted.

20

In the C-3 and CMUOCentral SoMa Districts and tRe Van Ness Special Use Districtg,

21

the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured along the

22

glass line at windows at a height of four feet above the finished floor and along a projected

23

straight line parallel to the overall building wall plane connecting the ends of individual

24

windows, provided, however, that such line shall not be inward of the interior face of the wall.

25
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1

2
3

(a)

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

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

(7)

4

5

In districts other than the C-3 and CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use

Districts, floor space in accessory buildings; and
(8)

6

In the C-3 and CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districts, any floor area

7

dedicated to accessory or non-accessory parking, except for bicycle parking, required

8

off-street loading, and accessory parking as specified in subsection (b)(7); and

9

* * * *

10

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

11

* * * *
(4) Mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas necessary to the

12
13

operation or maintenance of the building itself (A) if located at an intermediate story of the

14

building and forming a complete floor level; or (B) in the C-3 and CMUOCentral SoMa Special

15

Use_Districts, if located on a number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor

16

level, provided that the mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas are permanently

17

separated from occupied floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an

18

average floor as determined by the Zoning Administrator;

19

* * * *

20

(7)

In C-3 and CMUO Districts, floor space dedicated to parking which does not

21

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

22

* *

23

*

*

(13) Ground floor area in the C-3-0, C-3-0(SD), C-3-S, C-3-S(SU), tmd-and C-

24

3-G, Districts, and CMUOin the Central SoMa Special Use Districts devoted to building or

25

pedestrian circulation and building service;
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1

2
3

* * * *
(16) Floor area in C-3, South ofA1-arkeU.4ixed Use Districts, 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

4

5

more than 6,000 square feet,-end,:.

6

(B) The facilities are made available rent free,-end,:_

7

(C) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to

8

the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops, or public parks may be used if they meet

9

licensing requirements for child care facilities,,:_ and

10

(D) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as

11

there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by the Planning

12

Commission that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a

13

facility described in

14

religious, or social service facilities;

15

S~ubsection

@.(17) below dealing with cultural, educational, recreational,

(17) Floor area in C-3, South o.f1.4arket },fixed Use Districts, and Eastern

16

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational,

17

religious, or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee

18

covering actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are:

19

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

20

(B) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit
S~ubsection

21

corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this

22

be counted as Occupied Floor Area, except as provided in

23

definition for Floor Area, Occupied, for the purpose of calculating the freight loading

24

requirements for the project;

25

S~ubsections(a)

shall

through (f) in the

* * * *
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1
2

SEC. 123. MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA RATIO.

3

(a) The limits upon the floor area ratio of buildings, as defined by this Code, shall be as

4

stated in this Section and Sections 124 through 128.1. The maximum floor area ratio for any

5

building or development shall be equal to the sum of the basic floor area ratio for the district,

6

as set forth in Section 124, plus any premiums and floor area transfers which are applicable to

7

such building or development under Sections 125, 127± aA€1-128,. and 128.1 and as restricted

8

by the provisions of Sections 123(c) and (d) and 124(b) and U).

9

(b) No building or structure or part thereof shall be permitted to exceed, except as

10

stated in Sections 172 and 188 of this Code, the floor area ratio limits herein set forth for the

11

district in which it is located.

12
13
14
15
16

(c) In the C-3 Districts, +!he amount ofTDR that may be transferred to a development
lot, as allowed by Section 128, is limited as follows:
(1) The gross floor area of a structure on a lot in the C-3-0 District may not
exceed a floor area ratio of 18 to 1;
(2) The gross floor area of a structure on a lot in the C-3-R, C-3-G and C-3-S

17

Districts may not exceed a floor area ratio that is 1Yz times the basic floor area limit for the

18

district as provided in Section 124. This section shall not apply to the C-3-S (SU) District.

19

(d) The gross floor area of a structure on a lot on which is or has been located a

20

Significant or Contributory Building may not exceed the basic floor area ratio limits stated in

21

Section 124 except as provided in Sections 128(c)(2) and 124(f).

22

(e) C-3-0(SD) District. To exceed the basic floor area ratio limit of 6.0:1 up to a ratio

23

of 9.0:1, TOR must be transferred to the development lot as described in Section 128. The

24

use of TOR to exceed a floor area ratio of 9.0:1 shall not be allowed in the C-3-0(SD) district.

25

In order to exceed a floor area ratio of 9.0:1, all projects must participate in the Transit Center
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1

District Mello-Roos Community Facilities District as described in Section 424.8. The gross

2

floor area of a structure on a lot in the C-3-0(SD) District shall not otherwise be limited.

3
4

(f)

A project subject to the TOR requirements of Section 249.78 is subject to the floor

area ratio restrictions contained in that Section.

5
6

SEC.124. BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO.

7

(a) Except as provided in

S~ubsections

(b), (c), (d), (eLand (I) of this Section 124, the

8

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

9

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

10

districts indicated.

11
12

TABLE 124

13

BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITS

14

15

District

Basic Floor Area Ratio Limit

* * * *

16
17
18
19

.J?SD, SPD, NC-1, NCT-1, NC-S

Haight
Inner Clement

20
21
22
23

Inner Sunset

1.8 to 1

North Beach
Outer Clement

24

25

Sacramento

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

049

Page 20

1

24th Street-Noe Valley

2
West Portal

3

4

* * * *

5

&bR, Sf!

~.:§tel:

S&(.) ami in a 4() er- :§.() J-ff:Jet height distriet

~- ()

S&Q and iH a 6§. er 8() J-ff:Jet height distr-iet

4. () te I

S&Q a1qd in a I~() J-ff:Jet height distriet

4.:§. te

6

te I

7
8
9

10
11

* * * *
* * * *

12

13
14

U) Within the mry RSD, SPD, SLR, SL! er- SSQ District, Live/Work 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:

15

16
17
18
19
20

21

22
23

I

(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, exeept that, for-pr-ojeets in the RSD Distr-iet v;hieh ·will exeeed 4() ftet in

height, and ther-efor-e ar-e r-equir-ed te obtctin eenditienal use appr-ev'al, the allmvable density forDwelling Units

mqdLiw/W~Jr-k

Units shall be established ctSpar-t ofthe emqditieHal use JetamiHatien;

and

* * * *

SEC. 128.1. TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS IN THE CENTRAL SOMA
SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

24

25
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1

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

2

facilitate the economic viability a[ buildings that are a[ civic importance, that are not built to their fitll

3

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

4

Section 249.78.

5
6

{b) Definitions.

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

7

Transferable Development Rights may be transferred. The following areas are exempted from the

8

calculation of the Development Lot area: The Development Lot shall not include any land

9

dedicated to the City for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249.78 or land dedicated to

10

the City for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreation centers pursuant to Section

11

263.32 or 263.34.

12

"Preservation Lot." A parcel o[land within the Central SoMa Special Use District on

13

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

14

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

15

designated pursuant to Article 10 a (this Code. The boundaries ofthe Preservation Lot shall be the

16

boundaries o(the Assessor's Lot on which the building is located at the time the ordinance making the

17

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

18
19
20

"Transfer Lot." A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District from which
Transferable Development Rights may be transferred.
"Transferable Development Rights (TDR)." Units o[allowable Gross Floor Area that

21

may be transferred, pursuant to the provisions ofthis Section and Article 11 ofthis Code, from a

22

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

23
24
25

"Unit o{TDR." One unit o[TDR is one square [oat o[Gross Floor Area.
(c) Applicability. TDR may be transferred from a Transfer Lot to a Development Lot, subject
to the requirements set forth in this Section 128.1 and Section 249.78.
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1

(1) The maximum TDR available [or transfer from a Transfer Lot consists o[the

2

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

3

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

4

Floor Area o[the Transfer Lot is as follows:

5

(A) 3. 0 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts of 40 to 49 feet;

6

(B) 4. 0 Floor Area Ratio [or projects in height districts of 50 to 59 feet,"

7

(C) 5. 0 Floor Area Ratio [or projects in height districts of 60 to 69 feet,·

8

(D) 6.0 Floor Area Ratio [or projects in height districts of70 to 85 feet," and

9

(E) 7. 5 Floor Area Ratio [or projects in height districts over 85 feet.

10

(2) TDR may not be transferred for use on any lot on which there is a Significant or

11

Contributory building designated pursuant to Article 11 or any building designated pursuant to Article

12

1 0,· provided that this restriction shall not apply i[the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the

13

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

14

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

15

standards [or seismic loads and forces o[the Building Code, in which case TDR may be transferred [or

16

that purpose. provided that the project sponsor has satisfied all other requirements ofthis Section and

17

Article 11, including but not limited to the requirements ofSections 1111 through 1111. 6.

18

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision ofthis Section 128.1, development on a

19

Development Lot is limited by the provisions ofthis Code, other than those on floor area ratio,

20

governing the approval ofprojects, including but not limited to the requirements relating to height,

21

bulk, setback, sunlight access, and separation between towers, and any limitations imposed pursuant to

22

Section 329 review applicable to the Development Lot.

23

24

25

(d) Controls. The transfer ofTDR shall be allowed only under the following circumstances:
(1) The Transfer Lot is a Preservation Lot or consists of a building all o[the housing
units ofwhich are Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401.
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1

3
4

5
6

7

(2) The purchaser o[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 ofPlanning Code Section 128(e) through

OJ and Section 249.78.

SEC. 132.4. SETBACKS, STREETWALLARTICULATION, AND TOWER SEPARATION
IN THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
(a) Purpose. The controls in this Section 13 2. 4 are intended to ensure that new buildings in the

8

Central SoMa Special Use District contribute to the activation, safety, and dynamism ofthe

9

neighborhood, help create a strong urban room, and facilitate a substantial amount o[light and air to

10
11
12

the neighborhood's major streets.
(k) Definitions. The definitions of Section I 02 shall apply, as well as the following additional
definitions.

13

"Mid-Rise Building." A building above 85 feet and up to 160 feet in Height.

14

"Mid-Rise Portion." The portion ofa Mid-Rise Building above 85 feet in Height.

15

"Separation." The distance, measured horizontally, between the outside surfaces o[the

16

exterior walls o(the subject buildings.

17

"Tower." Any building taller than 160 feet in Height.

18

"Tower Portion." The portion of a Tower above 85 [eet in Height.

19
20

21
22
23

(c) 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.
(A) Requirements. Buildings shall be built up to the street- or alley-facing

24

property line up to 65 feet in Height, subject to the controls ofSection 261.1 as applicable, except as

25

provided in subsection (B) below.
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1

2

(B) Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the requirements of
subsection (A), any building may be recessed from the property line as follows:

3
4

(i) To the extent necessary to accommodate any setback required by this

Code,·

5

6

(ii) For portions ofresidential buildings with walk-up dwelling units that
have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Guidelines,·

7

8

(iii) For publicly-accessible open space built pursuant to the
requirements ofSection 138,· or

9
10
11
12
13

(iv) For building facade architectural articulation and modulation up to
a maximum depth

of.§~

teet.

(2) Setbacks.

(A) For Mid-Rise Buildings in the CS Bulk District, as defined in Section 270(h),
the (allowing requirements apply:

14

(i) Along all street- and alley-facing property lines, a 15-(oot setback is

15

required (or the Mid-Rise Portion (or at least 60 percent o[the frontage length. This setback may be

16

reduced (or obstructions permitted by Section 13 6;

17

(ii) Along all interior property lines, a 15-(oot setback is required (or the

18

Mid-Rise Portion (or the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced (or obstructions permitted

19

according to Section 13 6.

20

(B) For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all property lines, a 15-(oot

21

setback is required (or the Tower Portion (or the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced (or

22

obstructions permitted according to Section 13 6.

23

(C) Along 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street, building

24

facades on new development shall be set back from the street-facing property line by a minimum depth

25

offive feet to a minimum height of25 feet above sidewalk grade. This setback shall be designed as an
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1

extension o[the sidewalk, free of columns or other obstructions, except as allowed according to Section

2

136, and shall generally be available to the public at all times {Or pedestrian circulation.

3

(3) Building Separation.

4
5

(A) The Tower Portion o[a project shall have a horizontal separation o[at least
115 teet from the Tower Portion o[any other Tower.

6

(B) Through the procedures o[Section 329, the Planning Commission may

7

reduce the separation required under subsection (A) i(it finds that a Tower project meets all o[the

8

.fOllowing criteria:

9
10

(i) The Tower Portion o[the project has, at a minimum, a horizontal
separation o[at least 85 teet from the Tower Portion a[ any other Tower,·

11
12

(ii) The maximum floor area a[ any floor o[the Tower Portion o[the
project is no more than 10,000 gross square teet.'

13

(iii) The maximum height o[the uppermost building element or mass,

14

occupied or unoccupied, o[the Tower has a difference o[at least 50 teet in Height from the maximum

15

height o[the uppermost element o[any other Tower within 115 teet o[horizontal distance; and

16
17

(iv) The Tower Portion o[the project is designed so as to maximize
apparent distance and architectural differentiation from any other nearby Tower.

18

(C) The Tower Portion o[a project shall have a horizontal separation o[at least

19

30 teet from any Mid-Rise Portion on the same development lot, except that a bridge between the

20

Tower Portion and the Mid-Rise Portion may be permissible up to a height o[J30 teet i[the bridge is

21

no more than one story in height, is set back a minimum o[J5 teet from any property line, and is

22

visually subordinate to the buildings it connects.

23

(D) Any development containing both a Tower Portion and Mid-Rise Portion

24

shall be designed to emphasize a visual distinction between the Tower and Mid-Rise Portions as

25

separate structures.
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1

* * * *

2

SEC.134. REAR YARDS, R, NC, C, SPD, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED,

3

AND RED-MX, RSD, SLR, SLI Alt/D SSO DISTRICTS.

4

The rear yard requirements established by this Section 134 shall apply to every

5

building in the districts listed below. To the extent that these provisions are inconsistent with

6

any Special Use District or Residential Character District, the provisions of the Special Use

7

District or Residential Character District shall apply. These requirements are intended to

8

assure the protection and continuation of established midblock, landscaped open spaces, and

9

maintenance of a scale of development appropriate to each district, consistent with the

10
11
12
13

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

14

than the Pacific Avenue NC District, C, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, CMUO, MUR, UMU, RED,

15

RED-MX, and SPD, RSD, SLR, SLI RndSSO Districts. Except as specified in this subsection,

16

+!he minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the

17

building is situated, but in no case less than 15 feet.

18

ffiLFor buildings containing only SRO Units in the South ofA/arket },fixed

19

Use and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the minimum rear yard depth shall be

20

equal to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but the required

21

rear yard of SRO buildings not exceeding a height of 65 feet shall be reduced in specific

22

situations as described in

23
24
25

S~ubsection

(c) below.

(B) To the extent the lot coverage requirements of Section 249.78 apply

to a project those requirements shall control, rather than the requirements of this Section 134.
* * * *
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1

(C) RC-3, RC-4, NC-3, NCT-3, Broadway, Fillmore Street NCT, Hayes-

2

Gough NCT, Japantown, SoMa NCT, Mission Street NCT, Polk Street, Pacific Avenue, C,

3

M, SPD, RSD, SLR, SLI, SSO, MUR, MUG, MUO, and UMU Districts. Rear yards shall be

4

provided at the lowest story containing a Dwelling Unit, and at each succeeding level or story

5

of the building. In the Hayes-Gough NCT, lots fronting the east side of Octavia Boulevard

6

between Linden and Market Streets (Central Freeway Parcels L, M, N, R, S, T, U, and V) are

7

not required to provide rear yards at any level of the building, provided that the project fully

8

meets the usable open space requirement for Dwelling Units per'- pursuant to Section 135 of

9

this Code, the exposure requirements of Section 140, and gives adequate architectural

10

consideration to the light and air needs of adjacent buildings given the constraints of the

11

project site.

12

* * * *

13

(c) Reduction of Requirements in RH-2, RH-3, RTO, RTO-M, RM-1,_ and RM-2

14

Districts. The rear yard requirement stated in Paragraph subsection (a)(2) above and as stated

15

in Paragraph subsection (a)(1) above for SRO buildings located in either the Sobtth of}pfarket

16

Afixed Use or the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts not exceeding a height of 65 feet,

17

shall be reduced in specific situations as described in this

18

conditions on adjacent lots. Except for those SRO buildings referenced above in this

19

paragraph whose rear yard can be reduced in the circumstances described in

20

to a 15-foot minimum, under no circumstances, shall the minimum rear yard be thus reduced

21

to less than a depth equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot on which the building is

22

situated, or to less than 15 feet, whichever is greater.

S~ubsection

(c), based upon

S~ubsection

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 135. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP

25

(c)

HOUSING, R, NC, MIXED USE, C, AND M DISTRICTS.
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1

Except as provided in Sections 134.1, 172L and 188 of this Code, usable open space

2

shall be provided for each dwelling and each group housing structure in R, NC, C, Mixed Use,

3

and M Districts according to the standards set forth in this Section 135 unless otherwise

4

specified in specific district controls elsewhere in this Code.

5

* * * *

6

(d) Amount Required. Usable open space shall be provided for each building in the

7

amounts specified herein and in Tables 135A and 8 for the district in which the building is

8

located; provided, however, that in the Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts, open space

9

shall be provided in the amounts specified in Section 825 of this Code.

10

In Neighborhood Commercial Districts, the amount of usable open space to be

11

provided shall be the amount required in the nearest Residential District, but the minimum

12

amount of open space required shall be in no case greater than the amount set forth in Table

13

135A for the district in which the building is located. The distance to each Residential District

14

shall be measured from the midpoint of the front lot line or from a point directly across the

15

street therefrom, whichever requires less open space.

16
17
18

* * * *

(5) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

(A) Minimum amount.
(i) Dwelling units, excluding SRO dwelling units. The minimum

19

20

amount of usable open space to be provided for use by each dwelling unit shall be as

21

specified in Table 1358.

22

{ill_JLo:r.-gGroup housing structures and, including SRO dwelling

23

units,:. t.Ihe minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall

24

be one-third the amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Table 1358.

25

(B) Compliance.
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(i) Privately-owned public open space. Usable open space

1
2

requirements in these areas may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space

3

as specified in Table 1358.
(ii) Towers in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District.

4

5

Residential developments taller than 160 feet shall provide on-site at least 36 square feet per unit or

6

bedroom o[the open space requirement o[Table 135B. Any additional open space required pursuant to

7

Table 135B may be satisfied through payment o[the fee established in Section 427.
(iii) Payment in case of Variance or exception. Projects granted a

8
9
10

usable open space Variance pursuant to Section 305 or an exception through Section 329 shall pay the
.fee established in Section 427 for each square foot o[useable open space not provided.
* * * *

11
12

TABLE 135 A

13

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP HOUSING

14

OUTSIDE THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICT
District

15
16

Square Feet ~Q[Usable

Ratio of Common Usable

Open Space Required

Open Space That May Be

FfH'

17

.LQ!:_Each Dwelling Unit If All

18

Private

19

* * * *

20

C-3, C 1\{, SLR, SL!, SSO, M-1 ,

21

M-2

22

* * * *

36

Substituted for Private

1.33

23

24

* * * *

25
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1

(h) Publicly-Accessible Usable Open Space Standards. In DTR Districts and the

2

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, some or all of the usable open space

3

requirements may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Any space

4

credited as publicly-accessible usable open space, where permitted or required by this Code,

5

shall meet the following standards:
(1) Types of Open Space. Open space shall be of one or more of the following

6
7
8
9
10

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

11

landscaping and no more than 10 percent of the total floor area devoted to facilities for food or

12

beverage service, exclusive of seating areas as regulated in Section 138(d)f:&;

13

(C) An unenclosed pedestrian pathway which complies with the

14

standards of Section 270.2 and which is consistent with applicable design guidelines.

15

(D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian

16

amenities that result in additional pedestrian space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width

17

and conform to the Better Streets Plan and any other applicable neighborhood streetscape

18

plans pe¥pursuant to Section 138.1 or other related policies such as those associated with

19

sidewalk widenings or building setbacks, other than those intended by design for the use of

20

individual ground floor residential units; and

21
22
23
24

(2) Standards of Open Space. Open space shall meet the standards
described in Section 138(d)(l) through (11) ofthis Code.
(3) Maintenance. Maintenance requirements for open space in these areas are
subject to Section 138(h) of this Code.

25
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(4) Informational Plaque. Signage requirements for open space in these areas

1

2

are subject to Section 138(i) of this Code.
(5) Open Space Provider. Requirements regarding how to provide and

3

4

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

5
6

these areas is subject to requirements of Section 138(d) of this Code.

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 135.3. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLING UNITS,

9

GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS WITHIN THE SOUTH OFAIARKET, EASTERN

10
11

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS.
(a) Amount of Open Space Required. All newly constructed structures, all structures

12

to which ~floor areaGross Floor Area equal to 20%percent or more of existing grossjloor

13

areaGross Floor Area is added, and all structures in the SSO and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed

14

Use Districts within which floor area is converted to office use other than office use accessory

15

to a non-office use shall provide and maintain usable open space for that part of the new,

16

additional or converted square footage which is not subject to Sections 135.1 and 135.2 as

17

follows:

18

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OTHER THAN

19

DWELLING UNITS, GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS IN THE SOUTH OF

20

1lfARifET, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS
Use

21

Square Feet of Useable Open Space

22
23

Required

* * * *

24
25
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1

~Manufacturing

2

·without distribution facilities, and like uses i11 the

3

&uth O:J.£},/arket ,Ml:xed T;Tse f)istricts

4

* * * *

5

Office uses, as deji11ed i11 890. 70, in the &uth 0:1+

1 sq. ft. per 90 sq. ft.

6

:Market 1~.1i:xed brse f)istricts

l?eW, com;erted or added square footage

7

* * * *

8

and light industrial, storage

1 sq. ft. per 120 gross sq. ft. o.foccupiedjloor
area o.fneet· or added square footage

Oj~'occupiedjloor

area of

* * * *

9

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern

10

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the open space requirements of this Section 135.3 may

11

be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Such open space is subject to the

12

following:

13
14
15
16
17

(A) The amount of open space required pursuant to Table 135.3 may be
reduced by 33%percent if it is publicly accessible usable open space.
(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

18

provided off-site, subject to Section 329 ofthis Code for projects to which that Section applies

19

and Section 307(h) for other projects. Any such space shall meet the publicly accessible open

20

space standards set forth in Section 135(h) and be provided within 800 feet of the project. The

21

publicly accessible off-site usable open space shall be constructed, completed, and ready for

22

use no later than the project itself, and shall receive its Certificate of Final Completion from

23

the Department of Building Inspection prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Final

24

Completion or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the project itself. This subsection (C)

25
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1

shall not apply to projects in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, and instead such

2

projects shall comply with Section 138.

3

4

(3) Central SoMa SUD. This Section 135.3 shall not apply to projects subject
to the privately-owned public open space requirement pursuant to Section 138(a)(2).

5
6

(31) DTR Districts. In DTR Districts, the open space requirements of this

7

Section may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space and shall be subject

8

to the following:
(A) Such open space shall meet all requirements specified in Section

9
10

135(h) of this Code.
(B) Up to 50 percent of required open space may be provided off-site per

11
12

the procedures of Section 309.1 if it is within the individual DTR district of the project or within

13

500 feet of any boundary of the individual DTR district of the project.

14

* * * *

15

SEC.138. PRIVATELY-OWNED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (POPOS) REQUIREMENTS

16
17
18
19

LV C 3 DISTRICTS.
{g)_RequirementApplicability. 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 o[An applicant for a

20

permit to construct a JWrF a Non-Residential building or an addition of Gross Floor Area equal to

21

20 percent or more of an existing Non-Residential building (hereinafter "building'). Institutional

22

uses in C-3 Districts are exempt from the requirements ofthis Section 138. in C 3 Districts shall provide

23

open space in the amount and ilq accordance ?',·ith the standards set forth in this Section. All

24

determinations concerning the adequacy o.fthe amount ojope11 space to be provided and its compliance

25

witlz the requirements of this Section shall be made in accordance with the provisions ofSection 3 09.
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1

(2) In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, any project proposing new

2

construction or an addition o[SO, 000 gross square feet or more ofNon-Residential use. Retail,

3

Institutional_,_ and PDR uses in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District are exempt from the

4

requirements ofthis Section 138.

5

(b) Amount Required. Except in the C 3 O(SD) District, oOpen space shall be provided

6

in the amounts specified in Table 138 below for all uses except (i) Residential Uses, ·which shall be

7

gmerned by Section 135 oftllis Code and (ii) Institutional Uses.

8
9

Table 138

10

Minimum Amount of Open Space Required

11

Use District

12

Ratio of Square Feet of Open Space to Gross Floor Area With Open
Space Requirement

13

C-3-0

1:50

14

C-3-R

1:100

15

C-3-G

1:50

16

C-3-S

1:50

17

C-3-0 (SO)

1:50

18

CMUOCentral

1:50; hm.vever, every square foot of the following amenities shall count as

19

SoMa Special

1.33 square feet tmvards meeting the requirements of this Section: (1)

20

Use District

playgrounds; (2) community gardens; (3) sport courts; and (4) do§ runs.

21
22

(c) Location. The open space required by this Section may be on the same site as

23

the buildingproject for which the permit is sought, or within 900 feet of it on either private

24

property or, with the approval of all relevant public agencies, public property, provided that all

25

open space required by this Section for a project within the C-3 District shall mTtSt be located
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1

entirely within the C-3 District. Projects within the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District may

2

provide the open space required by this Section within one-hal[mile o[the project ifthe required open

3

space is on publicly-owned land underneath or adjacent to the 1-80 freeway. Open space is within

4

900 feet of the building (or which the permit is sought within the meaning of this Section if any

5

portion of the buildi11gproject is located within 900 feet of any portion of the open space. Off-

6

site open space shall be developed and open for use prior to issuance of a first certificate of

7

occupancy, as defined in Section 401 of this Code, of the buildingproject whose open space

8

requirement is being met off-site. Failure to comply with the requirements of this subsection

9

shall be grounds for enforcement under this Code, including but not limited to the provisions of

10
11
12

Sections 176 and 176.1.
(d) Types and Standards of Open Space.
(1) C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts, Eg_xcept as otherwise provided in S~ubsection

13

(e-.fJ, the project applicant may satisfy the requirements of this Section by providing one or more

14

of the following types of open space: A plaza, an urban park, an urban garden, a view terrace,

15

a sun terrace, a greenhouse, a small sitting area (a

16

public sitting area in a galleria, in an arcade, in a public street or alley, or in a pedestrian mall

17

or walkway, as more particularly defined in the table entitled "Guidelines for Open Space" in

18

the Open Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto, provided that the

19

open space meets the following minimum standards. The open space shall:

_:snippet~),

an atrium, an indoor park, or a

20

(:1-4) Be of adequate size;

21

(JJ1) Be situated in such locations and provide such ingress and egress

22

as will make the area easily accessible to the general public;

23

(JC) Be well-designed, and where appropriate, be landscaped;

24

(4D} Be protected from uncomfortable wind;

25
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(Jfi) Incorporate various features, including ample seating and, if

1
2

appropriate, access to food service, which will enhance public use of the area;
(e£) Have adequate access to sunlight if sunlight access is appropriate

3

4

to the type of area;

5

6

(-7G) Be well-lighted if the area is of the type requiring artificial
illumination;

7

8

(8Jj) Be open to the public at times when it is reasonable to expect
substantial public use;

9

(!J.D Be designed to enhance user safety and security;

10
11

(M.j) If the open space is on private property, provide toilet facilities open
to the public; and

(.J-J..K) Have at least 75 percent of the total open space approved be open

12

13

to the public during all daylight hours.

14

.QLCMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District. In the CMUOCentral SoMa

15

Special Use District, a project shall satisfY the requirements listed below, as well as the approval

16

process described in subsection

(~

17

(A) Projects shall meet the minimum standards o(subsection (aJi.l.l_

18

(B) Projects may provide open spaces outdoors or indoors, or may pay the in

19

lieu fee as set forth in Section 4276 and subject to Commission review pursuant to subsection

20

{e~)

21

of 40,000 square feet or more and located south o(Bryant Street shall provide the required open space

22

outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu fee.

23
24

below or may pay the in-lieu fee as set forth in Section 426, except that development on sites

(C) All open space provided shall be at street grade up to an amount that equals
15 percent o(the lot area. Any additional required open space may be provided above street grade.

25
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1
2

(D) All open space shall be publicly accessible, at a minimum, from 7AM to
6P M every day

3
4

(E) All outdoor open space provided at street grade, except space provided
underneath the 1-80 freeway, shall meet the following requirements:

5

(i) The open space shall be open to the sky, except for obstructions

6

permitted by Section 136 and up to 10% of space that may be covered by a cantilevered portion

7

of the building if the space has a minimum height of 20 feet

8
9

(ii) Any buildings on the subject property that directly abut the open
space shall meet the active space requirements ofSection 145.1; and

10

(iii) The open space shall be maximally landscaped with plantings on

11

horizontal and vertical surfaces, subject to the appropriate design (or circulation routes and any

12

recreational or public amenities provided. Such plantings may include. but are not limited to living

13

walls, stormwater gardens, and drought-tolerant landscaping.

14

{F) All indoor open spaces provided at street grade shall:

15

(i) Have a minimum area of2.500 square feet,·

16

(ii) Have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of20 feet for at least 75%

17

of the space,:,

18
19

(iii) Provide openings directly to a sidewalk or other publicly-accessible
outdoor space and, weather permitting, be accessible without the need to open doors,·

20
21
22
23

24
25

(iv) Be situated, designed, and programmed distinctly from building
lobbies or other private entrances to the building;

.(QL/\11 spaces Projects shall make efforts to include at least one publiclyaccessible potable water source convenient (or drinking and filling ofwater bottles.
(H) Any food service area provided in the required open space shall occupy no
more than 20% o[the open space;
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1

2

(I) Any restaurant seating shall not take up more than 20% o[the seating and

tables provided in the required open space; and

3
4

{J) All spaces shall facilitate three-stream waste sorting and collection.

(e) Approval of Open Space Type and Features.

5

(I) In C-3 Districts, +the type, size, location, physical access, seating and table

6

requirements, landscaping, availability of commercial services, sunlight and wind conditions

7

and hours of public access shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with the provisions

8

of Section 309, and shall generally conform to the "Guidelines for Open Space" in the Open

9

Space Section o[the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto.

10

The Commission may, by resolution, declare certain types of open space ineligible to

11

meet the requirements ofthis Section 138, either throughout C-3 Districts, or in certain defined

12

areas, if it determines that a disproportionate number of certain types of open space, or-thet

13

an insufficient number of parks and plazas, is being provided in order to meet the public need

14

for open space and recreational uses. Such resolution may exempt from its application

15

projects whose permit applications are on file with the Planning Department.

16

Over time, no more than 20 percent of POP OS in the space provided under this Section

17

+J8C-3 Districts shall be indoor space and at least 80 percent shall be outdoor space. Once an

18

indoor space has been approved, another such feature may not be approved until the total

19

square footage of outdoor open space features approved under this subsectionSection exceeds

20

80 percent of the total square footage of all open spaces approved under this

21

subsectionSection.

22

(2) In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, all determinations concerning

23

the adequacy ofthe location, amount, amenities, design, and implementation of open space required by

24

this Section shall be made in accordance with the provisions o[Section 329 and subsection--f.efirJ12J1

25
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1

above. As part ofthis determination, the Planning Commission shall consider the ability ofthe open

2

space to meet the open space, greening, and community needs ofthe neighborhood, as follows:
(A) Location. The provision of outdoor space, including off-site, should be

3

4

given preference over the provision o(indoor space and/or the payment ofthe in-lieu fee. The

5

Commission may approve the provision o(indoor space and/or the payment o[the in-lieu fee only

6

where the provision of outdoor space would:

7
8

(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 o[the open space outdoors would substantially

9

10

degrade the street wall or otherwise undermine the pedestrian experience.
(B) Amenities. The type o{amenities provided shall take into consideration and

11
12

complement the amenities currently and {Oreseeably provided in nearby publicly-accessible open

13

spaces and recreational facilities, both publicly and privately owned, with a preference given to

14

provision of amenities and types o{spaces lacking or over-utilized in the area.

(C) Community Needs. The Commission shall consider the extent to

15

16

which the open space serves the open space and recreational needs of the diverse

17

inhabitants of the Central SoMa Special Use District. including but not limited to residents,

18

youth, families, workers, and seniors.

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 140. ALL DWELLING UNITS IN ALL USE DISTRICTS TO FACE ON AN OPEN

21

22

AREA.
(a) Requirements for Dwelling Units. With the exception

o.fDt~·elling

Units in SRO

23

buildings in the South oj},farket Afixed Use Districts, iln each Dwelling Unit in any use district, the

24

required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing Code) of at least

25

one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of
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1

Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face directly onto an open area of one of the following

2

types:
(1) A public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet

3
4

in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements of this Code; provided, that if such windows

5

are on an outer court whose width is less than 25 feet, the depth of such court shall be no

6

greater than its width; or
(2) An open area (whether an inner court or a space between separate

7
8

buildings on the same lot) which is unobstructed (except for fire escapes not projecting more

9

than necessary for safety and in no case more than four feet six inches, chimneys, and those

10

obstructions permitted in Sections 136(c)(14), (15), (16), (19), (20) and (29) of this Code) and

11

is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the Dwelling Unit in

12

question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every

13

horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor, except for SRO buildings in the Eastern

14

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, which are not required to increase five feet in every

15

horizontal dimension until the fifth floor of the building.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 145.1. STREET FRONTAGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL,

18
19

RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

.

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to preserve, enhance, and promote

20

attractive, clearly defined street frontages that are pedestrian-oriented and fine-grained, and

21

whiehthat are appropriate and compatible with the buildings and uses in Neighborhood

22

Commercial Districts, Commercial Districts, Residential-Commercial Districts, and Mixed Use

23

Districts.

24

* * * *

25
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1

(c) Controls. The following requirements shall generally apply, except for those

2

controls listed in subsections (1) Above Grade Parking Setback and (4) Ground Floor Ceiling

3

Height, which only apply to a "development lot" as defined above.

4
5

6

In NC-S Districts, the applicable frontage shall be the primary facade(s) whiehthat
contain~

customer entrances to commercial spaces.

* * * *

(4) Ground Floor Ceiling Height. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in

7

8

this Code:
(A) All ground floor uses in UMU Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-

9
10

floor height of 17 feet, as measured from grade. Ground floor Residential Uses shall also be

11

designed to meet the City's Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines.
(B) Ground floor Non-Residential Uses in all C-3, NCT, DTR, Chinatown

12

13

Mixed Use, RSD, SLR, SLI, SPD, SSfi;-RED-MX, WMUG, MUG, MUR, WMUO,_ CMUO and

14

MUO Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.

17

(a) Purpose. To support active, pedestrian-oriented commercial uses on important

18
19
20
21
22

23
24

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 SLI and
CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districts-;
* * * *

25
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1
2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9
10
11
12

13

(28) Any street frontage that is in the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial
District; end-;
(29) Pacific Avenue, 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 CMUO and MUGCentral SoMa

Special Use Districts,:_
(31) Second Street, on the west side, between Dow Place and Townsend Street in the

CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District;
{32) Third Street, between Folsom Street and Townsend Street in the CMUOCentral

SoMa Special Use District and C-3-0 Districts,:_
(33) Brannan Street, between Third Street and Fourth Street, in the CMUOCentral

SoMa Special Use District; and
(34) Townsend Street, on the north side, between Second Street and Fourth Street.

14

* * * *

15

(d) Controls.

16

* * * *

17

(4)

In the Central SoMa SUD, a project whose street frontage is subject to this

18

Section 145.4 may locate a Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces CPOPOS) along such street

19

frontage, provided that the ground floor portion of the building facing the POPOS is lined with

20

active commercial uses.

21
22

23
24

SEC. 151.1. SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES IN
SPECIFIED DISTRICTS.

* * * *
Table 151.1

25
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OFF-STREET PARKING PERMITTED AS ACCESSORY

1

2

Number of Off-Street Car Parking Spaces

Use or Activity

3

or Space Devoted to Off-Street Car

4

Parking Permitted

5

RESIDENTIAL USES

6

* * * *

7

Dwelling Units and SRO Units in Sfl,-SALI,

P up to one car for each four Dwelling or

8

ssg,MUG outside o{_the Central SoMa SUD,

SRO Units; Cup to 0.75 cars for each

9

WMUG, MUR, MUO, WMUO, SPD Districts,

Dwelling Unit, subject to the criteria and

except as specified below

conditions and procedures of Section

10

11

151.1 (e) or (f); NP above 0.75 cars for each

12

Dwelling or SRO Unit.

13

Dwelling Units in Sfl,-SALI, ssg,MUG

P up to one car for each four Dwelling Units;

14

outside o[the Central SoMa SUD, WMUG,

C up to one car for each Dwelling Unit,

15

MUR, MUO, WMUO, and SPD Districts with

subject to the criteria and conditions and

16

at least two bedrooms and at least 1,000

procedures of Section 151.1 (e) or (f); NP

17

square feet of Occupied Floor Area

above one car for each Dwelling Unit.

18

* * * *

19

Dwelling Units in MUG District within the

P up to one car for each twefour Dwelling

20

Central SoMa SUD and the CMUO Districts

Units; NPC above 0.25Q_and up to 0.5 cars for

21

each Dwelling Unit.

22

* * * *

23

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3

24

* * * *

25

Entertainment, ArtsL and Recreation Uses Category
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1

Arts Activities, except theaters and

Pup to one for each 2,000 square feet of

2

auditoriums

Occupied Floor Area. In South &jl,ktrket

3

Afixed Use Districts, participation in

4

transportation programs may be required per

5

Section .J ~.] . .J (j}.

6

* * * *

7

Sales and Services Category

8

* * * *

9

All retail in the Eastern Neighborhoods

P up to one for each 1,500 square feet of

10

Mixed Use Districts where any portion of the

Gross Floor Area.

11

parcel is within the CMUOCentral SoMa

12

·Special Use District or is less than 1/4 mile

13

from Market, Mission, 3rd Streets and 4th

14

Street north of Berry Street, except grocery

15

stores of over 20,000 gross square feet.

16

* * * *

17

Office uses in DTR, &Sff,-SPD, MUG,

P up to 7% of the Occupied Floor Area of

18

WMUG, MUR, WMUO, and MUO Districts

such uses and subject to the pricing

19

conditions of Section 155(g); NP above.

20

Office uses in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Pup to one car per 3,500 square (eet of

21

Use District

22

* * * *

Occupied Floor Area.

23

* * * *

24

(f) Small Residential Projects in MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED,

25

RED-MX and SPD Districts. Any project that is not subject to the requirements of Section
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1

329 and that requests residential accessory parking in excess of what is principally permitted

2

in Table 151.1 shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator subject to Section 307(i). The

3

Zoning Administrator may grant parking in excess of what is principally permitted in Table

4

151.1, not to exceed the maximum amount stated in Table 151.1, only if the Zoning

5

Administrator determines that:

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 152. SCHEDULE OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES

8

IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

9

DISTRICTS, OR SOUTH OFAIARKETAIIXED USE DISTRICTS.

10

In districts other than C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and the

11

Soutlz (}jAfarket }.fixed Use Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the

12

minimum quantities specified in the following table, except as otherwise provided in Section

13

152.2 and Section 161 of this Code. The measurement of Occupied Floor Area shall be as

14

defined in this Code, except that nonaccessory parking spaces and driveways and

15

maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.

16

Table 152

17

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (OUTSIDE C-3,AND EASTERN

18

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, A1VD SOUTH OFAIARKETAIIXED USE

19

DISTRICTS)

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 152.1. REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE

22

VEHICLE SPACES IN C-3,AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS,

23

AND SOUTH OFAIARKETAIIXED USE DISTRICTS.

24
25

In C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and South ofA/arkeL\{ixed Use

Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the minimum quantities specified
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1

in the following Table 152.1, except as otherwise provided in Sections 153(a)(6), 161, and as

2

stated below in this Section 152.1. Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, including

3

Table 152.1, no building in the C-3-0(SD) district shall be required to provide more than six

4

off-street freight loading or service vehicle spaces in total. The measurement of Occupied

5

Floor Area shall be as defined in this Code, except that non-accessory parking spaces and

6

driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.

7

For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts that are subject to

8

Section 329, the Planning Commission may waive these requirements fJffl'"pursuant to the

9

procedures of Section 329 if it finds that the design of the project, particularly ground floor

10

frontages, would be improved and that such loading could be sufficiently accommodated on

11

adjacent Streets and Alleys. For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts

12

that are not subject to Section 329, the Zoning Administrator may administratively waive these

13

requirements pursuant to Section 307(h) and the criteria identified above which apply to

14

projects subject to Section 329.

15
16

Table 152.1

17

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (IN C-3,AND EASTERN

18

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, AND SOUTH OFAfARKETAfiXED USE

19

DISTRICTS)

20

Use or Activity

21

Gross Floor Area of

Number of Off-Street

Structure or Use (sq. ft.)

Freight loading Spaces
Required

22
23

* * * *

24

Wholesaling, manufacturing,

0-10,000

0

25

and all other uses primarily

10,001-50,000

1
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1

engaged in handling goods,

2

and Live/Work Units within

ft. of Occupied Floor Area (to

3

existing buildings, within

closest whole number

4

Eastern Neighborhoods

pe¥pursuant to Section 153)

5

Mixed Use Districts;-tlflti

6

South &j},1arket 1\lixed Use

7

f)istrietrr

8

* * * *

9

*

Over 50,000

0.21 spaces per 10,000 sq.

* * *

10

SEC. 153. RULES FOR CALCULATION OF REQUIRED SPACES.

11

(a) In the calculation of off-street parking, freight loading spaces, and bicycle parking

12

spaces required under Sections 151, 152, 152.1, 155.2, 155.3 and 155.4 of this Code, the

13

following rules shall apply:

14

*

* * *

15

(6) In C-3, MUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, and UMU, andSoutl1 ofJ,1arketf)istriets,

16

substitution of two service vehicle spaces for each required off-street freight loading space

17

may be made, provided that a minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are

18

provided for freight loading. Where the 50 percent allowable substitution results in a fraction,

19

the fraction shall be disregarded.

20

* * * *

21

22
23
24

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

25
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1

the Building Code for spaces specifically designated for persons with physical disabilities.

2

Space-efficient parking is encouraged.

3

(1) Each independently accessible off-street parking space shall have a

4

minimum area of 144 square feet (8 feet by 18 feet) for a standard space and 112.5 square

5

feet for a compact space (7.5 feet by 15 feet), except for the types of parking spaces

6

authorized by Paragraph (a)(4) below and spaces specifically designated for persons with

7

physical disabilities, the requirements for which are set forth in the Building Code. Every

8

required space shall be of usable shape. The area of any such space shall be exclusive of

9

driveways, aisles and maneuvering areas. The parking space requirements for the Bernal

10
11

Heights Special Use District are set forth in Section 242.
(2) Any ratio of standard spaces to compact spaces may be permitted, so long

12

as compact car spaces are specifically marked and identified as a compact space. Special

13

provisions relating to the Bernal Heights Special Use District are set forth in Section 242.

14

(3) Off-street parking spaces in DTR, C-3, RTO, NCT, Eastern Neighborhoods

15

Mixed Use, PDR-1-D, and PDR-1-G Districts shall have no minimum area or dimension

16

requirements, except as required elsewhere in the Building Code for spaces specifically

17

designated for persons with physical disabilities. For all uses in all Districts for which there is

18

no minimum off-street parking requirement, per Section 151.1, refer to 151.1 (c) for rules

19

regarding calculation of parking spaces.

20

(4) Parking spaces in mechanical parking structures that allow a vehicle to be

21

accessed without having to move another vehicle under its own power shall be deemed to be

22

independently accessible. Parking spaces that are accessed by a valet attendant and are

23

subject to such conditions as may be imposed by the Zoning Administrator to insure the

24

availability of attendant service at the time the vehicle may reasonably be needed or desired

25

by the user for whom the space is required, shall be deemed to be independently accessible.
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1

Any conditions imposed by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to this Section shall be

2

recorded as a Notice of Special Restriction.

3

(5) Space-efficient parking is parking in which vehicles are stored and

4

accessed by valet, mechanical stackers or lifts, certain tandem spaces, or other space-

5

efficient means. Tandem spaces shall only count towards satisfying the parking requirement if

6

no more than one car needs to be moved to access the desired parking space. Space-

7

efficient parking is encouraged, and may be used to satisfy minimum-parking requirements so

8

long as the project sponsor can demonstrate that all required parking can be accommodated

9

by the means chosen.

10

(6) Ground floor ingress and egress to any off-street parking spaces provided

11

for a structure or use, and all spaces to be designated as preferential carpool or van pool

12

parking, and their associated driveways, aisles and maneuvering areas, shall maintain a

13

minimum vertical clearance of seven feet.

14

(b) Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces. Every required off-street freight

15

loading space shall have a minimum length of 35 feet, a minimum width of 12 feet, and a

16

minimum vertical clearance including entry and exit of 14 feet, except as provided below.

17

(1) Minimum dimensions specified herein shall be exclusive of platform,

18

driveways and maneuvering areas except that minimum vertical clearance must be

19

maintained to accommodate variable truck height due to driveway grade.

20

(2) The first such space required for any structure or use shall have a minimum

21

width of 10 feet, a minimum length of 25 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance, including

22

entry and exit, of 12 feet.

23

(3) Each substituted service vehicle space provided under Section 153(a)(6) of

24

this Code shall have a minimum width of eight feet, a minimum length of 20 feet, and a

25

minimum vertical clearance of seven feet.
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1
2

3

SEC.155. GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF
OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING%. AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES.

4

Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shall meet the following

5

standards as to location and arrangement. In addition, facilities which are not required but are

6

actually provided shall meet the following standards unless such standards are stated to be

7

applicable solely to required facilities. In application of the standards of this Code for off-street

8

parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the Municipal

9

Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the Better

10

Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final authority

11

for the application of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations and

12

interpretations in furtherance of the stated provisions of this Code shall, however, rest with the

13

Planning Department.

14

* * * *

15

(d) Enclosure of Off-Street Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces Required. All off-

16

street freight loading and service vehicle spaces in the C-3, DTR, MUO, CMUO. WMUO,

17

MUG, WMUG, and MUR, and South

18

and access from a public Street or Alley shall be provided by means of a private service

19

driveway, ',vhich that is totally contained within the structure. Such a private service driveway

20

shall include adequate space to maneuver trucks and service vehicles into and out of all

21

provided spaces, and shall be designed so as to facilitate access to the subject property while

22

minimizing interference with street and sidewalk circulation. Any such private service driveway

23

shall be of adequate width to accommodate drive-in movement from the adjacent curb or

24

inside traffic lane but shall in no case exceed 30 feet. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an

25

adjacent Street or Alley is determined by the Zoning Administrator to be primarily used for
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1

building service, up to four off-street freight or loading spaces may be allowed to be

2

individually accessible directly from such a Street or Alley, pursuant to the provisions of

3

Section 309 in a C-3 District, the provisimqs o.fSection 307(g) in a Sottth

4

District, the provisions of Section 309.1 in a DTR District, the provisions of Section 329 for

5

projects subject to Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO, WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District, or

6

by administrative decision of the Zoning Administrator for projects that are not subject to

7

Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO, WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District.

o.fl,fark~t

A1ixed Use

8

* * * *

9

(g) Parking Pricing Requirements. In order to discourage long-term commuter

10

parking, any off-street parking spaces provided for a structure or use other than Residential or

11

Hotel in a C-3, DTR,

12

whether classified as an accessory or Conditional Use, whiehthat are otherwise available for

13

use for long-term parking by downtown workers shall maintain a rate or fee structure for their

14

use such that the rate charge for four hours of parking duration is no more than four times the

15

rate charge for the first hour, and the rate charge for eight or more hours of parking duration is

16

no less than 10 times the rate charge for the first hour. Additionally, no discounted parking

17

rate shall be permitted for weekly, monthly or similar time-specific periods.

~SPD,

MUG, WMUG, MUR, CMUO, WMUO, or MUO District,

18

* * * *

19

(r) Protected Pedestrian-, Cycling-, and Transit-Oriented Street Frontages. In

20

order to preserve the pedestrian character of certain downtown and neighborhood commercial

21

districts and to minimize delays to transit service, garage entries, driveways or other vehicular

22

access to off-street parking or loading (except for the creation of new publicly-accessible

23

Streets and Alleys) shall be regulated on development lots as follows on the following Street

24

frontages:

25
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1

2
3

4

(1) Folsom Street, from Essex Street to the Embarcadero, not permitted except
as set forth in Section 827.
(2) Not permitted:
* * * *

5

(N) 3rd Street, in the UMU districts for 100 feet north and south of

6

Mariposa and 100 feet north and south of 20th Streets, and 4th Street benveen Bryant and

7

Townsend in the SL! and A1UO District,

8

* * * *

(Y) 2nd Street from Market to :tflolsom Townsend Streets,

9
10

* * * *

11

(CC) Buchanan Street from Post Street to Sutter Street:-,_

12

(DO) Grant Avenue between Columbus Avenue and Filbert Street,

13

(EE) Green Street between Grant Avenue and Columbus/Stockton,

14

(FF) All Alleys within the North Beach NCO and the Telegraph Hill-North

15

Beach Residential SUD,,_

16

(GG) Howard Street from 5th Street to 13th Street,

17

(HH) Folsom Street from 2nd Street to 13th Street,

18

(11) Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street,

19

(JJ) Townsend Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, except as set forth

20

ffipermitted pursuant to Section 329(e)(3)(B)249.78(e)(3),_

21

(KK) 3rd Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street,

22

(LL) 4th Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street, and

23

(MM) 6th Street from Folsom Street to Brannan Street.

24

25

(3) Not permitted except with a Conditional Use authorization, except that in the
C-3-0(SD) and the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Distric~, the Planning Commission may

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

082

Page 53

1

grant such permission as an exception pursuant to Section~ 309 or 329 in lieu of a Conditional

2

Use authorization where the amount of parking proposed does not exceed the amounts

3

permitted as accessory according to Section 151.1.

4

* * * *

5

(I) 1st, Fremont and Beale Streets from Market to Folsom Street, tmd

6

(J) The eastern (water) side of The Embarcadero between Townsend

7

and Taylor Streets;-,_

8

(K) Harrison Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street,

9

(L) Bryant Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, and
(M) 5th Street from Howard Street to Townsend Street.

10
11

* * * *

12

(u) Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) in the Central SoMa Special Use

13

14

District.
(1) Purpose. The purpose o(a Driveway and Loading afl€1. Operations Plan (DLOP) is

15

to reduce potential conflicts between driveway and loading operations, including passenger and

16

freight loading activities, and vedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles, to maximize reliance o(on-site

17

loading spaces to accommodate new loading demand, and to ensure that off-site loading activity is

18

considered in the design of new buildings.

19

20

+

(2) Applicability. Development projects of more than I 00,000 net new gross square
feet in the Central SoMa Special Use District.

21

(3) Requirement. Applicable projects shall prepare a DLOP [or review and approval

22

by the Planning Department and the SFMTJ\, in consultation with the San Francisco Municipal

23

Transportation Agency. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any guidelines issued by the

24

Planning Department.

25

* * * *
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1

SEC.163. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND

2

TRANSPORTATION BROKERAGE SERVICES IN COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE

3

DISTRICTS.

4

(a) Purpose. This Section 163 is intended to assure ensure that adequate services are

5

undertaken to minimize the transportation impacts of added office employment and residential

6

development in the downtown and South of Market area, in a manner consistent with the

7

objectives and policies of the General Plan, by facilitating the effective use of transit,

8

encouraging ridesharing, and employing other practical means to reduce commute travel by

9

single-occupant vehicles.

10

11
12

(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to any project meeting one
of the following conditions:
* * * *

13

(4) In the case of the &&ff, WMUO, CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use

14

District,_or MUO District, where the occupied square feet of new, converted or added floor

15

area for office use equals at least 25,000 square feet.

16

* * * *

17

SEC.169. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.

18

Sections 169 through 169.6 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 169") set forth

19

the requirements of the Transportation Demand Management Program (TOM Program).

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 169.3. APPLICABILITY.

22

* * * *

23

(e) Operative Date.

24
25

(1) Except as described in subsection-f4ffl~) below. Development Projects with a

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before
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1

September 4, 2016 shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target, as defined in the Planning

2

Commission's Standards.

3

(2) Except as described in subsection-(4)__{3~) below, Development Projects with no

4

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before

5

September 4, 2016, but that file a Development Application on or after September 5, 2016,

6

and before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of such target.

7
8
9

QLDevelopment 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 fall

10

within Central SoMa Fee Tier A, B, or C, as defined in Section 423.2, shall be subject to the

11

following requirements:

12

(i) projects that have filed a Development Application or submitted an

13

Environmental Application deemed complete on or before September 4, 2016 shall be subject

14

to 75% of such target.

15

(ii) projects that filed a Development Application or submitted an

16

Environmental Application deemed complete after September 4, 2016 shall be subject to

17

100% of such target.

18

(4) Development Projects vvithin the Central SoMa Special Use District that

19

have a Central SoMa DevelopmentFee Tier of/\, B, or C, as defined in Section 423.2,

20

regardless of the datae filed of any Development Application or Environmental Application,

21

shall be subject to 100% of such target.

22
23

* * * *

24

SEC. 175.1. EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE CENTRAL SOMA ZONING CONTROLS.

25
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1

(a) Intent. It is the intent ofthis Section 175.1 to provide [or an orderly transition from prior

2

zoning and planning requirements to the requirements under the Central SoMa Controls, without

3

impairing the validity o[prior actions by the City or frustrating completion o[actions authorized prior

4

to the effective date o[those Controls.

5
6

(Q) Definitions. The following definitions shall apply to this Section 175.1:
(1) "Central SoMa Controls" shall mean all Ordinances adopted in furtherance o[the

7

Central SoMa Area Plan, including but not limited to Ordinance Nos.

8

amendments to the Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code.

9
10

, and associated

(2) "Development Application" is defined in Planning Code Section 401.
(3) "Project Approval" shall mean any required approval or determination on a

11

Development Application that the Planning Commission, Planning Department, or Zoning

12

Administrator issues.

13

(4) "Code Conforming Project" shall mean a development project [or which all

14

required Development Applications could have received Project Approval under the Planning Code

15

immediately prior to the effective date o[the Central SoMa Controls.

16

(c) Applicability. A Code Conforming Project within the Central SoMa Special Use District

17

may elect to be exempt from the Central SoMa Controls and instead be subject to those controls in

18

place immediately prior to the effective date o[the Central SoMa Controls, i[at least one Development

19

Application [or such project was tiled before February 15, 2018 and the project receives its first

20

Project Approval by December 31, 2019.

21

22

23

24

25

SEC. 181. NONCONFORMING USES: ENLARGEMENTS, ALTERATIONS AND
RECONSTRUCTION.

The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to
enlargements, alterations and reconstruction:
* * * *
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1

(f) Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Certain Mixed-Use Districts. A nighttime

2

entertainment use within the :RS::f>,MUG, or MUR, or SLR Districts may be enlarged, intensified,

3

extended,_ or expanded, including the expansion to an adjacent lot or lots, provided that: (1)

4

the enlargement, intensification, extension, or expansion is approved as a conditional use

5

pursuant to Sections 303 and 316 of this Code; (2) the use as a whole meets the parking and

6

signage requirements, floor area ratio limit, height and bulk limit, and all other requirements of

7

this Code whiehthat would apply if the use were a permitted one; and (3) the provisions of

8

Section 803.5(b) of this Code are satisfied.

* * * *

9
10

SEC. 182. NONCONFORMING USES: CHANGES OF USE.

11

The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to changes of

12

use:

13

(a) A nonconforming use shall not be changed or modified so as to increase the

14

degree of nonconformity under the use limitations of this Code, with respect to the type of use

15

or its intensity except as provided in Section 181 for Nighttime Entertainment uses within the

16

:RS::f>,MUG, or MUR, or SLR Districts. The degree of nonconformity shall be deemed to be

17

increased if the new or modified use is less widely permitted by the use districts of the City

18

than the nonconforming use existing immediately prior thereto. For purposes of this Section,

19

intensification of a Formula Retail use as defined in Section 178(c) is determined to be a

20

change or modification that increases the degree of nonconformity of the use.

21

(b) Except as limited in this S~ubsection, a nonconforming use may be reduced in size,

22

extent or intensity, or changed to a use that is more widely permitted by the use districts of the

23

City than the existing use, subject to the other applicable provisions of this Code. Except as

24

otherwise provided herein, the new use shall still be classified as a nonconforming use.

25

* * * *
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1

(3) A nonconforming use in any South

o.l~\farlwt

Afixed Use District may not be

2

changed to an Office, Retail, Bar, Restaurant, Nighttime El1tertainment, Adult Entertainment, Hotel,

3

}dotel, inn, hostel, or },fmie Theater use in mqy district where such use is othenFise not permitted or

4

conditional, except as prmided in Subsection (f) below.

5

* * * *

6

(f) Once a nonconforming use has been changed to a principal or cConditional uUse

7

permitted in the district in which the property is located, or brought closer in any other manner

8

to conformity with the use limitations of this Code, the use of the property may not thereafter

9

be returned to its former nonconforming status, except that ·within any South of},farlwt },fixed Use

10

District, any' area occupied by a noncoJiforming Office use that is changed to an arts, home and/or

11

busi11ess service use JY:tlling ·within the d0jinition of an Arts Acth:ity in Section 102 or zoning categories

12

816. 42 througl1 816. 47 or a r~•l10lesale, storage, or light manufacturing use JY:tlling with:in zoning

13

categories 816. 64 tlwough 816. 67 shall be allo-wed to retum to its former nonconforming Office use.

14

Upon restoration of a previous nonconforming use as permitted above, any modification,

15

enlargement, extension, or change of use, from circumstances that last lawfully existed prior

16

to the change from office use, shall be subject to the provisions of this Article, and the

17

restored nonconforming use shall be considered to have existed continuously since its original

18

establishment, prior to the change to Office use, for purposes of this Article.

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS.

21

In order to carry out the purposes and provisions of this Code, the City is hereby

22

23

divided into the following classes of use districts:
* * * *

24
25
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1

-RW

Reside1qfial &1"'rtiee .f)istriet (f)efined in &e. 8-.J. ~

2

&bR

&1"c'ieelbigl"lt !ndttsf'l"iab!Residelqtial.f)isf'l"iet (f)efined in &e. 8-.J.ej

3

&fJ

&1"7Jiee/-bight !ndttswial .f)iswiet (f)efined flq &e. 8-.J.l)

4

$$()

&1"'.tieel&eemittf')'' ()jjiee .f)isf'l"iet: (f)efined in &e. 8.]8)

5

* * * *

6

Eastern Neighborhoods :A1ixed Use Distriets

7

G41so see See. 8()J.4)

8

CMUO

Central SoMa Mixed Use- Ofllce District [Defined in Sec. 8482

9

SPD

South Park District (Defined in Sec. 814)

10

* * * *

11

* * * *

12
13

In addition to the classes of use districts in the above table, the following terms shall
apply:

14

15

"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;

16

"M District" shall mean any M-1 or M-2 District;

17

"PDR District" shall mean any PDR-1-B, PDR-1-D, PDR-1-G or PDR-2 District;

18

"RH District" shall mean any RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-1 (S), RH-2, or RH-3 District;

19

"RM District" shall mean any RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, or RM-4 District;

20

"RTO Districtn shall mean any RTO or RTO-M District;

21

11

C-3 Districtn shall mean any C-3-0, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S District. For the purposes

22

of Section 128 and Article 11 of this Code, the term 11 C-3 District" shall also include the South

23

of Market Extended Preservation District designated on Section Map SU03 of the Zoning

24

Map;

25
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1

"NCT District" shall mean any district listed in Section 702.1 (b), including any NCT-1,

2

NCT-2, NCT-3, and any Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area

3

name; and

4

5

"Mixed Use District" shall mean all Chinatown Mixed use, South o.f}..farket }..fixed Use,
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed use, and Downtown Residential Districts.

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM.

8

(a) Purpose and Findings. This Section 206.J:{ describes the 100 Percent Affordable

9

Housing Bonus Program, or "1 00 Percent Affordable Housing Program". In addition to the

10

purposes described in Section 206.1, the purpose of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing

11

Program is to facilitate the construction and development of projects in which all of the

12

residential units are affordable to Low and Very-Low Income Households. Projects pursuing a

13

development bonus under this 100 Percent Affordable Program would exceed the City's

14

shared Proposition K housing goals that 50% of new housing constructed or rehabilitated in

15

the City by 2020 be within the reach of working middle class San Franciscans, and at least

16

33% affordable for low and moderate income households.

17

* * * *

18

(b) Applicability. A 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project under this Section

19
20

206.J:t shall be a Housing Project that:

* * * *
(3) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under the

21

22

provisions of California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq., Planning Code Sections

23

207, 124(f), 304, 8W-:&-or any other state or local program that provides development

24

bonuses;

25

* * * *
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1

SEC. 207.5. DENSITY OF DWELLING UNITS IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

2

(a) The dwelling unit density in the Chinatown Mixed Use District shall be at a density

3
4

5
6
7
8
9
10

11

ratio not exceeding the amount set forth in the specific district tables in Article 8.

(b) Except as indicated in Paragraph (c) beloH', the dwelling unit density in the Soutl1 of
Afarket },fixed Use Districts shall be as specified in the specific district tables in Article 8.
(c) There shall be no density limit for single room occupmqcy (SRO) zmits in any Soutlt o.f
Afarket 1\fixed Use District.

fd)- There shall be no density limit for any residential use, as defined by Section
890.88 in any DTR district.
(c~:)

There shall be no density limits for any residential use, as defined by Section

890.88, in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 208. DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR GROUP HOUSING OR HOMELESS

14

15

SHELTERS.

Except for Single Room Occupancy Units in the South o.f},farket Afixed Use Districts, t.Ihe

16

density limitations for Group Housing or Homeless Shelters, as described in Sections 102,

17

790.88(b) and (c) and 890.88(b) and (c) of this Code, shall be as follows:

18

(a) For Group Housing, the maximum number of Bedrooms on each Lot shall be as

19

specified in the Zoning Control Table for the District in which the Lot is located, except that in

20

RTO, RTO-M, RCD, UMU, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED, RED-MX, SPD,

21

DTR, and all NCT Districts the density of Group Housing shall not be limited by lot area, and

22

except that for Lots in NC Districts, the group housing density shall not exceed the number of

23

Bedrooms permitted in the nearest R District provided that the maximum density not be less

24

than the amount permitted by the ratio specified for the NC District in which the lot is located.

25

For Homeless Shelters, the maximum number of beds on each lot shall be regulated
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1

fJfH"pursuant to the requirements of the Standards of Care for City Shelters contained in

2

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article XIII, in addition to the applicable requirements of the

3

Building Code and Fire Code.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 211.2. CONDITIONAL USES, P DISTRICTS.

6

The following uses shall require Conditional Use authorization from the Planning

7

Commission, as provided in Section 303 of this Code, unless otherwise permitted under

8

Section 211.1 of this Code:
* * * *

9

(b) For P Districts located within the right-of-way of any State or federal

10

11

highway:
(1) Parking lot or garage uses when: (A) adjacent to any Eastern

12
13

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or tlw South o.fA/arket A/ixed Use District, or (B) within the

14

Market and Octavia Plan Area.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 249.36. LIFE SCIENCE AND MEDICAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

17

(a) Purpose. The Life Science and Medical Special Use District is intended to support

18

uses that benefit from proximity to the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) campus

19

at Mission Bay. These uses include medical office and life science (biotechnology) uses.

20

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Life Science and Medical Special Use District

21

are shown on Sectional Map No. 8SU of the Zoning Map. Generally, the area borders

22

Mariposa St. on the north, 23rd St. on the south, 1-280 to the west, and 3rd St. to the east.

23

Within this area, the Dogpatch Historic District is generally excluded.

24

25

(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code currently applicable shall continue to
apply, except as otherwise provided in this Section:
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(1) Medical Services. Medical services, including medical offices and clinics,

1
2

as defined in Section 890.114, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size

3

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning

4

controls (Sec. 803.9(hj)). For the purposes of this Section, a medical service use may be

5

affiliated with a hospital or medical center as defined in 890.44.

6

(2) Life Science Offices. Office uses that contain Life Science facilities, as

7

defined in Section 890.53, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size

8

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning

9

controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(hj)).
(3) Life Science Laboratories. Laboratories that engage in life science

10

11

research and development, as defined in Section 890.52, are a principally permitted use and

12

are exempted from use size limitation, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and

13

vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(hj)).

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 249.40. POTRERO CENTER MIXED-USE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

16

(a) Purpose. The Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District is intended to

17

facilitate the continued operation of the shopping center located at 2300 16th Street, which is

18

characterized by large formula retail sales and services, while providing an appropriate

19

regulatory scheme for a potential phased mixed-use redevelopment of the shopping center in

20

the future.

21

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District

22

shall consist of Assessor's Block 3930A, Lot 002 as designated on the Zoning Map of the City

23

and County of San Francisco and generally bound by Bryant Street to the west, 16th Street to

24

the south, Potrero Avenue to the east, and Assessor's Blocks 3931A, 3921A and 3922A to the

25

north.
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1

2
3

(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

4

124 shall not apply to Retail Sales and Services uses or to Gym uses. The maximum FAR for

5

Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym uses shall not exceed 3.0: 1.

6

(2) Use Size Limitations for Retail Sales and Services and Gyms. The use

7

size limitations and ratio requirements applicable to Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym

8

uses of Sections 121.6(a), 803.9(ig), 843.45 and 843.51 shall not apply. Retail Sales and

9

Service uses and Gym uses are principally permitted, and the replacement of one such use or

10

tenant by another such use or tenant in an existing store or gym, regardless of its size, is

11

permitted. Newly constructed space for Retail Sales and Service uses or Gym uses larger

12

than 25,000 gross square feet per use or the expansion of an existing Retail Sales and

13

Services use or Gym use by more than 25,000 new gross square feet per use shall require

14

conditional use authorization pursuant to the provisions of Section 303.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 249.45. VISITACION VALLEY/SCHLAGE LOCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

17

A Special Use District entitled the "Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Special Use District"

18

is hereby established for a portion of the Visitacion Valley neighborhood and the Schlage Lock

19

site within the City and County of San Francisco, the boundaries of which are designated on

20

Sectional Map SU10 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County of San Francisco, and which

21

includes properties generally fronting Bayshore Boulevard between Tunnel Avenue in the

22

north and the San Francisco/San Mateo County line in the south, and properties fronting

23

Leland Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Cora Street. The following provisions shall

24

apply within the Special Use District:

25

* * * *
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1

(e) Controls in Zone 1. Development in Zone 1 of the Special Use District shall be

2

regulated by the controls contained in this Section 249.45(e) and the Design for Development.

3

Where not explicitly superseded by definitions and controls established in this Section

4

249.45(e) or the Design for Development, the definitions and controls in this Planning Code

5

shall apply except where those controls conflict with the Development Agreement. The

6

following shall apply only in Zone 1 of the Special Use District:

7

* * * *
(2) Use Requirements.

8
9

* * * *
(C) Prohibited Uses. The following uses shall be prohibited within this Special

10

11

Use District:

12

(i) Auto repair services;

13

(ii) Office, except in existing buildings or as an accessory use to other

14

permitted uses. The floor controls set forth in Section 803.9(hi) for the MUG zoning

15

designation shall not apply to office use in the Old Office Building or to the existing building

16

located on Assessor's Block and Lot No. 51 00-007;

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 249.78. CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

19

(a) Purpose. In order to implement the goals, objectives, and policies o(the Central SoMa
, on tile with the Clerk o[the Board o(Supervisors in File No.

20

Plan (Ordinance No.

21

180185), the Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD) is hereby established.

22

(b) Geography. The SUD is within the South o(Market (SoMa) neighborhood, and its

23

boundaries generally run from 2nd Street to the east to 6th Street to the west, and from Townsend

24

Street to the south to an irregular border that generally follows Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson Streets

25

to the north, as more specifically shown on Sectional Maps 1SU and 8SU o[the Zoning Map.
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1

(c) Land Use Controls.

2
3

(1) Active Uses. The controls of Section 145.1 and 145.4 shall apply, except as

specified below:

4

5

(A) Active uses, as defined in Section 145.1, are required along any outdoor
publicly-accessible open space,·

6

7

(B) An office use, as defined in Section 890. 70, is not an "active use" on the
ground floor,·

8

(C) POPOS, as defined in Section 138, is an "active use" on the ground floor,·

9

{QLHotels and Production, Distribution, and Repair uses, both as defined in

10

Section 102, shall be considered "Active commercial uses, " as defined in Section 145. 4(c).

11
12

(E) Active uses shall be required within the first 10 feet of building depth if
any of the following conditions apply:

13
14

(i) The use is a Micro-Retail use located on a Narrow Street as
defined in Section 261.1 (b)(1 ); or

15
16

(ii) The use is along a Narrow Street provided there is a doorway
provided every 25 feet along the street frontage, at minimum.

17

foE) Notwithstanding the PDR exemption found in Section 145.1 (c){6), P DR

18

uses shall meet the following transparency and (enestration requirements contained in

19

that

Section.~

20

(i) Building facades greater than 50 linear feet shall be required to

21

be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 30% of

22

the street frontage at the ground level and allow visibility into the building. The

23

use of dark or mirrored glass shall not count towards the required transparent

24

area.

25
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3

(2) Nighttime Entertainment. Nighttime Entertainment uses are principally permitted,

4

regardless o[the underlying zoning district, in the area bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street,

5

and Townsend Street.

6

7

(3) Hotels. Hotels in the CMUO DistrictCentral SoMa SUD shall not beare not
subject to the land use ratio requirements o[Section 803.9(g).

8

(4) Retail.

9

(A)

Formula Retail. Formula Retail Uses. as defined in Section 303.1,

10

that are also Bar, Restaurant or Limited Restaurant Uses, as defined in Section 102, shall not

11

be permitted.

12

(B) Micro-Retail. "Micro-Retail" shall mean a Retail Use, other than a

13

Formula Retail Use, measuring no less than 100 gross square feet and no greater than I, 000

14

gross square feet.

15

16

{A!) Applicability. Micro-Retail controls shall applv to new nonresidential development projects on lots o[20, 000 square feet or more.

17

{Bii) Controls.

18
19

fija. Amount. Applicable development projects are required to
have at least one Micro-Retail unit {Or every 20,000 square feet o[lot area, rounded to the nearest unit.

B+)b. Location and Design. All Micro-Retail units shall be on

20
21

the ground floor, independently and directly accessed from a public right-ofway or publicly-accessible

22

open space, and designed to be accessed and operated independently from other spaces or uses on the

23

subject property.

filifc.

24
25

Type. Formula Retail uses, as defined in Section 303.1, are

not permitted as Micro-Retail.
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1

(5) PDR and Community Building Space Requirements.

2

(A) For purposes of this subsection. "Community Building Space" shall

3

mean space provided for a Social Service, Institutional Community, Grocery Store,

4

Community Facility, or Public Facility Use or for a Legacy Business.

5

(§Lin addition to the requirements ofSection 202.8, the follmving shall apply

6

te--any newly constructed project that contains at least 50,000 gross square feet of office shall provide

7

one of the following:

8

(A) The project shall provide af!L8n amount ofPD-R space for PDR

9

Uses or Community Building Space, or a combination thereof, that is the greater o(the following:

10

fija. the square footage ofPDR space required by the controls of

11

Section 202.8, or

12

fH)-b. on-site dedication ofspace for PDR Uses or Community

13

Building Space, or a combination thereof, that is equivalent to 40 percent o(the lot area, in which

14

case for purposes ofthis S-section 249.78(b)(5), the following areas are exempted from the

15

calculation of the lot area: land dedicated to a building whose housing units consist entirely of

16

Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section

17

alleys that are fully open to the sky except [or obstructions permitted pursuant to Section 13 6 or under

18

a cantilevered portion of the building for up to 10% of space pursuant to Section 138(d)(2);

19

any portion of the lot or lots containing a building dedicated primarily to residential use: and

20

ground floor space dedicated to a Cehild Ceare Facility are exempted from calculation of the lot

21

aFea.

22

lots.

publicly accessible open space and mid-block

For purposes of this subsection, "on-site" means anywhere on the subject project lot or

{B}illl In the alternative, the project sponsor may provide either of

23
24

401~

the follmNing:

25
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1

· Establishment off-site, through new construction, addition, or change

2

o[use, o[a minimum o{l50 percent o[gross square feet o[the on-site PDR requirement for PDR

3

Uses or for Community Building Space. Such off-site -PGRspace shall be located within the area

4

bounded by Market Street, the EmbarcaderoSecond Street. King Street, Division Street, and South

5

Van Ness Avenue; or

6

.@!) Preservation o[existingPDR uses off-site, at a minimum o[200

7

percent o[the on-site requirement, fOr the life ofthe project that is subject to the requirements o[this

8

subsection (6) or for 55 years, 'Nhichever is less. This off-site PDR shall be located on one or more

9

lots in the area bounded by Market Street, the EmbarcaderoSecond Street. King Street, Division

10

Street, and South Van Ness Avenue. The P DR space preserved off-site shall not include any space

11

already required to be preserved pursuant to this Section or Section 202.8.

12

(C) The PDR and Community Building Space requirements o[this subsection

13

may be reduced by 25 percent fOr any project subject to any contract or agreement meeting the

14

requirements of CalifOrnia Civil Code Section 1954.28(d), including but not limited to a development

15

agreement approved by the City under CalifOrnia Government Code Section 65864 et seq. if: pursuant

16

to the terms o[such agreement, the required replacement space is rented, leased, or sold at 50 percent

17

below market rate fOr PDR space fOr a period of not less than 55 years or the life o[the project,

18

'Nhichever is less. Such restrictions on the rent, lease, or sale price shall be recorded on the subject

19

property as a Notice o[Special Restrictions.

20

(D) Any project that meets the requirements o[this Section 249.78subsection

21

249.78(c)(5) and the PDR replacement requirements o[Section 202.8 shall not be subject to the

22

Conditional Use Authorization required by Section 202.8.

23
24

(E)

Any development application submitted to the Planning Department

for a project that is subject to the PDR and Community Building Space requirements of this

25
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1

Section 249.78 or the PDR replacement requirements of Section 202.8 shall include the

2

following materials:
(i) Documentation demonstrating that the applicant has provided

3
4

written notification to all existing PDR tenants that the applicant intends to develop the

5

property pursuant to this Section 249.78.

6

(ii) Documentation demonstrating that the applicant has provided

7

all existing PDR tenants with information regarding the Central SoMa PDR Relocation Fund

8

described in the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document. and PDR Sector

9

Assistance for Displaced Businesses available from the Office of Economic and Workforce

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Development (OEWD) or its successor agency.
(6) Use on Large Development Sites.

(A) Applicability. South ofHarrison Street on sites larger than 40,000 square
feet that entail new construction or an addition of] 00,000 square feet or more.
(B) Requirement. At least two-thirds o[the Gross Floor Area o(all building
area below 160 feet in height shall be non-residential.

(7) Single Room Occupancy. Single Room Occupancy units that are Dwelling

17

Units are Not Permitted in the Central SoMa SUD except in buildings that consist of 100%

18

affordable units. For the purposes of this subsection (7). "affordable units" shall mean units

19

rented. leased or sold at rates or prices affordable to a household whose income is no greater

20

than 80% of the median income for households in San Francisco ("Lower Income

21

Households"). as determined by Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations Sections 6928

22

and 6932 and implemented by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development.

23

(8) Group Housing. Group Housing uses are Not Permitted in the Central

24

SoMa SUD except Group Housing uses that are also defined as Student Housing. Senior

25

Housing. or Residential Care Facility. are designated for persons with disabilities. are
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1

designated for Transition Age Youth as defined by the Mayor's Office of Housing &

2

Community Development, or are contained in buildings that consist of 100% affordable units.

3

For the purposes of this subsection (8), "affordable units" shall mean units rented, leased or

4

sold at rates or prices affordable to a household whose income is no greater than 80% of the

5

median income for households in San Francisco ("Lower Income Households"), as

6

determined by Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations Sections 6928 and 6932 and

7

implemented by the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development.

8

(d) Urban Design and Density Controls.
(1) Prevailing Building Height and Density. In order to ensure adequate

9
10

provision of infrastructure and services in an area transitioning from industrial uses to more

11

intensive residential and commercial uses through adoption of the Central SoMa Plan,

12

Prevailing Building Height and Density Limits are herein established.

13

(A) Applicability. The controls of this subsection (d)(1) shall apply to

14

any project that is subject to Section 434(b).

15

(8)

Controls. Notwithstanding the height limit indicated on the Zoning

16

Map and the Floor Area Ratio controls of subsection (3) below, the following height and Floor

17

Area Ratio controls shall apply:

18

(i) For all projects on lots where the Zoning Map indicates a height

19

limit of 85 feet or greater, the height of the project shall be limited to 85 feet in height and the

20

project lot or lots shall be limited to a maximum Floor Area Ratio of 4.0:1.

21

(ii) For projects on lots where the Zoning Map indicates a height

22

limit of less than 85 feet, the project lot or lots shall be limited a maximum Floor Area Ratio of

23

3.0:1.

24
25

(C) Height and Density Bonus for Participation in CFD. A project
may exceed the Prevailing Building Height and Density Limits of subsection (B) up to the
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1

maximum height and density otherwise permitted in this Code and the Zoning Map in cases

2

where the project sponsor elects to develop a project subject to Section 434.

fl-6)

3
4

Guide to Urban Design" as adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission.

5
6

.(2-3) Floor Area Ratio. There shall be no maximum Floor Area Ratio limit for lots
within the CMUO, MUR, MUG, and WMUO Districts in this SUD.
~)

7

8

9

Design o{Buildings. New construction shall comply with the "Central SoMa

Living and Solar Roofs and Living Wallsand Renev.'able Energy~
(A) Definitions. For the purpose ofthis subsection, all terms shall be as defined

in Sections 102 and 149.

10

(B) Applicability. Any development that meets all o{the following criteria:

11

(i) The development lot is 5, 000 square feet or larger; and

12

(ii) The building constitutes a Large Development Project or Small

13

Development Project under the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Sees. 147-

14

147.6),· and

15

(iii) The building height is 160 feet or less.

16

(C) Requirements.

17

18

(i) Notwithstanding the requirements o{Section 149, at least fifty
percent o[the roo[ area shall be covered by one or more Living Roof,s.

19

(ii) Residential projects subject to this subsection

(d)~)

shall comply

20

with Green Building Code Section 4.201.2, which sets forth requirements (or solar photovoltaic systems

21

and/or solar thermal systems.

22

(iii) Non-residential projects shall comply with Green Building Code

23

Section 5.201.1.2, which sets forth requirements (or solar photovoltaic systems and/or solar thermal

24

systems.

25
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1
2

(iv) l\11 projects shall commit, as a condition of approval, to
sourcing electricity from 100% greenhouse gas free sources.

3
4

{jv) The Living Roo[shall be considered in determining compliance with
the Stormwater Management Ordinance.

5

(v) The P tanning Department, after consulting with the Public Utilities

6

Commission and the Department o[the Environment, shall adopt rules and regulations to implement

7

this subsection

8

the Stormwater Management Ordinance.

249.78@1..(3~)

9
10

and shall coordinate with those departments to ensure compliance with

(vi) l\11 projects shall commit, as a condition of approval, to
sourcing electricity from 100% greenhouse gas free sources.
~f)

11

Projects that consist of multiple buildings may choose to

12

locate the required elements in this subsection 249.78(Ql(M)(i)-(v) on any rooftops within the

13

subject project. including on buildings that are not subject to these requirements, provided the

14

equivalent amount of square footage is provided elsewhere on the project site.

15

(vii) In addition, P.project sponsors are encouraged to incorporate

16

vertical living walls on building facades. composed of climate-appropriate. native/non-invasive

17

plantings on vertical surfaces into projects. Such plantings may include green and/or living

18

walls, storm\vater gardens, and drought tolerant landscaping.:.

19

(D) Waiver. ![the project sponsor demonstrates to the Zoning Administrator's

20

satisfaction that it is physically infeasible to meet the Living Roo[requirements as written for the

21

project in question, the Zoning Administrator may, in his or her sole discretion and pursuant to the

22

procedures set forth in Planning Code Section 307(h), reduce the requirements stated in subsection (C)

23

from fifty percent to thirty-three percent.

24

{45) Renewable Electricity.

25
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1

(A) Definitions. For the purpose of this subsection. "greenhouse-gas

2

free" shall mean energy resources qualifying as renewable pursuant to California Public

3

Resources Code Chapter 8.6. Section 257 41 (a) and from hydroelectric facilities of 30

4

megawatts or greater.

5

(B)

Applicability. This subsection shall apply to any newly constructed

6

commercial or residential building or major renovation to an existing building. as defined by

7

San Francisco Green Building Code Section 202.

8

(C) Requirements.

9

(i) All projects shall commit. as a condition of approval. to fulfilling

10

all on-site electricity demands through any combination of on-site generation of 100%

11

greenhouse gas-free electricity and purchase of electricity from 100% greenhouse gas-free

12

sources for a period of not less than 25 years from issuance of entitlement.

13

(ii) The Planning Department. after consulting with the Public

14

Utilities Commission. Department of Building Inspection. and the Department of the

15

Environment. shall adopt rules and regulations to implement this subsection.

16

!eflLLot Coverage. For residential uses, the rear yard requirements o{Section 134 of

17

this Code shall not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential levels, except that on

18

levels in which all residential units face onto a public right-of way, I 00 percent lot coverage may

19

occur. The unbuilt portion o[the lot shall be open to the sky except for those obstructions permitted in

20

yards pursuant to Section 136(c) ofthis Code. Where there is a pattern o{mid-block open space for

21

adjacent buildings, the unbuilt area o[the new project shall be designed to adjoin that mid-block open

22

space.

23

24
25

{Bel) Lot Merger Restrictions.
(A) Applicability. Lots that meet both o[the following criteria shall be subject

to the lot merger restrictions ofthis Section:
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1

(i) Lots containing one or more buildings with California Historic

2

Resources Status Code 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6L, as identified in a survey adopted by the Historic

3

Preservation Commission,· and

4

(ii) Lots with any single street frontage under 200 feet in length.

5

(B) Control. Any lot to which this subsection is applicable shall not merge with

6

an adjacent lot in such a wav that any existing street frontage of under 200 feet is increased to 200 feet

7

in length or longer.

8

(C) Exemptions.

9

(i) The street frontages oflots abutting the north side o[Perry Street and

10

the street frontages along Harrison Street on Block 3763 in lots 099 and 100 are exempt from

11

this control.

12
13
14

(ii) On blocks o[less than 200 feet in length between streets or alleys, an
applicable lot may merge with an adjacent non-applicable lot i[the non-applicable lot is a corner lot.
.(@+8) Open Space. A project whose housing units consist entirely o[Affprdable

15

Housing Units, as defined in Section 401, shall provide at least 3 6 square feet of usable Open Space, as

16

set forth in Section 135, per unit unless the project is located directly adjacent to a publicly-owned park

17

in which case such project shall not be required to provide usable Open Space.

18
19
20

21

_(789) Wind.
(A) Applicability. This subsection shall apply to new buildings above 85 feet in
Height and additions to existing buildings that result in a building above 85 feet in Height.
(B) Definitions.

22

"Comfort Level" means ground-level equivalent wind speeds o[11 miles

23

per hour in areas o[substantial pedestrian use and seven miles per hour in public seating areas

24

between 7:00a.m. and 6:00p.m. when occurring [or more than 15 percent ofthe time year round.

25
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1

2

"Equivalent Wind Speed" means an hourly mean wind speed adjusted to
incorporate the effects ofgustiness or turbulence on pedestrians.

3
4

"Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind
speed of26 miles per hour [or more than nine hours per year per test location.

5
6

"One-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind
speed of26 miles per hour [or more than one hour per year per test location.

7
8

"Substantial Increase" means an increase in wind speeds ofmore than
six miles per hour [or more than 15 percent ofthe time year round.

9

(C) Controls (or Wind Com(ort.

10

11

(i) Projects may not result in wind speeds that exceed the Comfort Level
at any location.

12
13

(ii) Projects may not cause a Substantial Increase in wind speed at any
location where the existing or resulting wind speed exceeds the Comfort Level.

14

(iii) Pursuant to Section 329, the Planning Commission may grant an

15

exception to the standards ofsubsections (i) and (ii) above as applied to a project i(it finds that the

16

project meets the [allowing criteria:

17

(aa) It has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce wind

18

speeds through such means as building sculpting and appurtenances, permanent wind baffling

19

measures, and landscaping,· and

20
21
22

{bb) Reducing wind speeds further would substantially detract
from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage o[the project.
(D) Controls (or Hazardous Winds.

23

(i) Projects shall not result in net new locations with an exceedance of

24

the One-Hour Hazard Criterion, except as allowed by the Planning Commission based on criteria

25

described in subsection (ii) below.
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1

(ii) Pursuant to Section 329, the Planning Commission may grant an

2

exception to the standard o[subsection (i) above as applied to a proposed project ifit finds that the

3

proposed project meets all o[the following criteria:

4

5

(aa) The project with mitigationswind reduction measures
does not result in net new locations with an exceedance o[the Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion,·

6

(bb) The project has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce

7

hazardous wind speeds, such as building sculpting and appurtenances, permanent wind baffling

8

measures, and landscaping,· and

9
10

(cc) Meeting the requirements o[subsection (i) would detract
/[om the building design or unduly restrict the square footage ofthe project.

11

(iii) No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be

12

permitted {or any project that causes net new locations with an exceedance in the Nine-Hour Hazard

13

Criterion.

14
15
16

(E) Guidelines. Procedures and methodologies {or implementing this
subsection shall be issued by the Department.

.@91QLGroundPDR Floor Heights. PDR space provided at the ground floor that

17

is subject to the requirements o[Section 202.8 or 249. 78(c){5) shall have a minimum floor-to-floor

18

height ofl7 feet, as measured from grade.

19

!9-:W11) Dwelling Unit Exposure. The requirements of Section 140 shall

20

apply, except that the required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco

21

Housing Code) of at least one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor

22

area requirement of Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face on an open area as follows:

23

(A) For units constructed above 85 feet in height, the required windows

24

shall face directly on an open area that is no less than 15 feet by 15 feet;

25
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1
2

(B) 10% of units constructed at or below 85 feet may face directly onto
an open area that is no less than 15 feet by 15 feet; and

3

(C)

Where required windows are built on an open area. pursuant to

4

140(a)(2), the requirements to increase the horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor do

5

not apply.

6

(e) Community Development Controls.

7

(1) Affordable Housing Funds. Affordable Housing Fees [or projects within the

8

Central SoMa Special Use District shall be deposited in the Central SoMa Affordable Housing Fund

9

and shall be expended within a limited geographic area, as specified in Administrative Code Section

10

10.100-46.

11

(2) Land Dedication.

12

13

(A) Residential projects in this SUD may opt to fulfill the Inclusionarv Housing
requirement ofSection 415 through the Land Dedication alternative contained in Section 419. 6.

14

(B) Non-Residential projects in this Special Use District may opt to fulfill their

15

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee requirement ofSection 413 through the Land Dedication alternative

16

contained in Section 413. 7.

17

18

(3) TDR Requirements (or Large Development Sites.

19

(A) Applicability. This control applies to projects that:

20
21

(i) Are located in Central SoMa DevelopmentFee Tier C, as defined in

Section 423.2;

22
23

(ii) Contain new construction, or addition, of50,000 non-residential

gross square feet or greater,· and

24
25

(iii) Have a Floor Area Ratio of3:1 or greater.

(B) Requirement.
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1
2

(i) A project subject to this subsection

(4~)

will be considered a

"Development Lot." pursuant to Section 128.1;

3

(ii) To exceed a Floor Area Ratio o[3:1. a Development Lot shall

4

acquire one Unit o[TDR from a Transfer Lot. as defined in Sections 128 and 128.1. per square foot

5

of development up to a Floor Area Ratio of 4.25:1. Above 4.25:1. the acquisition of additional TDR is

6

not required.

7

(4) Onsite Childcare Facilities. Prior to issuance of a building or site permit

8

for a development project subject to the requirements of Section 414.4, the sponsor of an

9

Office or Hotel project on a Key Site, as defined in Section 329(e), shall elect its choice of the

10

options described in subsection (A). (B) and (E) of Section 414.4(c)(1) to fulfill any

11

requirements imposed pursuant to Section 414.4 as a condition of approval. The Planning

12

Commission shall review the project for compliance with Section 414.4. In addition, the

13

following process shall apply:, and shall notify the Department of its choice, except that

14
15

(A) The Commission may grant an exception to the provisions of Section
414.5(A), 414.6(A), or 414.9(A) if it finds that one or all of the following apply:

16
17

(i) The space is being provided to the proposed child-care

provider at a below-market rate rent and/or at a significantly reduced cost.

18

(ii) The proposed child-care provider provides services consistent

19

with the goals and expenditures of the Child Care Capital Fund in Section 414.14, which may

20

include activities including, but not limited to, providing care affordable to households of low

21

and moderate income, or providing care that fulfills unmet needs for child care by age group

22

and/or neighborhood, as determined through a needs assessment conducted by the Director

23

of the Office of Early Care & Education, or its successor.

24

(B) Iff the Commission determines that none of theose options described

25

in subsection (A), (B), and (E) of Section 414.4(c)(1) is feasible, the sponsor may elect any of
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1

the other options in subsection 414.4(c)(1). Feasibility may be determined by. among other

2

things. the sufficiency of the existing supply of child care facilities in the Central SoMa SUD,

3

the inability to provide suitable space that would meet childcare licensing requirements, a

4

determination by the Commission that the site is not a suitable location for child care

5

provision, and financial feasibility.

6

(f)

Effect of Litigation. In the event that any person or entity files a lawsuit in any

7

court challenging any new development requirement imposed as part of the Central SoMa

8

Plan that generates revenue to fund the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program, then upon the

9

service of such lawsuit upon the City and County of San Francisco, the City will not approve

10

any application or grant any entitlement for development of any non-residential use in the

11

Central SoMa SUD that could not be approved but for the adoption of this ordinance and that

12

has not yet received a first construction document, unless and until 12 months have passed or

13

legislation is enacted to address the challenged development requirement, whichever is

14

sooner. Unless and until12 months have passed or legislation is enacted to address the

15

challenged development requirement whichever is sooner, the City shall deny any complete

16

permit application on or before the date the Permit Streamlining Act requires approval or

17

disapproval of the project, based on the uncertainty of the validity of the challenged

18

development requirement.

19

(g) Non-Severabilitv. If any new development requirement imposed as part of the

20

Central SoMa Plan that generates revenue to fund the Public Benefits Program contained in

21

the Central SoMa Implementation Program; or any subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or

22

word thereof; becomes unenforceable as a result of a final decision of a court of competent

23

jurisdiction, the City will not approve any application or grant any entitlement for any non-

24

residential development in the Central SoMa SUD that has not yet received a first construction

25

document
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1

SEC. 260. HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

2

* * * *

3

(b) Exemptions. In addition to other height exceptions permitted by this Code, the

4

features listed in this subsection (b) shall be exempt from the height limits established by this

5

Code, in an amount up to but not exceeding that which is specified.
(1) The following features shall be exempt; provided the limitations indicated for

6
7

each are observed; provided further that the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed

8

in this subsection (b)(1) shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof above

9

which they are situated, or, in C-3 Districts, and in the Rincon Hill Downtown Residential

10

District, where the top of the building has been separated into a number of stepped elements

11

to reduce the bulk of the upper tower, of the total of all roof areas of the upper towers; and

12

provided further that in any R, RC-3, or RC-4 District the sum of the horizontal areas of all

13

such features located within the first 10 feet of depth of the building, as measured from the

14

front wall of the building, shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof in such

15

first 10 feet of depth.
As an alternative, the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed in this

16
17

subsection (b)(1) may be equal to but not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area permitted

18

for buildings and structures under any bulk limitations in Section 270 of this Code applicable

19

to the subject property.
Any such sum of 20 percent heretofore described may be increased to 30

20
21

percent by unroofed screening designed either to obscure the features listed under (A) and

22

(B) below or to provide a more balanced and graceful silhouette for the top of the building or

23

structure.

24

* * * *

25
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(E) In any C-3 District_a-00 the CMUO District, and any MUR or MUG District

1

2

within the Central SoMa Special Use District, enclosed space related to the recreational use

3

of the roof, not to exceed 16 feet in height.
(F) Rooftop enclosures and screening for features listed in subsections (b)(1 )(A)

4
5

and (B) above that add additional building volume in any C-3 District except as otherwise

6

allowed in the S-2 Bulk district according to subsection (M) below, or the Eastern

7

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or South ofAfarket Afixed Use District. The rooftop

8

enclosure or screen creating the added volume:
(i) shall not be subject to the percentage coverage limitations

9
10

otherwise applicable to this Section 260(b) but shall meet the requirements of Section 141;

11

(ii) shall not exceed 20 feet in height, measured as provided in

12

subsection (a) above;

13

(iii) may have a volume, measured in cubic feet, not to exceed

14

three-fourths of the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas multiplied by the maximum

15

permitted height of the enclosure or screen;
(iv) shall not be permitted within the setbacks required by

16
17

Sections 132.1, 132.2, and 132.3;
(v) shall not be permitted within any setback required to meet the

18

19

sun access plane requirements of Section 146; and
(vi) shall not be permitted within any setback required by Section

20
21

22
23

261.1.

* * * *
(L) {Reserved.} In the Central SoMa Special Use District, additional building

24

volume used to enclose or screen ftom view the features listed in subsections (b) (I )(A) and (k){J )(B)

25

above. The rooftop form created by the added volume shall not be subject to the percentage coverage
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1

limitations otherwise applicable to the building, but shall meet the requirements ofSection 141 ,· shall

2

not exceed 10 percent ofthe total height o[any building taller than 200 feet,' shall have a horizontal

3

area not more than 100 percent o[the total area ofthe highest occupied floor,· and shall contain no

4

space for human occupancy. The features described in subsection (b) (I )(B) shall not be limited to 16

5

feet for buildings taller than 200 feet, but shall be limited by the permissible height o[any additional

6

rooftop volume allowed by this subsection (L).

7

* * * *
(2) The following features shall be exempt, without regard to their horizontal

8
9

10

area, provided the limitations indicated for each are observed:

* * * *
(0) Additional building height, up to a height o.ffiw JfCet above the otherrvise

11
12

applicable height limit, rvhere the uppermostjloor ofthe buildiJqg is to be occupied solely by li-ve/work

13

units located within a South o.f},{arket District.

fPj-Enclosed recreational facilities up to a height of 10 feet above the

14
15

otherwise applicable height limit when located within a 65-U Height and Bulk District and either

16

an MUO or SSO District, and only then when authorized by the Planning Commission as a

17

Conditional Use pursuant to Section 303 of this Code, provided that the project is designed in

18

such a way as to reduce the apparent mass of the structure above a base 50:.foot building

19

height.

(fHD

20
21
22

Historic Signs and Vintage Signs permitted pursuant to Article 6 of

this Code.
(RQ) In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, enclosed utility

23

sheds of not more than 100 square feet, exclusively for the storage of landscaping and

24

gardening equipment for adjacent rooftop landscaping, with a maximum height of 8 feet above

25

the otherwise applicable height limit.
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(8Ji) Hospitals, as defined in this Code, that are legal non-complying

1

2

structures with regard to height, may add additional mechanical equipment so long as the new

3

mechanical equipment 1) is not higher than the highest point of the existing rooftop enclosure,

4

excluding antennas; 2) has minimal visual impact and maximum architectural integration; 3) is

5

necessary for the function of the building; and 4) no other feasible alternatives exist. Any

6

existing rooftop equipment that is out of service or otherwise abandoned mHS-tshall be removed

7

prior to installation of new rooftop equipment.

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 261.1. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR NARROW STREETS AND ALLEYS

10

IN, RTO, NC, NCT, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, A1VD SOUTH OF

11

AfARKETAfiXED USE DISTRICTS.

12

(a) Purpose. The intimate character of narrow streets (rights-of-way 40 feet in width

13

or narrower) and alleys is an important and unique component of the City and certain

14

neighborhoods in particular. The scale of these streets should be preserved to ensure they do

15

not become overshadowed or overcrowded. Heights along alleys and narrow streets are

16

hereby limited to provide ample sunlight and air, as follows:

17

18

(b) Definitions.
(1) "Narrow Street" shall be defined as a public right of way less than or equal

19

to 40 feet in width, or any mid-block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width created

20

under the requirements of Section 270.2.

21

(2) "Subject Frontage" shall mean any building frontage in an RTO, NC, NCT or

22

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District that abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60

23

feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet.

24

25

(3) "East-West Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those
created pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true east-
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1

west orientation or are otherwise named herein: Elm, Redwood, Ash, Birch, Ivy, Linden,

2

Hickory, Lily, Rose, Laussat, Germania, Clinton Park, Brosnan, Hidalgo, and Alert Streets.

3

(4) "North-South Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets. except those created

4

pursuant to Section 270.2. that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true north-south orientation.

5

(c) Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RTO, NC, NCT, and

6

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, and South ofA1arket },fixed Use Districts. Notwithstanding the

7

foregoing, in the CS Bulk District these controls shall only apply on certain frontages as described in

8

Section 270(h).

9
10

(d) Controls.
(1) General Requirement. Except as described below, all rrSubject}Erontages

11

shall have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent

12

to 1.25 times the width of the abutting nNarrow &Street.

13

(2) Southern Side of East-West Narrow Streets and, within the Central SoMa

14

Special Use District, all North-South Narrow Streets. All rrSubject}Erontages on the southerly

15

side of an East-West Narrow Street and. within the Central SoMa Special Use District. all Subject

16

Frontages on a North-South Narrow Street shall have upper stories which are set back at the

17

property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plane defined by an angle of 45

18

degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line (as illustrated in

19

Figure 261.1A.) No part or feature of a building, including but not limited to any feature listed

20

in Sections 260(b), may penetrate the required setback plane.

21

(3) Northern Side o(all Narrow Streets with the Central SoMa Special Use District.

22

Subject Frontages in a 65- or 85- foot Height district are required to meet Apparent Mass Reduction

23

requirements. as defined in Section 270(h). as follows:

24
25

(A) All Subject Frontages in a 65-{oot Height district are required to have an

Apparent Mass Reduction offifty percent. as measured utilizing a Base Height o[35 feet.
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(B) All Subject Frontages in a 85-{0ot Height district are required to have an

1
2

Apparent Mass Reduction o{seventy percent, as measured utilizing a Base Height o{35 feet.

(J1) Mid-block Passages. Subject}Erontages abutting a mid-block passage

3

4

provided peFpursuant to the requirements of Section 270.2 shall have upper story setbacks as

5

follows:

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 263. HEIGHT LIMITS: SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS.

8

In the height and bulk districts indicated in the following Sections, buildings and

9

structures exceeding the prescribed height limits may be approved by the Planning

10

Commission according to the procedures for conditional use approval in Section 303 of this

11

Code unless otherwise specified herein; provided, hmvever, that

12

granted_may be permitted only in the areas specified and only to the extent stated in each

13

Section.

14
15
16

such~

exceptions

SEC. 263.11. SPECL4L HEIGHTEXCEPTHJ1VS: SOUTH OFAIARKETRSD 40 Xl85 B
HEI~HTDISTRJCT.

(a) General. In the 40 X/85 B Heigl1t and Bulk District, as designated on Sectional },{ap 1'/o.

17

HTOJ of the Zoning },1ap, located ·within the boundaries of the South o.fA1arket RSD District, heig.'1t

18

exceptions above the 40 foot base height to a maximum o_f85 J'Cet may be appro'v'ed in accordance ·with

19

the Conditional Use procedures and criteria provided in Sections 303 o.fthis Code, and the criteria and

20

conditions set forth belo·w.

21
22

23
24

(b) Reduction (}}Shadows on Cer4ain Public, Publicly Accessible, or P;,blicly Financed or
Subsidized Private Open Space.
(1) I"kw buildings or additions su!Jject to this Section shall be shaped to reduce

substantial shadm·,· irn:pacts on public plazas, parks or other nearbypublicly accessible or publicly

25
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1

jinancedprivate open spaces. The criteria set fort"z in Section 147 ofthis Code shall be used to assess

2

the shadow impacts o.fnew building development over 40 Jff!et in height.

3

(2) To the extent that height abo-;,'e 40 feet on lots 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 20A, 21, 22, 24, 25,

4

26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 3 4, 91 and 92 ofAssessor's Block 3733 and on lots 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 23, 24, 26, 27,

5

28, 32, 33, 36 and 95 o.fAssessor's Block 3752 rPould create adverse impact on light and air to

6

adjace11t residential uses and/or sunlight access to reside11tial open spaces, such additional height shall

7

not be permitted.

8

(c) Reduction of Ground Level Wind CurFents. New buildings or additions subject to this

9

Section shall be shaped, or other wind baffling measures shall be adopted, so that the developme11t v,;ill

10

not cause ground le·vel H'ind currents to exceed, more thanlOperce11t afthe time year round, beAveen

11

7:00a.m. and 6:00p.m., the conifort level o.f11 m.p.h. equi'.?alent ·wind speed in areas ofsubstantial

12

pedestrian use and seven m.p.h. equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. WJzen pre existing

13

ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, the building or addition shall be designed to reduce t,"ze

14

ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements.

15

{fit is shown that a building or addition cannot be shaped or wind bajjling measures cannot be

16

adopted to meet the foregoing requirements without creating an unattractive and ungainl-y· building

17

form and without unduly restricti11g the development potential o.fthe building site in question, and/or it

18

is concluded t,"zat, because afthe limited amount by which the comfort [e',Je[ is exceeded, t,"ze limited

19

location i11 which the comfort level is exceeded, t,"ze limited time during which t,"ze comfort lew! is

20

exceeded, or the addition is insubstantial, an excepti011 may be granted as part afthe conditional use

21

process, allmving the building or addition to add to the amount o_ftime that the comfort level is

22

exceeded b)· the least practical amount.

23

No exception shall be allowed and no building or addition shall be permitted that causes

24

equi'.?alent wind speeds to reach or exceed the hazard level af26 miles per hour for a single hour afthe

25

year.
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1

2

3
4
5

For the purposes of this Section, t,kw term "equivalent rFind speed" shall mean an hourly mean
Vv'ind speed adjusted to incorporate tlw efficts o_fgustiness or turbulence on pedestrians.
(d) Construction ofLive/Work Units Above t.'u 40 Foot B8Se Heiglzt Limit. Live/work units
may be relied upon to qualify• fer a height exception under this Section only
(1) Each non residential use ?vithin each

if

individuallivel~>~'ork

unit is limited to an

6

activity permitted within the district or conditional within the district and specifically approved as a

7

conditionaluse;

8
9
10

11
12
13

(2) Each liw/work unit is sufficiently insulated for noise attenuation betlt•een units to
insbtre that noise shall not exceed the acceptable decibel levels established for residential use as
specified in the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance; and
(3) The pr&ject satisfies the open space, parking andfreight loadiJ?gpro';isions o.fthis
Code without administrative exceptions.
(e) Affordability. In determining whether to allow a height exception w?der this Section the

14

Plrmning Commission shall, in addition to the criteria set forth in Section 303(c) ofthis Code, consider

15

the extent to which the project seeking the exception will include residential and live/work units

16

affordable to low income and moderate income households. The City Plrmning Commission may

17

impose conditions on tlw approval o.fadditional heightpur.sum?t to this Subsection to assure housing

18

affordability and tlw enforceability and enforcement &}housing affordability and use provisions, which

19

may' include, but need not be limited to, a requirement that a minimum statedpercentage ofthe total

20

number o.funits approvedpursuant to this Section remain affordable to households whose incomes are

21

not greater than a stated percentage of a defined median income for a period of not less than a stated

22

number ofyears.

23

(1) The property ovmer shall submit an annual report to the City, along with a fee

24

·whose amow1t shall be determinedperiodically by the City Planning Commission, to cover costs of.the

25

enforcement o. lthe affordability ofdesignated units. The Jree shall not exceed the amount &}those costs.
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1

The report shall state rents, annual household income, number ofadults and children living in each

2

designated unit, aNd such other iriformation as tlw City may require.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 263.32. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: PERMITTED BUILDING HEIGHTS IN

5

THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

6

(a) Purpose. The provision ofatfprdable housing, public open space, and recreational

7

amenities are encouraged in the Central SoMa Special Use District to achieve the policy objectives of

8

the Central SoMa Plan. To facilitate the creation o[these amenities, additional height may be allowed,

9

as long as it does not result in a net increase in development potential for the primary project as set

10

11
12
13
14

forth in subsection (c), below.
(b) Applicability. This Section shall apply to any project that:

(I) Provides housing units consisting entirely of on-site or off-site Affordable Housing
Units as defined in Section 401:
(2) Dedicates land pursuant to Sec. 249.78(e) for housing consisting entirely of

15

Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401. which land the CityMOHCD deems

16

suitable for such use, taking into consideration size, configuration, physical characteristics,

17

physical and environmental constraints, access, location, adjacent use, and other relevant

18

planning criteria; or

19

.Q) Provides land for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreational amenities,

20

which land the GityDirector of Planning or their designee deems suitable for such use, taking into

21

consideration size, configuration, physical characteristics, physical and environmental constraints,

22

access, location, adjacent use, and other relevant planning criteria.

23
24

(c) Controls. An additional 25 (eet ofheight above the otherwise applicable height limit is
permitted for applicablea development projects subject to this Section 263.32 without requiring

25
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1

conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission subject only if it meets the following

2

conditions:

aLThe project provides housing units consisting entirely of on-site or off-site

3
4

Affordable Housing Units pursuant to subsection 263.32(b)(1); or

5

(2) The project provides land for housing, publicly-owned parks, or publicly-

6

owned recreational amenities pursuant to subsections 263.32(b)(2) or (3), The development

7

capacity ofthe primary project receiving a special height exception pursuant to this subsection

8

263.32(c)(2) shall not be increased due to the provision of the additional height as compared to

9

greater than the development capacity achievable without the special height exception.

10
11

(2) For purposes of this section, the development capacity of the primary
project shall be calculated as the Gross Floor Area of development proposed on the site, less:

12
13

(A) /\ny Gross Floor Area constructed in the project providing housing
units consisting entirely of 1\ffordable Housing Units, as defined in Section 401;

14

(B) Any Gross Floor Area of potential development of land dedicated to

15

the City for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249.78(e)(2), as determined by the

16

Planning Department;

17

(C) Any Gross Floor Area of potential development of land dedicated to

18

the City for publicly ovmed parks or publicly ovmed recreation centers, as determined by the

19

Planning Department; and

20
21
22

(D) Any Gross Floor Area constructed as a publicly owned recreation
center.
(2) The additional height shall not cause any new or substantially increased significant

23

impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels related to wind and shadow that would

24

not have occurred without the additional height, as determined by the Environmental Review Officer.

25
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1

(3) A project using a special height exception pursuant to this Section 263.32

2

shall be subject to Sections 132.4 and 270(h). based on the otherwise applicable Height limit

3

for the lot.
{~)

4

A project utilizing using a special height exemption_exception pursuant to this

5

Section 263.32 may add 25 feet above the otherwise applicable Height limit for purposes o[calculating

6

its Apparent Mass Reduction pursuant to Section 270(h).

7

SEC. 263.33. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: VASSAR AND HARRISON STREETS.

8

(a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision o(increased affordable housing and a large hotel

9

proximate to the Moscone Convention Center.

10
11

{Q) Applicability. Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lots 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099, 100, 101,
and 105.

12

(c) Controls.

13
14
15
16

(I) The applicable lots shall have a base HReight limit of]30 feet. except as specified

below.
(2) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lot I 05, if a project sponsor

elects one of the following options, the Height limit shall be 200 feet:

17

(A) development of the site for a hotel use, or

18

(8)

development of the site for a residential or combined residential and

19

hotel use, with election of the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, or with the voluntary

20

provision of 110% or more of the requirement set forth in Section 415.5 for the subject lottfle

21

Height limit shall be 200 feet for a project that includes a hotel and/or residential uses,

22

provided that a residential projectQ(not less than 400 guest rooms.

23

{3) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lots 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099,

24

I 00, and I OJ, if the project sponsor elects to provide 110% or more of the requirement set forth

25
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1

in Section 415, the Height limit shall be 350 feet for a project that includes affordable housing in

2

an amount that is equal to or greater than 11 OOfr:, of the requirement set forth in Section 415,_

3
4

(4) Conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission shall not be
required for use of this special height exception.

5

6
7

SEC. 263.34. SPECIAL HEIGHT AND SETBACK EXCEPTIONS: FOURTH AND
HARRISON STREETS

8

(a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision ofaffordable housing or other public benefits.

9

(b) Applicability. Assessor's Block No. 3762, Lots 106, 108, 109, 112, 116, and 117.

10

(c) Controls.

11

(1) Lots 108, 109, 117, and portions ofLot 116 shall have a base height limit of85 feet,

12

as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HT01 o[the Zoning Map ofthe City and County ofSan

13

Francisco.

14

(2) Lots 106, 113 and portions of Lots 112 and 116 shall have a base height limit of

15

130 feet, as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HT01 o[the Zoning Map ofthe City and County of

16

San Francisco.

m_The Height limit shall be 160 feet fFor a project that dedicates land for the

17
18

provision of affordable housing, pursuant to Section 41 9.5(a)(2)01\) and (C) through (J)

19

-:-249.78(e)(2) for housing consisting entirely of affordable housing units as defined in Section

20

401:

21

(A) The height limit shall be 160 feet; and

22

(B) Nohvithstanding Sections 145.1 (c)(4) and 249.78(d)(1 0), non

23

residential and PDR uses on the ground floor shall have a minimum floor to floor height of 14

24

feet, measured from the ground floor slab; and

25
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1

!§G) Notwithstanding Sections 145.1 (c)(4) and 249.78(d)(1 0), non-

2

residential and PDR uses on the ground floor shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14

3

feet, measured from the ground floor slab; and

4

(C) Notwithstanding the Apparent Mass Reduction controls in Section

5

270(h)(2), on Lots 106, 108, 109, 112, 116, and 117, the following Apparent Mass Reduction

6

controls shall apply:

7
8

(i) on the building frontage on Harrison Street, the Apparent Mass
Reduction requirement is 50%; and

9
10
11
12

(ii) on the building frontage on Fourth Street, there is no Apparent
Mass Reduction Requirement.
(4) Conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission shall not be
required for use of this special heightthe exceptions in this Section 263.34.

13
14

SEC. 270. BULK LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

15

(a) The limits upon the bulk of buildings and structures shall be as stated in this

16

Section and in Sections 271 and 272. The terms "height," "plan dimensions," "length" and

17

"diagonal dimensions" shall be as defined in this Code. In each height and bulk district, the

18

maximum plan dimensions shall be as specified in the following table, at all horizontal cross-

19

sections above the height indicated.

20

TABLE 270

21

BULK LIMITS

22

District Symbol

Height Above Which

Maximum Plan Dimensions (in feet)

23

on Zoning Map

Maximum

Length

24

Dimensions Apply (in

25

feet)
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1

* * * *

2

CS

I This table not applicable. But see Section 270(h).

3

* * * *

4

(h) CS Bulk District. In the CS Bulk District, the bulk limits contained in this subsection

5

270(h) shall apply.

6
7

(I) Definitions. For purposes o[this subsection, the definitions o(Section 102 and the
following definitions apply unless otherwise specified in this Section:

8
9

Apparent Mass Reduction. The percentage o(the Skyplane that does not include
the Projected Building Mass from the subject lot. For purposes o(calculatingApparent Mass

10

Reduction, any portion ofthe Projected Building Mass that projects above the Height limit shall be

11

added to the projection within the Skyplane.

12

Base Height. The lowest Height from which the Skyplane is measured.

13

Lower Tower. The lower two-thirds o(the Tower Portion o(a Tower, rounded

14

to the nearest floor.

15

Major Street. 2nd Street, 3rd Street, 4th Street, 5th Street, 6th Street, Mission

16

Street, Howard Street, Folsom Street, Harrison Street, Bryant Street, Brannan Street, and Townsend

17

Street.

18

Mid-Block Passage. Any passage created pursuant to Section 270.2.

19

Narrow Street. A right-of-way with a width of 40 teet or less and more than 60

20
21

teet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 teet.
Projected Building Mass. The portion o(the subject building that projects into

22

the Skyplane as viewed from the most directly opposite property line. This volume includes all parts

23

and teatures o(a building, including but not limited to any teature listed in Section 260(b).

24

Skyplane.

25
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1
2

(i) A plane along each street-facing property line o[the subject lot

extending:

3
4

(aa) Vertically from the Base Height up to the Height limit for the
subject lot,· and

5

{bb) Horizontally for the length o[the street-facing property line.

6

(ii) The figure below illustrates how a skyplane is to be measured:

7
8
;

,,u·:t.<:

.

9

.

10

..

.

11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

ly\\
\

\

\

\

\

21

22
23

24
25

Tower. Any building taller than 160 feet in Height.
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1

Tower Portion. The portion o(a Tower above 85 teet in Height.

2

Upper Tower. The upper one-third o[the Tower Portion o(a Tower, rounded to

3

the nearest floor.

4

(2) Apparent Mass Reduction. Projects in the CS Bulk District are subject to the

5

Apparent Mass Reduction controls o(Table 270(h), as well as the setback requirements o(Section

6

132.4.

7

8

Table 270(h)

9

Apparent Mass Reduction

10

Building

11

Frontage

12

Major Street

13
14

Major Street

Major Street

Apparent Mass Reduction

District

Height*

130 feet

85 feet

67%

Southeast and

160 feet

85 feet

80%

Northeast and

130 feet

85 feet

50%

160 feet

85 feet

70%

Above 160 feet

85 feet

None fOr the Tower

northwest
Major Street

19

20

Base

southwest

17

18

Southeast and

Height

southwest

15
16

Side o(the Street

Northeast and
northwest

Major Street

All

21

Portion, as defined in

22

Section 132.4. 80% fOr the

23

remainder o[the building,

24

using a Height limit o[_I 60

25
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1

feet for purposes o[this

2

calculation.

3

Narrow Street

4

5

Narrow Street

6
7

Narrow Street

Southeast and

160 feet and

southwest

less

Northeast and

135 feet and

northwest

160 feet

All

Above 160 feet

35 feet

The controls o[_Section
261.1{_d2C22 shall apply_.**

35 feet

85%

35 feet

None for the Tower

8

Portion, as defined in

9

Section 132.4. 85% for the

10

remainder o[the building,

11

using a Height limit o[_160

12

feet for purposes o{_this

13

calculation.

14

Mid- Block

15

Passage

16

Perry_ Street

All

None

All

261.1{_d2{}2 shall apply_.**
Northwest

All

17
18

Stillman Street

The controls o[_Section

Southeast

All

-

~

The controls o[_Section

feetNone

261.1{_d202 shall apply_.**

35 feet

Between 2nd and 3rd

19

Streets: the controls of

20

Section 261.1 shall

21

apply.

22

Between 3rd and 4th

23

Streets: the controls of

24

Section 261.1 shall not

25

apply, and for the first 60
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1

feet from an intersection,

2

0% apparent mass

3

reduction is required:

4

elsewhere, 85%

5

apparent mass reduction

6

is reguired.

7

Width ofthe

Same as the Apparent

8

abutting

Mass Reduction for

9

street

projects along Major

Other Street

All

All

10

Streets in the same height

11

district and on the same

12

side o[_the street.

13

*For projects that are reguired to provide PDR pursuant to Sections 202.8 and 249.78(c)(5), if

14

such PDR is provided on the ground floor or above, add 3 vertical feet to the Base Height.

15

**For projects that are reguired to provide PDR pursuant to Sections 202.8 and 249.78(c)(5),

16

if such PDR is provided on the ground floor or above, add 3 vertical feet to the height where

17

upper storv setback is reguired pursuant to Section 261.1.

18
19
20

(3) Bulk Controls (or Buildings Towers.
(A) Maximum Floor Area (or the Tower Portion.

21

22

(i) For residential and hotel uses, the maximum Gross Floor Area o(any
floor is 12, 000 gross square feet.

23

(ii) For all other uses, the maximum Gross Floor Area o(any floor is

24

17,000 gross square feet and the average Gross Floor Area [or all floors in the Tower Portion shall not

25

exceed 15, 000 gross square feet.
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1

(B) Maximum Plan Dimensions (or the Tower Portion.

2

(i) The maximum length shall be 15 0 feet.

3

(ii) The maximum diagonal shall be 190 feet.

4

(iii) For buildings with a Height o(250 feet or more, the average Gross

5

Floor Area o[the Upper Tower shall not exceed 85 percent o[the average Gross Floor Area ofthe

6

Lower Tower, and the average diagonal o[the Upper Tower shall not exceed 92.5 percent o[the

7

average diagonal o[the Lower Tower.

8
9
10

(4) Exceptions. Except as specifically described in this subsection {h) and in Section
329(e), no exceptions to the controls in the CS Bulk District shall be permitted. The procedures [or
granting special exceptions to bulk limits described in Section 272 shall not apply.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 270.2. SPECIAL BULK AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT: MID-BLOCK

13

ALLEYS IN LARGE LOT DEVELOPMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED

14

USE DISTRICTS, SOUTH OF MARKET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

15

DISTRICT, FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT,

16

REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, SOUTHfA1LAfARKETAfiXED USED/STRICT, C-3

17

DISTRICT, AND DTR DISTRICT.

18

* * * *

19

(c) Applicability. This Section 270.2 applies to all new construction on parcels that

20

have one or more street or alley frontages of over 200 linear feet on a block face longer than

21

400 feet between intersections, and are in the C-3 Districts, if located south of Market Street,

22

or in the South (}fA/arket Afixed Use Districts, South of Market Neighborhood Commercial

23

Transit District, Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Regional

24

Commercial District, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or DTR Districts, except for

25

parcels in the RH DTR District, which are subject to Section 827.
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES.

3

* * * *

4

(b) Definition. A Formula Retail use is hereby defined as a type of retail sales or

5

service activity or retail sales or service establishment that has eleven or more other retail

6

sales establishments in operation, or with local land use or permit entitlements already

7

approved, located anywhere in the world. In addition to the eleven establishments either in

8

operation or with local land use or permit entitlements approved for operation, the business

9

maintains two or more of the following features: a standardized array of merchandise, a

10

standardized facade, a standardized decor and color scheme, uniform apparel, standardized

11

signage, a trademark or a servicemark.

12

* * * *

13

(e) Conditional Use Authorization Required. A Conditional Use Authorization shall

14

be required for a Formula Retail use in the following zoning districts unless explicitly

15

exempted:

16

17
18
19

20
21

22
23

* * * *

(12) The C-3-G District with frontage on Market Street, between 6th Street and
the intersection of Market Street, 12th Street and Franklin Street:-; and
(13) The Central SoMa Mixed Use OfficeSpecial Use District as defined in Section
848, except (Or those uses not permitted pursuant to subsection (!) below.

(f) Formula Retail Uses Not Permitted. Formula Retail uses are not permitted in the
following zoning districts:
* * * *

24

(9) Chinatown Mixed Use Districts do not permit Formula Retail uses that are

25

also Restaurant or Limited-Restaurant uses as defined in Sections 790.90 and 790.91:-; and

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

130

Page 101

1

2

{10) Central SoMa Mixed Use OfficeSpecial Use District does not permit Formula
Retail Uses that are also Bar, Restaurant, or Limited Restaurant Uses as defined in Section I 02.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS.

5

In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the DTR

6

Districts, or the South (}fA/arket A/ixed Use Districts, the Planning Commission may authorize as

7

conditional uses, in accordance with the provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit

8

Developments subject to the further requirements and procedures of this Section. After review

9

of any proposed development, the Planning Commission may authorize such development as

10

submitted or may modify, alter, adjust or amend the plan before authorization, and in

11

authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as provided in Section 303(d). The development

12

as authorized shall be subject to all conditions so imposed and shall be excepted from other

13

provisions of this Code only to the extent specified in the authorization.

14

* * * *

15

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

16

In addition to those specified in Sections 302 through 306 of this Code, the Zoning

17

Administrator shall have the following powers and duties in administration and enforcement of

18

this Code. The duties described in this Section shall be performed under the general

19

supervision of the Director of Planning, who shall be kept informed of the actions of the

20

Zoning Administrator.

21

* * * *

22

(g) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative

23

Review in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts and the South o{A.farket A.fixed Use Districts.

24

The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from rear yard, open space and

25

wind and shadow standards as authorized in the applicable sections of this Code, when
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1

modification of the standard would result in a project better fulfilling the criteria set forth in the

2

applicable section. The procedures and fee for such review shall be the same as those which

3

are applicable to Variances, as set forth in Sections 306.1 through 306.5 and 308.2.

4

(h) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative

5

Review. The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from certain standards

6

specifically identified below, in Section 161, or elsewhere in this Code when modification of

7

the standard would result in a project fulfilling the criteria set forth below and in the applicable

8

section.

9
10

(1) Applicability.

* * * *
(E) Better Roofs; Living Roof Alternative. For projects subject to

11
12

Section 149 and 249. 78(d)(3), the Zoning Administrator may waive portions of the applicable

13

requirements as provided in Section 149(e) and 249. 78(d)(3)(D), respectively.

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 329. LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

16

17

MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to ensure that all large projects proposed

18

in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts are reviewed by the Planning Commission,

19

in an effort to achieve the objectives and policies of the General Plan, the applicable Design

20

Guidelines, and the purposes of this Code.

21

(b) Applicability. This Section applies to all projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods

22

Mixed Use Districts, except projects in the Western SoMa Special Use District, that are subject

23

to Section 823(c)(+.JII), that meet at least one of the following criteria:

24

(1) Outside the Central SoMa Special Use District.

25
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£41_The project includes the construction of a new building greater than

1

2

75 feet in height (excluding any exceptions permitted fH*pursuant to Section 260(b)), or

3

includes a vertical addition to an existing building with a height of 75 feet or less resulting in a

4

total building height greater than 75 feet; or

(:2-fi) The project involves a net addition or new construction of more than

5

6

7

25,000 gross square feet.
(2) Within the Central SoMa Special Use District.
(A) The project includes the construction of a new building greater than 85 feet

8
9

in height (excluding any exceptions permitted pursuant to Section 260(b)), or includes a vertical

10

addition to an existing building with a height o[85 feet or less resulting in a total building height

11

greater than 85 feet; or
(B) The project involves a net addition or new construction o[more than 50,000

12
13

gross square feet.

14

* * * *

15

(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this Section 329,

16
17

18

projects may seek specific exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for below:
* * * *

(4) Exception from satisfaction of loading requirements of Section 152.1 as

19

specified therein. In the Central SoMa SUD. the Commission may consider the project's

20

Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) pursuant to Section 155(u) in making its

21

determination.

22

* * * *

23

(12) Where not specified elsewhere in this

S~ubsection

(d), modification of

24

exceptions to other Code requirements wJ:HeR. that could otherwise be modified as a Planned

25

Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the
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1

property is located, except that such exceptions shall not be permitted for projects in the Central

2

SoMa Special Use District.

3

(13) For development located within the Central SoMa SUD:

4
5

(A) Exception to the building separation requirements pursuant to
Section 132.4(d)(3)(8).

6
7

(B) Exception to the freight loading requirements. pursuant to Sections

152.1. 154, and 155.

8
9

(C) Exception to Dwelling Unit Exposure requirements pursuant to
Sections 140 and 249.78(d)(9111

10
11
12
13
14
15

(D) Exception to the Controls for Wind Comfort pursuant to Section
249.78(d)(+m,
(E) Exception to the lot coverage limits of Section 249.78(d)(46) for
conversions of existing non-residential structures to residential use.
(e) Exceptions (or Key Sites in Central SoMa.
(1) Purpose. The Central SoMa Plan Area contains a number oflarge, underutilized

16

development sites. By providing greater flexibility in the development of these sites, the City has an

17

opportunity to achieve key objectives o[the Central SoMa Plan and to locate important public assets

18

that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa.

19

(2) Applicability. The controls discussed below apply to the following lots, as identified

20

in the Key Site Guidelines adopted by the Central SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No.

21

with the Clerk o[the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 180184):

22

, on file

(A) The southwest corner ofthe intersection o[5th Street and Howard Street,

23

consisting o[Block 3732, Lots 003, 004, 005, 099, 100, 145A, 146, and 149, as well as any other

24

parcels included as part o[the same development application for one ofthese lots,·

25
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2
3

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

12
13
14
15

(B) The southeast corner o[the intersection of 4th Street and Harrison Street,
consisting ofBlock 3762, Lots 106, 108, 109, 112, 116, and 117;
(C) The southwest corner o[the intersection of 2nd Street and Harrison Street,
consisting ofBlock 3763, Lots 001, 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099, I 00, I OJ, I 05, 112, and I 13.
(D) The northeast corner o(the intersection of 4th Street and Brannan Street,
consisting ofBlock 3776, Lot 025;
(E) The northeast corner o[the intersection of5th Street and Brannan Street,
consisting ofBlock 3777, Lots 045, 050, 051, and 052;
(F) The southern halfo(the block north ofBrannan Street between 5th Street
and 6th Street, consisting ofBlock 3778, Lots OOJB, 002B, 004, 005, 047, and 048,·
(G) The southeast corner o[the intersection of5th and Brannan Streets,
consisting ofBlock 3786, Lots 036 and 037; and
(H) The northeast corner o[the intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets,
consistingofBlock3787, Lots 026, 028, 050, 161, 162, 163, and 164.
(3) Controls. Pursuant to this Section 329(e) and the Key Site Guidelines adopted as

16

part o(the Central SoMa Area Plan, the Planning Commission may grant exceptions to the provisions

17

ofthis Code as set forth in subsection (d) above and may also grant the exceptions listed below

18

for projects that provide qualified amenities in excess of what is required by the Code.

19

(A) Qualified Amenities. Qualified additional amenities that may be provided

20

by these Key Sites include: affordable housing beyond what is required under Section 415 et seq.; land

21

dedication pursuant to Section 413.7 by non-residential projects for construction of affordable

22

housing in partial or full satisfaction of the Jobs-Housing linkage Fee. or in excess of that

23

required to satisfy the Jobs-Housing linkage Fee. provided that if the land dedication is in

24

partial satisfaction of that Fee. the balance of the Fee shall be paid with the land value

25

calculated as set forth in Section 413.7pursuant to Section 413.7: land dedication pursuant to
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1

Section 413.7 by residential projects for construction of affordable housing in partial or full

2

satisfaction of the Alternatives to the lnclusionarv Housing Fee. or in excess of that required to

3

satisfy the Alternatives to the lnclusionary Housing FeeComponent. pursuant to Section

4

419.95. to the extent permitted by state law. provided that if the land dedication is in partial

5

satisfaction of that Fee, the balance of the Fee shall be paid with the land value calculated as

6

set forth in Section 413.7,.; PDR at a greater amount and/or lower rent than is otherwise required

7

under Sections 202.8 or 249. 78(c)(5); public parks, recreation centers, or plazas,· and improved

8

pedestrian networks.

9

(B) Exceptions. Upon consideration o{qualitied amenities in excess of

10

what is required by the Code, the Planning Commission may grant one or more exceptions to the

11

following requirements: the streetwall and setback controls established in Section 132. 4,· the

12

building separation controls in Section 132.4, including but not limited to the controls in

13

subsection 132.4(d)(3)(8); protected street frontages in Section 155(r); the setback requirements

14

in Section 261.1 ,· bulk controls established in Section 270(h),· and the lot merger restrictions

15

established in Section 249. 78(d)(f}Jl; the PDR requirements established in Section

16

249.78(c)(5); the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky established in Section

17

138(d)(2)(B); or the commercial orientation of large sites established in Section 249.78(c)(6L

18
19

In addition to these exceptions, the Planning Commission may grant one or more of the
following exceptions:

20

(i) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(8), the ground

21

floor non residential height required by Sections 145.1 and 249.78(d)(81 0) may be reduced to

22

14 feet. In addition, the apparent mass reduction controls in Table 270(h) may be reduced as

23

follows: (A) on the building frontage on Harrison Street, a reduction in the apparent mass

24

reduction requirement to 50%; (B) on the building frontage on Fourth Street. elimination of the

25

apparent mass reduction requirement.
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1

(ii) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(C). exception to

2

the lot coverage limits in Section 249.78(d)(46). the micro-retail requirement in 249.78(c)(4).

3

the active use requirement in Section 145.1. and the ground floor commercial use

4

requirements in Section 145.4. In addition, the site may be permitted to seek a Conditional

5

Use Authorization to establish a Formula Retail Limited Restaurant pursuant to Section

6

303.1. In addition, any indoor POPOS on the site may be deemed to satisfy the requirements

7

of Sections 135(h) and 135.3.

8
9

(iii) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(0), exception to
the requirement in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open to the sky.

10

(iv) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E), exception to

11

the lot coverage limits in Section 249.78(d)(46), the requirement that POPOS be open to the

12

sky in Section 138, the street frontage requirements in Section 145.1, and the protected

13

pedestrian-, cycling-, and transit-oriented street frontage requirements of Section 155(r).

14
15

ftv) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(G), exception to
the PDR space requirements of Section 249. 78(c)(5).

16

(vi) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(H), exception to

17

the protected pedestrian , cycling , and transit oriented street frontage requirements of

18

Section 155(r) and to the protected pedestrian-, cycling-, and transit-oriented street frontage

19

requirements of Section 155(r), the street frontage requirements in Section 145.1, the required

20

ground floor commercial uses in Section 145.4, and-the requirement that at least two-thirds of

21

the Gross Floor Area of all building area below 160 feet be non-residential in Section

22

249.78(c)(6), and the requirement in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open

23

to the sky. In addition, the usable open space requirement pursuant to Section 135 may be

24

reduced to 60 square feet of usable open space required for each dwelling unit if not publicly

25

accessible.
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1

(vii) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(F). the Planning

2

Commission may grant one or more of the following exceptions. if an agreement to such an

3

exception is contained in any development agreement approved by the City pursuant to

4

California Government Code Section 65864 et seq .. and subject to any requirements

5

contained in said development agreement:
a. Exception to the off-street parking controls of Section

6
7

151.1 to allow additional accessory PDR parking solely to serve the tenants and customers of

8

the site.
b. Exception to the requirement that POPOS be open to the

9
10

sky in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i), to allow a cumulative maximum of 20% of the POP OS to be

11

covered by any combination of (a) an inhabitable portion of a building, which portion of the

12

POPOS shall have a minimum clearance height of 20' and maximum depth from face of

13

overhead building of 15', or (b) an inhabitable portion of a building, which portion of the

14

POPOS shall have a minimum clearance height of 50' and minimum horizontal dimension in

15

all directions of 20'.

16
17

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

18
19

d. Exception to the protected street frontage requirements
of Section 155(r) on 5th Street between Brannan and Brvant Streets.

20

(4) Determination. In granting such exceptions, the Planning Commission shall

21

determine that the provision o[the proposed amenities and exceptions would meet the following

22

criteria:

23
24

(A) The amenities and exceptions would, on balance, be in conformity with and
support the implementation o(the Goals, Objectives, and Policies ofthe Central SoMa Plan,

25
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1

2

(B) The amenities would result in an equal or greater benefit to the City than
would occur without the exceptions, and

3
4

(C) The exceptions are necessary to facilitate the provision o(important public
assets that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa.

5

(ej) Hearing and Decision.

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

8

In addition to the specific definitions set forth elsewhere in this Article, the following

9

definitions shall govern interpretation of this Article:

10

* * * *

11

"Designated affordable housing zones." For the purposes of implementing the Eastern

12

Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPublic Be1qejits Fund, shall mean the Mission NCT

13

defined in Section 754 and those },fixed Use Residential Districts defined in Section 841 that are

14

located within the boundaries ofeither the East So},{a or Western So},{a Plan Areas.

15
16

* * * *
"Eastern Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPublic Benefits Fund." The fund into

17

which all fee revenue collected by the City from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee is

18

deposited.

19

* * * *

20
21
22

23
24
25

SEC. 406. WAIVER, REDUCTION, OR ADJUSTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT
PROJECT REQUIREMENTS.

* * * *
(e) Waiver or Reduction of Fees for a Public Park in the Central SoMa Plan Area.
A development project may elect to provide land and other resources in order to construct a
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1

public park on an approximately 40.000 square-foot portion of Block 3777 as called for in the

2

Central SoMa Plan. and in doing so may be eligible for a waiver against all or a portion of fees

3

otherwise applicable to such development as set forth in this subsection 406(e). As part of

4

the approval process for such a project, the Planning Commission may waive all or a portion

5

of the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, the Central SoMa Infrastructure

6

Impact Fee, the Transit Impact Development Fee, and the Transit Sustainability Fee, and may

7

specify how such waiver would be distributed among the aforementioned fees, provided such

8

total amount does not exceed the value of the park, which shall be calculated based on actual

9

costs to acquire the land.

10

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

11

* * * *

12

(d) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective

13

Date of Section 411A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval

14

process at the effective date of Section 411A, except as modified below:

15

(1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective

16

date of this Section shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate

17

applicable fJfH"pursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3 (e) and 409, as well as any other

18

applicable fees.

19

(2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review

20

application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such

21

application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows, except as described in subsection (3) below:

22
23

(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable
residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

24
25
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1

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject to

2

the TSF but pay the applicable TIDF rate pel"pursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and

3

409, as well as any other applicable fees.

4

(3) Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental

5

review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after July 22,

6

2015, and have not received approval of any such application, as well as projects within the

7

Central SoMa Special Use District that have a Central SoMa DevelopmentFee Tier o[A, B, or C. as

8

defined in Section 423.2, regardless ofthe date filed o[anv Development Application, shall be subject

9

to the TSF as follows:
(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the applicable

10

11

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.
(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100% of

12
13

the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 413. 7. COMPLIANCE BY LAND DEDICATION WITHIN THE CENTRAL SOMA

16
17

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
(a) Controls. Within the Central SoMa Special Use District, projects may satisfY all or a

18

portion ofthe requirements o[Section 413.5, 413.6 and 413.8 via dedication ofland'Nith equivalent

19

or greater value than the fee ovved pursuant to Section 413 et seq. Projects may receive a

20

credit against such requirements up to the value of the land donated, calculated pursuant to

21

subsection (b) below.

22
23

{b) Requirements.
(1) The value ofthe dedicated land shall be determined by the appraisal Director of

24

Property pursuant to Chapter 23 of the Administrative Code, but shall not exceed the actual

25

cost of acquisition by the project sponsor of the dedicated land in an arm's length transaction.
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1

Prior to issuance by DB! ofthe first site or building permit for a development project subject to Section

2

413.1 et seq. the sponsor shall submit to the Department, with a copy to MOHCD and the Director of

3

Property,_the appraisal reports required by Chapter 23 of the Administrative Code of the fair

4

market valuedocumentation sufficient to substantiate the actual cost of acquisition by the

5

sponsor in an arm's length transaction of any land to be dedicated by the sponsor to the City and

6

County ofSan Francisco, and any additional information that would impact the value of the land.
(2) Projects are subject to the requirements ofSection 419.5(a){2){A) and (C) through

7

8
* * * *

9
10

SEC. 413.10. CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND.

11

All monies contributed pursuant to Sections 413.6 or 413.8 or assessed pursuant to

12

Section 413.9 shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("Fund"),

13

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49. The receipts in the Fund collected

14

under Section 413et seq. shall be used solely to increase the supply of housing affordable to

15

qualifying households subject to the conditions of this Section. The fees collected under this

16

Section may not be used, by way of loan or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general

17

overhead, or similar expense of any entity. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

18

Development ("MOHCD") shall develop procedures such that, for all projects funded by the

19

Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, MOHCD requires the project sponsor or its successor in

20

interest to give preference in occupying units as provided for in Administrative Code Chapter

21

47.

22

Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){J ), all monies contributed pursuant to the Jobs-Housing Linkage

23

Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District shall be paid into the Citywide

24

Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for. Such funds shall be

25
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1

expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street,

2

and South Van Ness Avenue.

3

* * * *

4
5

SEC. 414.4. IMPOSITION OF CHILD CARE REQUIREMENT.

6
7

(a) Determination of Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability

8

of Section 414.1 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document

9

and, if Section 414.1 is applicable, the number of gross square feet of each type of space

10

subject to its requirements, and shall impose these requirements as a condition of approval

11

for issuance of the first construction document for the development project to mitigate the

12

impact on the availability of child-care facilities which will be caused by the employees

13

attracted to the proposed development project. The project sponsor shall supply any

14

information necessary to assist the Department in this determination.

15

(b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at OBI. After the

16

Department has made its final determination of the net addition of gross square feet of each

17

type of space subject to Section 414.1 et seq., it shall immediately notify the Development Fee

18

Collection Unit at OBI of its determination in addition to the other information required by

19

Section 402(b) of this Article.

20
21

(c) Sponsor's Choice to Fulfill Requirements.

ill

Except as otherwise specified in this subsection, .P.gJior to issuance of a

22

building or site permit for a development project subject to the requirements of Section

23

414.1 et seq., the sponsor shall elect one of the six options listed below to fulfill any

24

requirements imposed as a condition of approval and notify the Department of tAefr:its choice

25

of the following:
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(4-A) Provide a child-care facility on the premises of the development

1

2

project for the life of the project pursuant to Section 414.5; or
(~B)

3

In conjunction with the sponsors or one or more other development

4

projects subject to Section 414.1et seq. located within% mile of one another, provide a single

5

child-care facility on the premises of one of their development projects for the life of the

6

project as set forth in Section 414.6; or
(~C)

7

Either singly or in conjunction with the sponsors or one or more

8

other development projects subject to Section 414.1 et seq. located within %mile of one

9

another, provide a single child-care facility to be located within one mile of the development

10

project(s) pursuant to Section 414.7; or
(40) Pay an in-lieu fee to the Development Fee Collection Unit at OBI

11
12

pursuant to Section 414.8; or
(eE) Combine payment of an in-lieu fee to the Child Care Capital Fund

13
14

with construction of a child-care facility on the premises or providing child-care facilities near

15

the premises, either singly or in conjunction with other sponsors pursuant to Section 414.9; or

(ef) Enter into an arrangement pursuant to which a nonprofit

16
17

organization shall provide a child-care facility at a site within the City pursuant to Section

18

414.10.
(2) In the Central SoMa SUD. an Office or Hotel project that is a Key Site, as

19
20

defined in Section 329, shall satisfv this Section 414.4 by the means specified in Section

21

249.78.

22

* * * *

23
24

SEC. 414.5. COMPLIANCE BY PROVIDING AN ON-SITE CHILD-CARE FACILITY.

25
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1

The sponsor of a development subject to Section 414.1 et seq. may elect to provide a

2

child-care facility on the premises of the development project for the life of the project to meet

3

the requirements of Section 414.1 et seq. The sponsor shall, prior to the issuance of the first

4

certificate of occupancy by OBI for the development project, provide proof to the Department

5

that:

6

* * * *

7
8

SEC. 414.7. COMPLIANCE IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE SPONSORS OF OTHER

9

DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS TO PROVIDE A CHILD-CARE FACILITY WITHIN ONE MILE

10
11

OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS.
Except as specified in Section 249.78. t+he sponsor of a development project subject

12

to Section 414.1 et seq., either singly or in conjunction with the sponsors of one or more other

13

development projects subject to Section 414. 1et seq. located within% mile of one another,

14

may elect to provide a single child-care facility to be located within one mile of the

15

development project(s) to meet the requirements of Section 414.1 et seq. Subject to the

16

discretion of the Department, the child-care facility shall be located so that it is reasonably

17

accessible to public transportation or transportation provided by the sponsor(s). The

18

sponsor(s) shall, prior to the issuance of the first certificate of occupancy by DBI for any

19

development project complying with this part, provide proof to the Department that:

20

* * * *

21
22
23

SEC. 414.8. COMPLIANCE BY PAYMENT OF AN IN-LIEU FEE.
(a) Except as specified in Section 249.78 t+he sponsor of a development project

24

subject to Section 414. 1et seq. may elect to pay a fee in lieu of providing a child-care facility.

25

The fee shall be computed as follows:
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1

*

*

*

*

2
3

SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION.

4

* * * *

5

(b) Except as provided in subsection (3) below, aA-ny development project that has

6

submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016 shall

7

comply with the Affordable Housing Fee requirements, the on-site affordable housing

8

requirements or the off-site affordable housing requirements, and all other provisions of

9

Section 415.1 et seq., as applicable, in effect on January 12, 2016. For development projects

10

that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application on or after January 1,

11

2013, the requirements set forth in Planning Code Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7 shall

12

apply to certain development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more during a limited

13

period of time as follows.

14

* * * *

(3) During the limited period oftime in which the provisions of Section 415.3(b)

15
16

apply, the following provisions shall apply:
{Al

17

Eor any housing development that is located in an area with a

18

specific affordable housing requirement set forth in an Area Plan or a Special Use District, or

19

in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, with the exception of the UMU Zoning

20

District or in the South of Market Youth and Family Zoning District, the higher of the affordable

21

housing requirement set forth in such Area Plan or Special Use District or in Section 415.3(b)

22

shall apply:-,:_

23

(B) Development projects that are within the Central SoMa Special Use

24

District,· that are designated as Central SoMa Development Tier A, B, or C. as defined in Section

25

423.2; and that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016
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1

shall be subject to the affordable housing requirements set forth in Sections 415. 5, 415. 6, and 415. 7

2

that apply to projects that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application on or after

3

January 13, 2016 and before December 31, 2017,· and

{{]_Any affordable housing impact fee paid pursuant to an Area Plan or

4

5

Special Use District shall be counted as part of the calculation of the inclusionary housing

6

requirements contained in Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq.

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE.

9

* * * *

10

(f) Use of Fees. All monies contributed pursuant to the lnclusionary Affordable

11

Housing Program shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("the Fund"),

12

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49, except as specified below. The Mayor's

13

Office of Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD") shall use the funds collected

14

under this Section 415.5 in the following manner:

15

16
17

* * * *

(2) "Small Sites Funds."

(A) Designation of Funds. MOHCD shall designate and separately

18

account for 10% of all fees that it receives under Section 415.1 et seq. that are deposited into

19

the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49,

20

excluding fees that are geographically targeted such as those referred to in Sections

21

249. 78(e){J), 415.5(b)(1),_ and 827(b)(1), to support acquisition and rehabilitation of Small Sites

22

("Small Sites Funds"). MOHCD shall continue to divert 10% of all fees for this purpose until

23

the Small Sites Funds reach a total of $15 million,_ at which point, MOHCD will stop

24

designating funds for this purpose. At such time as designated Small Sites Funds are

25

expended and dip below $15 million, MOHCD shall start designating funds again for this
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1

purpose, such that at no time the Small Sites Funds shall exceed $15 million. When the total

2

amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq. totals less than $10 million over

3

the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD is authorized to temporarily divert funds from the

4

Small Sites Fund for other purposes. MOHCD

5

however, such that when the amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq.

6

meets or exceeds $10 million over the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD shall commit all of

7

the previously diverted funds and 10% of any new funds, subject to the cap above, to the

8

Small Sites Fund.

9
10

~shall

keep track of the diverted funds,

* * * *

(4) Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){J ), all monies contributed pursuant to the

11

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District

12

shall be paid into the Citywide Atfgrdable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted

13

for. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King

14

Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE.

17

* * * *

18

(c) Location of off-site housing:

19
20
21

22

(1) Except as specified in subsection (ii) below, tThe off-site units shall be located

within one mile of the principal project,:,

(2) Projects within the Central SoMa SUD must be located within the area bounded by
Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 417.5. USE OF FUNDS.

25
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1

The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee shall be paid

2

into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for.

3

MOH shall expend the funds according to the following priorities: First, to increase the supply

4

of housing affordable to qualifying households in the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas;

5

second, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households within 1 mile of

6

the boundaries of the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas; third, to increase the supply of

7

housing affordable to qualifying households in the City and County of San Francisco. The

8

funds may also be used for monitoring and administrative expenses subject to the process

9

described in Section 415.5(e). All monies contributed pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area

10

Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District

11

shall be paid into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund. but the fUnds shall be separately accounted

12

for. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street. the Embarcadero. King

13

Street. Division Street. and South Van Ness Avenue.

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 418.7. SOMA COMMUNITY STABILIZATION FUND.

16

(a) Purpose. There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special

17

purpose entitled the SOMA Community Stabilization Fund ("Fund"), and within the Fund an

18

account related to the Community Facilities District defined in Section 434 called the SoMa

19

Community Facilities District Account ("Community Facilities District Account"). The Fund and

20

the Community Facilities District Account shall be held and maintained by the Controller. All

21

monies collected by OBI pursuant to Section 419.3418.3 shall be deposited in the Funda

22

special fund, to be maintained by the Controller. The Controller may direct certain proceeds of

23

the Community Facilities District special tax, as defined in Section 434, collected pursuant to

24

Section 434, to be deposited into the Community Facilities District Account. Proceeds of

25

bonds issued for the Community Facilities District shall not be deposited into the Community
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1

Facilities District Account .The receipts in the Fund and the Community Facilities District

2

Account are hereby appropriated in accordance with law to be used solely to address the

3

effects of destabilization on residents and businesses in SOMA subject to the conditions of

4

this Section.

5
6

(b)

Use of Funds.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to address the impacts of

7

destabilization on residents and businesses in SOMA including assistance for: affordable

8

housing and community asset building, small business rental assistance, development of new

9

affordable homes for rental units for low income households, rental subsidies for low income

10

households, down payment assistance for home ownership for low income households,

11

eviction prevention, employment development and capacity building for SOMA residents, job

12

growth and job placement, small business assistance, leadership development, community

13

cohesion, civic participation, cultural preservation, and community based programs and

14

economic development. Monies in the Community Facilities District Account may be used for

15

the purooses specified in this subsection (b) that are authorized uses of Community Facilities

16

District revenues under the proceedings for the Community Facilities District and that are

17

described in the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document.

18

(2) Monies from the Fund may be appropriated by MOHCD without additional

19

approval by the Board of Supervisors to the Planning Commission or other City department or

20

office to commission economic analyses for the purpose of revising the fee, to complete a

21

nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between residential development and the need

22

for stabilization assistance if this is deemed necessary, provided these expenses do not

23

exceed a total of $100-:-±000. The receipts in the Fund may be used to pay the expenses of

24

MOHCD in connection with administering the Fund and monitoring the use of the Funds.

25

Before expending funds on administration, MOCHD must obtain the approval of the Board of
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1

Supervisors by Resolution. Monies in the Community Facilities District Account may not be

2

used for the purposes described in this subsection.

3

(3) Receipts in the Fund shall also be used to reimburse the Department for

4

conducting a study as follows. VVithin 60 days of the effective date of Section 418.1 et seq. the

5

Department shall commence a study on the impact, in nature and amount, of market rate

6

housing development on the production of permanently affordable housing and recommend

7

the range of possible fees to be paid by market rate housing developers to mitigate such

8

impact should one be found. The Department shall make timely progress reports on the

9

conduct of this study and shall submit the completed report along with recommendations for

10

legislation to the Land Use & Economic Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors.

11

This study is meant to accomplish the same purposes as the study authorized by the Board of

12

Supervisors in Planning Code Section 415.8(e) and thus supersedes 415.8(e)4.

13

(c) Reporting. The Controller's Office shall file a report with the Board of Supervisors

14

in even-numbered years, which report shall set forth the amount of money collected in the

15

Fund. The Fund shall be administered and expended by MOHCD, but all expenditures shall

16

first be approved by the Board of Supervisors through the legislative process. In approving

17

expenditures from the Fund, MOHCD and the Board of Supervisors shall accept any

18

comments from the Community Advisory Committee, the public, and any relevant City

19

departments or offices. With respect to the Community Facilities District Account. the

20

Controller's Office also shall comply with the reporting requirements set forth in the Special

21

Tax Financing Law and Government Code Section 50075 et seq. Before approving any

22

expenditures, the Board of Supervisors shall determine the relative impact from the

23

development in the Rincon Hill Plan /\rea on the areas described in Section 418.7(b) and shall

24

insure that the expenditures are consistent '.vith mitigating the impacts from the development.

25
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1

(d) Oversight. There shall be a SOMA Community Stabilization Fund Community

2

Advisory Committee to advise MOHCD and the Board of Supervisors on the administration of

3

the Fund.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

(1) The Community Advisory Committee shall be composed of seven members
appointed as follows:
(A) One member representing low-income families who lives with his or
her family in SOMA, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(B) One member who has expertise in employment development and/or
represents labor, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(C) One member who is a senior or disabled resident of SOMA,
appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(D) One member with affordable housing expertise and familiarity with
the SOMA neighborhood, appointed by the Board of Supervisors
(E) One member who represents a community based organization in
SOMA, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(F) One member who provides direct services to SOMA families,
appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(G) One member who has small business expertise and a familiarity with
the SOMA neighborhood, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(2) The Community Advisory Committee shall comply with all applicable public

21

records and meetings laws and shall be subject to the Conflict of Interest provisions of the

22

City's Charter and Administrative Code. The initial meeting of the Advisory Committee shall be

23

called within 30 days from the day the Board of Supervisors completes its initial appointments.

24

MOHCD shall provide administrative support to the Committee. The Committee shall develop

25

annual recommendations to MOHCD on the Expenditure Plan.
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1

(3) The members of the Community Advisory Committee shall be appointed for

2

a term of two years; provided, however, that the members first appointed shall by lot at the

3

first meeting, classify their terms so that three shall serve for a term of one year and four shall

4

serve for a term of two years. At the initial meeting of the Committee and yearly thereafter, the

5

Committee members shall select such officer or officers as deemed necessary by the

6

Committee. The Committee shall promulgate such rules or regulations as are necessary for

7

the conduct of its business under this Section. In the event a vacancy occurs, a successor

8

shall be appointed to fill the vacancy consistent with the process and requirements to appoint

9

the previous appointee. When a vacancy occurs for aR reason other than the expiration of a

10

term of office, the appointee to fill such vacancy shall hold office for the unexpired term of his

11

or her predecessor. Any appointee who misses four meetings within a twelve-month period,

12

without the approval of the Committee, shall be deemed to have resigned from the

13

Committee.

14

(e) 'A'ithin 90 days of the effective date of Section 418.1et seq., the Director of MOCD

15

shall propose rules, regulations and a schedule for administrative support governing the Fund

16

to the Board of Supervisors for its approval.

17

SEC. 419. HOUSING REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

18

PROJECTS IN THE UMU ZONING DISTRICTS OF THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

19

AND THE LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE UMU DISTRICT, MISSION NCT

20

DISTRICT, AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

21

Sections 419.1 through 419.6, hereafter referred to as Section 419.1_et seq., set forth

22

the housing requirements for residential development projects in the UMU Zoning Districts of

23

the Eastern Neighborhoods and the Land Dedication Alternative in the UMU District, Mission

24

NCT District. and Central SoMa Special Use District. The effective date of these requirements

25
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1

shall be either December 19, 2008, which is the date that the requirements originally became

2

effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became effective.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 419.6. LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE MISSION NCT DISTRICT

5
6

AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
(a) Mission NCT District. The Land Dedication alternative is available for any project

7

within the Mission NCT District under the same terms and conditions as provided for in

8

Section 419.5(a)(2)(A)-(J).

9

(b) Central SoMa Special Use District. The Land Dedication alternative is available (or

10

projects within the Central SoMa Special Use District under the same terms and conditions as provided

11

hr in Section 419.5(a)(2), except that in lieu o[the Land Dedication Alternative requirements of

12

Table 419.5, projects may satisfY the requirements o[Section 415.5 by dedicating land (or affordable

13

housing i[the dedicated site will result in a total amount of dedicated Gross Floor Area that is equal to

14

or greater than 45% o[the potential Gross Floor Area that could be provided on the principal site, as

15

determined by the Planning Department. Any dedicated land shall be within the area bounded by

16

Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN

19

NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

20

(a) Purpose. The Board takes legislative notice of the purpose of the Eastern

21

Neighborhoods Area Plan as articulated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan of the San

22

Francisco General Plan. San Francisco's Housing Element establishes the Eastern

23

Neighborhoods as a target area for development of new housing to meet San Francisco's

24

identified housing targets. The release of some of the area's formerly industrial lands, no

25

longer needed to meet current industrial or PDR needs, offer an opportunity to achieve higher
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1

affordability, and meet a greater range of need. The Mission, Showplace Square- Potrero Hill,

2

Central SoMa, East SoMa, Western SoMa and Central Waterfront Area Plans of the General

3

Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plans) thereby call for creation of new zoning intended

4

specifically to meet San Francisco's housing needs, through higher affordability requirements

5

and through greater flexibility in the way those requirements can be met, as described in

6

Section 419. To support this new housing, other land uses, including PDR businesses, retail,

7

office and other workplace uses will also grow in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

8

This new development will have an extraordinary impact on the Plan Area's already

9

deficient neighborhood infrastructure. New development will generate needs for a significant

10

amount of public open space and recreational facilities; transit and transportation, including

11

streetscape and public realm improvements; community facilities and services, including child

12

care; and other amenities, as described in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community

13

Improvements Program, on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081155.

14

A key policy goal of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans is to provide a significant

15

amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate and middle income families and

16

individuals, along with "complete neighborhoods" that provide appropriate amenities for these

17

new residents. The Plans obligate all new development within the Eastern Neighborhoods to

18

contribute towards these goals, by providing a contribution towards affordable housing needs

19

and by paying an Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 423.2. DEFINITIONS.

22

(e)-In addition to the definitions set forth in Section 401 of this Article, the following

23
24

25

definitions shall govern interpretation of Section 423.1_et seq.

{g)_ Eastern Neighborhoods Base Height. The Height limit immediately prior to the adoption
o[the fOllowing:
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1

(1) The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (Ordinance No. 298-08, on file with the Clerk of

2

the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 081153), regardless o[subsequent changes in the Height limit, [or

3

parcels within the East SoMa Plan Area at the time o(plan adoption,·

4

{2) The Western SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No. 41-13, on file with the Clerko(the

5

Board a( Supervisors in File No. 130001), regardless o(subsequent changes in the Height limit, [or

6

parcels within the Western Salvia Area Plan at the time o[plan adoption; or

7

(3) Ordinance No. 13-14 (on file with the Clerk a (the Board o(Supervisors in File No.

8

131161 ), regardless o(subsequent changes in the Height limit, for parcels added to the East SoMa

9

Plan Area by Ordinance No. 13-14.

10

11

(b) Central SoMa Base Height.

(1) For all parcels except those described in subsection (2) below, the Height limit

12

established by the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

13

o(Supervisors in File No. 180184), regardless o[subsequent changes in the Height limit.

14

, on file with the Clerk o(the Board

(2) Exception (or Narrow Sites. Projects on parcels in the CS Bulk District, as defined

15

in Section 270, with a Height limit greater than 85 feet and with no street or alley frontage greater than

16

100 feet shall be considered [or the purposes of Section 423 et seq. to have a Height limit o(85 feet

17

regardless o(the parcel's actual Height limit.

18

19
20

(c) Eastern Neighborhoods Fee Tiers.

(1)Tier1.
(A) All development on sites whiehthat received a height increase of eight

21

feet or less, received no height increase, or received a reduction in height, as measured from

22

the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart ofthe Eastern P.leigl<tborhoods PZan (onjUe l'vith the Clerk

23

ofthe Board ofSupervisors in l''ile No. 081154) or the

24

Clerk o.fthe Board ofSupervisors in F'Ue lYe. 130001);

25

W~stern

SoM-a Community PZan (on file

~wttlt

the

(B) The residential portion of all 100% affordable housing projects;
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1

2
3

4

(C) The residential portion of all projects within the Urban Mixed Use
(UMU) district; and
(D) All changes of use within existing structures.

(2) Tier 2. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites

5

not listed in subsection (1) above whiehthat received a height increase of nine to 28 feetL as

6

measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart o.fthe Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (onfile

7

1vith the Clerk ofthe Board crfSupervisors in l 1'ile l'lo. 081154) or the

8

(onfile rvith the Clerk o.fthe Board ofSupervisors in File 1'/o. 130001);

9

W~stern

SoAtfa Community Plan

.F'or the purposes of this Section, increase in heights in the TVJ,tf[JG District in

10

Assessor's Blocks 3733 and 3752 shall be measured by the base height (as de-fined in Section 263.11)

11

prior to the cffoctive date ofthe

12

W~stern

So},tfa Plan (Ordinance No. Ord. 42 13);

(3) Tier 3. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites

13

not listed in subsection (1) above whiehthat received a height increase of 29 feet or moreL as

14

measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart ofthe Eastern Neigitborhoods Plan (onfile

15

v.·ith the Clerk crfthe Board ofSupervisors in F''ile No. 081154) or the Western SoAtfa Community Plan

16

(on file vr·itl1 the Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors in .l"ile 1'/o. 130001).

17

F'orpurposes ofthis Section, increase in heights in the AtfUR District shall be

18

measured by the base height (as defined in Section 263.11) prior to the effective date crfthe Eastern

19

Neighborhoods (Ordinance No. 298 08).

20
21

(d) Central SoMa Fee Tiers. For all arzplicable projects, the (allowing Fee Tiers arzplv:
(I) Tier A.

22

(A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO, MUG,

23

MUR, or WMUO with a Height limit at or below 45 feet, pursuant to the adoption o(the Central SoMa

24

Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o(the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 180184).

25
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1

(B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase o[15 feet

2

to 45 feet pursuant to the adoption o[the Central SoMa Area Plan {on file with the Clerk ofthe Board

3

o[Supervisors in File No. 180184).

4

(2) Tier B.
(A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO. MUG,

5
6

MUR, or WMUO with a Height limit o[between 46 and 85 feet, pursuant to the adoption o[the Central

7

SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 180184).

8

(B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of 46 feet

9

to 85 feet pursuant to the adoption o[the Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the Board

10

11

o[Supervisors in File No. 180184).
(3) Tier C.

(A) For All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either

12

CMUO~

13

MUG, MUR or WMUO with a Height limit above 85 feet, pursuant to the adoption o[the Central

14

SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 180184).
(B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase o[more

15

16

than 85 feet pursuant to the adoption o[the Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk ofthe

17

Board of Supervisors in File No. 180184).

18

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE

19

IMPACT FEE.

20

* * * *

21

(d) Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits.

22

Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In

23

such a case, the City may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor

24

and issue a fee waiver for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee from the

25

Planning Commission, subject to the following rules and requirements:
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(1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement

1

2

unless the proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in

3

the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Program and where they substitute for

4

improvements that could be provided by the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements

5

Public Be11ejits Fund (as described in Section 423.5). The City may reject in-kind improvements

6

if they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans

7

(Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero

8

Hill), by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 of the Administrative

9

Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization

10

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements

11

programming. No physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the

12

Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind

13

Improvements Agreement.

14

* * * *

15

(f) Waiver or Reduction of Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver

16

or reduction of impact fees, pursuant topeF Section 406 of this Article. Additionally,prcyect

17

sponsors 1-~·ith a developme11tprcyect located 'rFithin aN applicable San FraNcisco RedevelopmeNt

18

Prqfect Area may reduce their required c011tributioN to the Eastem l•leighborhoods Public Benefits

19

Fund by halfo.fany total sum that t,lzey would otherwise be required to pay under this SectioN,

20

SpONSOr

21

if the

(1) hasjiled itsfirst applicatioN, iNcluding aN environmmtal evaluatioN

22

applicatioN or any other PlaNNing Department or BuildiNg Department application before tlze effictive

23

date o_fSection 423.1et seq. and

24

(2) provides the ZoniNg Administrator with written e'vide11ce, supported iN

25

writing by· the San FraNcisco Redevelopment Agency, that demonstrates the annual tax ilwrement
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1

-;.vhich could be generated by the proposedpr&ject would support a minimumfitture bonding capacity

2

equal to $10, 000, 000 or greater. office projects under 50, 000 square feet, other non-residential

3

projects, and residential projects in the Central SoMa Special Use District may reduce their required

4

contribution to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fund as follows: for every gross

5

square foot o(PDR space required by Planning Code Section 202.8, the project may waive payment [or

6

[our gross square feet o[the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee.

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS

9

FUND.

10

* * * *

11

(b) Use of Funds. The Fund shall be administered by the Board of Supervisors.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund or credited against Fund obligations shall

12

13

be used to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop public open space and

14

recreational facilities; transit, streetscape and public realm improvements; and child care

15

facilities. Funds may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or publicly-

16

accessible.
(A) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern

17
18

Neighborhoods Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be

19

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5.
(B) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones (}..fission

20
21

1'/CTandi..!UR, as defined in Section 401), shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type

22

as described in Table 423.5A.

23

* * * *

24

(c) Funds shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described below:

25
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(1) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods

1

2

Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be allocated to accounts

3

by improvement type according to Table 423.5. Funds collected from MUR Zoning Districts

4

outside of the boundaries of either the East SoMa or Western SoMa Area Plans shall be

5

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5.
(2) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing ZonesL (},1ission }lCT and

6
7

},1UR Use Districts ·within the boundaries ofeither the East So},{a or Western So},{a Area Plans (as

8

defined in Section 401}, shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described in

9

Table 423.5A. For funds allocated to affordable housing, MOH shall expend the funds as

10

follows:
(A) All funds collected from projects in the Mission NCT shall be

11

12

expended on housing programs and projects within the Mission Area Plan boundaries.

(B) All funds collectedfrom pr&jects in the },1UR Use Districts rPithiJq the

13

w~stern

14

boundaries ofeither the East SoA1a or

SoA1a Area Plans shall be expended on housing

15

programs and projects 'rFithin the bowqdaries o.f5th to 1Oth Streets/Ho-ward to Harrison Streets.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 425. ALTERJVATIVE AfEANS OF SATISFYING THE OPEN SPACE

18
19

20
21

REQUIREAIENTI1V THE SOUTH OFMARKETAflXED USE DISTRICTS.
(The effictive date o.fthese provisions shall be either April 6, 1990, the date that it originally
became effictive, or the date a subsequent modification, ifany, became effictive.)
!fit is thejudgment ofthe Zoning Administrator that an open space satisfYing the requiremeJqts

22

and standards o.fsubsections (b) and (c) &}Section 135. 3 o.fthis Code cannot be created because of

23

constraints ofthe development site, or because the project cannot provide safe, convenient access to the

24

public, or because the square feotage of open space is not sufficient to provide a usable open space, the

25

Zoning Administrator may (i) authorize, as an eligible type o.fopen space, apedestrian mall or
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1

wallrway within a public right oj-way which is improved -witlz pm>'ing, landscaping, and street fomiture

2

appropriate fer creating an attractive area for sitting and 'rmlking, or (ii) waive the requirement tlzat

3

open space be provided upon payment to the Open Space Fund of a fee of$. 80 for each square foot of

4

open space otherwise required to be provided. These amounts shall be adjusted annually efficth'e April

5

I st of each calendar year by the percentage of change in the Building Cost Index used by tlze San

6

Francisco Bureau ofBuilding Inspection. This payment shall be paid in full to the City prior to the

7

issuance o,fany temporary or other certificate o,foccupancyfor the su!Jjectproperty. Said fee shall be

8

used for the purpose of acquiring, designing, improving and/or maintaining park land, park facilities,

9

mqd other open space resources, ?Fhich is expected to be used solely or in substantial part by persons
of~\/arlwt

10

',vho live, 'lvork, shop or otherwise do business in tlze South

11

defined in Section 820 o,fthis Code and identified on Sectionel Atfap 3SU oftlze Zoning Atfap o,ftlze City

12

and County ofSan Francisco. Saidfee, and any interest accrued by such fee, shell be used for tlze

13

purpose stated herein unless it is demonstrated tlzat it is no longer needed.

14

Base District, as that District is

SEC. 426. AlTERNATIVE MEANS OF SATISFYING THE NON-RESIDENTIAL

15

OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

16

DISTRICTS.

17

(The effective date of these provisions shall be either December 19, 2008, the date that

18

they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became

19

effective.)

20

In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, except for any parcels within the

21

CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District. the usable open space requirement o[Section 135.3

22

may be satisfied through payment of a fee of $76 for each square foot of usable open space

23

not provided pursuant to that Varimwe. In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, the

24

usable open space requirement o[Section 135.3 may be satisfied through payment o[a fee o[$890 for

25

each square foot o[required usable open space not provided. and the POPOS requirement of
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1

Section 138 may be satisfied through a payment of a fee of $890 for each square foot of

2

required open space not provided that meets the conditions of Sections 138 et seq. and

3

329(e). Any square footage for which the Planning Commission grants an exception to design

4

standards pursuant to Section 329(e) shall be considered as meeting the requirements of

5

Sections 135. 135.3 and 138 for purposes of this Section 426. +hirrThese fee§: shall be adjusted

6

in accordance with Section 423.3 of this Article. +hirrThese fee§: shall be paid into the Recreation

7

and Open Space subset o[the Eastern Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPttblic Benefits

8

Fund, as described in Section 423 of this Atiicle. Said fee shall be ttsedfor thepttrpose of·

9

acquiring, designing, and improvingpark land, park facilities, and other open space resources, i>Vhich

10

is expected to be used solely or in substantial part by persons who live, ·work, shop or otherwise do

11

business in the Eastern Neighborhoods },fixed Use districts.

12
13
14

SEC. 427. PAYMENT IN CASES OF VARIANCE OR EXCEPTION FOR REQUIRED

RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE.
(a) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern Neighborhoods

15

Mixed Use Districts, except for the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, should a Variance

16

from usable open space requirements for residential uses be granted by tlw Zoning Administrator, any

17

project that obtains a Variance pursuant to Section 305, or an exception be granted for thoseprojects

18

subject pursuant to the-Section 329 process, to provide less usable open space than otherwise

19

required by Section 135 shall pay a fee of $327 shall be required for each square foot of usable

20

open space not provided pursuant to that Varimwe. In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use

21

District, any project that obtains a Variance pursuant to Section 305, an exception pursuant to Section

22

329, or chooses the in-lieu option pursuant to Section 135(d){5){B)(ii) shall pay a [ee o[$890 for each

23

square foot o[required useable open space not provided. +hirrThese fee§: shall be adjusted in

24

accordance with Section 423.3 of this Article. +hirrThese fee§: shall be paid into the Recreation

25

and Open Space subset ofthe Eastern Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPublic Benefits
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1

Fund, as described in Section 423 of this Article. Said fee shall be used for the purpose of

2

acqttiri11g, desigNing, and improviNg park laNd, park facilities, aNd other open space resources, which

3

is expected to be used solely or in substantia/part bypersons vrrho live, ·work, shop or othenvise do

4

business in the Eastern Neighborhoods },fixed Use Districts.

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 429. ARTWORKS, OPTIONS TO MEET PUBLIC ART FEE REQUIREMENT,

7
8
9
10

RECOGNITION OF ARCHITECT AND ARTISTS, AND REQUIREMENTS.
(The effective date of these requirements shall be either September 17, 1985, the date
that they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became
effective.)

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 429.2. APPLICATION.

13

This section shall apply to:

14

(a) all projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of floor area in

15
16

excess of 25,000 square feet to an existing building in a C-3 District; and
(b) all non-residential projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of

17

floor area in excess of 25,000 square feet and that have submitted their first complete

18

Development Application on or after January 1, 2013 on the following parcels:

19
20
21
22
23
24

(1) all parcels in RH-DTR, TB-DTR, SB-DTR, SLI, SLR, SSG, C }.{, UMU, WMUG,
WMUO and SALI Districts;
(2) properties that are zoned MUG, CMUO, or MUO, or A1URor MUR and that
are north of Division/Duboce/13th Streets; and
(3) all parcels zoned C-2 except for those on Blocks 4991 (Executive Park) and
7295 (Stonestown Galleria Mall).

25
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1

For the purposes of this Section, a "Development Application" shall mean any

2

application for a building permit, site permit, environmental review, Preliminary Project

3

Assessment (PPA), Conditional Use, or Variance.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 432. CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FEE AND FUND.

6

Sections 432.1 through 432.4 set forth the requirements and procedures [or the Central SoMa

7

Community Services Facilities Fee and Fund.

8

SEC. 432.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

9

(a) Purpose. New development in Central SoMa will increase the resident and employee

10

populations, generating new demand [or use of community service facilities, such as cultural facilities,

11

health clinics, services [or people with disabilities, and job training centers. New revenues to fimd

12

investments in community services are necessary to maintain the existing level of service. This fee will

13

generate revenue that will be used to ensure an expansion in community service facilities in Central

14

SoMa as new development occurs.

15

@) Findings. In adopting the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

, on tile with the

16

Clerk o[the Board ofSupervisors in File No. 180184), the Board ofSupervisors reviewed the Central

17

SoMa Cmnmunity Facilities Nexus Study, prepared by Economic & Planning Systems and dated March

18

2016. The Board ofSupervisors reaffirms the findings and conclusions o[this study as they relate to the

19

impact of new development in Central SoMa on community services facilities, and hereby readopts the

20

.findings contained in the Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study.

21

SEC. 432.2. APPLICATION OF FEES.

22

(a) Applicable Projects. The Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee is applicable to

23

any development project in the Central SoMa Special Use District that:

24

(1) Is in any Central SoMa Fee Tier, pursuant to Section 423,· and

25

(2) Includes new construction or an addition ofspace in excess of800 gross square feet.
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1

(b) Fee Calculation. For applicable projects, the Fee is as follows:

2

{I) For Residential uses, $1.30 per gross square [oat o[net additional gross square feet,

3

net replacement o[gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change o[use o[gross square feet from

4

PDR uses.

5

(2) For Non-residential uses,

6

(A) $1.75 per gross square [oat o[net additional gross square feet, net

7

replacement o[gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change o[use o[gross square feet from PDR

8

uses.

9
10
11

(B) $0.45 per gross square [oat o[net replacement o[gross square feet from
Residential uses or net change of use o[gross square feet from Residential uses.
(c) Option (or In-Kind Provision o(Communitylmprovements and Fee Credits. Project

12

sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City

13

may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver [or the

14

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee from the Planning Commission, subject to

15

the following rules and requirements:

16

(I) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the

17

proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa

18

Community Improvements Program and substitute [or improvements that could be provided by the

19

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 432.4 ).

20

The City may reject in-kind improvements ifthey are not consistent with the priorities identified in the

21

Central SoMa Plan, by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 ofthe

22

Administrative Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization

23

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No

24

physical improvement or provision o[space otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City

25

Code shall be eligible [or consideration as part ofthis In-Kind Improvements Agreement.
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1

(2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation,

2

content, approval process, and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of

3

Sections 423.3(d){2) through 423.3(d){5).

4

(d) Timing o(Fee Payments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection

5

Unit at DB! at the time ofand in no event later than issuance o[the first construction document, with

6

an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance o[the first certificate of

7

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fimd in

8

accordance with Section I 07A.13. 3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

9

10

(e) Waiver or Reduction o(Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver or
reduction ofimpact fees, pursuant to Section 406.

11
12
13

SEC. 432.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES
FEE.
(a) Determination o(Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of

14

Section 432 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document and, ifSection

15

432 et seq. is applicable, the Department shall determine the amount o[the Central SoMa Community

16

Services Facilities Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition ofapproval for

17

issuance o[the first construction document for the development project. The project sponsor shall

18

supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination.

19

(b)

Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DB/. Prior to the issuance ofa

20

building or site permit for a development project subject to the requirements ofSection 432 et seq., the

21

Department shall notifY the Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! o(its final determination o[the

22

amount o[the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fees required, including any reductions

23

calculated for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement, in addition to the other information required by

24

Section 402(Q) ofthis Article.

25
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1

(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance o(the First

2

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! shall provide notice in writing

3

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate of occupancy [or any

4

development project subject to Section 432 et seq. that has elected to fit!fill all or part o[its Central

5

SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. ![the

6

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any o[the terms o[the In-

7

Kind Improvements Agreement, the Director ofDBI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy

8

until the project complies with the requirements ofSection 432 et seq., either through confOrmance with

9

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment ofthe remainder o[the Central SoMa Community

10

Services Facilities Fee that would otherwise have been required, plus a deferral surcharge as set forth

11

in Section 107A.13. 3.1 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

12

(d) Process (or Revisions o(Determination o(Requirements. In the event that the Department

13

or the Commission takes action affecting any development project subject to Section 432 et seq. and

14

such action is subsequently modified, superseded, vacated, or reversed by the Department or the

15

Commission, Board ofAppeals, the Board ofSupervisors, or by court action, the procedures ofSection

16

402(c) o[this Article shall be followed.

17

SEC. 432.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FUND.

18

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside [or a special purpose entitled the

19

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development

20

Fee Collection Unit at DB! pursuant to Section 432.3@) shall be deposited in a special fund

21

maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund are to be used solely to fund public

22

infrastructure subject to the conditions ofthis Section.

23

24

(k) Expenditures from the Fund shall be administered by the Mayor's Office ofHousing and

Community Development, or its successor. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

25
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1

Development or its successor shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations governing the

2
3

{1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, engineer, and develop

4

community services facilities, including cultural/arts facilities, social welfare facilities, and community

5

health facilities, in the Central SoMa Special Use District as established in the Central SoMa Plan and

6

the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document and supported by the findings ofthe

7

Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study.

8

1

(2) Funds may be used for administration and accounting offitnd assets, for additional

9

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document, and to defend the

10

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee against legal challenge, including the legal

11

costs and attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration ofthis fund includes time and

12

materials associated with reporting requirements, facilitating any necessary or required public

13

meetings aside from Planning Commission hearings, and maintenance o[the fund. Monies [rom the

14

Fund nwy be used by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses [or the purpose of

15

revising the fee, and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between

16

development and the need [or public facilities and services ifthis is deemed necessary. Monies used fori

17

18

I
I

I
All interest earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities I
the purposes consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent ofthe total fees collected.

19

20

I

(3) The Mayor's Office o[Housing and Community Development shall report annually !.

21

to the Board o[Supervisors on the current status o[the fimd, the amounts approved [or disbursement,

22

and the number and types o[housing units or households assisted.

23

(4) All fimds are justified and supported by the Central SoMa Community Facilities

24

Nexus Study, adopted as part o[the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

25

Clerk o[the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 180184). Implementation ofthe Fee and Fund are
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I

1

monitored according to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Monitoring Program required by the

2

Administrative Code Section 1 OE.

3

SEC. 433. CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE AND FUND.

4

Sections 433.1 through 433.4 set forth the requirements and procedures [or the Central SoMa

5

Infrastructure Impact Fee and Fund.

6

SEC. 433.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

7

(a) Purpose. New development in the Central SoMa Plan Area will increase the resident and

8

employee populations, generating new demand [or use of community-serving infrastructure such as

9

transit, complete streets, and recreation and open space. New revenues to fimd investments in this

10

infrastructure are necessary to maintain the existing level o[service. This fee will generate revenue that

11

will be used to ensure an expansion in community-serving infrastructure in Central SoMa as new

12

development occurs.

13

{Q) Findings. The Board o[Supervisors reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

14

prepared byAECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of

15

Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee

16

Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, on file with the Clerk ofthe Board in Files Nos.

17

150149 and 150790, and, pursuant to Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions o[those

18

studies and the general and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation and

19

Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and

20

Transit Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition o[the fees under

21

this Section.

22

SEC. 433.2. APPLICATION OF FEES.

23

(a) Applicable Projects. The Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee is applicable to any

24
25

development project in the Central SoMa Special Use District that:
{1) Is in any Central SoMa Tier, pursuant to Section 423; and
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1

(2) Includes new construction or an addition o(space in excess o(800 gross square feet.

2

(Q) Fee Calculation. For applicable projects, the Fee is as follows:

3

(I) For Residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier B~

4

(A) For Condominium uses, $20.00 per gross square foot o(net additional

5

gross square feet, net replacement o(gross square feet from P DR uses, or net change of use o(gross

6

square feet from P DR uses.

7

(B) For Rental uses, $10.00 per gross square foot of net additional gross

8

square feet net replacement of gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use of

9

gross square feet from PDR uses.

10

(2) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are seeking an

11

Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements of Planning Code

12

Section 321, $21.50 per gross square foot o(net additional gross square feet, net replacement o(gross

13

square feet from PDR uses, or net change o(use o(gross square feet from PDR uses.

14

(3) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are not seeking

15

an Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements o(Planning

16

Code Section 321:

17

(A) $41.50 per gross square foot o(net additional gross square feet, net

18

replacement o(gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change o(use o(gross square feet from P DR

19

uses,·

20

21

(B) $21.50 per gross square foot ofnet replacement o(gross square feet ([om
Residential uses or net change ofuse o(gross square feet from Residential uses.

22

(4) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an Office

23

Allocation o(50, 000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements ofPlanning Code Section

24

321, $20.00 per gross square foot o(net additional gross square feet, net replacement ofgross square

25

feet from PDR uses, or net change of use o(gross square feet ([om PDR uses.
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1

(c) Option (or In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. Project

2

sponsors mav propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City

3

may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the

4

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee from the Planning Commission, subject to the following rules

5

and requirements:

6

(I) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the

7

proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa

8

Community Improvements Program and substitute for improvements that could be provided by the

9

Central SoMa Infrastructure Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 433.4). The City may reject

10

in-kind improvements i[they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Central SoMa Plan,

11

by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 o[the Administrative Code), the

12

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization processes related to

13

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No physical improvement or

14

provision o(space otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for

15

consideration as part ofthis In-Kind Improvements Agreement.

16

(2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation,

17

content, approval process, and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of

18

Sections 423.3(d)(2) through 423.3(d)(5).

19

(d) Timing o(Fee Payments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection

20

Unit at DEI at the time ofand in no event later than issuance ofthe first construction document, with

21

an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance o[the first certificate of

22

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in

23

accordance with Section I 07A. 13.3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

24
25

{e) Waiver or Reduction o(Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver or

reduction o(impact fees, pursuant to Section 406.
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1

SEC. 433.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE.

2

(a) Determination ofRequirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of

3

Section 433.2 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document and, ifSection

4

433.2 et seq. is applicable, the Department shall determine the amount o[the Central SoMa

5

Infrastructure Impact Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition ofapproval for

6

issuance o[the first construction document for the development project. The project sponsor shall

7

supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination.

8

{b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI. Prior to the issuance o(a

9

building or site permit for a development project subject to the requirements o(Sections 433 et seq., the

10

Department shall notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI o(its final determination o[the

11

amount o[the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fees required, including any reductions calculated

12

for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement, in addition to the other information required by Section

13

402{b) o[this Article.

14

(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance o(the First

15

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI shall provide notice in writing

16

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate of occupancy for any

17

development project subject to Section 433 et seq. that has elected to fitlfill all or part o(its Central

18

SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. I[the

19

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any o[the terms o[the In-

20

Kind Improvements Agreement, the Director o(DBI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy

21

until the project complies with the requirements o(Section 433 et seq., either through conformance with

22

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment o[the remainder o[the Central SoMa Infrastructure

23

Impact Fees that would otherwise have been required, plus a deferral surcharge as set forth in Section

24

107A.13. 3.1 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

25
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1

(d) Process (or Revisions o(Determination o(Requirements. In the event that the Department

2

or the Commission takes action a(fecting any development project subject to Section 433 et seq. and

3

such action is subsequently modified, superseded, vacated, or reversed bv the Department or the

4

Commission, Board o(Appeals, the Board o(Supervisors, or by court action, the procedures ofSection

5

402(c) o[this Article shall be {allowed.

6

SEC. 433.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FUND.

7

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside {or a special purpose entitled the

8

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development Fee

9

Collection Unit at DEI pursuant to Section 433.3@) shall be deposited in a special fund maintained by

10

the Controller. The receipts in the Fund to be used solely to fund Public Benefits subject to the

11

conditions o[this Section.

12

13

14

(Q) Expenditures (rom the Fund shall be recommended by the Interagency Plan Implementation

Committee {or allocation and administration by the Board ofSupervisors.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, engineer, and develop

15

community public transit as established in the Central SoMa Plan and the Central SoMa Plan

16

Implementation Program Document.

17

(2) Funds may be used {or administration and accounting offund assets, {or additional

18

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document, and to defend the

19

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee against legal challenge, including the legal costs and

20

attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration o(this fund includes time and materials

21

associated with reporting requirements, facilitating any necessary or required public meetings aside

22

(rom Planning Commission hearings. and maintenance of the fund. Monies (rom the Fund may be used

23

by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses {or the purpose ofrevising the fee,

24

and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between development and

25

the need {or public facilities and services ifthis is deemed necessary. Monies used {or the purposes
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1

consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent ofthe total fees collected. All interest

2

earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund.

3

(3) All funds are justified and supported bv the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

4

prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), and the Transportation Sustainability Fee

5

Nexus Study (TSF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, on file with the Clerk ofthe Board in Files Nos.

6

150149 and 150790. Implementation ofthe Fee and Fund are monitored according to the Eastern

7

Neighborhoods Plan Monitoring Program required by Section 1OE ofthe Administrative Code.

8
9

SEC. 434. CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT PROGRAM.

10

(a) Purpose. New construction that increases the density of the South of Market

11

neighborhood will require the City to invest in substantial new infrastructure and services. By

12

increasing height limits, removing restrictive zoning, relieving density and floor area ratio

13

limitations, and making other regulatorv changes, the Central SoMa Plan substantially

14

increases the development potential of properties in the area. This new development potential

15

will create a significant demand for infrastructure, improvements, and services as described in

16

the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document including but not limited to transit

17

investments, street and environmental improvements, and development and maintenance of

18

parks and recreation centers. The Central SoMa Community Facilities District ("CFD" or

19

"Special Tax District") shall be a special tax district formed pursuant to Administrative Code

20

Chapter 43, Article X to address these needs created by projects that choose to exceed the

21

Prevailing Height and Density Limits.

22
23
24
25

(b) App/icabilitv. This Section 434 shall apply to a development on any lot in the
Central SoMa Special Use District where all of the following apply:
(1) The project includes new construction or the net addition of more than

4025,000 gross square feet, as determined by the Planning Director or their designee
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1

pursuant to the Rate and Method of Apportionment for the Central SoMa Community Facilities

2

District;

3

(2) The proposed project exceeds the applicable Prevailing Building Height and

4

Density controls established in Section 249.78(d)(1)(B)a floor area ratio that was applicable to

5

the subject lot for non residential uses prior to the effective date of this Ordinance; and,

6
7
8
9

(3) The project includes
(A) new non-residential development on any lot that is either wholly or
partially in Central SoMa Fee Tier B or C, as defined in Section 423.2; or
(B) new residential condominium development for which any units have

10

been sold on any lot that is either wholly or partially in Central SoMa Fee Tier 8-ef-.C, as

11

defined in Section 423.2.

12

(c) Requirement. Except as specified herein, any applicable development project

13

shall participate in the CFD to be established by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Article

14

X of Chapter 43 of the Administrative Code (the "Special Tax Financing Law") and

15

successfully annex the lot or lots of the subject development into the CFD prior to the

16

issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy for the development. Any project lot or lots that

17

contain areas that fall under more than one Central SoMa Fee Tier shall be wholly annexed

18

into the CFD at the level of the highest applicable Fee Tier. Any project lot or lots that receive

19

a condominium map pursuant to the Subdivision Code shall wholly annex the lot or lots of the

20

subject development into the CFD prior to the sale of the first condominium on the site. For

21

any lot to which the requirements of this Section 434 apply, the Zoning Administrator shall

22

approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the

23

City and County of San Francisco for the subject property prior to the first Certificate of

24

Occupancy for the development. except that for condominium projects, the Zoning

25

Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of such Notice prior to the sale of the
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1

first condominium unit. This Notice shall state the requirements and provisions of subsections

2

434(b)-(c) above.

3

(d) Special Taxes. The Board of Supervisors will be authorized to levy a special tax

4

on properties that annex into the Community Facilities District to finance facilities and services

5

described in the proceedings for the Community Facilities District and the Central SoMa

6

Implementation Program Document submitted by the Planning Department on November 5.

7

2018 in Board of Supervisors File No. 180184.

8

(e) Special tax revenues associated with the CFD shouldsfl.a.U be expended as

9

described in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program ffi-Document submitted by the

10

Planning Department on November 5, 2018Commission's September 27, 2018 transmittal in

11

Board of Supervisors File No. 180184, except that: (1) $152:Q million shouldsfl.a.U be allocated

12

to restoration of the Old United States Mint, San Francisco Landmark No. 236, and $160§.§

13

million shouldsfl.a.U be allocated to regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion:-; and

14

(2) if the Old United States Mint is developed with community-serving spaces that may be

15

leased through a competitive process at below-market rates to organizations associated with

16

Cultural Districts established under Chapter 107 of the Administrative Code, $20 million

17

should be allocated to restoration of the Old United States Mint, and $155 million should be

18

allocated to regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion.

19

SEC. 603. EXEMPTED SIGNS.

20

Nothing in this Article 6 shall apply to any of the following signs:

21

* * * *

22

(c) Two General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on either

23

a transit shelter or associated advertising kiosk furnished by contract with the Municipal

24

Transportation Agency or predecessor agency for the Municipal Railway in RTO, RTO-M, RM-

25

2, RM-3, RM-4, RC, NC, C, M, PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and South of
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1

},1arket },fixed Use Districts, and in those P Districts where such Signs would not adversely

2

affect the character, harmony, or visual integrity of the district as determined by the Planning

3

Commission; eight General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on

4

transit shelters located on publicly owned property on a high level Municipal Railway boarding

5

platform in an RH-1 D District adjacent to a C-2 District, provided that such advertising signs

6

solely face the C-2 District; up to three double-sided General Advertising Signs each not

7

exceeding 24 square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on publicly owned high

8

level Municipal Railway boarding platforms along The Embarcadero south of the Ferry

9

Building, up to six double-sided panels at 2nd and King Streets, and up to four double-sided

10

panels at 4th and King Streets; up to two double-sided panels not exceeding 24 square feet in

11

area on each low-level boarding platform at the following E-Line stops: Folsom Street and The

12

Embarcadero, Brannan Street and The Embarcadero, 2nd and King Streets, and 4th and King

13

Streets; and a total of 71 double-sided General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24

14

square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on 28 publicly owned high level Municipal

15

Railway boarding platforms serving the Third Street Light Rail Line. Each advertising sign on a

16

low-level or high-level boarding platform shall be designed and sited in such a manner as to

17

minimize obstruction of public views from pedestrian walkways and/or public open space.

18

Notwithstanding the above, no Sign shall be placed on any transit shelter or associated

19

advertising kiosk located on any sidewalk which shares a common boundary with any

20

property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, with the exception of

21

Justin Herman Plaza; on any sidewalk on Zoo Road; on Skyline Boulevard between Sloat

22

Boulevard and John Muir Drive; on John Muir Drive between Skyline Boulevard and Lake

23

Merced Boulevard; or on Lake Merced Boulevard on the side of Harding Park Municipal Golf

24

Course, or on any sidewalk on Sunset Boulevard between Lincoln Way and Lake Merced

25
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1

Boulevard; on any sidewalk on Legion of Honor Drive; or in the Civic Center Special Sign

2

Districts as established in Section 608.3 of this Code.

3
4

The provisions of this subsection (c) shall be subject to the authority of the Port
Commission under Sections 4.114 and 83.581 of the City Charter and under State law.

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 608.1. NEAR R DISTRICTS.

7

No general advertising sign, and no other sign exceeding 100 square feet in area, shall

8

be located in an NC, C, M, PDR, or Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District or South o.f

9

},{arket A!ixed Use District within 100 feet of any R District in such a manner as to be primarily

10

viewed from residentially zoned property or from any street or alley within an R District; any

11

sign of which the face is located parallel to a street property line and lies for its entire width

12

opposite an NC, C, M, PDR, or MUR, or South ofA!arket SLR District shall be deemed prima

13

facie not to be primarily so viewed. No sign of any size within 100 feet of any R District shall

14

project beyond the street property line or building setback line of any street or alley leading off

15

the main commercial frontage into the R District.

16

* * * *

17
18

SEC. 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT.

19

* * * *

20

Table 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT

21

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

22
23

Zoning Category

24

* * * *

25
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1

2
3

1st

2nd

3rd+

* * * *

* * * *

* * * *

GRC

GRC

NP

* * * *

* * * *

Non-Residential Standards and Uses
Institutional Use Category

4

Institutional Uses*

5
*

* * *

* *

*

*

6
7

Medical Cannabis Dispensary

202.2(e)

8
9

§§ 102,

* * * *

* * *

*

*

*

* *

10
11
12

13
14
15

16
17
18

19
20
21

22
23
24

SEC. 802.1. MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
The following districts are established for the purpose of implementing the Residence
Element, the Commerce and Industry Element, the Downtown Plan, the Chinatown Plan, the
Rincon Hill Plan, the South of Market Plan, the East SoMa Plan, the Mission Plan, the
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Plan, tll'lti-the Central Waterfront Plan, the Western SoMa Area
Plan. and the Central SoMa Plan, all of which are parts of the General Plan. Description and
Purpose Statements outline the main functions of each Mixed Use District in this Article,
supplementing the statements of purpose contained in Section 101 of this Code.
Description and purpose statements applicable to each district are set forth in Sections
810 through 84J848 of this Code. The boundaries of the various Mixed Use Districts are
shown on the Zoning Map referred to in Section 105 of this Code, subject to the provisions of
that Section. The following Districts are hereby established as Mixed Use Districts.

25
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1

2

Districts

3

* * * *

4

RW Residentiel/&1"'rdee fJisff'iet

§--&1-.§

5

SLR Sef'r'ieelLigl"'t l-nffl:tstf'ieb!Residet'ltiel fJisff'iet

f-8-M

6

SLl Sef'';JieelLight !nffl:tstf'iel fJisff'iet:

f-&1-7

7

SSG Sef''rJieelSeeendef'J' ()jfiee fJisff'iet:

f-&18

8

CMUO- Central SoMa Mixed-Use Oflice District

§848

9

* * * *

Section Number

10

* * * *

11

SEC. 802.4. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

12

Throughout the Planning Code, the term "Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts"

13

refers to the following districts: Residential Enclave District (RED), Residential Enclave- Mixed

14

District (RED-MX), Mixed Use-General (MUG), Western SoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG),

15

Mixed Use-Office (MUO), Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office (CMUO), Western SoMa Mixed Use-

16

Office (WMUO), Mixed Use- Residential (MUR), South Park District (SPD), Service/Arts/Light

17

Industrial (SALI), and Urban Mixed Use (UMU).

18

SEC. 802.5. SOUTH o.v,MARKETAfiXED USE DISTRICTS.

19

20

Thmugheut: tlw Plenning Cede, the t:erm "Seuth oj},{erket: }Jixed Use fJist:f'iet:s"1"efas t:e the

21

follmFing distf'iets: Residential/Sendee fJisff'iet (RSD), Saviee/Light Industf'iel (SLI), Sendee/Light:

22

!ndust:riel/Residentiel (SLR), end Serviee/Seeendery Office (SSG).

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

25

DISTRICTS A1VD SOUTH o.vAfARKETAf!XED USE DISTRICTS.
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1

(a) Use Categories. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is

2

used, occupied, maintained, or leased. Whether or not a use is permitted in a specific Eastern

3

Neighborhood Mixed Use District and South ofA!arket A!ixed Use District is generally set forth,

4

summarized or cross-referenced in Sections 813 through 8-18814 and 840 through 8+1-848 of

5

this Code for each district class.

6

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts and South o.f

7

A!arkeL\!ixed Use Districts are either permitted, conditional, accessory, temporary or are not

8

permitted.

9

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not

10

classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1)(C) of this Code as Accessory will be considered

11

separately as an independent permitted, Conditional, temporary or not permitted use.
(A) Principal Uses. Principal uses are permitted as of right in an

12
13

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District and South ofA!arkeUifixed Use District, when so

14

indicated in Sections 813 through 8-18814 and 840 through 8+1-848 of this Code for the district.

15

Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided

16

pursuant to Section 803.5 through 803.9 and other applicable provisions of this Code.
(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in an Eastern

17
18

Neighborhood Mixed Use District and South o.f}llarketA!ixed Use District, when authorized by

19

the Planning Commission; whether a use is conditional in a given district is generally indicated

20

in Sections 813 through 8-18814 and 840 through 8+1-848 of this Code. Conditional Uses are

21

subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections 178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5

22

through 803.9 of this Code.

23
24
25

* * * *
(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in
Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in Rand NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory
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1

Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts), 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to Other

2

Uses), and 204.5(Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an accessory use is

3

a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or enjoyment of a lawful

4

Principal Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental and subordinate to any such

5

use, and shall be permitted as an Accessory Use in an Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use

6

District and South of},farket },fixed Use District. In order to accommodate a Principal Use which

7

is carried out by one business in multiple locations within the same general area, such

8

Accessory Use need not be located in the same structure or lot as its Principal Use provided

9

that (1) the Accessory Use is located within 1,000 feet of the Principal Use; and (2) the

10

multiple locations existed on April6, 1990. Accessory Uses to non-office uses (as defined in

11

Section 890. 70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the

12

Principal Use so long as the Accessory Use is located in the same building as the Principal

13

Use and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such Accessory Uses. Any use

14

which does not qualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal Use.

15
16

No use will be considered accessory to a Principal Use which involves or requires any
of the following:

17

(i) The use of more than one-third of the total Occupied Floor Area

18

which is occupied by both the accessory use and principal use to which it is accessory,

19

combined, except in the case of accessory off-street parking or loading which shall be subject

20

to the provisions of Sections 151, 156 and 303 of this Code;

21

(ii) A hotel, motel, inn, hostel, adult entertainment, massage

22

establishment, large fast food restaurant, or movie theater use in a RED, RED-MX, SPD, R&D,

23

SLR, SLI, SSG, DTR, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, SALI or UMU District;

24
25

(iii) Any take-out food use, except for a take-out food use which
occupies 100 square feet or less (including the area devoted to food preparation and service
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1

and excluding storage and waiting areas) in a restaurant, bar, catering establishment, bakery,

2

retail grocery or specialty food store.
(iv) Any sign not conforming to the limitations of Section

3

4

607.2(f)(3).

5

(v) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries as defined in 890.133.

6

(vi) Any nighttime entertainment use, as defined in Section 102;

7

provided, however, that a Limited Live Performance Permit as set forth in Police Code Section

8

1060et seq. is allowed in any District except for an RED, RED-MX, RSD, SLR, MUR, or MUG

9

District.
(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

10

11

204.3(a)(3).
(D) Temporary Uses. Temporary uses not otherwise permitted are

12
13

permitted in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South of1\4arkeU,1ixed Use Districts

14

to the extent authorized by Sections 205 through 205.3 of this Code.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 803.4. USES PROHIBITED IN SOUTH OF MARKET AND EASTERN

17
18

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Uses v.·hich are not specifically listed in this Article or Article 6 are not permitted in South

19

o.fA1arket A1ixed Use Districts unless they qualif)• as a nonconforming use purnuant to Sections 180

20

t"zrough 186.1 of this Code or are determined by the Zoning Administrator to be permitted uses in

21

accordance wit,"z Section 307(a) e:fthis Code. Uses not permitted in any South o.fA1arket District

22

include, bttt are not limited to, the follorFing: Adult entertainment, bookstore or theater,· amusement

23

game arcade or similar enterprise (except as permitted in the Service/Light Industrial District),·

24

shooting gallery,· general advertising signs, except in the Sout,7 oj1\1arket General Advertising Special

25

Sign District; animal kennel, riding academy or livery stable; automobile, truck, van, recreational
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1

vehicle/trailer or camper sales, lease or rental; auto torF ofinoperable ';:chicles; auto wrecking

2

operation; drille up facility; hotel (except as permitted as a conditional use asprmided in Planning

3

Code Section 818, Service/Secondary Office District), motel, hostel, inn, or bed and breakfast

4

establishment; heavy industry su&ject to Section 226(e) throug!1 (H) oftllis Code;junkyard; landing

5

field for aircraft; massage establishment su&ject to Section 218.1 o.fthis Code; except in the

6

Residential/Sen;ice },1ixed Use District when prmided iJq corijunction ·with full service spa ser-.,;ices;

7

mortuary; movie theater and sports stadium or arena.

8
9

fh)-No use, even though listed as a permitted use or otherwise allowed, shall be
permitted in a!1 South o.fA1arket District or Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District whiehthat,

10

by reason of its nature or manner of operation, creates conditions that are hazardous,

11

noxious, or offensive through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas,

12

vibration, glare, refuse, water-carried waste, or excessive noise.

13

* * * *

14

SEC. 803.5. GOOD NEIGHBOR POLICIES GOVERNING USES IN MIXED USE

15

16
17

18

DISTRICTS.
(a) Eating and Drinking Uses in Mixed Use Districts. Within Mixed Use Districts,
the Operating Conditions of Section 202.2(a) shall apply to all Eating and Drinking Uses.
(b) Good Neighbor Policies for Nighttime Entertainment Activities in Eastern

19

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, South ofAiarketAiixed Use Districts and Downtown

20

Residential Districts. Within Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, South ofA1arket

21

}.fixed Use Districts, and Downtown Residential Districts where nighttime entertainment

22

activities, as defined by Section 102.17 of this Code, are permitted as a principal or

23

conditional use shall not be allowed except on conditions which, in the judgment of the Zoning

24

Administrator or City Planning Commission, as applicable, are reasonably calculated to insure

25
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1

that the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and vicinity are maintained. Such

2

conditions shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

3

* * * *

4

(c) Good Neighbor Policies for Programs Serving Indigent Transient and

5

Homeless Populations Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South

6

ofA/ar.ietA/ixed Use Districts. Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South

7

o.f}Jarket }.fixed Use Districts where social services are allowed as a Conditional Use pursuant

8

to Sections 813.21 through 843.21 (Social Services), some or all of the following conditions

9

shall, when appropriate for specific cases, be placed upon any applicable City permits for the

10

proposed establishment:

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 803.8. HOUSLVG INAfiXED USE DISTRICTS.

13

(a) Low Income Affordable Housing Within the Service/Light Industrial District. D-welling

14

units and SRO units may be authorized in tlw SLI District as a conditional use pursuant to Sections

15

303, 316, 817.14, and 817.16 ofthis Code provided that such dwellings units shall be rented, leased or

16

sold at rates or prices affordable to a household ·whose income is no greater than 80percent (}fthe

17

median income for households in San Francisco ("lmFer income household'), as determined by Title 25

18

of the California Code a./Regulations Section 6932 and implemented by the A1ayor 's Office o.fHousing.

19

(1) "Affordable to a household" shall mean a purchase price that a lower income

20

household can afford to pay based on an annual payment for all housing costs (}j33 percent ofthe

21

combi1wd household mmual net income, a 10 percent dmm payment, and available financing, or a rent

22

that a household can cifford to pay, based on an annual payment for all housing costs of30percent of

23

the combined annual net iJqcome.

24

(2) The size ofthe

25

d;,~·elling

unit shall determine the size ofthe household in order to

calculate purchase price or rent affordable to a household, as follows:
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1

(A) For a one bedroom unit, a household oftwopersons;

2

(B) For a two bedroom unit, a household of three persons;

3

(C) For a three bedroom unit, a household o.ffourpersons;

4

(D) For a four bedroom unit, a household o.ffive persons.

5

(3) }[o conditional use permit v.rill be approvedpursuant to this Subsection 803.8(b)

6

unless the applicant and City have agreed upon enforcemeJqt mechanisms for the provisions o.fthis

7

Subsection which are acceptable to the City Attorney. Such enforcement mechanisms may include, but

8

not be limited to, a right o.ffirst refusal in favor ofthe City, or a promissory note and deed o.ftrust.

9

(4) The ormer(s) o.fdwelling units authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall submit

10

an annual enforcement report to the City, along v.dth a fee whose amount shall be determined

11

periodically by the Planning Commission to pay for tlw cost o.fenforcement ofthis Subsection. The fee

12

shall JWt exceed the amount (}}such costs. The annual report shallprmdde information regarding rents,

13

mortgage payments, sales price and other housing costs, annual household income, size ofhousehold in

14

each dwelling unit, and any other information the City may require to fulfill the intent ofthis

15

Subsection.

16
17

(b) Housing Requirement in the Residential/Service District.
(1) Amount Required. Nonresidential uses su&jeet to Sections 815.26, 815.28, 815.30,

18

815.31 through 815.47, and 815.59 thro·ugh 815.65, ofthis Code shall bepermitied in new construction

19

in the Residential/Service District only

20

residential use to the amount ofoccupiedjloor area ofthe above referenced nonresidential use is tlzree

21

to one or greater.

22
23

24

if the ratio betH·een the amount o.foccupiedjloor area for

(2) Aleans o,_{Satis-fying the Housing Requirement.
~4)

The residential space

requiredpur~uant

to t,'?is Subsection may be satisfied

by payment of a o1w time in lieu fee equal to $3 0 per square foot ofresidential space required by this

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

187

Page 158

1

Subsection and 1wtprovided on site payable to the City's Affordable Housing Fund administered by the

2

A1ayor's Office ofHousing; or

3

(B) The residential space requirement may be satisfied by prmiding the

4

required residential space else-where 'rFithin the Soutl1 ofA1arket }dixed Use District 'rvhere housing is

5

permitted or conditional and is approved as a conditional use.

6

(c) Housing Requirement in the Afixed Use

Residential (AfUR) District. In neiF

7

construction in the },fUR District, three square feet ofgrossjloor area for residential use is required

8

for every one gross square foot (}}permitted nonresidential use, su&ject to Section 841 o.fthis Code.

9

10

SEC. 803.9. COAfAfERCL4L USES IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Preservation o.fHistoric Buildings WithiJq the South of},/arket A1ixed Use Districts. Within

11

the South ofA1arlwt },fixed Use Districts, any use which is permitted as a principal or conditional use

12

·within the SSG District, excluding nigltttime entertainment use, may· be permitted as a conditional use

13

in (a) a landmark building located outside a designated historic district, (b) a contributory building

14

which is proposed for con-;,·ersion to office use of an aggregate gross square footage of25, 000 or more

15

per building and -which is located outside the SSG District yet 'rtdthin a designated historic district, or

16

(c) a building designated as significant or contributory pursuant to Article 11 o.fthis Code and located

17

within the Extended Preservation District. For all such buildings the following conditions shall apply:

18

(1) the provisions ofSections 316 through 318 of this Code must be met; (2) in addition to the

19

conditional use criteria set out in Sections 303(c)(6) and 316 through 316.8, it must be determined that

20

allEwing tlw use will enhance the feasibility ofpresen;ing the landmark, significant or contributory

21

building,· and (3) the landmark, significant or contributory building will be made to coriform rvith the

22

San Francisco Building Code standards for seismic loads and forces which are in cffict at the time o.f

23

the application for conversion ofuse.

24
25

A contributory building which is in a designated historic district outside the SSG District may
be converted to any use which is a principal use ·within the SSG Districtprmided that: (1) such use
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1

does not exceed an aggregate square footage o.f25, OOOper building; and (2) prior to the issuance of

2

any necessary permits the Zoning Administrator (a) determines that allm~·ing tlw use r!dll enhance the

3

feasibility· ofpreserving the contributory building; and (b) the contributory building 1>~·ill be made to

4

conform with the San Francisco Building Code standards for seismic loads and forces which are in

5

effict at the time o.fthe application for con'r!ersion o.fuse. Housing Requirement in the Mixed Use-

6

Residential (MUR) District. In new construction in the MUR District, three square feet of Gross Floor

7

Area for Residential Use is required for every one gross square fOot o[permitted Non-Residential Use,

8

subject to Section 841.

9

(b) Preservation of Historic Buildings within Certain Eastern Neighborhoods

10

Mixed Use Districts. The following controls are intended to support the economic viability of

11

buildings of historic importance within Eastern Neighborhoods.

12

(1) This subsection applies only to buildings in SPD, MUG, MUO, CMUO. or

13

MUR Districts that are designated landmark buildings or contributory buildings within a

14

designated historic district fJf*pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code, or buildings listed on

15

or determined eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources by the State Office of

16

Historic Preservation.

17

(A) All uses are principally permitted, provided that:

18

(i) The project does not contain any nighttime entertainment use.

19

(ii) Prior to the issuance of any necessary permits, the Zoning

20

Administrator, with the advice of the Historic Preservation Commission, determines that

21

allowing the use will enhance the feasibility of preserving the building.

22
23

(iii) Residential uses meet the affordability requirements of the
Residentiallnclusionary Affordable Housing Program set forth in Section 415 through 415.9.

24

25
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(B) The Historic Preservation Commission shall review the proposed

1

2

project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, (36 C.F.R. § 67.7 (2001))

3

and any applicable provisions of the Planning Code.

4

* * * *

5

(d) Automated Bank Teller Afachines Within South

~JAfarket Districts.

All m.·tomated bank

6

teller machines (ATAfs), ·whether freestanding structures or ·walk up facilities associated with retail

7

banking operations, shall haw adequate lighting, rvaste collection facilities and parking resources.

8
9

fej--Open Air Sales. Flea markets, farmers markets, crafts fairs and all other open air
sales of new or used merchandise except vehicles, within South o.fA!arket Afixed Use and

10

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, where permitted, shall be subject to the following

11

requirements: (1) the sale of goods and the presence of booths or other accessory

12

appurtenances shall be limited to weekend and/or holiday daytime hours; (2) sufficient

13

numbers of publicly-accessible toilets and trash receptacles shall be provided on-site and

14

adequately maintained; and (3) the site and vicinity shall be maintained free of trash and

15

debris.

16

(fg_) Legal and Government Office Uses in the Vicinity of the Hall of Justice.

17

Within an approximately 300-foot radius of the 800 Bryant Street entrance to the Hall of

18

Justice, and Assessor's Block 3780, Lots 1 and 2, as shown on Sectional Map 8SU of the

19

Zoning Map, the offices of attorneys, bail and services, government agencies, union halls, and

20

other criminal justice activities and services directly related to the criminal justice functions of

21

the Hall of Justice shall be permitted as a principal use. There shall be a Notice of Special

22

Restriction placed on the property limiting office activities to uses permitted by this

23

S~ubsection.

24

25

(g) Work Space ofDesign Proftssionals. The work space ofdesign professionals, as defined in
&ction 890.28 oftltis Code, shall be permitted as a principal };{Se within tlw SLR, RSD and SLI
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1

Districts provided that, as a condition &}issuance ofany necessary permits, tlze owner(s) ofthe

2

building shall agree to comply rFith the following provisions:

3
4

(1) The occupiedfloor area devoted to this use per building is limited to the tizird story
or above;

5
6

(2) The gross floor area devoted to this use per building does 1wt exceed 3, 000 square
feetper

desig~qprofessional

7

establishment;

(3) The space ·within the building subject to this provision has not been iJq residential

8

use ·within a legal dwelling unit at any ti:ne within a jive year periodprior to application for conversion

9

under this Subsection; m1d

10

11
12

(4) The owner(s) o.fthe building compl)' with the following eriforcement and monitoring
procedures;
(i) The owner(s) of any building with work space devoted to design professional

13

use as authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall submit an annual enforcement report to the

14

Department o.fCity Planning )Fift"t a fee in an amount to be determinedperiodically by the City

15

Planning Commissi011 to pay for t,"te cost &}enforcement ofthis Subsection. The fee shall not exceed the

16

amount o.fsuch costs. The report shall provide information regarding occupants o.fsuch space, the

17

amount ofsquare footage of the space used by each desig71 professional establishment, amount o.f

18

'v'acant space, compliance with all rele'v'ant City codes, and any other information the Zoning

19

Administrator may require to fulfill the intent o.fthis Subsection;

20

(ii) The mmer(s) of any building containing work space of design pro.fessionals

21

authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall permit inspection ofthe premises by an auft"torized City

22

official to determine complim1ce with the limitatio11s ofthis Subsection. The City shall provide

23

reasonable notice to ownersprior to inspecting the premises;

24

25

(iii) The owner(s) ofany building containing work space ojdesig71 professionals
authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall record a }lotice &}Special Restriction, approved by the
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1

City P IanniNg Department prior to recordation, on the property setting fortlt the limitations required by

2

this Subsection. The Department ofCity PlaNning shall keep a record available forpctblic rev·iew o.faU

3

space for desigtq professionals authorized by this Subsection.

4

(hjJ Vertical Controls for Office Uses.

5

* * * *
Table 803.9{h1)

6
7

* * * *

8

(ig) Retail Controls in the MUG, MUO, CMUO, and UMU Districts. In the MUG,

9

MUO, CMUO. and UMU District, up to 25,000 gross square feet of retail use (as defined in

10

Section 890.104 of this Code) is permitted per lot. Above 25,000 gross square feet, three

11

gross square feet of other uses permitted in that District are required for every one gross

12

square foot of retail. In the UMU District, gyms, as defined in Sec. 218(d), are exempt from

13

this requirement. In the CMUO District, Tourist Hotels, as defined in Sec. 890.46, are exempt from

14

this requirement.

15

16
17

SEC. 809. GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING
CONTROLS.
Mixed Use District controls are set forth in the Zoning Control Tables in Sections 810

18

through 818, and in Sections 825, 827 through 843 or referenced in Section 899 of this Code.

19

(a) The first column in the Zoning Control Table, titled "No." provides a category

20
21

22
23
24

number for each zoning control category.
(b) The second column in the table, titled "Zoning Control Category," lists zoning
control categories for the district in question.
(c) The third column, titled"§ References," contains numbers of other sections in the
Planning Code and other City Codes, in which additional relevant provisions are contained.

25
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1
2

(d) In the fourth column, the controls applicable to the various Mixed Use Districts are
indicated either directly or by reference to other Code Sections which contain the controls.

3

The following symbols are used in this table:

4

P -

Permitted as a principal use.

5

C -

Permitted as a conditional use, subject to the provisions set forth in this Code.

6

A blank space on the tables in Sections 810 through 812 indicates that the use

7

or feature is not permitted within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts. Unless a

8

use or feature is permitted or required in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts as

9

set forth in the Zoning Control Tables or in those sections referenced in Section

10

899 of this Code, such use or feature is prohibited, unless determined by the

11

Zoning Administrator to be a permitted use.

12

NP - Not Permitted. Section 803. 4lists certain 'blSes notpermitted in any South ofA1arket

13

District. NP in the Article 8 control column ofTables 813 througl1 818 also indicates

14

that the use or feature is not permitted in the applicable South ojAtfarket District.

15
16

# -

See specific provisions listed by section and zoning category number at the .end
of the table.

17

1st - 1st story and below, where applicable.

18

2nd - 2nd story, where applicable.

19

3rd+ - 3rd story and above, where applicable.

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 813. RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT.

22

Residential Enclave Districts (RED) encompass many of the clusters of low-scale,

23

medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow side

24

streets of the South of Market area. Within these predominantly residential enclaves lie a

25

number of vacant parcels, parking lots and other properties in open storage use. These
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1

properties are undeveloped or underdeveloped and are viewed as opportunity sites for new,

2

moderate-income, in-fill housing.
* * * *

3
4

Table 813

5

RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

I Zoning Category

6

No.

7

* * * *

8

USES

9

* * * *

10

Other Uses

11

* * * *

12

813.66

13

* * * *

I Open Air Sales

I § References

I Residential Enclave Controls

I §§

I NP

803.9(ed), 890.38

14
* * * *

15
16

SEC. 814. SPD- SOUTH PARK DISTRICT.

17

* * * *

18

Table 814
SPD- SOUTH PARK DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

19

20
21

22
23

Residential/Service
No.

Zoning Category

§ References
Mixed Use District Controls

Institutions
* * * ** * * *

* * * *

* * * *

24

25
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1

§§ 102.

2

814.23 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 202.2(e)

3

890.133

4

!P-C#

* * * *

* * * ** * * *

* * * *

5
6

7

SEC. 815. RSD RESIDE1VTL4LlSERVICE JJIIXED USE DISTRICT.

8

The Residential/Service Afixed Use District (RSD) runs along Harrison St. between 4th St. and

9

5th St. The RSD serves as a housing opportunity area ·within the South of}..!arket }e/ixed Use Districts.

10

The district controls are intended to facilitate the de-.,·elopment o.fhigh, density, mid rise housing,

11

including residential hotels and live/work units, while also encouraging tlw expansion ofretail,

12

business service and commercial and cultural arts activities. Accessory Dv,;elling Units are permitted

13

within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis Code.

14

Residential hotels are su&ject to flexible standards for parking, rear yard/open space and

15

density. Continuous groundjloor commercia/frontage ·with pedestrian oriented retail activities along

16

major thoroug!1fores is encouraged.

17

General (}ffice, hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult entertainment, massage establishment,

18

movie theaters and heavy industrial uses are not permitted, except that massages services are

19

authorized as a conditional use in the Residential/Senice Afixed Use District ·when provided in

20

conjunction vr'ithfitll service spa services.

21

22

Table 815
RSD RESl-DEV+I:,4LlSER VIbE JJflXED USE Dl.STRJGT- Z(},l}l/NG G(hl}f+R()L 1;4-BI:,E

23
24

Residential/Service
No.

Zoning Category

§References
JJI-ixed Use DisH<ict Confl<ols

25
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1
2

SEC. 816. SLR

SERVICEILIGHTINDUSTRL4L/RESIDEVTL4L llfiXED USE

DISTRICT.

3

The Service/Light Industrial/Residential (SLR) }.fixed Use District is designed to maintain and
w~d business

4

J-0cilitate tlw growth and expansion ofsmall scale lig,'1t industrial, home

5

wholesale distribution, arts production

6

commercial w~d neighborhood serving retail andpersonal service activ·ities ·while protecting existing

7

housing and encouraging the development ofhousing and live/work space at a scale and density

8

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

9

andperformw~ce/exhibition

service,

activities, li'.Je/work use, general

Housing and live/work units are encouraged over groundjloor commercial/service/light

10

industrial activity. }lew residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as m1A'ch

11

mixed income rental housing as possible. Existing group housing and d•~·elling units H'ould be

12

protectedfrom demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use re'.Jiew.

13

Accessory D.velling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to

14

G&de-:

15
16

industrial uses are notpermitted.
Table 816

18

SLR

SERVICE/LUJHTINDUSTRL4L/RESIDEIVTL4L 11/IXED USED DISTRICT

19

Z01¥I1¥G GQ}¥TROL TA&E

No.

§ References

Zoning Galegory

21

Ser.Jice/Light Industrial/
Resitlenlialllmed Use District Controls

22

_An nl~r.
<~u

23

207(c)(4) of this

General office, hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and hemy'

17
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SEC. 817. SLI

SERVICEILI~HTLVDUSTRL4L

DISTRICT.

14
15
16
The Senice/Light Industrial (SLI) District is designed to protect ant[jacilitate the expansion o_f

17
existing general commercial, manuftwturing, home and business service, livelH·ork use, arts uses, light

18
industrial acti-vities and small design professional office firms. Existing group housing and dH·elling

19
units are protectedfrom demolition or conversion to nonresidential use and dewlopment of.group

20
housing and lo·w income affordable dH·elling units are permitted as a conditional use. General office,

21
hotels, movie theatern, nighttime entertainment and adttlt entertainment uses are notpermitted.

22
Accessory DVP·elling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis

23

24

25
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1
2

3

SPECIFIC PROVISHJIVS _.l?()R SLI DISTRICTS
Article Code Other Code
Zoning Controls
Section

Section

4

5
6
7

8
9

10
11
12

13
14

15
16
17

18
19

20
21
22

23
24

SEC. 818. SSO

SERVICEtSEC01VDARY Ol"FICE DISTRICT.

The Service/Secondary Office District (SSG) is designed to accommodate small seale light
indbtStrial, home and business senices, arts activities, lh;e-/work units, and small scale, professional

25
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1

ajjice space and large floor plate "back ajjice" space for sales and clerical •~·ork forces. }lighttime

2

entertainment is permitted as a conditional blse. Dwelling Nnits and group hob/sing are permitted as

3

conditioNal blses. DemolitioN or conversion a} existiNg group hoNsing or dwelling units reqNires

4

coNditional ·use authorization. Accessory DrvelliNg Units are permitted withiN the districtpblrsuant to

5

subsection 207(c)(4) afthis Code.

6
7

8

9
10

Office, geNeral commercial, most retail, service and lig."tt industrial uses are principal permitted
uses. Large hotel, movie theater, adult eNtertaiNment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted.
Small hotels of75 rooms or less are permitted iN this District only as a conditional b/Se. Any
such co11ditional blse authorizatioN reqNires a conditioNal Nsefinding that disallowsprajectproposals
that displace existing ProdblctioN, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses.

11
12

Table 818
SSO

SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICTZ01VING CONTROL TABLE

13
14

Service/Secondary Office District
Zoning Category

§References
Controls

15
16
17
18

19
20

21

22
23

24
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1

2
3
4

5
6

7
8
9
10
11
12

13
14
15

* * * *

16

SEC. 825. DTR- DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS.

17

(a) Description. Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts are transit-oriented, high-

18

density mixed-use residential neighborhoods in and around downtown. These areas are

19

generally transitioning from a variety of commercial and industrial to residential uses. The

20

intent of this district is to enable a mix of new day and nighttime activities, with an emphasis

21

on encouraging new housing within walking distance or a short transit-ride of downtown,

22

supported by a mix of retail, and neighborhood services to meet the needs of residents and

23

the larger downtown community.

24
25

High-density residential uses, including residential towers in select locations, are
allowed and encouraged within the limits set by height and bulk controls. Given the district's
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1

proximity to downtown, a range of commercial uses is permitted on the lower stories, with

2

active pedestrian-oriented retail, service, and entertainment uses on the ground floor. Along

3

special streets, pedestrian-oriented uses are required on the first floor. Ground floor entries to

4

individual dwelling units are encouraged on streets that will become primarily residential.

5

There is generally no pattern of mid-block open space or of rear yards. While lot

6

coverage is limited for all levels with residential uses, traditional rear yard open spaces are not

7

required except in the limited instances where there is an existing pattern of them. Specific

8

height and bulk controls establish appropriate heights for both towers and mid-rise

9

development, and ensure adequate spacing between towers and preserve light and air to

10

streets and open spaces. Setbacks are required where necessary to buffer ground floor

11

residential uses or to ensure sunlight access to streets and open spaces. To support the

12

intensification of land uses in these districts, detailed traffic, streetscape and open space

13

improvements will take place over time.

14

Downtown Residential Districts include all of the individual DTR districts governed this

15

Code except the Transbay Downtown Residential District (TB-DTR), as set forth in Section

16

828, is governed by the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its Development Controls and

17

Design Guidelines.

18

* * * *

19

(c) Use. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is used,

20

occupied, maintained, or leased. Uses in Downtown Residential Districts are either permitted,

21

conditional, accessory, temporary or are not permitted. If there are two or more uses in a

22

structure, any use not classified in Section 825(c)(1)(C) below as accessory will be considered

23

separately as an independent permitted, conditional, temporary or not permitted use.

24

(1) Permitted Uses.

25
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(A) Principal Uses. All uses are permitted as principal uses as of right

1

2

in a Downtown Residential district unless otherwise indicated as a Conditional Use or Not

3

Permitted in this Section 825 of this Code or any other Section governing an individual DTR

4

District. Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided

5

pursuant to Section 803.5 and other applicable provisions of this Code.
(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in a Downtown

6
7

Residential District, when authorized by the Planning Commission; whether a use is

8

conditional in a given district is indicated in the Section of this Code governing the individual

9

DTR District. Conditional uses are subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections

10

178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5 of this Code.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

13

The Mixed Use-General (MUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale,

14

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The MUG

15

is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light industrial,

16

wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general

17

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting

18

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density

19

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

20

Housing is encouraged over ground floor commercial and production, distribution, and

21

repair uses. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as much

22

mixed-income family housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would be

23

protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use

24

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

25

207(c)(4) of this Code.
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1

Hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy

2

industrial uses are not permitted. Office is restricted to the upper floors of multiple story

3

buildings.

4

Table 840

5

MUG- MIXED USE- GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

6

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use- General District
Controls

7
8

Building and Siting Standards

9

* * * *

10

840.01

Height Limit

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Maps 1

11

Map, §§ 249.78,

and 7§ of the Zoning Map

12

260-261.1'

In the Central SoMa SUD,

13

263.20

Prevailing Height and Density

14

limits are determined by Section

15

249.78.

16

Height sculpting required on

17

narrow streets, § 261.1

18

Non-habitable vertical projections

19

permitted,§ 263.20

20

840.02

Bulk Limit

See Zoning Map As shown on Sectional Maps 1

21

§§ 270, 270.1'

and 7§ of the Zoning Map

22

270.2

Horizontal mass reduction

23

required, § 270.1 Mid-block alleys

24

required, §270.2

25
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1

840.03

2

Non-residential density

§§ 102.9, 123,

In the Central SoMa SUD,

limit

124, 127, 128.1'

Prevailing Height and Ddensity

249.78

limits are-is determined by

3
4

Sections 128.1 and 249.78.

5

Elsewhere. gGenerally contingent

6

upon permitted height, per

7

Section 124

8

* * * *

9

840.04

Setbacks

§§ 132.4, 134,

Generally required

10

136, 136.2, 144,

11

145.1

12

* * * *

13

840.09

14
15

Residential to non-

* * * *

§ 135, 136, 427

publicly accessible. In the Central
840.11

for Dwelling Units
SoMa SUD, buildings taller than 160
and Group Housing

19

feet ma~ also Qa~ the in-lieu fee-:840.12

21

22

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq. ft. per unit if

Usable Open Space

17

20

None

residential ratio

16

18

§ 803.8-(ef9(a)

Usable Open Space

§ 135.3, 426

use; may also pay in-lieu fee

for Non-Residential
840.12A

Privately-Owned

Required; amount varies based on

§§ 138, 426

Required in the Central SoMa SUD

23

Public 0Qen SQace

with the construction of a new building

24

(POPOS)

or an addition of 50,000 gross square

25

feet or more of Non-Residential Use.
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1

Retail, Institutional, and PDR uses are

2

exempt. Ratio of square feet of open

3

space to gross floor area is 1:50 feet

4

except that one square foot of the

5

foiiO'vving amenities shall count as 1.33

6

square feet: playgrounds, community

7

gardens, sport courts or dog runs are

8

provided;

9
10

ma~

also

pa~

in-lieu fee

* * * *
840.14A Street Frontage

11

§§ 145.1' 249.78

Required. 17' ground floor height
required for PDR uses in the Central

Requirements

12

SoMa SUD; 14' ground floor height

13

required for all other uses in the

14

Central SoMa SUD

15

840.15

Street Frontage,

16

Ground Floor

17

Commercial

18

840.16

19
20

840.17

§ 155(r)

840.18

Large Project

Brannan Street, between 2nd Street
and 6th Street

§ 155(u)

Required in the Central SoMa SUD for
projects of 100,000 sq. ft. or more.

and Operations Plan

23
24

Driveway Loading

Brannan Street, between 3rd Street
and 4th Street.

Restrictions

21

22

Vehicular Access

§ 145.4

§ 329

Required pursuant to Section 329.

General Plan

Subject to the Urban Design

Commerce and

Guidelines; and, in the Central SoMa

Authorization
840.19

Design Guidelines

25
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1

Industry Element:

SUD. subject to the Central SoMa

2

Central SoMa

Guide to Urban Design

3

Plan

4

840.20

Lot coverage

§ 249.78

In the Central SoMa SUD. limited to

5

80 percent at all residential levels,

6

except that on levels in which all

7

residential units face onto a public

8

right-of-way, 100% lot coverage may

9

occur. The unbuilt portion of the lot

10

shall be open to the sky except for

11

those obstructions permitted in yards

12

pursuant to Section 136(c) of this

13

Code. Where there is a pattern of mid-

14

block open space for adjacent

15

buildings, the unbuilt area of the new

16

project shall be designed to adjoin that

17

mid-block open space.

18

Residential Uses

19

840.210

Dwelling Units

§ 102-:-1

p

20

NP, except Group Housing uses that

21

are also defined as Student Housing,

22
23

840.2~4

§§ 249.78(cl(8},

Senior Housing, or Residential Care

890.88(b)

Facility, are designated for persons

Group Housing

24

with disabilities, are designated for

25

Transition Age Youth, or are
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1

contained in buildings that consist of

2

100% affordable units.

3

NP, exceQt in buildings that consist of

§§ 249.78(c)(7),
4

840.2~2

100% affordable units, as defined in

SRO Units
890.88(c)

5

Section 249.78(c)(7).

6

§§ 102,
840.2~~

Homeless Shelters

7

890.88(d)

8

Dwelling Unit

§§ 124, 207.5,

Density Limit

208

840.2~4

9

No density limit #

10

At least 40% of all dwelling units must

11
12

contain two or more bedrooms or 30%
840.2§9

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6
of all dwelling units must contain three

13

or more bedrooms.

14
15

Afford ability

§ 415

840.2Ze
Residential

Restrictions apply; see criteria of
840.2§,+

Demolition or
Conversion

19

* * * *

20

Institutions

21

* * * *

22

24
25

§ 317
Section 317

18

23

15% onsite/20% off-site

Requirements

16
17

p

Medical Cannabis

§§ 102, 202.2(e),

C in the Central SoMa SUD; P

Dispensary

890.133

elsewhere

840.36
* * * *

Retail Sales and Services
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All Retail Sales and

§§ 121.6,

P up to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot;

2

Services whiehthat are

803.9(ig),

above 25,000 gross sq. ft.

3

not listed below

890.104,

permitted only if the ratio of other

890.116

permitted uses to retail is at least

1

840.45

4
5
6

3:1.
840.46

Formula Retail

7

§§ 102, 249.78,

In the Central SoMa SUD, NP for

303, 303.1

Restaurants, Limited Restaurants,

8

and Bars; C for all other Formula

9

Retail Uses. Elsewhere, C for all

10

Formula Retail Uses. If approved,

11

subject to size controls in Section

12

840.45.

13
14

* * * *

15

Assembly, Recreation, Arts and Entertainment

16

* * * *

17
18

Nighttime

§§ 102.17, 181(ft

P in Central SoMa SUD;

Entertainment

249.78, 803.5(b)

NP elsewhere

840.56

19

* * * *

20

Office

21

* * * *

22

840.65A

Services, Professional;

§§ 890.108,

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

23

Services Financial;

890.110,

803.9(h.t). P on the ground floor

24

Services Medical

890.114

when primarily open to the

25
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1

general public on a client-oriented

2

basis.

3

840.66

All Other Office Uses

4

5

* * * *

6

Other Uses

7

* * * *

8

840.96

Open Air Sales

9

§§ 803.9(h.t),

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

890.70, 890.118

803.9(h.t)

§§ 803.9(e.4),

p

890.38

10

*

11

804.98

*

*

*

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 803. 9(b),

12

including Automated

890.140

13

Bank Teller Machine

14

*

p

* * *

15
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT

16

Section

17
18

§

840.2~4

Zoning Controls

§ 207(c)(4)

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

19

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the MUG -

20

Mixed Use-General District.

21

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined

22

in Section 102 and meeting the requirements of

23

Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed

24

within an existing building in areas that allow

25
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1

residential use or within an existing and authorized

2

auxiliary structure on the same lot.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 841. MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

5

The Mixed Use-Residential District (MUR) serves es e buffer ben1·eeJq the higher density,

6

predominantly commercial eree ofYerbe Buena Center to the eest mqd the lower scale, mixed use

7

service/industrial end housing eree v.·est (}}Sixth Street.

8
9

The AfUR serves es e major housing opportunity eree within the eestern portion of the South of
A1arket. The district controls ere is intended to facilitate the development of high-density, mid-

10

rise housing, including family-sized housing and residential hotels. The district is also

11

designed to encourage the expansion of retail, business service and commercial and cultural

12

arts activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to

13

subsection 207(c)(4) of this _Code.

14

Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail activities

15

along major thoroughfares is encouraged. Hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult

16

entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. Office is limited by residential-to-

17

non residential ratio in new construction.

18

19

Table 841

20

MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

21

No.

Zoning Category

22
23

Building and Siting Standards

24

841.01

Height Limit

25
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1

249.78, 260-

In the Central SoMa SUD, Prevailing

2

261.1' 263.20

Height and Density limits are determined

3

by Section 249.78.

4

Height sculpting required on narrow

5

streets, § 261.1 Non-habitable vertical

6

projections permitted, § 263.20

7

841.02

Bulk Limit

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Maps 1 and 8..J.-tmd

8

Map.§§ 270,

::; of the Zoning Map Horizontal mass

9

270.1' 270.2

reduction required,§ 270.1 Mid-block

10

alleys required, § 270.2

11

In the Central SoMa SUD, Prevailing

12

Non-residential

§§ 102.9,

Height and Daensity limits are f&

13

density limit

123, 124,

determined by Sections 128.1 and

14

127, 128.1,

249.78. Elsewhere, gGenerally

15

249.78

contingent upon permitted height, per

841.03

16

Section 124

17

* * * *

18

841.04

Setbacks

§§ 132.4,

19

134, 136,

20

136.2, 144,

21

145.1

22

* * * *

23

841.09

24
25

Residential to non-

§ 803.8(d)9(a)

residential ratio

Generally required

3 sq.ft. of residential for every 1 sq.ft. of
other permitted use.

* * * *
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1

Usable Open

§135~

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq.ft. per unit if

2

Space for Dwelling

-

427

publicly accessible. In the Central SoMa

841.11

3

Units and Group

SUD. buildings taller than 160 feet may

4

Housing

also

5

Usable Open

Qa~

the in-lieu fee.

Required; amount varies based on use;

6

841.12

Space for Non-

§ 135.3, 426
may also pay in-lieu fee

7
8

Residential
841.12A

9

10

Privatei~-Owned

§§ 138, 426

Required in the Central SoMa SUD with

Public 0Qen SQace

the construction of a new building or an

(POPOS)

addition of 50,000 gross square feet or

11

more of Non-Residential Use. Retail,

12

InstitutionaL and PDR Uses are exemQt.

13

Ratio of square feet of OQen SQace to

14

gross floor area is 1:50 feet except that

15

one square foot of the following amenities

16

shall count as 1.33 square feet:

17

playgrounds, community gardens, sport

18

courts or dog runs are provided;

19

Qa~

ma~

also

in-lieu fee

20
21

* * * *

22

841.15

Street Frontage,

§ 145.4

3rd Street, between Folsom Street and

23

Ground Floor

Townsend Street; 4th Street, between

24

Commercial

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom

25

Street, between 4th Street and 6th Street.
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1

841.16

2

Vehicular Access

§ 155(r)

3rd Street. between Folsom Street and
Townsend Street; 4th Street, between

Restrictions

3

Folsom Street and Townsend Street;

4

Folsom Street. between 4th Street and

5

5th Street.

6

841.17

Driveway Loading

7

and Operations

8

Plan

9

§ 155(u)

Required in the Central SoMa SUD for
projects of 100,000 sq. ft. or more.

§ 329

Required pursuant to Section 329.

General Plan

Subject to the Urban Design Guidelines;

12

Commerce

and, in the Central SoMa SUD, subject to

13

and lndustrv

the Central SoMa Guide to Urban Design

14

Element;

15

Central SoMa

16

Plan

841.18

10

11

17

Large Project
Authorization

841.19

841.20

Design Guidelines

Lot coverage

§ 249.78

In the Central SoMa SUD, limited to 80

18

percent at all residential levels, except

19

that on levels in which all residential units

20

face onto a public right-of-way, 100% lot

21

coverage may occur. The unbuilt portion

22

of the lot shall be open to the sky except

23

for those obstructions permitted in yards

24

pursuant to Section 136(c) of this Code.

25

Where there is a pattern of mid-block
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1

open space for adjacent buildings. the

2

unbuilt area of the new project shall be

3

designed to adjoin that mid-block open

4

space.

5

Residential Uses

6

841.21G

Dwelling Units

§ 102-:7

p

7

NP. except Group Housing uses that are

8

also defined as Student Housing. Senior

9
10

841.2~4

Group Housing

11

§§

Housing. or Residential Care Facility. are

249.78(c)(8).

designated for persons with disabilities.

890.88(b)

are designated for Transition Age Youth.

12

or are contained in buildings that consist

13

of 100% affordable units.

14

§§

NP. except in buildings that consist of

249.78(c)(7),

100% affordable units, as defined in

16

890.88(c)

Section 249.78(c)(7).

17

§§ 102,

15

18

841.2~~

841.2~~

Homeless Shelters
Dwelling Unit

§§ 124,

Density Limit

207.5, 208

No density limit #

841.2§4

21

At least 40% of all dwelling units must

22
23

p

890.88(d)

19
20

SRO Units

contain two or more bedrooms or 30% of
841.2§5

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6
all dwelling units must contain three or

24

more bedrooms.

25
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1

Afford ability

§ 415

841.2Ze

2

Requirements

3

Residential

Restrictions apply, see Section 415

Restrictions apply; see criteria of Section

4

841.2§7

Demolition or

§ 317
317

5

Conversion

6

* * * *

7

Institutions

8

* * * *

9
10

§§ 102,
Medical Cannabis
202.2(e),

841.36

C in the Central SoMa SUD; P elsewhere

Dispensary

11

890.133

12

* * * *

13

Retail Sales and Services

14

* * * *

15

841.46

§ 102,

In the Central SoMa SUD, NP for

16

249.78, 303,

Restaurants, Limited Restaurants, and

17

303.1

Bars; C for all other Formula Retail Uses.

Formula Retail

18

Elsewhere, C for all Formula Retail Uses.

19

If approved, subject to size controls in

20

Section 8401.45.

21

* * * *

22

841.52

Cannabis Retail

§§ 102,

23

202.2(a),

24

890.125

25

C in the Central SoMa SUD; P elsewhere

Assembly, Recreation, Arts and Entertainment
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1

* * * *

2

Nighttime

§§ 102.17, 181(fL

P in Central SoMa SUD;

Entertainment

249.78, 803.5(b)

NP elsewhere

841.56

3
4

* * * *

5

Other Uses

6

* * * *

7

841.96

Open Air Sales

8

§ 803.9(ed),
890.38

9

* * * *

10

841.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 890.140,

11

including

803.9(b),

12

Automated Bank

13

Teller Machine

14

p

p

* * * *

15
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR MUR- RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

16

18

Zoning Controls

Section

17

§

841.2~4

§ 207(c)(4)

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

19

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the MUR-

20

Mixed Use-Residential District.

21

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined

22

in Section 102 and meeting the requirements of

23

Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed

24

within an existing building in areas that allow

25
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1

residential use or within an existing and authorized

2

auxiliary structure on the same lot.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 842. MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

5

The Mixed Use-Office (MUO) runs predominantly along tlw 2nd Street corridor in t."ze Sout."z

6

of},farket area. The A/UO is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-

7

scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment and small tourist hotels are

8

permitted as a conditional use. Large tourist hotels are permitted as a conditional use in

9

certain height districts. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted, while demolition or

10

conversion of existing dwelling units or group housing requires conditional use authorization.

11

Family-sized housing is encouraged. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district

12

pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

13
14

Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are
also principal permitted uses. Adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted.

15
16

Table 842

17

MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

18

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

19

Controls

20

Building and Siting Standards

21

* * * *

22

842.06

23
24

Mixed Use Office District

Parking and Loading

§ 155(r)

Access: Prohibition

None. 4th Street between Bryant
and Te·w1qsend Streets

* * * *

25
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§ 803.8-(ef9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 890.104,

p

6

Services whiehthat are not

890.116, 803.9(ig),

7

listed below

121.6

1

842.09

2

Residential to nonresidential ratio

3

* * * *

4

Retail Sales and Services

5

842.45

8

* * * *

9

Other Uses

10

* * * *

11

842.96

Open Air Sales

12

§§ 803.9(ed),
890.38

13

* * * *

14

842.98

Walk-up Facility, including

§§-890.140,

15

Automated Bank Teller

803.9(b)

16

Machine

17
18

p

p

* * * *
* * * *

19

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT.

20

The Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while

21

maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to

22

serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern

23

Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair

24

uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse,

25

and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, and nighttime
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1

entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability requirements.

2

Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted to the

3

upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in

4

this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as

5

expressed in this Section and in the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted

6

within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

7
8

Table 843

9

UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

10

No.

§

Zoning Category

11

Urban Mixed Use District Controls

References

12

Building and Siting Standards

13

* * * *

14

843.09

15

Residential to non-

§

residential ratio

803.8(ej9(a)

16

* * * *

17

Retail Sales and Services

18

843.45

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 890.104,

Pup to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot;

19

Services ·which that are

890.116,

above 25,000 gross sq. ft. per lot

20

not listed below

803.9(ig),

permitted only if the ratio of other

121.6

permitted uses to retail is at least 3:1. P

21
22

up to 3,999 gross sq.ft. per use; Cover

23

4,000 gross sq.ft. per use.

24

* * * *

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

247

Page 218

1

843.51

Gyms

2

§§ 218(d),

Pup to 3,999 gross sq. ft. per use; C

803.9(ig)

over 4,000 gross sq. ft. per use. Not

3

subject to 3:1 ratio, per Sec. 803.9(ig)

4

* * * *

5

Office

6

* * * *

7

843.65A

Services, Professional;

§§ 890.108,

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

8

Services Financial;

890.110,

803.9(h1). P on the ground floor when

9

Services Medical

890.114

primarily open to the general public on a

10

11

client-oriented basis.

§§

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

12

803.9(h1),

803.9(ltt)

13

890.70,

14

890.118

843.66

All 6lQther Office Uses

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

* * * *

18

843.96

Open Air Sales

p

§§

19

803.9(ed),

20

890.38

21

* * * *

22

843.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 890.140,

23

including Automated

803.9(b),

24

Bank Teller Machine

25

p

* * * *
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*

1

* * *

2

SEC. 844. WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

3

The WSoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale,

4

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The

5

WMUG is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light

6

industrial, wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general

7

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting

8

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density

9

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

10

* * * *

11

Table 844

12

WMUG- WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

13

Zoning Category

No.

§ References

WSoMa Mixed Use-General District

14

Controls

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

844.96

§§ 803.9(ed),

Pup to 10,000 gsf per lot.

890.38

NP above.

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 803. 9(b),

p

21

including Automated

890.140

22

Bank Teller Machine

Open Air Sales

18
19

* * * *

20

844.98

23

* * * *

24

* * * *

25

SEC. 845. WMUO- WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.
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The WSoMa Mixed Use-Office (WMUO) runs predominantly along the Townsend

1
2

Street corridor between 4th Street and 7th Street and on 11th Street, from Harrison Street to

3

the north side of Folsom Street. The WMUO is designed to encourage office uses along with

4

small-scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment is permitted, although

5

limited by buffers around RED and RED-MX districts.
* * * *

6

7

Table 845

8

WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

9

Zoning Category

No.

§ References

WSOMA Mixed Use-Office

10

District Controls

11

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS

12

* * * *

13

845.09

§ 803.8(ej9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 121.6,

P up 10 10,000 gsf per lot;

18

Services wffl.ehthat are not

803.9(ig),

Cup to 25,000 gsf;

19

listed below

890.104

NP above

§§ 803.9(e.4),

p

14

Residential to nonresidential ratio

15

* * * *

16

Retail Sales and Services

17

845.45

20

* * * *

21

Other Uses

22

* * * *

23

845.96

Open Air Sales

24
25

890.38
* * * *
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Walk-up Facility, including

§§ 803.9(b),

2

Automated Bank Teller

890.140

3

Machine

1

4

845.98

p

* * * *

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 846. SALI -SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

7

The Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALI) District is largely comprised of low-scale

8

buildings with production, distribution, and repair uses. The district is designed to protect and

9

facilitate the expansion of existing general commercial, manufacturing, home and business

10

service, and light industrial activities, with an emphasis on preserving and expanding arts

11

activities. Nighttime Entertainment is permitted although limited by buffers around RED and

12

RED-MX districts. Residential Uses, Offices, Hotels, and Adult Entertainment uses are not

13

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

14

207(c)(4) of this Code.

15
16

Table 846

17

SALI -SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

18

No.

Zoning Category

19

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS

20

* * * *

21

846.09

22

Residential to non-

§ References

§ 803.8fe)-9(a)

SALI District Controls

None

residential ratio

23

* * * *

24

Institutions

25

* * * *
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1

846.36

2

Medical Cannabis

§§ 102.

C in the Central SoMa SUD: P #

Dispensary

202.2(e).

elsewhere

890.133

3

4

5
6

7

* * * *

Retail Sales and Services
* * * *

846.52

Cannabis Retail

8

C in the Central SoMa SUD; P #

202.2(a),

elsewhere

890.125

9
10

§§ 102.

* * * *

11

Office

12

* * * *

13

846.65b

14

803.9({~).

§§

Hall of Justice

822

to §

§§ 803.9(e.d),

P up to 10,000 gsf per lot;

890.38

Cup to 25,000 gsf;

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

* * * *

18

846.96

Open Air Sales

19

803.9({~)

NP above

20
21

* * * *

22

846.98

Walk-up Facility, including

§§ 803.9(b),

23

Automated Bank Teller

890.140

24

Machine

25

P in Special Use District, pursuant

Office Uses Related to the

p

* * * *
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 847. RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT.

3

Residential Enclave-Mixed Districts (RED-MX) encompass some of the clusters of low-

4

scale, medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow

5

side streets of the Western SoMa area. Many parcels in these residential enclaves are

6

underdeveloped and represent opportunities for new residential and low-intensity commercial

7

uses.

8

* * * *

9

Table 847

10

RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

11

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Residential Enclave-Mixed
Controls

12

13

* * * *

14

Other Uses

15

847.66

Open Air Sales

16

§§ 803.9(e.d),

P up to 1,250 gsf per lot;

890.38

C above;

17
18

NP above 1 FAR

* * * *

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

21

The Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office (CMUO) extends predominantly between 2nd Street and

22

6th Street in the South o[Market area. The CMUO is designed to encourage a mix o[residential and

23

non-residential uses, including office, retail, light industrial, arts activities, nighttime entertainment,

24

and tourist hotels.

25
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1

Table 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL

2

TABLE

3
4

Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office District Controls

5

Zoning Category

6

BUILDINGSTANDA

7

Massing and Setbacks

8

Height and Bulk Limits.

§ Reterences

Controls

§§ 102, 105,

Varies. See Height and Bulk Map Sheets

106, 249.78,

HT01 and HT07. In the Central SoMa

10

250-252,

SUD, Prevailing Height and Density

11

260, 261.1,

limits are determined by Section

12

263.20,

249.78. Height sculpting required and

13

263.30, 270,

additional bulk limits pursuant to §270,·

14

270.1, 270.2,

Non-habitable vertical projections

15

271. See also

permitted pursuant to §263.20:

16

Height and

additional height permissible pursuant to

17

Bulk District

§263.30; horizontal mass reduction

18

Maps

required pursuant to §270.1,· and Mid-

S

9

19

block alleys required pursuant to §270.2.

20

5 Foot Height Bonus {or Ground Floor

21

Commercial

22

Setbacks

§ 263.20

NP

§§132.4,

Generally required. Along 4th Street

23

134, 136,

south o[Bryant Street, required by a

24

144, 145.1

minimum depth offjye f§et, from

25
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1

sidewalk grade up to a minimum height

2

of_25 fj!et.

3

4
5
6
7
8

Street Frontage and Public Realm

§ 138.1

Required

Street Frontage Requirements

§ 145.1

Required

Street Frontage, Ground Floor

§ 145.4

2nd Street, on the west side, between

Streetscape and Pedestrian
Improvements

Dow Place and Townsend Street,· 3rd

Commercial

9

Street, between Folsom Street and

10

Townsend Street; 4th Street, between

11

Folsom and Townsend Streets,· Folsom

12

Street, between 4th and 6th Streets:

13

Brannan Street, between 3rd Street and

14

4th Street,· Townsend Street, on the north

15
16

side, between 2nd Street and 4th Street.
Vehicular Access Restrictions

§ 155{r)

17

Townsend Streets; 4th Street between

18

Folsom and Townsend Streets,· Folsom

19

Street from 4th Street to 5th Street,·

20

Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th

21

Street,· and Townsend Street fi.om 2nd

22

23

3rd Street between Folsom and

Street to 6th Street.
Driveway Loading and Operations Plan

§ 155(u)

24

Required for projects of_l 00, 000 sq. fi.
or more.

25
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1

Miscellaneous

2

Lot Size {Per Develo12.mentl

~

3

Planned Unit Develo12.ment

~

4

Large Project Authorization

~329

102, 303

N/A

304

NP
Required for new construction greater

5

than 85 teet in height,· additions to an

6

existing building with a height o(85 teet

7

or less resulting in a total building

8

height greater than 85 feet; or the net

9

addition or new construction o(more

10

than 50,000 gross square (§et.

11

Awning and CanOf2.J!.

~

136.1

p

12

Marquee

~

136.1

NP

13

Signs

§§ 262, 602-

14

604,

15

607, 607.2,

16

608, 609

17

General Advertising Signs

~

607.2.

§§ 262, 602. 7 NP

18

604,

19

608, 609,

20

610, 611

21

As 12.ermitted bY.

General Plan

Subject to the Urban Design Guidelines

22

Commerce

and Central SoMa Guide to Urban

23

and IndustrY.

Design.

24

Element,·

Design Guidelines

25
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1

Central SoMa

2

3
4
5

6
7

8
9
10

Development Standards
Usable Open Space [Per Dwelling Unit

§§ 135, 136,

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq. ft. per unit if

and Group Housing]

427

publicly accessible,· buildings taller than
160 feet may also pay in-lieu fee.

11
12

O(f-Street Parking

13
14
15

§.§:_ 150,

Car parking not required. Limits set

151.1, 153,

forth in §151.1. Bicycle Parking

156'--4-64-,

required pursuant to §155.2. !(car

166, 167

parking is provided, car share spaces
are required when a project has 50 units

16

or more pursuant to §166.

17
18

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

At least 40% o(all dwelling units shall
contain two or more bedrooms, 30% of

19

all dwelling units shall contain three or

20

more bedrooms, or 35% o(all dwelling

21

units shall contain two or more

22

bedrooms with at least 10% containing

23

three or more bedrooms.

24
25
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1

Lot coverage

§ 249.78

Limited to 80 percent at all residential

2

levels, except that on levels in which

3

all residential units face onto a public

4

right-of-way, 100% lot coverage may

5

occur. The unbuilt portion of the lot

6

shall be open to the sky except for

7

those obstructions permitted in yards

8

pursuant to Section 136(c) of this

9

Code. Where there is a pattern of

10

mid-block open space for adjacent

11

buildings, the unbuilt area of the new

12

project shall be designed to adjoin

13

that mid-block open space.

14

Use Characteristics

15

Single Room Occu72ancy_

§ 102

p

16

Student Housing

§ 102

p

17

Residential Uses

18

Residential Uses

§ 102

p

19

Dwelling Units, Senior Housing, and

§207

No residential density limit by_ lot area.

20

Group Housing

Density restricted by_ physical envelope

21

controls o[height, bulk, setbacks, open

22

space, exposure and other applicable

23

controls o[this and other Codes, as well

24

as by_ applicable design guidelines,

25

applicable elements and area plans o[
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1

the General Plan, and design review by

2

the Planning De72artment.

3
4

5
NP. except Group Housing uses that

6
are also defined as Student Housing.

7
Senior Housing, or Residential Care

§§

8
9

Facilit~,

Group Housing

are designated for persons

249.78(c)(8),
with disabilities, are designated for
890.88(b)

10

Transition Age Youth, or are

11
contained in buildings that consist of
12
100% affordable units.

13

§§

14

15

NP, except in buildings that consist
SRO Units

of 100% affordable units.
890.88(c)

16
17

249.78(c)(7),

Accessory Dwelling Units

18

§§ 102,

P within the existing building envelo72e.

207(c){4)

1 ADU allowed in buildings with 4 or

19

fewer Dwelling units. No limit in

20

buildings with 5 or more Dwelling Units.

21

ADUs may not eliminate or reduce

22

ground-story retail or commercial

23

s72aces.

24

25
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1

Homeless Shelters

§§ 102, 208

Density limits regulated by the

2

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article

3

XIII

4

Loss o[_Dwelling Units

5

Residential Conversion, Demolition, or

6

Merger

§317

c

§§ 102, 123,

No FAR Limitln the Central SoMa

124, 128.1,

SUD, Prevailing Height and Density

249.78

limits are determined by Section

7

8
9
10

11
12

Development Standards
Floor Area Ratio

13
14

249.78, subject to the requirements

15

of Section 128. in the Central SoMa

16

17
18

Restrictions on some Retail Sales and

Use Size

Service Uses. (1)

19
20

Off-Street Parking,

21

22
23

§§ 145.1,

Car parking not required. Limits set

150, 151.1,

forth in§ 151.1. Bicycle parking

153-156, 166,

required pursuant to § 155.2. Car share

204.5

spaces required when a project has 25
or more parking spaces pursuant to§

24

25
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1

Off-Street Freight Loading

§§ 150,

2

152.1, 153-

3

155, 161,

4

204.5

5

Useable Open Space

§§ 135.3, 426

6

Pursuant to§ 152.1.

Required,· amount varies based on use;
mav..J2.aJ!.. in-lieu &e.

7

Privately-Owned Public Open Space

8

(POPOS)

§§ 138, 426

Required with the construction of a
new building or an addition of 50,000

9

gross square feet or more of Non-

10

Residential use. Retail, institutional,

11

and PDR uses are exempt. Ratio of

12

square feet of open space to gross

13

floor area is 1 :50 feet except that one

14

square foot of the follm.ving amenities

15

shall count as 1.33 square feet:

16

playgrounds, community gardens,

17

sport courts or dog runs are

18

provided; may also pay in-lieu fee

19

Commercial Use Characteristics

20

Drive-up FacilitJ!.

§ 102

NP

21

Formula Retail

§§ 102, 303,

NP tor Restaurants, Limited Restaurants,

303.1

and Bars. C tor all other Formula Retail

22

23

Uses.

24

Hours o[_ Operation

§ 102

No Restrictions

25

Maritime Use

§ 102

NP
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1

012en Air Sales

§ 102

p

2

Outdoor Activit)!_ Area

§ 102

p

3

Walk-ue F acilitJ!_

§ 102

p

4

Agricultural Use Categon:.

5

Agricultural Uses*

§§ 102,

f_

6
7

202.2(c2
Agriculture, Large Scale Urban

8
9

§§ 102,

c

202.2(c2
Automotive Use CategorY.

10

Automotive Uses*

§102

p

11

Parking Garage, Private

§ 102

12

Parking Garage, Public

§ 102

c
c

13

Parking Lot, Private

§§ 102, 142,

NP

14
15

156
ParkingLot, Public

16
17
18
19
20
21

22
23
24

§§ 102, 142,

NP

156
Service, Motor Vehicle Tow

§ 102

Services, Ambulance

§ 102

Vehicle Storage Garage

§ 102

c
c
c

Vehicle Storage Lot

§ 102

NP

Entertainment and Recreation Use CategorY.
Entertainment and Recreation Uses*

§ 102

p

Entertainment, Nighttime

§ 102

P(42

Entertainment, Outdoor

§ 102

NP

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

262

Page 233

1

072en Recreation Area

§ 102

liE

2

S72orts Stadium

§ 102

NP

3

Industrial Use CategorJ!.

4

Industrial Uses*

§§ 102,

NP

5
6

202.2(_d1
Food ,Fiber and Beverage Processing 1

7
8

§§ 102,

f..

202.2(_d1
Manufacturing. Light

9

§§ 102,

f..

202.2(_d1

10

Institutional Use CategorJ!.

11

Institutional Uses*

§ 102

p

12

Hos72ital

§ 102

c

13

Medical Cannabis Dis72ensary

§§ 102,

P.C
-

14

202.2(_e1

15

Sales and Service Use CategorJ!.

16

Retail Sales and Service Uses*

§ 102

POl

Adult Business

§ 102

NP

Animal Hos.[!ital

§ 102

p

Bar

§§ 102,

P(_l)(_31

17
18
19
20
21

202.2(_a1

Cannabis Retail

22

c

202.2(a),

23
24

§§ 102,

890.125
Hotel

§ 102

C(_2)

25
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1

Kennel

§ 102

p

2

Massage Establishment

§ 102

NP

3

Mortuary_

§ 102

NP

4

Motel

§§ 102,

NP

5
6

202.2Ca2
Restaurant

7
8

§§ 102,

P02C32

202.2Ca2
Restaurant, Limited

9

§§ 102,

P02C32

202.2Ca2

10

Storage, Sel[

§ 102

NP

11

Trade Shol2

§ 102

p

12

Non-Retail Sales and Service

§ 102

p

13

Utilitv and In(!astructure Use Categp!J!.

14

Utilitv and In(!astructure*

§ 102

p

15

Internet Service Exchange

§ 102

c

16

Power Plant

§ 102

NP

Public Utilities Yard

§ 102

NP

Wireless Telecommunications Services

§102

CC52

17

18
19
20
21

22
23

24

Faciliry
*Not Listed Below
0 2 P Ul2 to 25,000 gross sq. [t. lJ_er lot; above 25,000 gross sq. [t. lJ_er lot Qermitted only_ ifthe ratio
of other lJ_ermitted uses to retail is at least 3:1.
(22 Not subtect to ratio requirements ofO 2above, [2Ursuant to § 803. 9(g).

02 Formula Retail NP.

25
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1

(4) P in the area bounded by bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street, and Townsend Street,·

2

C elsewhere.

3

(5) C i[a Macro WTS Facility,· P i[a Micro WTS Facility.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 890.37. ENTERTAINMENT, OTHER.

6

In the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, a retail use, other than adult entertainment, as

7

defined in Section 890.36 of this Code, which provides live entertainment, including dramatic

8

and musical performances, and/or provides amplified taped music for dancing on the

9

premises, including but not limited to Places of Entertainment and Limited Live Performance

10

Locales, as defined in Section 1060 of the Police Code. Other entertainment also includes a

11

bowling alley, billiard parlor, shooting gallery, skating rink and other commercial recreational

12

activity, but it excludes amusement game arcades, as defined in Section 890.4 of this Code

13

and regulated in Section 1036 of the Police Code. For South ofA1arket Districts, see &ction

14

102.17.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 890.116. SERVICE, PERSONAL.

17

A retail use which provides grooming services to the individual, including salons,

18

cosmetic services, tattoo parlors, and health spas, excluding massage establishments subject to

19

Section 218.1 ofthis Code located rfiithin South ofA1arket Districts, or instructional services not

20

certified by the State Educational Agency, such as art, dance, exercise, martial arts, and

21

music classes, except that in the South ofA1arket Districts, arts activities falling rFithin &ction 102.2

22

shall not be consideredpersonal services.

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 890.124. TRADE SHOP.

25
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1

A retail service use which provides custom-crafted goods and/or services for sale

2

directly to the consumer, reserving some storefront space for display and retail service; if

3

conducted within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or exits

4

required by law located within 50 feet of any R District. A trade shop includes, but is not

5

limited to:

6

* * * *

7

(g) Within the South of},/arket Districts, arts acth>'ities falling rFithin Section 102.2 shall1wt be

8
9

considered trade shops.

fhj--Within South o.fAfarket and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, this use

10

shall include the offices of building, plumbing, electrical, painting, masonry, roofing, furnace or

11

pest control contractors and storage of incidental equipment and supplies used by them, if

12

located entirely within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or

13

exits required by law within 50 feet of an R District. No processing of building materials, such

14

as mixing of concrete or heating of asphalt shall be conducted on the premises. Parking,

15

loading and unloading of all vehicles used by the contractor shall be located entirely within the

16

building containing the use.

17

(ih.) Within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, it does not include any shop which

18

uses a single machine of more than five horsepower capacity, or a shop in which the

19

mechanical equipment, together with related floor space used primarily by the operators of

20

such equipment, occupies in the aggregate more than 1/3 of the total Qgross Efloor A_area of

21

the use. A trade shop is distinct from light manufacturing, as defined in Section 890.54(a) of

22

this Code.

23
24
25

Section 5. This section is uncodified. Applicable provisions of the Planning Code shall
apply to a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035, except as otherwise provided in this
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1

Section. In the event of a conflict between other provisions of the Planning Code and this

2

Section, this Section shall control. For a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035, the

3

following controls shall apply, provided the project meets its lnclusionary Housing

4

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

5

(a) A 5-foot setback is required for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage along

6

Fourth Street, and a 25-foot setback is required for the Tower Portion for the entire southwest

7

property line frontage directly opposite the property at Block 3786, Lot 322.

8
9
10
11

(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.

12

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

13

(e) Pursuant to the Large Project Authorization process in Section 329, the Planning

14

Commission shall evaluate the design of the project and make recommendations to alleviate

15

the appearance of the expanded tower bulk and floorplate, and to address the limited tower

16

separation between the project and the adjacent development at Block 3786, lot 322.

17
18

Section 56. Non SeverabilityEffect of Litigation. lfln the event that any person or entity

19

files a la•.vsuit in any court challenging any new development requirement imposed by this

20

ordinanceas part of the Central SoMa Plan that generates revenue to fund the Central SoMa

21

Public Benefits Program, contained in the Central SoMa Implementation Program; any

22

subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or \Nord thereof; or any application thereof to any

23

person or circumstance is held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a decision of a court of

24

competent jurisdiction, such decision shall render the remaining portions or applications of the

25

ordinance invalid. The Board of Supervisors hereby declares that it would not have passed
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1

this ordinance, and each and every section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, and 'Nord

2

not declared invalid or unconstitutional, vvithout the sections of this ordinance imposing such

3

ne'N development requirements. then upon the service of such lawsuit upon the City and

4

County of San Francisco, all applications for projects that could not be approved but for the

5

adoption of this ordinance and that have not yet received a first construction document \Viii be

6

suspended until there is a final judgment in the lawsuit in all courts and the validity of the

7

challenged provision(s) specified in this Section is upheld.

8
Section +6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after

9
10

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the

11

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

12

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

13
14

Section

6+8Z.

Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of

15

Supervisors intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections,

16

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

17

Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board

18

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

19

appears under the official title of the ordinance.

20

21
22

23
24

25

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

~}4/
t;:>'tt>f fi; l
VICTORfA WONG
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01320955.docx
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FILE NO. 180184

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(Amended in Board, 11/27/2018)
[Administrative Code, Planning Code - Central SoMa Plan]
Ordinance amending the Administrative Code and Planning Code to give effect to the
Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded
on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd 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.
Existing Law
Currently, Administrative Code Chapter 35 addresses compatibility and protection for
residential and industrial uses. Section 35.6 provides for an affidavit of disclosure to
purchasers or lessors of property adjacent to industrial uses.
Currently, a number of zoning districts in the Central SoMa area exist, with different land use
controls, including but not limited to the RSD, SLI, SLR and SSO zoning districts.
Amendments to Current Law
Administrative Code Chapter 35 would be amended to address compatibility and protection
for residential, hotel and Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses, and would add
requirements regarding the affidavit of disclosure in Section 35.6. It would also be amended
to state that Chapter 35 does not create a private right of action against the City.
The ordinance would also amend the Planning Code to create the Central SoMa Mixed Use
Office (CMUO) zoning district and a Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD), and would
enact various land use controls in the Central SoMa area, including but not limited to controls
relating to street frontages, ground floor controls, off-street parking and loading requirements,
the applicability of the Transportation Demand Management Program and Transportation
Sustainability Fee, height limits, bulk limits, large project authorizations, and open space,
including but not limited to Privately Owned Public Open Space (POPOS).
The ordinance would also impose a Central SoMa Community Facilities Services Fee and a
Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee and create fee tiers for new development in Central
SoMa. The ordinance would also require certain development projects in the SUD that choose
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to exceed certain Prevailing Height and Density Limits to participate in the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District Program.
The ordinance would eliminate the RSD, SLI, SLR and SSO zoning districts and would amend
various other zoning districts in the south of Market area.
The ordinance would also set forth requirements for affordable housing developments in
Central SoMa and would require that certain development impact fees collected in the Central
SoMa SUD be reserved for affordable housing within the boundaries of Market Street, the
Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street and South Van Ness Avenue.
Background Information
This Legislative Digest reflects amendments made by the Land Use Committee of the Board
of Supervisors on July 16, 2018. These include minor, clarifying amendments, modifications to
the ordinance's various land use controls in the Central SoMa area, and the addition of the
Central SoMa Community Facilities District Program.
This Legislative Digest also reflects amendments made by the Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors on October 22, 2018. These include minor, clarifying amendments,
modifications to the ordinance's various land use controls in the Central SoMa area, and
modifications to the Central SoMa Community Facilities District Program.
n:\legana\as2018\ 1200444\01313940.docx
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

proposed omenc:lmen-1-s.)
I Amendments Introduced at Full Board on 11/27/18

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

Section

#

Page/Line

F."le No. -16() t04
11/~'1/16 A<U!e,-kcl
if1 &()lrol.

Change

PLANNING CODE & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [File no. 180184]
1

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

page 74, lines 15-18

Clarify the living walls guideline using the correct terminology, consistent with other
City green building policies (e.g. plantings are encouraged to be climate-appropriate,
native/non-invasive)

2

840.12

page 204; lines 4-8

Conforming edit to MUG zoning control table to reflect the amendment at the 10/29
Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing to remove the incentive for POPOS to
provide community amenities.

3

840.22 & 840.23

page 205, line 20 to
page 206, line 5

Conforming edit to MUG zoning control table to reflect the amendment at the 10/29
Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing to restrict the allowable types of Single
Room Occupancy (SRO) and Group Housing units.

page 211, lines 14-18

Conforming edit to MUR zoning control table to reflect the amendment at the 10/29
Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing to remove the incentive for POPOS to
provide community amenities.

4

841.12A

5

841.22 & 840.23

page 213, lines 7-16

Conforming edit to MUR zoning control table to reflect the amendment at the 10/29
Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing to restrict the allowable types of Single
Room Occupancy (SRO) and Group Housing units.

6

848

page 230, lines 5-16

Conforming edit to CMUO zoning control table to reflect the amendment at the 10/29
Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing to restrict.the allowable types of Single
Room Occupancy (SRO) and Group Housing units.

848

page 232, lines 13-18

Conforming edit to CMUO zoning control table to reflect the amendment at the 10/29
Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing to remove the incentive for POPOS to
provide community amenities.

7
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 11/5 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

~~~

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

#

Section

Page/Line

Change

PLANNING CODE & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [File no. 180184]
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,
page 147, lines 6-18
(2) If the Old Mint is developed with community-serving spaces that may be leased at belowmarket rates to organizations associated with Cultural Districts establisehd under Chapter 107
of teh 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;

'

1

434

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

2

3

Table 1

Table2

page4

Conforming edits based on 11rior 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
$155 million
(3) Reduce funding for environmental sustainability & resilience from $70 million to $65
million
(4) Add a $10 million PDR Relocation Assistance Fund

pages

Conforming edits based on 11rior amendments at LUT Committee: Same as in Table 1 above,
plus the following adjustment in funding s·ouri:es 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.
(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.

I
4

Transit

5

Cultural
Preservation &
Community
Services

6

7

page7

page 13

Envirorunental
Sustainability & page 14-15
Resilience

Tables 12 & 13

page 18-19

Conforming edit based on 11rior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
amendments to funding (reducing funding for regional transit capacity enhancement and
expansion from $160 to $155 million).
Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
amendments to funding (restoring the funding for the Old Mint to $20 million and adding a $10
million PDR relocation assistance fund).
Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
amendments to funding (reducing funding for enhanced storm water management in complete
streets by $4million and water recycling I storm water management in public spaces by
$1million).

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.
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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. 1 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 10th, 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.

1

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 (I80) 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, 2018 2), EIR
Appendix I (attachment to the EIR, provided in an errata issued May 9, 2018 3), 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 4) 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

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.
3 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.
4 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
2

3
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Impact Analysis Guidelines. 5 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.

5

4
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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
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Attachment A

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

Amendments Introduced at 10/22 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing
#

Section

Page/Line

1

128.1

Clarifying language on calculation of land subject to Transferable Development
page 22, lines 7‐11
Right (TDR) requirements.

Change

Prior CEQA Review Document

2

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.
Add that the Commissions evaluation of the design of privately‐owned public

3

138(d)(2)

page 38, lines 12‐13 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.
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.

4

138(e)(2)(C)

page 40, lines 15‐28

5

169.3

Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications
page 56, lines 9‐21 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.
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):

6

249.78(d)(1)

page 71, line 17
through page 72,
line 10

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

May 9, 2018 Errata to EIR

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

(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.
(ii) 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.

7

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,

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

stormwater gardens, and drought‐tolerant landscaping.
8

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.

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
page 79, lines 7‐17
(and conforming edits
facilities. Feasibility may be determined by, among other things, the sufficiency
in Sec. 414.4)
of the existing supply of child care facilities in the Central SoMa SUD, the
inability to provide suitable space that would meet childcare licensing

September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA
memo

249.78(e)(4)
9

requirements, a determination by the Commission that the site is not a suitable
location for child care provision, and financial feasibility.
If the development on Assessorʹs Block 3763, Lot 105 (1 Vassar / Second and
10

11

12

13

14

263.33

263.34

329(e)(3)(A)

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

413.7

May 9, 2018 EIR Errata

page 90, lines 6‐19 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.
page 90, line 23

Allow the project (Fourth and Harrison) to provide a minimum 14’ floor‐to‐

September 6, 2018 Amendments

through page 91,
line 25

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.

CEQA Memo

Permit land dedication that is valued at less than the subject project’s Jobs‐
page 104, line 17
Housing Linkage Fee or Affordable Housing Fee obligation to be considered a
through page 105,
Qualified Amenity in order to be a Key Site, pursuant to Sections 413.7 and
line 2
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.

page 106, line 2‐3

page 110, line 2‐9

September 6, 2018 Amendments CEQA
Memo

On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C) (1 Vassar / 2nd & 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.
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

Lower Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Impact Fee rates to reflect
the modifications to the CFD Tax (as described in Section 434 below):
page 139, lines 10‐
(i) Lower the fee rate for rental residential projects from $20 to $10 (keep
15
Condominium residential rates at $20).
(ii) Lower the fee rate for Tier B non‐residential projects to $0.
Add Tier B Non‐Residential projects to the CFD Tax (at a rate of $2.00/GSF)

16

434

page 144, lines 6‐11 and remove Tier B Condo Residential projects (currently proposed at
$3.30/GSF), as specified in the Rate and Methodof Apportionment

278

September 27, 2018 Amendments
CEQA Memo

document (part of the CFD formation legislation)

17

18

753; 814; 840; 841; 846; various; pages 148 ‐ Require a Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail and Medical
Cannabis Dispensary uses in
848
230
the Central SoMa SUD.
Add language specifying that if the City is unable to apply any new
uncodified section
page 234, lines 6‐14 development requirement that would generate revenue for the Public Benefits
Program, the other provisions of the Planning and
Administrative Code amendments would not apply.
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September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA
Memo
September 27, 2018 Amendments CEQA
Memo

Attachment B

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/29 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing
#

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.)

2

138

page 38, line 22

3

155(u)

page 54, line 22-23

Clarify that projects providing POPOS shall make an effort to include at least one publiclyaccessible potable water source convenient for drinking and filling of water bottles.
Clarify that Planning 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
4

249.78

Prohibit group housing uses, except for:

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

5

249.78

page 80, line 11 25

project, if it finds one or all of the following apply:
(i) The space is being provided to the proposed child-care provider at a below-market rate
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-

On the Key Site Identified in 329(e)(2)(H) (Creamery), allow an exception to the requirement in

19

Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open to the sky.

page 109, line 17
7

406

through page 110,
line 5

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,
including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver already exists for the Eastern
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

8

Uncodified

page 235, line 11-

section

25

revenue to fund the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program, then upon the service of such
lawsuit upon the City and County of San Francisco, all applications for projects that could not be
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

Rezone the Assessorʹs block 3733, lot 014 (816 Folsom Street) back from MUR to CMUO in order

4, line 17‐20

to allow the proposed hotel project to proceed with its application.

C SoMa Amendments_10
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Page 1

Rezone a portion of Assessorʹs block 3778, lot 005 (SF Flower Mart project project at 6th &
10

Zoning map

zoning map: page

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

7, line 20-24

measured from the intersection of 6th & Brannan. The remainder of the lot would remain
CMUO.

11

12

263.34

Public Benefits
Package

Amended at

Boston Properties: Allow the project to provide a minimum 14’ floor-to-floor PDR ground floor

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.

Amended at

Public Benefits Package: Restore the funding for preservation of the US Mint Building by

Committee on

increasing funding by $5 million, to $20 million total. Reduce the funding for regional transit

10/29

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

C SoMa Amendments_10
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Page 2

Attachment C

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]
1

263.34, 329

Amended at
Committee

Strike the exception for the project at Fourth and Harrison Street to provide a minimum 14’ floorto-floor PDR ground floor height (they would instead be subject to 17', the minimum
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)

3

Section 6
(uncodified)

Amended at
Committee

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
SoMa Public Benefits Program, all pending applications for projects that could not be approved
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]

4

5

Table 1

Table 2

6

Transit

7

Cultural
Preservation &
Community
Services

8

9

page 4

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
$155 million
(3) Reduce funding for environmental sustainability & resilience from $70 million to $65
million
(4) Add a $10 million PDR Relocation Assistance Fund

page 5

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.
(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.

page 7

page 13

Environmental
Sustainability & page 14-15
Resilience

Tables 12 & 13

page 18-19

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
expansion from $160 to $155 million).
Conforming edit based on prior amendments at LUT Committee: Edits to reflect the prior
amendments to funding (restoring the funding for the Old Mint to $20 million and adding a $10
million PDR relocation assistance fund).
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
streets by $4million and water recycling / stormwater management in public spaces by
$1million).

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.

Copy of C SoMa Amendments_11
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DATE: November 8, 2018
TO:

San Francisco Planning Commissioners and Board of Supervisors

FROM: Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

Jessica Range, Principal Environmental Planner
Wade Wietgrefe, Principal Environmental Planner

RE:

TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions

Introduction
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. (“SFBlu”), 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. 1 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”). 2
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.
1

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 SFBlu 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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1

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 3, the EIR states that there have been changes to the travel network as a
3

San Francisco Board of Supervisors File No. 180651.

1
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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.
2
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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
3
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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 activitybased 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 SF-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, 4 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 5, 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. 6 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.
5

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.
6
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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 19579 7 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 INRIX8 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
TNCs affect loading operations. 9 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
9

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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I. INTRODUCTION

I

The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a social, economic, and environmentally sustainable
neighborhood by 2040, with space for approximately 30,000 new jobs and 8,300 new housing units. With its
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 neighborhoodcompared 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 mechanisms. 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

1 Pursuant to the California Mitigation Fee Act (CA Government code§ 66000 et seq.), cities may enact developmen t impact fee requirements provided th ey are roughly pro portional in nature and extent to the
impact of the new development.
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II. 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).
Th is document describes a fiscal ly 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).
Approva l of the Implementation 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.

2
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Ill. 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.3

2 All dollar amoun ts expressed here are in 2017 doll ars. Actu al average revenues coll ected each year will be higher, due to schedul ed tax rate escalation as well as ind exing of City fees {which are escalated
annu ally to refl ect co nstruction costs).
3

Ava il abl e at: https://sfcontro ll er.org/sitesjdefau lt/ files/Docu ments/Economi c%20Analysis/180184_eco nomic_impact_fin al.pdf
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Tab/el

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

Affordable Housing
To meet the target of 33% Below-Market Rate (BMR) units

Transit
Local transit improvements to en hance convenience and safety
Regional tran sit capacity enhancement and expansion

Parks & Recreation

TOTAL REVENUES

CATEGORY
ALLOCATION ( % )

$940,000,000

44%

$940,000,000

44%

$495500,000,000

23%

$340,000,000

16%

$155±66,000,000

7%

$185,000,000

9%

$25,000,000

1%

$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 identifica tion)'

$5,000,000

0%

New Bluxome linear park*

$5,000,000

0%

New under-freeway public recreation area

$5,000,000

0%

Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion
Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)

$80,000,000

4%

(Alternative project: 7th & Mission Pork)

($20,000,000)

{196}

$180,000,000

8%

$180,000,000

8%

$110,000,000

5%

$110,000,000

5%

$114,000,000

5%

Restoration of th e US Mint Building

$20,000,000

1%

Preservation and maintenance of historic buildings

$20,000,000

1%

New community facilities (e.g. hea lth care clinics and job training ce nters)

$20,000,000

1%

Social and cultural programming

$25,000,000

1%

Capital for cu ltural amenities (e.g. Verba Buena Gardens)

$15,000,000

1%

PDR Relocation Assistance Fund

$10,000,000

0%

$9,000,000

0%

$ 6510,000,000

3%

$283Z,OOO,OOO

1%

$22,000,000

1%

$6,000,000

0%

$2±8,000,000

0%

$64,000,000

3%

New childcare centers

$26,000,000

1%

Capital investments in schools serving K-12 population

$32,000,000

1%

$6,000,000

0%

$2,160,000,000

100%

Production, Distribution, & Repair
Preservation and creation of PDR space to ensure no net loss due to the Plan

Complete Streets
Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for
people walking, biking, and on transit.

Cultural Preservation & Community Services

Neighborhood cleaning

Environmental Sustainability & Resilience
Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects
Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements
Living Roofs enhanced requ irements
other energy and water efficiency projects

Schools & Childcare

Bessie Carmichael supp lem en tal services

.TOTAL

If funds for these Parks &Recreatron proJects are provrded by other so urces {such as contnbutrons from new development) or rf revenues exceed the projected amounts, fundmg could be all ocated to the
"Alternative" project listed here.
NOTE: Over th e course of Plan build out (roughly 25 years), the Ci ty expects to allocate funds among the public benefi t categories in the amounts listed (or proportionally according to the category alloca ti on
perce n tages. lt ~ted, should the frn al amo unt of revenues. di ffer from \'Jhat rs shovm here) . Hov1ever . the :;equence of fund di~bUi s eme n t will be deterrnmed based on a va ri e l ~1 of fac t o r ~ . in cluding proJect
readiness, community priorities, completion of any addi tiona l required environmen tal review, and other funding opportunities. The list of speci fic projects is subject to change and is not legally binding.
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Table2

CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: DETAILED FUNDING SOURCES & USES (IN 2017 DOLLARS)
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Central SoMa Plan Objective 2.3, states that the City should "Ensure that at least 33% of new housing is affordable
to very low, low, and moderate-income households". 4 The Central SoMa Pla n 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).

Tab/e3
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - AFFORDABLE HOUSING

BENEFIT

TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

1,970 BMR units

$730,000,000

lnclusionary Housing
Program (Planning
Code Section (Sec.)
415)

Appli ca ble to new residential projects.
Individual developments may choose
how to sati sfy the program requirements,
but reven ues are generally expected to be
split 50-50 between: 1) onsite lnclusionary
Housing Program un its provid ed directly .
by development proj ects; and, 2) off-site
lnclu sionary Housing units or units provided
by MOHCD, funded by paym ent of the
Affordable Housing Fee

MOHCD

700 BMR units

$210,000,000

Jobs-Housing Linkage
Fee (Sec. 413)

Fee is paid by new nonresidential
developments, and units are provided by
MOHCD.

MOHCD

TOTAL

$940,000,000

DESCRIPTION

LEAD
AGENCIES

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 high ly dependent on the
volume of new development. Onsite and offsite BMR units provided through the lnclusionary 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
th e impact fees from several market-rate projects to obtain sufficient fund s for each new affordable housing
project. Thus, the development of these units may lag behind the market rate units, unless additional affordable
hou sing 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.

6
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Meeting th is Objective also ful fill s th e target of 33% affordability in th e city, as established by th e votes in 2014's Proposition K.
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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 influ x 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 en sure 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:
tran sit enhancement and expan sion, preventive maintenance (e.g. state of good repair efforts), streetscape
improvements (such as tran sit priority lanes and boarding islands), and service adjustments.
Regional transit funding may be directed towards "core capacity" enhancement and expan sion 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
improvements, Caltrain corridor improvements (such as the Downtown Extension, or DTX, project), and longerterm projects (such as advancement of a second Tran sbay tran sit crossing) .

rabte 4
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- TRANSIT
LEAD
AGENCIES

TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

Loca l
transportati on
enh ancements

$340,000,000

Transportati on
Sustainability Fee
{TSF) {Sec. 411A);
Eastern Neighborh oods
Infrastru cture Impact
Fee (Sec. 423); Central
SoMa Infrastru ctu re
Impact Fee (CSF)
(Sec. 433); Central
SoMa Mello-Roos
Community Faciliti es
Distri ct {CFD; Sec. 434)

Funds may go to SFMTA to support transit
service expansion/enhancement as well as
preventive maintenance projects.

SFMTA

Regional
transit capacity
enhancement
and expansion

$155±66,000,000

TSF (Sec. 411A); CSF
(Sec. 433), Central
SoMa Mello-Roos
Community Facilities
District (CFD; Sec. 434)

Th ese fund s may be split roughly equ ally
between (1) nea r term enhancements
on th e Transbay corridor, (2) longer-term
"co re capacity" projects (such as a
second Tra nsbay rail crossing), and {3)
enh ancements on th e Ca ltrain/ High Speed
Rail corridor.

TBD, but co uld
include BART,
Ca ltrain, MTC, TJ PA,
and Ca lifornia
High Speed Rail
Authority, among
others.

BENEFIT

TOTAL

DESCRIPTION

$495

500,000,000

PUB LI C BENEF ITS 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 t ied 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 invest ments 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 (I PIC) and the Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Advisory Committee (ENCAC), described further in Section IV. The ENCAC, comprised of com munity stakeholders,
provides annua l 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 incl uded 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 sim ilar
timeline as described above. These funds would be collected by the Assessor-Recorder's office and may be
directed to regional t ransportation 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 programm ing of existing
facilities (thereby fulfill in g Pl an Objectives 5.1-5.6). These new and upgraded faci lities may include playgrounds,
sport facilities, recreationa l programs, and passive open spaces, catering to diverse open space needs.

8
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TableS

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- PARKS & RECREATION 5
TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

Gene Friend
Recreation
Center
Reconstruction/
Expansion

$25,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423}

Enhancement/expansion of existing facility
to accommodate growth in demand.

Rec & Park

Victoria Manalo
Draves Park
Programming

$5,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD;
Sec. 434}

Funding for activation and programming.

Rec & Park

New 1-acre park
in Southwest
portion of Pian
Area

$35,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423}

Development of a potentia l park on th e
existing SFPUC-owned lot in th e area
between 4th , 5th, Bryant, and Brannan
Streets. This may potentially be provided
by an In-Kind Agreement with surround ing
development.

Rec & Park

New public
recreation
center·

$10,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

Thi s may potentially be fund ed through
direct provision on a development proj ect.

Rec & Park

Park and
greenery
maintenance
and activation

$15,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD;
Sec. 434}

Maintenance and programming of public
parks and open spaces. Priority for thi s
funding is to ensure that th e new 1-acre
park is properly maintained.

Rec & Park;
Departm ent of Real
Estate

New large (2+
acre) SoMa
park (initial si te
identification)*

$5,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423}

Funding for initial site identifica tion and
coo rdin ation for a large signature park in
th e larger SoMa area.

Rec & Park

New Bluxo me
linear park*

$5,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities Di strict (CFD;
Sec. 434}

A park built on the existing Bluxome Street
right of way. This may potentially be
developed as a privately-own ed public open
space (POPOS) by nea rby d evelopments.

Planning

New underfreeway public
recreation area

$5,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423}

This may potentially be developed as a
POPOS by nearby developments.

Rec & Park

Privately-Owned
Public Open
Spa ces (POPOS)

$80,000,000

Direct provision by new
development (Sec. 138}

Up to four acres of net new publiclyaccessible open space spread across
th e Plan area, provided directly on new
development projects.

Planning

(Alternative project:
7th & Mission Pork)

($20,000,000)

Central SoMa Mel/o-Roos
Community Facilities
District (CFD; Sec. 434)

Funding to acquire and develop a new pork site at
1133 Mission Street.

Rec&Pork

TOTAL

$185,000,000

BENEFIT

DESCRIPTION

LEAD
AGENCIES

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 Pa rks & Recreation projects are provided by other sources (such as contributions from new development) or if revenues exceed the projected amounts, fundi ng could be allocated to the
•Alternative· project li sted here.
5 This list of projects is ordered by priority, based on commun ity feedback and discussions with the Recreation and Pa rks Department. It is not lega lly 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 identifi cation of complementary funding sources. If the benefits
listed all cost the City th e ma~<imum foreseeable, then the sum of these benefits will exceed the amount allocated.
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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)
Centra l SoMa Plan Objective 3.3 states that the City should "Ensure that the removal of protective zoning does
not resu lt in a loss of PDR in the Plan Area." This is because the production, distribution, and repair (PDR) sector is
crit ical 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 zon ing does not result in a net loss of PDRjobs 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, D ISTR IBUTION, AND REPAIR
TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

900,000 sq ft of
PDR space

$180,000,000

Direct provision by new . PDR space directly provided by new
development (Sec.
development
202.8 and Sec. 249.78)

TOTAL

$180,000,000

BENEFIT

LEAD
AGENCIES

DESCRIPTION

Planning

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. 6 The
PDR space will be provided at the same time the associated space becomes ready for occupancy.

6 The Pl an endorses th e pursuit and analysis of an in-lieu fee for PDR, but th e fee itself is not propose d as part of th e Plan.
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COMPLETE STREETS
Central SoMa Plan Objective 4.1. states that the City should "Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking
environment on all the streets in the Plan Area." The current network of streets in the Plan Area provides a poor
experience for all users- whether walking, driving, riding transit, or cycling. Streets are clogged with rush hour
traffic, many sidewalks are not up to City standards, crosswalks are few and far between, and bicycle infrastructure
is incomplete and discontinuous- all of which contribute to high rates of traffic crashes and injuries.
The Plan calls for complete streets improvements to make walking and biking more safe and convenient, in
order to complement the transit improvements and encourage people to drive less. Funding generated by new
development may be used to transform the vast majority of all major streets in the Plan Area into high quality
streets for walking, biking, and transit.
Table 7
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - COMPLETE STREETS
BENEFIT

TOTAL
REVENUES

Redesign of all
major streets in
th e Plan Area

$110,000,000

TOTAL

$110,000,000

FUNDING SOURCES

DESCRIPTION

Transportation
Sustain ability Fee
(TSF) (Sec. 411A);
Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact Fee
(Sec. 423); Central SoMa
Infrastructure Impact Fee
(CSF) (Sec. 433); Central
SoMa Mello-Roos CFD
(CFD; ; Sec. 434)

Redesign of approximately four miles of
major streets (including portions of 3rd,
4th, 5th, 6th, Howard, Folsom, Harrison,
Bryant, Brannan, and Town send Streets)
at an estimated cost of $4,400-$5,400 per
linea r foot.

LEAD
AGENCIES
SFMTA

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).
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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 affil iated 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 increasingjobs 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. 7 Community services also includes neighborhood
cleaning services to help promote the cleanl iness, and thus walkability, of the neighborhood's streets.
Central SoMa Plan Objective 7.5 states that the City shou ld "Support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and
maintenance of cultural heritage properties." To fu lfi ll 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 froni the Plan may also be used to provide capital for cultural amenities. Funding could also be
utilized for capital improvements at Verba Buena Gardens and/or to help build or purchase a building for the
neighborhood's important cultural communities, the Fil ipino 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-residentia l 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 well being
ofthe 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 fund ing source for the foreseeable future.

7

12

Availabl e at: http://sfcontroller.org/si tes/d efault/fil es/Ooc um ents/Budget/ 131124_Cent rai%20SoMa%20Nonprofit%20Nexu s_FINAL_2016_03_24.pd f
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Table 8
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES
LEAD
AGENCIES

TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

Restoration of
the US Mint
Building

$20,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Restoration and seismic upgrade of the US
Mint Building._

OEWD

Preservation and
maintenance of
historic buildings

$20,000,000

Transfer of
Development Rights
(TDR) (Sec. 128.1)

Sale of Transferable Development Rights
from historic buildings to new development.
Revenues from th ese sales are required to
be spent on preservation and maintenance
of the associated historic resource.

Planning

60,000 sq ft of
new space for
community
services

$20,000,000

Central SoMa
Community Facilities
Fee (Sec. 428.1)

Impact fees to develop new facilities for
nonprofit community services (such as
health care or job training) needed to serve
new growth.

MOHCD

Social and
cultural
programming

$25,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Annual funding for social and cultural
programming for such activities as arts, job
training, and tenant protections.

MOHCD

Capital for
cultural
amenities (e.g.
Verba Buena
Gardens)

$15,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities.District (CFD)

Capital improvements and/or funding
to help build or purchase a building for
the neighborhood's important cultural
communities.

MOHCD

PDR Assista nce
Fund

$10,000,000

Central SoMa Mello-

Fundin g to su ggort existing PDR
businesses and to mitigate the im gacts
of disglacement. Programs could include
relocation assistance including su ggort
w ith business services, rents and moving
costs.

OEWD

Ongoing funding for cleaning of
neighborhood streets.

SFDPW

BENEFIT

RoosCommuni ~

Facilities District (CFD)

Neighborhood
cleaning

TOTAL

$9,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

DESCRIPTION

$ 114

199,000,000

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, rehabil itation, 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 TORs for the preservation and maintenance of other significant historic build ings in the Plan Area could
occur upon adoption of the Central SoMa Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RES ILIENCE
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 Obj ectives 6.1-6.8). The Plan
proposes innovative building- and neighborhood-scale interventions to improve environmenta l performa:nce,
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 only100% 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 wh ile also improving air quality, micro climate comfort, stormwater
management, and ecologica l function. District-scale utility systems (e.g., shared energy and/or water systems
linked between both new and existing build ings) are encouraged in order to enhance resource and cost
efficiencies.
Table9
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTA INAB ILITY & RES ILIENCE

TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

DESCRIPTION

Enhanced
stormwater
management in
complete street
projects

$283Z,OOO,OOO

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Stormwater infrastructure (grey
infrastructure, landscaping, etc.) on all
major streets.

Planning, SFPUC

Freeway corridor
air quality and
greening

$22,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Greening improvements along/under the
freeway corridor to improve air quality and
enhance pedestrian comfort.

Planning

Living Roofs
enhanced
requirements

$6,000,000

Direct provision by new
development (Sec.
249.77)

Living Roofs requirement of 50% of usable
roof area on projects 160' or shorter,
surpassing City policy.

Planning

Better Roofs
demonstration
projects

$2,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Demonstration projects to highlight best
practices, including a Living Roof project
($1mn) and a solar project ($500k).

Planning

Water recycling
and stormwater
management in
pub lic spaces

$15,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Infrastructure for 100% recycled
(non-potable) water for street cleaning and
public park irrigation; green stormwater
management in parks.

Planning, SFPUC

100% energyefficient street
lights

$1,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Energy efficient upgrades to street lights
throughout the Plan area.

Planning, SFPUC

BENEFIT
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Sustainability
studies &
guideline
documents

TOTAL

$2,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Funding for a District Energy & Water Utility
Systems Study ($500k), a Central SoMa Sea
Level Rise & Flood Management Strategy
($400k), a Fossil Fuel Free Buildings Study
& Guidelines Document ($300k), and Flood
Resilient Design Guidelines ($300k)

Planning

$65
~.ooo,ooo

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 on site by new develop'm ent 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

LEAD
AGENCIES

BENEFIT

TOTAL
REVENUES

FUNDING
SOURCES

DESCRIPTION

·schools

$32,000,000

School Impact Fee
(State Education Code
Sec. 17620)

Impact fees to meet demand for schoo l
facilities to serve growth generated within
the Plan Area.

SFUSD

Childcare

$26,000,000

Chi ld Care Fee (Sec. 414
and Sec. 414A); Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

Impact fees to meet demand for child care
facilities to serve growth, located within the
Plan area.

HSA Office of Early
Care & Education

Bessie
Carmichael
Supplemental
Services

$6,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Annual funding to provide supplementary
services to the schoo l, such as additional
mental health seNices and the ability to
provide year-round programming

SFUSD

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 tha n 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 requ ired to
accrue enough to build new facilities.
Funds from the Child Care Fee and Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee w ill accrue at the time
projects receive building permits. They will go to the Child Care Facil ities 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 faci lities 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 theCentral 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
proposes 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 1) . 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 .2

Tab/ell
CENTRAL SOMA DEVELOPMENT TIERS 3
INCREASED
DEVELOPMENT
CAPACITY

TIER

15-45 feet

Tier A

50-85 feet

TierB

90 feet or more

Tier C

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

I

Developed by Seifel Con sulting Inc. Ava ilable for downl oad at: http://default.sfplanning.org/Citywide/Centra i_Corri dor/Centrai_SoMa_Financiai_Analysis_Jan2017_FINAL. pdf

2

Fo r areas currently zo ned SLI or SALI and being rezoned to CMUO or WM UO, ·additional development potenti al· is equal to th e height limit pro posed by th e Central SoMa Plan. Elsewhere, ·additional
deyelopment capacity" is th e change in height limit proposed by th e Central SoMa Pl an.

3 Th e Fin ancia l Analysis from December 2016 had fou r public benefit tiers; th e prior Tier C {90-165 feet) and Tier 0 (1 65+ feet) are now co ll apsed into a single tier.
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Tab/ell
CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES) 4
REQUIREMENT

TIER A

TIER 8

TIER C

EXISTING REQUIREMENTS
Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown;
Sec. 413)

$25.49

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

$18.73
800-99,999 GSF: $18.94

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

>99,999 GSF: $19.99

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

$1.65

School Impact Fee ($/GSF; office rate shown; CA Ed .
Code Sec. 17620)

$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')

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

$21.50

SQ

$0

All other projects

$41.50

.$2Q

$20

so

$2.00
(4% escalation
annuall)l for 25 )/ears,
2% thereafter)

$2.75
(4% esca lation
annua lly for 25 years,
2% thereafter)

Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFD; S/GSF/yr; see
note)
Community Facilities Fee ($/GSF; Sec 428.1')
Transferable Development Rights (# of Floor Area
Ratios; Sec 128.1)

$1.75
0 FAR

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

0 FAR

1.25 FAR

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
For projects not seeking an Office Allocation, or
provid ing <50,000 squa re feet of Office

0.4 FAR or replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning
Code Section 202.8), whichever is higher
Rep lacement requ irements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning Code
Section 202.8). For every gross square foot of PDR required, the
project gets a waiver of four gross square feet (GSF) from the Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

'Planning Code section pending Plan adoption.

4

NOTE: These tables show the amount of requiremen ts 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 ca n be found online at http://impactfees.sfplanning.org. The Financial Ana lysis from December 201 6 had four public benefit tie1s; the prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier 0
(1 65+ feet) are now collapsed into a single tier.
Th e Mello-Roos Special Tax District rates and escalation shown apply to the Facilities Tax (estimated as th e first 99 yea rs of the district). Afte r 99 year s, the tax will become a Services Tax and rates and
escalation will be applied as spec ified in th e adopted Rate and Method of Apportionment (RMA) document.
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Tab/e13

CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: RESID.ENTIAL (2017 RATES) 5

lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 415)

On-Site Opti on

18% for renta l and 20% for cond o, esca latin g annually, per the
requirements of Planning Code Section 415

Afford able Housin g Fee and Off-Site Opti ons

30% for rental and 33% for condo
$21.41

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

21-99 Un its: $8.13

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

100+ Units: $9.18
1-9 Units: $0.96

Childcare Fee ($/GS F; Sec 414 & 414A)

10+ Units: $1.92
School Impact Fee ($/GSF; CA Ed . Code Sec. 17620)
Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [#of
Floor Area Ratios (FAR) ; Sec 202.8 & 249.78]

$3
Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Plannin g Code
Secti on 202.8)

NEW REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE PLAN
Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee($/
GSF; Sec. 433*)

Condo

$0

S2.Q_

$0

Rental

$0

$10

$0

SQ_$3:39
(2% e:seZJIZJtiefl)

$5.50
(2% esca lation)

$0

$0

Mello-Roos Special Tax District (CFD; $/ GSF/yr)

Condo

$0

Rental

$0

Community Facilities Fee ($/GS F; Sec 428.1*)
Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR; Sec
202.8 & 249.78)

$1.30
Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Plannin g Code
Section 202.8). For every gross square foot of PDR required, the
project gets a waiver of four gross squ are feet (GSF) from th e 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 an nu al basis as fees are in dexed or othenvise changed. Th e Fee
Register an d re lated information can be found on line at http:// impactfees.sfplannin g.org. The Fin ancial Ana lysis from December 2016 had fou r publi c benefit tiers; th e prior Tier C (90-165 feet) and Tier 0
(165+ feet) are now co llapsed in to a sin gle tier.

The Mell o·Roos Special Tax Di5trict rates and escalation 5hown apply to the Facili ties Tax (estimated as the ri rst 99 years or the district). Afte r99 years, the tax wi ll become a Se1viccs Tax and rates and
escalation will be applied as specified in the adopted Rate an d Method of Apportionment (RMA) document.
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Figure 14
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~------------------v_._A_D_M_I_N_IS_T_R_A_T_I_O_N_&__M_O_N_I_T_o_R_IN__G__________________~I
The successful implementation ofthe 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 Report1 including:
• All development fees collected during the prior two fiscal years, organized by development fee account;
• All cumulative monies collected and expended over the life of each fee;
• The number of projects that elected to satisfy development impact requirements through in-kind
improvements;
• 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
• 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 Th e FY20 14-2015 and 2015-2016 report is ava ilable at: https://sfcontroller.org/sites/defaultjfil es/Documents/Budget/FY2014-15%20&%20FY2015-1 6%20Bienniai%20Development%201mpact%20Fee%20
Report.pdf
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the percentage of the cost of the improvement funded with fees; an approximate construction start date; and a
description of any transfers or loans made from the account.
Within the Controller's office, the Office of Public Finance (OPF} is responsible for issuing and managing the City's
general fund debt obligations. The OPF will be responsible for administering the Central SoMa CFD, including
developing revenue projections and overseeing the bond issuance process. Its mission is to provide and manage
low-cost debt financing of large-scale, long-term capital projects and improvements that produce social and
economic benefit to the City and its citizens while balancing market and credit risk with appropriate benefits,
mitigations and controls.

Capital Planning Committee
The Capital Planning Committee (CPC} makes recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors on all of
the City's capital expenditures. The CPC annually reviews and approves the 10-year Capital Plan, Capital Budget,
and issuances of long-term debt. The CPC is chaired by the City Administrator and includes the President of the
Board of Supervisors, the Mayor's Finance Director, the Controller, the City 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 I 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 (I PIC} 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 (comp rised of separate Area Plans for Central SoMa, Central Waterfront, East
Soma, Mission, Showplace Square I 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 orderto 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

More information is availabl e at: http)/sf-planojng org /eastero-nejghborb oods-citj zens-adyjso rv-commjttee
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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 ofthe 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-yea r 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:
• Central SoMa Implementation Matrix
• Development Activity
• Public Benefit
• Fees and Revenues
• Agency Responsibilities
• Budget Implications
Consistent with the procedure in other Plan Areas, t his report shall be discussed at a hea ri ng of the Planning
Commission, and then forwa rded to (and possibly heard at) the Boa rd 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
lnclusionary Housing Program (Sec. 415)
The lnclusionary 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 th~ 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) .

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.
Hdwever, as discussed in Section Ill above, Fees generated by projects within Central SoMa will be required to be
expended with in 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 fu nds may be spent on t ransportation 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 nonresidentia l 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)
Preservat ion of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Proposition X; Sec. 202.8)
Preserving Production, Distribution & Repair (PDR) space is a critica l strategy to ensure ongoingeconomic diversity
in the Plan Area. Preservation of existing space will naturally occur on sites where industria l 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, cod ified 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 befo re 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, Distribut ion & Repa ir Uses ( Sec. 249.78)
In add ition 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 eq uivalent 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 (POPOS), 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
dog runs).
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 (Plann ing 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 requ ired to be spent within the
Plan area .

CULTURAL PRESERVATION
Transferable Development Rights (TOR; Sec. 128.1)
In order to support the preservation of historic resources in the Plan Area, Central SoMa includes a Transferable
Development Rights (TOR) requ irement, 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 TOR credits from historic buildings in exchange for the rightto 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 TOR program, the transactions
themselves are implemented privately and purchase terms (i .e. prices) are not regu lated by the City.

CULTURAL PRESERVATION & NEIGHBORHOOD STABILIZATION
Community Facilities Fee (Sec. 428.1)
The Community Facilities Fee is a new impact fee that wou ld be applicable to all new development in the Plan
Area . Fees wil l be collected by the Planning Department and directed to MOHCD to support the development of
new space for nonprofit community faci lities, such as health clin ics and job training sites. The City, potentially in
partnership with nonprofit developers, wi ll use the funds to develop new space for community facilit ies. Th is may
take several forms, such as a centra lized hub for nonprofit space and/or a network of individua l sites. In addition,
the City is exploring the potentia l to provide such spa ces 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,
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which is administered by the Planning Department and the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (I PIC)
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.
Table16

EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE EXPENDITURE PROGRAM
% ALLOCATION
(RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT)

% ALLOCATION
(NON-RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT)

Complete Streets: Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements,
Bicycle Facilities

31%

34%

Transit

10%

53%

47.5%

6%

6.5%

2%

5%

5%

IMPROVEMENT TYPE

Recreation and Open Space
Childcare
Program Administration

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
the taxes 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).ln 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 publ ic 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 mechan isms 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
vo luntarily provided above and beyond the development requ irements. 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
1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

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:

Reception:

415.558.6378
Fax:

415.558.6409
Planning
Information:

415.558.6377

Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2011.1356TZU and 2018004477PCA (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.

Aaron Starr
Manager of Legislative Affairs

www.sfplanning.org
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Transmittal Materials

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

cc:

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):
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20295 [Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018004477PCA - 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)]
• 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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PLANNI G DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20295
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 27,2018

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Reception:

415.558.6378
Fax:

415.558.6409

Project Name:

Record No.:
Staff Contact:
Reviewed By:

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)

2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
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.
WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b), on April10, 2018, the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning
Map Amendments.
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September 27, 2018

Case No. 2011.1i356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
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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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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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 midrise 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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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.

Commission Secretary
AYES:

Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

September 27, 2018
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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. 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. 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.
3. 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.
4. 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.
5. 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.
6. 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.
7. 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.
8. Section 249.78(c)(5): Clarify that projects with multiple builcFngs or lots may locate the
required PDR uses or community building space anywhere on the subject project site.
9. Section 249.78(d)(3): Require "green" and/or "living" walls on new developments, subject to
further exploration on feasible locations for these amenities.
10. 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.
11. 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

331

6

Resolution No. 20295
September 27, 2018

Case No. 2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA
Approval of Amendments to the Central SoMa Plan

12. 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.
13. Section 263.32(c): Clarify the method of calculating the development capacity of the primary
project allowable with the Special Height Exemption.
14. 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%.
15. 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:
• 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
16. 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).
17. 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.
• 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'.
• Exception to the transparency and fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
• Exception to the protected street frontage requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
18. 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.
19. 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).
20. 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).
21. 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.
22. Uncodified Section (Block 3786, Lot 035 I 636 41h 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).
Implementation 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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Recommendation:

Central SoMa Plan: Approval of Amendments to the Planning
Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map
Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing
Sustainability District Ordinance
September 6, 2018

2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA

Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim on February 27, 2018 (Central
SoMa Plan – Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments, Zoning Map Amendments)
Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim on May 1, 2018 (Central SoMa
Housing Sustainability District – Planning Code and Business and
Tax Regulations Code Amendments)
Supervisor Kim on July 16 and July 23, 2018 (Planning Code and
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Implementation Program Document, Housing Sustainability
District)
Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager,
Citywide Planning; (415)-575-6815; joshua.switzky@sfgov.org
Approval with Modifications

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 1:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Resolution No. R-20183 (2011.1356E — CEQA Findings)
Resolution No. R-20184 (2011.1356M —General Plan Amendments)
Resolution No. R-20185 (2011.13567T —Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments)
Resolution No. R-20186 (2011.13562Z —Zoning Map Amendments)
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 9th 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 16th and July 23rd, 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 16th, 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 23rd, 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).

2
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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 7th, 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 nonsubstantive 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 2
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 4th 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,
Amend Height and Bulk District Map HT01 for the development on Assessor's Block
subsection (c)
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:
• 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:
o 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).
o 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).
o 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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Planning 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.

2.

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).

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.

5
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11.

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.
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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:
• 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:
• Exception to off-street parking controls of Section 151.1 to allow additional PDR
parking solely to serve the Flower Market tenants and customers.
• 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'.
6
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Exception to the transparency and fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
• 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.
•

17.
18.
19.

20.

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

2

Uncodified
Section (Block
3786, Lot 035 /
636 4th Street)

1

263.33

Change

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).
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

Change

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.

Rationale

To ensure that the special height
exemption is granted in cases where
there is an additional public benefit
being provided.

To address the potential urban design
impacts of the increased building size
and bulk.

Rationale

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

5

135.3

6

249.78(c)

7

249.78(c)(1)(F)

8

249.78(c)(5)

9

249.78(d)(3)

10

249.78(d)(8)

11

263.32(b)

12

263.32(c)

13

270(h)

4

134

Change

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.
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.
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.
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.
Clarify that projects with multiple buildings or
lots may locate the required PDR uses or
community building space anywhere on the
subject project site.
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.
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.
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.
Clarify the method of calculating the
development capacity of the primary project
allowable with the Special Height Exemption.
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%.

Rationale

Clarifying edit to add a cross-reference
to the Central SoMa SUD.

Corrects drafting error in references.

Clarifying edit.

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

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

To ensure that new PDR spaces will be
able to flexibly accommodate a range of
common industrial uses.
To ensure that land dedicated will be
suitable for provision of public benefits.

Clarifying edit.

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

8
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14

270(h)

15

329(d)(13)(D)

16

329(e)(2)(b)

17

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

18

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

19
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Case Number 2011.1356TZU
Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

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:
•
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.
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).
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:
•
Exception to off-street parking controls of
Section 151.1 to allow additional PDR
parking solely to serve the Flower Market
tenants and customers.
•
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'.
•
Exception to the transparency and
fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between
Brannan and Bryant Streets.
•
Exception to the protected street frontage
requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
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.
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.
Clarify that sponsors must pay an in-lieu fee for

other users of the street, and would
allow some design flexibility for
housing projects and other uses.
To account for the required 17’ floor-tofloor height for PDR uses.

Corrects drafting error in references.

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

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

9
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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).
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.

Corrects drafting errors and adds
additional cross-references for clarity.

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.
2.
3.

4.

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.
Planning Code Section 329(e)(2): Add Block 3786, Lot 322 (505 Brannan Street) as a Key
Site.
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).
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 23rd 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
10
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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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Planning Commission
Draft Resolution No. XXXXX
HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 13, 2018

Project Name:

Date:
Record No.:
Staff Contact:
Reviewed By:

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)
September 6, 2018

2011.1356TZU

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

3
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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 midrise character and street fabric, create a strong street wall, and facilitate innovative yet
contextual architecture.

4
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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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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).
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 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).
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.
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.
5. 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.
6. 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.
7. 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.
8. 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.
9. 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.
10. 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.
11. 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.
12. Section 263.32(c): Clarify the method of calculating the development capacity of the primary
project allowable with the Special Height Exemption.

6
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13. 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%.
14. 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:
• 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
15. 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).
16. 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.
• 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'.
• Exception to the transparency and fenestration requirements of Section
249.78(c)(1)(F) on 5th Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
• Exception to the protected street frontage requirements of Section 155.1(r) on 5th
Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets.
17. 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.
18. 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.
19. 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).
20. 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:
Date:
Record Number:
Staff Contact:
Reviewed By:

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
September 6, 2018

2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA

Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning; (415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager, Citywide Planning; (415)-5756815; 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.
#

Section

Legislation
Page/Line

Amendments 1
5/10
7/16
7/23
CPC
Board
Board

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

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,
lines 1421

X

2

343(g)(5)

pg 13, line
25 to pg
14, line 3

X

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.
Clarify the discretionary review requirement to
specify that as long as the Planning Commission has
delegated its authority to 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 to this Section 343.

To incentivize production of on-site affordable
housing units.

This clarifying amendment specifies that the
Commission will not hold a hearing for
discretionary review of these projects as long
as the Planning Commission has delegated its
review authority to the Planning Department.
This amendment would clarify that the Board
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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#

Section

3

343(g)(6)

Legislation
Page/Line

pg 14, line
18 to pg
16, line 2

5/10
CPC

Amendments 1
7/16
7/23
Board
Board

X

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

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.

To reduce delays in housing production by
requiring approved projects to commence
construction within a reasonable timeline.

Modify the proposed zoning as follows:
- Keep the MUR zoning on the portions of Assessor
blocks 3725, 3732, 3750, 3751, 3752 and 3753 that
are currently zoned MUR
- Rezone the WMUG- and M-zoned parcels in block
3733 in the Plan Area and the WMUG-zoned parcels
in block 3752 to MUR
- With the exception of parcels that are part of Key
Development Sites, rezone the SALI-zoned parcels
on blocks 3777, 3778, 3785 to MUG
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.

To increase housing development by limiting
hotels and other non-residential uses.

ZONING MAP [File no. 180184 - Planning Code, Zoning Map - Central South of Market Special Use District]
1

Zoning map
amendments &
various
conforming
sections in
Planning Code

2

Section 2,
subsection (c)

Zoning
map
ordinance:
pg 4, line
17-19; pg
5, line 4-5;
p 6, line
20; pg 7,
line 15 &
22
pg 15, line
13

X

X

With a special height exemption pursuant to
Section 263.32 (eligible for properties that
provide 100% affordable housing), this would
allow the affordable housing building at 595
Brannan to achieve a height of 70', thus
enabling an extra floor of affordable units.

2
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#

Section

Legislation
Page/Line

Amendments 2
5/10
CPC

7/16
Board

7/23
Board

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

PLANNING CODE & ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [File no. 180184 - Administrative, Planning Codes - Central South of Market Area Plan]
1

Section 2,
Finding (d)

pg 8, lines
1-16

X

Add a finding establishing intent for the Board of
Supervisors to revise the jurisdiction and
composition of Citizen Advisory Committees (CACs)
to guide Plan implementation.

2
3

Section 2,
Finding (e)
128.1(b)

pg 8, lines
17-24
pg 20, line
25; pg 21,
line 1-2

X

4

128.1(c)

X

X

6

135.3

pg 21, line
15
pg 24,
lines 1-2
pg 32,
lines 1012
pg 33,
lines 2-3

X

X

X

X

Add a finding establishing intent for the Board of
Supervisors to develop a "Good Jobs Policy."
Clarify the FAR definition for Transferable
Development Rights to exclude:
- lot area devoted to land dedicated to the City for
public parks or recreation centers
- lot area devoted to development of affordable
housing buildings
Reverse the terms “Development Lot” and “Transfer
Lot”.
Increase allowed streetwall architectural
modulation from five feet to eight feet.
Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138
satisfies the open space requirements of 135.3.

pg 35, line
14-19; pg
37, line
19-21
pg 36,
lines 4-5

X

X

Update references to point to appropriate
subsections.

Corrects drafting error to include retail uses.
Retail uses (like institutional uses) would still
need to provide usable open space per Section
135.3.
Corrects drafting error in references within
Section 138.

X

X

Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a
cantilevered portion of the building if the building
is at least 20 feet above grade.

Facilitates architectural creativity in projects
while maintaining the goal of having outdoor
POPOS feel outdoors.

5

132.4(d)(1)(B)(iv)

7

138(a)(2)

8

138(d)(2)(A)(B); 138(e)(2)

9

138(d)(2)(E)(i)

X

X

X

Clarify that retail uses are not required to provide
POPOS.

To advance future legislation to revise the
Eastern Neighborhoods CAC and split it into
two bodies, one serving the three SoMa Plan
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.
To advance future legislation to promote good
jobs with living wages in the Plan area.
Clarifying amendment

Corrects drafting error in sequence of terms.
Preserves the sense of a substantial edifice
while allowing for inset balconies.
Corrects drafting error to properly crossreference Section 138.

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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#

Section

10

138(d)(2)(F)(ii)

11

151.1

12

155(r)(2)(JJ)

14

Legislation
Page/Line

pg 36,
lines 1314
pg 42,
lines 4-6

Amendments 2
5/10
CPC

X

7/16
Board

X
X

pg 51, line
7
pg 52,
lines 1-5

X

X

249.78(c)(1)

pg 64,
lines 1823

X

X

15

249.78(c)(1)(D)

pg 64, line
16-17
pg 65,
lines 6-9

X

X

17

249.78(c)(4)

18

249.78(c)(5)

pg 65, line
9, 12

19

249.78(c)(5)(B)

20

249.78(c)(5)(B)

13

16

155(u)

249.78(c)(4)

X

X
X

pg 66 line
7-12
pg 65,
lines 2022; pg 66,
line 19
pg 65,
lines 2022; pg 66,
line 19

X

X
X

X
X

7/23
Board

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling
height of less than 20 feet.

This change would facilitate the creation of
mezzanines within the POPOS.

Change parking requirements to up to 0.25
spaces/unit principally permitted or up to 0.5
spaces/unit with a Conditional Use Authorization.
Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B).

Add to the Driveway Loading and Operations Plan
(DLOP) the requirement that projects include a
Passenger Loading Plan. Whereas the DLOP focuses
on issues within the building, the PLP would focus
on on-street loading issues.
Allow “active uses” to only be to a depth of 10 feet
from the street (as opposed to the current standard
of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets,
2) along minor streets as long there is a doorway
every 25 feet.

Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial
use per 145.4.
Modify the Micro-Retail definition to require that
spaces measure no less than 100 gross square feet,
and modify the requirement so that it applies to
new non-residential development only.
Key site exception - Micro Retail requirements
(c)(4) - make it clear that it refers to "lots" not
"sites."
Clarify the PDR replacement language to indicate
that the requirement would only apply to the
nonresidential portion, and would exclude
residential & POPOS.
Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR
requirements of large office projects to also include
nonprofit community services, city-owned public
facilities, Legacy Businesses, and grocery stores.
Amend the eastern boundary of the area where the
off-site PDR requirement may be satisfied from
Embarcadero Street to Second Street.

357

To limit parking in this transit-rich district, in
keeping with the citywide TDM program.
Corrects drafting error in references

The Passenger Loading Plan is a new concept
aimed at minimizing the impact of passenger
drop-offs, particularly on high injury corridors.
All of the projects required to do such a Plan
would also be required to undertake the DLOP,
so there’s synergy in merging the two efforts.
Active use requirements are to ensure proper
street activation. However, some flexibility
may be beneficial in the case of micro-retail
uses (i.e., uses less than 1,000 square feet),
along narrow streets and alleys, and on small
corner lots where the requirements of one
frontage impinge on the perpendicular
frontage.
Hotels generally have very active ground
floors, including lobbies, bars, and restaurants.
To provide a minimum micro-retail size to
ensure usable retail space, and to allow
maximum flexibility for residential projects.
Clarifying amendment
Clarifying amendment
Like PDR, these uses are beneficial to the
community and can only pay limited rent.
To narrow the geographic area where off-site
PDR may be provided to conform with the
eastern boundary of the Plan Area.
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Legislation
Page/Line

Amendments 2

#

Section

21

249.78(c)(5)(B)

pg 65, line
21; pg 67,
lines 8-9
and 14-27

22

249.78(d)(3)(C)

pg 69,
lines 1417

X

23

249.78(d)(5)(C)

X

24

249.78(d)(7)

pg 70,
lines 1617
pg 72, line
10

26

263.32, 263.33,
263.34

25

249.78(d)(9)

5/10
CPC

pg 73, line
1-11

X

pg 83, line
17-18, pg
85, lines 45 and 1920

X

7/16
Board

X
X

X

7/23
Board

X

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

Amend the PDR Requirements to:
(1) remove grocery stores from the list of
uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of
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.
Allow projects the flexibility to provide their living
and solar roof elements of subsections
249.78(d)(3)(C)(i)-(v) on any rooftops within the
subject project, provided the equivalent amount of
square footage is provided.
Clarify lot merger restrictions to exempt the Key
Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C), consistent with the
Key Development Site Guidelines.
Wind standard – clarify that projects must meet the
Nine Hour Criterion with wind reduction measures.

To incentivize provision of below market rate
PDR space and to support existing PDR
businesses with relocation.

In the Central SoMa SUD,
- allow units above 85’ in height to meet exposure
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.
Clarify that projects that comply with these Special
Height Exception sections do not need a Conditional
Use approval.

To allow projects some flexibility in meeting
requirements while still ensuring
environmental performance goals are met.
Clarifying amendment
Clarifying amendment

These changes would make a rule of commonly
granted exceptions.

Corrects oversight such that dedicated
affordable housing sites can receive the height
bonus just as sites that build units or that
dedicate land for open space.

5
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Legislation
Page/Line

Amendments 2

#

Section

27

263.32(b)(2)

pg 83,
lines 7-11

X

X

28

263.32(c)(3)

X

X

29

263.33(c)(2)

pg 84,
lines 1012

30

Table 270(h)

pg 90, line
11

X

X

31

329(d)

X

X

32

329(d)

pg 95,
lines 1821, pg 96,
lines 6-7

X

X

33

329(d)

pg 96,
lines 4-5
pg 96,
lines 8-9

X

X

34

329(d)

X

X

35

329(d)

36

329(e)(3)

pg 96,
lines 1011
pg 96,
lines 1213

37

329(e)(3)(A)

5/10
CPC

7/16
Board

pg 84, line
24

pg 97, line
17
pg 98,
lines 2023

7/23
Board

X

X

X

Rationale

Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable
housing are eligible for this Special Height
Exception.

The purpose of this height bonus is to incentive
projects to provide sites for affordable housing
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.
Clarifying amendment

Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height
Exception to exceed 160 feet are still subject to
controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and
not towers.
Allow the development on Assessor's Block 3763,
Lot 105 to receive the special height exemption for
residential use, in addition to hotel.
For Perry Street, make the Base Height “none”.

Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight
loading requirements of Sections 154 and 155, and
to allow the “Driveway and Loading Operations
Plans” (DLOP) per Section 155(u) to be used when
evaluating this exemption.
Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant
tower separation exceptions per the controls
contained in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B).
Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for
exposure requirements under Section 140/249.78

X
X

Summary of Amendments

X

Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant
exceptions for wind per the controls contained in
Section 249.78(d)(7).
Add a subsection allowing for exceptions to lot
coverage requirements pursuant to 249.78 for
projects that convert from nonresidential to
residential.
Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions
granted in 329(d).
Include donation of land for affordable housing in
satisfaction of Jobs-Housing Linkage (JHL) fee
pursuant to Section 413.7 as a Qualified Amenity
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To encourage housing production by allowing
flexibility for this site to be developed as
housing in addition to, or instead of, a hotel.

This is the correct change to effectuate the goal
of treating Perry St. like current northern sides
of alleys, as discussed in the Central SoMa
Plan’s Implementation Matrix.
These are commonly granted exceptions that
are important to maintain but would otherwise
be removed based on proposed changes to
329(d)(12).
Corrects drafting error to properly crossreference 132.4(d)(3)(B) and 329(d).

This is a commonly granted exception that is
important to maintain but would otherwise be
removed based on proposed changes to
329(d)(12).
Corrects drafting error to properly crossreference 249.78(d)(7) and 329(d).
Clarifying amendment

Extra language needed to make sure intent of
this section is clear.
Corrects oversight based on benefits proposed
by Key Sites.
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EXHIBIT 2: Amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map, Implementation Program, and Housing Sustainability District since Planning Commission Adoption
#

Section

Legislation
Page/Line

Amendments 2
5/10
CPC

7/16
Board

38

329(e)(3)(A)

pg 97,
lines 2325

X

X

39

329(e)(3)(B)

X

X

41

329(e)(3)(B)(i)

pg 98,
Lines 5-7
pg. 98, line
3-10

42

40

329(e)(3)(B)

X

7/23
Board

X

pg 98,
lines 1318

X

329(e)(3)(B)(ii)

pg 98,
lines 1923

X

43

329(e)(3)(B)(iii)

X

44

329(e)(3)(B)(iv)

pg 98,
lines 2425

45

329(e)(3)(B)(iv)

pg 99,
lines 5-6

X

pg 99,
lines 1-4

X

Summary of Amendments
provided by Key Sites, if the value of the land
donated is equal to or greater than the fee amount
owed.
Include donation of land for affordable housing per
Sec 419.6 (Alternatives to the Inclusionary Housing
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.
Clarify that Key Sites can have exceptions for tower
separation even greater than the exception in 132.4
Limit certain exceptions to specific Key
Development Sites, as discussed in the Key
Development Sites Guidelines.
On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(B),
the ground floor non-residential height in Sections
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.
On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(C),
exception to the lot coverage limits in Section
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.
On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(D),
exception to the requirement in Section
138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open to
the sky.
On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E),
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).
On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(G),
exception to the PDR space requirements of Section
249.78(c)(5).

360

Rationale

Corrects oversight based on benefits proposed
by Key Sites.
Clarifying non-substantive amendment

Certain exceptions were developed recognizing
the specific needs and opportunities of certain
Key Development Sites. However, these
exceptions should not be broadly applicable to
all the Key Sites.
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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
Legislation
Page/Line

#

Section

46

329(e)(3)(B)(v)

pg 99,
lines 7-14

47

413.7(a)

pg 101,
lines 2123

48

413.7

pg 102,
lines 1-5

49

418.7

50

426

51

434

pg 106
line 17 to
pg 108
line 21
pg 119,
line 25 to
page 12,
line 1-3
pg 132,
line 7 to
pg 133,
line 25

Amendments 2
5/10
CPC

7/16
Board

X

7/23
Board

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

(vi) On the Key Site identified in Section
329(e)(2)(H), exception to the street frontage
requirements in Section 145.1, the required ground
floor commercial uses in Section 145.4, and the
requirement that at least two-thirds of the Gross
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.
Clarify that projects that satisfy all or a portion of
the Jobs-Housing Linkage fee via land dedication
pursuant to Section 413.7 may receive a credit
against such requirements up to the value of the
land donated.

Certain exceptions were developed recognizing
the specific needs and opportunities of certain
Key Development Sites. However, these
exceptions should not be broadly applicable to
all the Key Sites.

Require the Director of Property to either conduct
or approve the land appraisal forland dedication in
satisfaction of the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee
requirement
Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to
accrue from the Central SoMa Community Facilities
District and to reference the Central SoMa
Implementation Program Document
Clarify that projects may pay an in-lieu fee for any
POPOS and/or Usable Open Spaces requirements
not met in sections 138 and 135.3, respectively.

Add a Section that describes the purpose,
applicability, and requirements of the Central SoMa
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD).
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.

361

The code as introduced was contradictory, as it
specified that projects could meet part or all of
their Jobs-Housing Linkage fee obligation
through land dedication, but later said the
proposed land must be equal to or greater in
value than the fee obligation. This clarification
is consistent with our other land dedication
policies.
Clarifying amendment
Change necessary to legalize the funding
structure proposed by the Plan.
Clarifying edit.
This language was always proposed for
inclusion but was not ready for discussion until
this time.
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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
#

Section

52

840 (Table 840)

53

841 (Table 841)

54

848

55

848

56

Uncodified
section

Legislation
Page/Line

pg 186,
line 22 to
pg 190,
line 13
pg 191,
line 20 to
pg 195,
line 21
pg 208,
lines 1-6

pg 208,
line 14 to
pg 209,
line 2
pg 216,
lines 5-18

Amendments 2
5/10
CPC

7/16
Board

7/23
Board

X
X
X

X

X
X

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

Make conforming edits to the MUG General District
Zoning Control Table to correct numbering and
cross-references, and to add references to various
requirements in the Central SoMa SUD.
Make conforming edits to the MUR General District
Zoning Control Table to correct numbering and
cross-references, and to add references to various
requirements in the Central SoMa SUD.
Correct the residential off-street parking code
references in the CMUO District Zoning Control
Table.
Add a cross-reference in the CMUO table to the
residential lot coverage requirements in 249.78.

Conforming edits to address the zoning
amendments introduced on July 16th.

For a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035, the
following controls shall apply, provided the project
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.

To facilitate an increase in residential units in
the tower at 636 4th Street, provided the
project provides affordable housing units onsite.

Conforming edits to address the zoning
amendments introduced on July 16th.
Corrects cross-references.
Non-substantive amendment but not included
in the Case Report

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM DOCUMENT [ADOPTED BY REFERENCE]
1

Implementation
Program
Document

Public
Benefits
Program

X

Amend the Public Benefits Program to create a $10
million PDR Relocation Fund in the Cultural
Preservation and Community Services category.

To support existing PDR businesses and
address potential displacement by providing
relocation assistance, including business
services and support with rent and moving
costs.

9

362

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
#

Section

Legislation
Page/Line

2

Implementation
Program
Document

Public
Benefits
Program

3

Implementation
Program
Document

Key
Development Site
Guidelines

Amendments 2
5/10
CPC

7/16
Board

7/23
Board

X

X

Summary of Amendments

Rationale

Amend the Public Benefits Program to subtract $5
million from the Restoration of the US Mint building
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").
Edit the description of Key Development Site 3 to
specify that the hotel may be developed as a
residential building, and to remove the reference to
500 hotel rooms.

To create the PDR Relocation Fund as
described above.

Conforming amendment with item #6 (Section
263.33) above.
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EXHIBIT 3:
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
ADDRESSING AMENDMENTS TO THE
CENTRAL SOMA AREA PLAN

364

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;
2) Planning Department’s staff recommendations; and
3) other issues for consideration.
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
(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

1

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 263.32 2, 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 50foot 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.H38-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

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. 3 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, 2018 4) 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
Chen, Lisa (San Francisco Planning Department), “RE: Central SoMa: Growth Projections”. Email communication to Elizabeth
White. September 6, 2018.
4 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.
3

3
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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 offset 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. 6 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.

6
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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

5
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Attachment A

Legend
Proposed Building
Shadow Fan
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Public

Private

Schools Public - Dec 2015
CCSF_ENTITY
SFCCD
SFUSD

Title:
Comments:

Block 3777 Lot 052: Shadow from 50 foot Height Limit

Printed:

16 July, 2018

July 16, 2018 Proposed Amendments to the
Central SoMa Plan, Case No. 2011.1356E

µ

0

230

460

690

Feet
920

The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness
of any information. CCSF provides this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to
warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.
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ORDINANCE NO.

FILE NO. 180184

1

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

2

3

Ordinance amending the Administrative and Planning Codes to give effect to the

4

Central South of Market Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its

5

western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern

6

portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally

7

jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by

8

Townsend Street; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality

9

Act, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations; and making findings

10

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

11

Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under

12

Planning Code, Section 302.

13
14

15

16

NOTE:

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

17

18

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

19
20

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

21

(a) On _ _ _ _ _ _, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

22

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

23

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

24

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

25

Francisco, is adequate, accurate, and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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1

Draft EIR, and that the content of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR

2

was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the California Environmental Quality Act

3

(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code

4

Regs. Section 15000 et seq.)!. and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the

5

Planning Commission Motion and the Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

6

No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

7

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

8

Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the

9

Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and

10

Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project

11

evaluated in the Final EIR.

12

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

13

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

14

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

15

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

16

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. _ _ _ _ __

17

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _ _ _ __

18

recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and

19

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

20

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

21

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

22

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

23

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

24

Planning Code Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the

25
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1

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _ _ _ _ _, and the Board

2

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.

3

(f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

4

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

5

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

6

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this ordinance.

7

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

8

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

9

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

10
11

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

12

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

13

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

14

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

15

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

16

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

17

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

18

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

19

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

20

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

21

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

22

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final

23

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

24
25

Section 2. General Findings
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1

{a) Findings Regarding Setback Requirement on Fourth Street. The increased

2

development in Central SoMa is likely to cause congestion and crowding for pedestrians on

3

the Central SoMa Plan Area's sidewalks, particularly near the intersection of the Central

4

Subway and Caltrain, due to the increased concentration of commuters using Muni and

5

Caltrain at that location. In most of the Plan Area, pedestrian congestion will be ameliorated

6

by widening sidewalks to the widths identified in the Better Streets Plan, pursuant to Planning

7

Code Section 138.1. However, the sidewalks on 4th Street between Bryant and Town send

8

Streets cannot be widened to the extent recommended by the Better Streets Plan because

9

the Central Subway will run at grade in the middle of the street. Therefore, requiring the

10

buildings on 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street be set back five feet at

11

ground level will alleviate this impact to pedestrian congestion and crowding.

12

(b) Findings Regarding Micro-Retail Uses in the Central SoMa Special Use District.

13

The Plan seeks to provide small retail spaces, referred to as "micro-retail," to ensure that

14

space is available for small, non-Formula Retail establishments, which are more likely to offer

15

non-traditional and unique merchandise for residents and visitors. The micro-retail space

16

requirements provide for a diversity of retail land uses, which will help preserve Central

17

SoMa's distinct neighborhood character and help fulfill the City's Priority Policy of the General

18

Plan that existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and that

19

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail

20

establishments be enhanced. In addition, the Board hereby incorporates by reference and

21

adopts the findings set forth in Planning Code Section 303.1 (a), which further support the

22

provision of non-Formula Retail micro-retail spaces in the Central SoMa Plan Area.

23
24
25

(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.
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1

(2) New non-residential development increases demands on the City's existing

2

limited parks, recreational facilities, and open spaces, contributing to overcrowding of those

3

facilities.

4

(3) Publicly-accessible open space and recreation facilities are essential to

5

creating and maintaining an attractive central business district and to generally create an

6

environment appealing for workers, shoppers, and visitors. The economic sustainability and

7

well-being of the City is dependent on the reputation of its commercial and visitor areas as

8

pleasant and amenity-filled. Businesses choose to locate in San Francisco because of its

9

balance of high-accessibility to other businesses and services and its livability. The skilled

10

and creative workforce sought by businesses growing in San Francisco values spending time

11

in an interesting and amenity-filled walkable urban environment. These spaces directly

12

enhance the economic value of the commercial properties themselves.

13

(4) New non-residential development increases the demand for parks,

14

recreational facilities, and open space. These amendments provide for open space

15

demanded as a result of new non-residential development. These amendments also provide

16

for a reduction in open space requirements where recreational and open space amenities are

17

provided by other means. Also, to ensure that these publicly accessible spaces mitigate the

18

impacts described above, truly supplement the public open space system, and provide

19

welcoming environments to all members of the public, indoor and upper-story spaces are

20

discouraged in favor of outdoor, street-level spaces, except where a specific recreational

21

amenity is provided that is necessarily indoors or the project location makes outdoor space

22

undesirable (e.g., adjacent to a freeway). Further, limited amounts offood and beverage

23

service retail are permitted in larger spaces created pursuant to this ordinance to ensure that

24

these spaces are active and attractive to workers, visitors, and shoppers, as well as provide

25

some revenue for the property owners.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

376

PageS

1

(5) To ensure that the requirements of this ordinance provide sufficient flexibility

2

for project sponsors to address the context of their particular sites and address the impacts of

3

their developments, project sponsors are given options to meet the requirements other than

4

by setting aside space on their project sites. These options include (depending on zoning

5

district) provision of off-site open space and payment of fees in lieu of providing any space.

6

Reasonable geographic latitude is given in provision of off-site spaces. In-lieu fee amounts

7

are set based on the reasonably comparable costs of acquiring land in the area of the

8

development and improving the property to the same high standard of investment as would be

9

expected in a highly-trafficked public space in a high-density urban area (i.e., significantly

10

higher cost per square foot for more intensive amenity, hardscape, and engineering

11

investment than relatively cheaper expansive lawns and landscape areas common in less

12

dense more outlying neighborhoods). These in-lieu fees are based on costs identified in

13

Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee

14

Nexus Study by Hausrath Economics from April2012.

15

(6) The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis (2014) ("LOS

16

Analysis"), p. 22, concludes that four acres of open space are necessary for every 1,000

17

"Service Population Units." Each employee is equivalent to 0.19 "Service Population Units"

18

(Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and EDU Factors Study," A Report to City of

19

Phoenix Planning Department, Sept. 1998, cited in San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

20

(2014) at p. 14 n. 22.) Thus, every 1,000 additional employees creates a demand for 0.76

21

acres of open space (4.0 acres/1 ,000 employees x 0.19

22

=0.76 acres/1 ,000 workers).

(7) Development under the Central SoMa Plan is expected to add 8.5 million

23

gross square feet (gsf) of new non-residential building space, based on the Planning

24

Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018).

25
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1

(8) This 8.5 million gsfwould result in approximately 40,000 jobs (assuming an

2

employment density of approximately 220 gsf per worker). ("Central SoMa Growth Allocation

3

by TAZ- August 2016.")

4

(9) Because, as noted above, every 1,000 additional employees creates a

5

demand for 0.76 acres of open space, the Central SoMa Plan would create demand for an

6

additional30.4 acres of open space.

7

(10) The San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (2014) ("Citywide Nexus

8

Analysis"), at p. 15, states that the cost to construct new open space is approximately $10.3

9

million per acre. Therefore providing 30.4 acres of new open space in Central SoMa would

10

cost the City approximately $313 million.

11

(11) Non-residential development projects in Central SoMa pay the Eastern

12

Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Fee), of which 6% is dedicated to open space. As

13

of 2018, the maximum Fee paid by non-residential uses was $19.81 per gsf; 6% of which is

14

$1.19 per gsf. As such, non-residential projects in Central SoMa are expected to generate

15

approximately $10 million towards open space, leaving an unfunded portion of nearly $300

16

million.

17

(12) The Central SoMa Plan POPOS program would yield approximately four

18

acres of open space, based on the proposed requirement of 1 gsf of POPOS for every 50 gsf ·

19

of non-residential development and the expectation of 8.5 million of gsf of non-residential

20

development. At a cost of $10.3 million per acre, these four acres of POPOS would be the

21

equivalent of approximately $40 million of additional open space fees.

22

(13) Therefore, expanding the POPOS requirement to the Central SoMa Plan

23

Area is an essential part of the City's overall strategy to meet the demand for open space

24

generated by new residents and workers.

25
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1

(d) Findings Regarding the Establishment of Citizens Advisory Committees to Guide

2

Plan Implementation. Through the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process. the Citv

3

established the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee CCAC) to advise on the

4

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans and communitv improvements

5

programming within the Central Waterfront. East SoMa. Western SoMa. Mission. and

6

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill areas. However. with the addition of the Central SoMa Area

7

Plan and its related implementation and community improvements programming. it is evident

8

that a single CAC can no longer provide the appropriate communitv input necessary to serve

9

these growing areas. The Board of Supervisors intends to revise the composition and

10

jurisdiction of the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC. such that it is split into two CACs. one which

11

serves the three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa. Central SoMa. and Western SoMa) and one

12

which serves the southern Plan Areas (Mission. Showplace Square/Potrero Hill. and Central

13

Waterfront>. Any process of moditving existing and proposed CACs should incorporate

14

communitv input. Therefore it is the Board's intent to create a process which incorporates the

15

recommendations of neighborhood stakeholders and communitv members as they develop

16

the necessary details of restructuring these bodies.

17

(e) Findings Regarding Access to Good Jobs. While accommodating the growth of

18

jobs is important. it is just as important that these are jobs that pay a living wage. Many of the

19

office jobs in the technology sector and even the PDR jobs are certain to be good jobs.

20

particularly in that they pay well relative to education. However. it is important that the City

21

supports good jobs across all sectors. including construction workers. hotel workers. and

22

other professions. Therefore. it is the intent of the Board of Supervisors to develop a "Good

23

Jobs Policy" to help enable permanent jobs at good living wages with benefits within the future

24

development.

25
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1
2

Section 3. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising Chapter 35, to
read as follows:

3
4

CHAPTER 35: RESIDENTIAL, HOTEL, AND INDUSTRIALPDR COMPATIBILITY AND

5

PROTECTION

6
7
8

9
10

SEC. 35.1. SHORT TITLE.

This Chapter 35 may be referred to as the Residential and IndustrialPDR 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

11

existing and future industrial businessesProduction, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) Uses from

12

potentially incompatible adjacent and nearby development provided that such industrial Uses

13

are conducted and maintained in a manner consistent ·withpreper and accepted custonia and

14

standliff'fis and in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

15

The City and Ceitnt)' o.fSan Fr-ancisco encourages the use of best available control technologies

16

and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce the potential for

17

incompatibility with other uses, including residential.

18

Furthermore, it shall be the policy of the City and Ceunty ofSan Francisco to support the

19

health. safety, and welfare o(protect the future residents of and overnight visitors to

20

industriallndustrial. PDR. and mixed-use neighborhoods by providing for a notification process

21

so that such residents and overnight visitors are made aware of some of the possible

22

consequences of moving to or staying in an industrial or mixed use such neighborhoods and by

23

encour-aging and:, ifpossibk, requiring, features in any new residential or hotel construction

24

designed to promote the compatibility of residential and hotel and adjacent or nearby il~dustrial

25

PDR uses.
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1

SEC. 35.3. DEFINITIONS.

2

For the purposes of this Chapter 35, the following definitions shall apply.

3

(a) "Acijacent :Property" means all real property inside or ·within 150feet t?f«n Industrial Use

4
5

Zoning District.

fh)--"Eiigible IndustrialPDR Use" means any legally existing, including legally non-

6

conforming, or future IndustrialPDR Use, conducted or maintained for industrialPDR purposesl.

7

in a manner consistent wit.lz proper and accepted customs and standards, as established andfollel~·ed

8

by similar industrialPDR uses in the Stfi'IW neighborhood ifsuch uses exist, and in accordance with all

9

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

10

"Hotel Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section 102.

11

fc)-"IndustrialPDR Use" means an:;· industrial use asis as defined in #te Planning Code

12

Section 102.. including, but net limited to, Automotive fJS defined in ...Planning Code Section 223, Animal

13

Services fJS defined in Planning Code Section 224, Wholesaling, Storage, Distribution and Open Air

14

Handling o.f}Jaterials and Equipment as defined in Planning Cede Section 225, }.fanufacturing and

15

Processing fJS defined in Planning Cede Section 226. Other Uses fJS defined in Planning Cede Section

16

22 7, and Light }Janufocturing. Wholesale Sales, Storage fJS defined in Planning Cede Section 890.5 4.

17

Upon adoption o.fthe per:manent EfJStern }kighbor.r,.oods Zm~ing Controls. "Industrial Use" shall also

18

include })reduction, Design, and Repair Uses ("PDR Uses'9, as defined in the zoning controls,

19

including, but not limited to, Publishing, Audio/Visual, Arts,

20

Design. Construction, Equipment, }Jeter Vehicles, and Other PDR uses.

21

Fashi01~,

Tl'tlnSpert, Feed/Event, Interior

(d)-"IndustrialPDR Use Zoning District" means a zoning district designated in Planning

22

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

23

Neighborhoods Mixed Use DistrictC },{(Heavy· Commercial), }J. 1 (Light Industrial), }J. 2 (Heavy

24

Industrial), SPD (South Parle), RSD (Residentiah1&rvice }.fixed Use), SLR (Service/Light

25

Industriah!Residential },fixed Use), SLI (&rvice/Light Industrial), SSO (&rvice/&cendary Office), or
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1

}JB C! (J..1ission Bay Commercial Industrial). Upon adoption o.fthe permanent Eastern Neighborhoods

2

Zoning Controls, "!ndl:JStrial Use Zoning District" shall also include a zoning district ~~·ithin the

3

Eastern I'kighborlioods Plan Area in ·which PDR is a principally permitted use, including, but not

4

limited to, zoning districts desigriated PDR Zone, Employment and Business Development Zone, or

5

Urban }Jixed Use Zone.

6

"Property" means all real property inside a PDR Use Zoning District.

7

{ej-"Residential Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section 102means the use o.fany real

8
9

10

property tl9 a dwelling u1~it or units, regardless o.fwhether it is a primmy residence.
{ff--"Transfer'' means, but is not limited to, the fiJllowing: sale or lease.

"Transferee" means a purchaser or lessee o(all or anv portion o(a Property. and includes but

11

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

12

"Transferee" shall not mean a guest at a Hotel or Motel.

13

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

14

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

15

and representatives.

16

SEC. 35.4. PROTECTION OF INDUSTRJALPDR USES.

17

No Eligible Indl:JStrialPDR Use shall be or become a public or private nuisance i(the

18

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

19

terms ofits permitsdue to any changed condition in Adjacent :Property «fter the !ndl:JStrial Use has been

20

in operation far more than two years ifit was not a nuisance at the time it WtlS established.

21

SEC. 35.5. EXEMPTIONS AND NONAPPLICATION.

22

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

23

the negligent, improper, or illegal operation of any IndustrialPDR Use.

24

25
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1

(b) This Chapter 35 is not intended to

supere~ede

or limit any other provisions of the

2

Municipal Code with regard to the regulation and control of lndustritdPDR Uses, including, but

3

not limited to, Article 11 of the Health and Safety Code.

4

* * * *

5

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

6
7
8

RESIDENTIAL USE.

(a) Notice Requirement. The I.Iransferor of Adjacent Property for Residential Use or
Hotel Use must provide notice to the 1Iransferee as follows.
(1) Timing o(Disclosure. For all transfers of Adjacent Property having any

9
10

Residential Use or Hotel Use, the I.Iransferor shall provide the disclosure described in

11

S~ubsection

12

the tenant(s) signing ethe lease,_ or for a purchase agreement for the transfer of the AdjocCJ'it

13

Property at the time required by California Civil Code Section 1102.3.

35.6(a)(2) on a written document. This notice shall be provided for a lease prior to

(2) Disdos1::treContents ofDisclosure Notice. The disclosure shall include a

14
15

citation to this Section 35.6. a copy o(this Chapter 35 as is in effect when the disclosure notice is

16

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

17

point font:

18
19

"DISCLOSURE OF ADJACENTNEIGHBORING INDUSTRIALPDR USES

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

20

Repair (PDR) Uuses. as defined in Planning Code Section 1 02thtlt may he adjacent to an existing

21

industrial use. lndustritdPDR Uuses may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort arising

22

from lndustritdtheir operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust,

23

chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations. which may

24

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

25

even if the industria/PDR Uuse is operating in conformance with existing laws and regulations
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1

and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of such use. Ifyou live near

2

industrial 'ttSes, yeuYou should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as

3

normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed ind'ttStrialPDR and

4

residential Uuses. A PDR Uuse shall not be considered a public or private nuisance ifit operates in

5

compliance with the Municipal Code and state and federal law. and with the terms ofits

6

permits Transferer shall maintain a copy e.lthis disclosure in the transforer's records for net less than

7

two years, and a cepy shall be prm:ided te the City er the transferee 'blfJOn request."

8

(b) Affidavit of Disclosure.

9

(1)

Contents ofAffidavit. The !Iransferor shall make and sign, upon penalty of

10

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

11

place ofthe bracketed language. as specified: stating that the transferer provided the disclesure

12

required by this Section and s.'iall attach a copy e.fthe notice actually preo:ided; pre·.:ided,

13

that the attachment need net also include a copy e.lthe then current text efthis Chapter. This cz-ffidavit,

14

with the attached notice provided, shall be maintained in the transferer's records for net less than two

15

years, and a copy shall be provided te the City er the tra1'lSjeree upon request.

16
17

hw.~·eo:er,

(A) the identities o[the Transferor and any entity on whose behalfthe
Transferor is acting;

18

{B) the identity o[the Transferee;

19

(C) the address. including unit number. ofthe portion o[the Project being

20

transferred;

21

(D) whether the Transfer is a sale or lease; and

22

(E) the following language:

23

"!have provided to the [purchaser or lessee 7 the disclosure required by San Francisco

24

Administrative Code Chapter 35. Attached is a true and correct copy ofthe notice provided to the

25

[purchaser or lessee 7.
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I declare under penalty o(perjury under the laws o(the State ofCalifOrnia that the foregoing is

1

2

true and correct. Executed on [date 1in [city and state 7. "

3

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

4

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

5

copy o(the disclosure notice provided to each Transferee; provided however. that the attachment need

6

not also include a copy o[the then-current text ofthis Chapter 35. This transmittal must occur within

7

90 days o[the transfer. Upon request ofthe Transferee, the Transferor shall also provide a copy ofthis

8

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

9

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

10

the Planning Department shall provide a COJZY o[the affidavit and attached notice to any member ofthe

11

public.

12

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

13

Property will be subdivided into condominiums. the requirements ofthis Section 35. 6{b) shall be

14

included as terms o[the Covenants. Conditions. and Restrictions ("CC&Rs") that will be tiled with the

15

State and that govern owners ofthe property. Upon request. a COJZY ofthe CC&Rs shall be provided to

16

the Planning Department.

17

* * * *

18

(e) This Chapter shall net ereate any prhYite right o.faetien against the City. The City ihfilll

19

h«ve ne dwty er lifilhiJity based en anyJYiihee te filehieve tl'le disehJs'bH'e ref!Jwired hy this Ch«pter er

20

based an the City'sfoil'bH'e tepresee'111te.Enforcement. The Planning Department shall enfOrce this

21

Section 35.6 through the application ofPlanning Code Sections 176 and 176.1.

22
23
24
25

SEC. 35.7. PLANNING DEPARTMENT AND COMMISSION REVIEW OF
RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS.
The Planning Department and Commission shall consider, among other

eensideffltiensfactors, the compatibility of uses when approving Residential Uses and Hotel Uses
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1

in PDR Use Zoning Districts adjtwent to or near existing Industrial Uses and :teshall take all

2

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

3

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

4

both the existing and future Industria!PDR Uses in these Districts and the future residents and

5

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

6

others:

7

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

8

(b) The proposed project's overall design, acoustical treatment, and ventilation to

9

achieve interior noise levels and ventilation compatible with residential standards; and

10

(c) The location of non-habitable spaces or spaces such as closets, bathrooms,

11

kitchens, and/or landscaping so that such spaces may provide a buffer between the proposed

12

habitable residential areas and any common property line with Industria!PDR Uses.

13

SEC. 35.8. SEVERABILITY.

14

In the event that a court or agency of competent jurisdiction holds that a Federal or

15

State law, rule, or regulation invalidates any clause, sentence, paragraph, or section of this

16

Chapter 35 or the application thereof to any person or circumstances, it is the intent of the

17

Board of Supervisors that the court or agency sever such clause, sentence, paragraph, or

18

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

19

effect.

20

SEC. 35.9. NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTIONAGAINST CITY.

21

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

22

no duty or liability based on any tailure to achieve the disclosure required by this Chapter or based on

23

the City's tailure to enforce or prosecute pursuant to this Chapter.

24
25
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1

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 128.1, 132.4,

2

175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432,433,434, and 848; revising Sections 102,

3

124, 134, 135, 135.3, 138, 140, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 153, 155, 163, 169.3, 181,

4

182,201, 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45,260, 261.1, 263,270, 270.2,

5

303.1, 304, 307,329,401, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 418.7, 419, 419.6,

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,

7

803.9, 809, 813,825,840,841, 842,843,844, 845,846, 847,890.37,890.116, and 890.124;

8

and deleting Sections 263.11,425, 802.5, 803.8, 815, 816,817, and 818, to read as follows:

9

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

10

* * * *

11

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

12

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

13

a building or buildings, measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the

14

centerlines of walls separating two buildings. Where columns are outside and separated from

15

an exterior wall (curtain wall) that encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged

16

that the curtain wall is clearly separate from the structural members, the exterior face of the

17

curtain wall shall be the line of measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each

18

floor shall also be counted.

19

In the C-3 and CMUOCentral SoMa Districts and tAe Van Ness Special Use Districtg,

20

the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured along the

21

glass line at windows at a height of four feet above the finished floor and along a projected

22

straight line parallel to the overall building wall plane connecting the ends of individual

23

windows, provided, however, that such line shall not be inward of the interior face of the wall.

24

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

25

but not be limited to, the following:
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1

* * * *

2
3

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

4
5

dedicated to accessory or non-accessory parking, except for bicycle parking, required

6

off-street loading, and accessory parking as specified in subsection (b)(7); and

7

* * * *

8

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

9

* * * *
(4) Mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas necessary to the

10
11

operation or maintenance of the building itself (A) if located at an intermediate story of the

12

building and forming a complete floor level; or (B) in the C-3 and CMUOCentral SoMa Special

13

~Districts,

14

level, provided that the mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas are permanently

15

separated from occupied floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an

16

average floor as determined by the Zoning Administrator;

17

18

if located on a number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor

* * * *

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

19

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

20

* * * *

21

(13) Ground floor area in the C-3-0, C-3-0(SD), C-3-S, C-3-S(SU), and-and C-

22

3-G Districts and CMUOin the Central SoMa Special Use Districts devoted to building or

23

pedestrian circulation and building service;

24

* * * *

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

388

Page 17

1

2

(16) Floor area in C-3, Seuth e.f}Jarket}Jixed Use Districts, 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

3
4

more than 6,000 square feet--end.:.

5

(B) The facilities are made available rent free,-and.:_

6

(C) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to

7

the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops, or public parks may be used if they meet

8

licensing requirements for child care facilities,.:_ and

9

(D) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as

10

there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by the Planning

11

Commission that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a

12

facility described in S~ubsection .®.{17) below dealing with cultural, educational, recreational,

13

religious, or social service facilities;

14

(17) Floor area in C-3, Seuth

e.f.Marketl~lixed

Use Districts, and Eastern

15

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational,

16

religious, or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee

17

covering actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are:

18

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

19

(B) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit
S~ubsection

20

corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this

21

be counted as Occupied Floor Area, except as provided in S~ubsections(a) through (f) in the

22

definition for Floor Area, Occupied, for the purpose of calculating the freight loading

23

requirements for the project;

24

* * * *

25

SEC. 124. BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO.
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1

(a) Except as provided in

S~ubsections

(b), (c), (d), (e),_ and (I) of this Section 124, the

2

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

3

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

4

districts indicated.

5

6

TABLE 124

7

BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITS

8
9

District

Basic Floor Area Ratio Limit

* * * *

10
11
12

13

RS9;-SPD, NC-1, NCT-1, NC-S
Haight
Inner Clement

14

15
16
17

Inner Sunset
North Beach

1.8 to 1

Outer Clement

18

19

Sacramento

20

24th Street-Noe Valley

21

22

West Portal

23

* * * *

24

Sfl?:,

~.:3-

Sf[

te /:

25
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1

2

889 end in e 4(} eF .§.(}feet heig.~t di&tFiet

J.(}te/:

88(} e1~d in e 6§. eF 8(} feet heig-.~1 di&tFiet

4.(} tel

88(} end in e /:J(} feet heig.~t di&tFiet

4. .§ tel

3
4
5

* * * *

6

* * * *

7

0) Within the cmy RSD, SPD, SLR, SLIer SSG District, Live/Work Units constructed

8

above the floor area ratio limits in Section 102 (Floor Area Ratio, subsection (b)(19)) of this

9

Code shall be subject to the following conditions and standards:

10

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

11

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

12

200 square feet of lot area, exeept thet,ferprejeets in the RSD Distriet",vhieh will exeeed 4(} J+eet in

13

height, end theFe_foFe &e required te ebtein eenditienel urre tlppreJJ£~1, the elle·weble den&ity foF

14

Dwelling Units end Live/Wflrk Units &hell be e&teblished ttrr ptlrl e.f"the eenditienel urre deteFmintltien;

15

and

16

* * * *

17

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

18

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

19

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

20

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

21

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

22

Section 249.78.

23

24
25

{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 include any
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1

land dedicated to the Citv for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249.78 or for publicly-

2

owned parks or publicly-owned recreation centers.

3

"Preservation Lot.'' A parcel of!and within the Central SoMa Special Use District on

4

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

5

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

6

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

7

boundaries ofthe Assessor's Lot on which the building is located at the time the ordinance making the

8

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

9

10
11

"Transfer Lot. " A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District from which
Transferable Development Rights may be transferred.
"Transferable Development Rights (TDR)." Units ofallowable Gross Floor Area that

12

may be transferred. pursuant to the provisions o[this Section and Article 11 ofthis Code. from a

13

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

14
15

16
17

"Unit o(TDR." One unit ofTDR is one square toot ofGross Floor Area.
(c) Applicabilitv. TDR may be transferred from a Transfer Lot to a Development Lot. subject
to the requirements set forth in this Section 128.1.
(1) The maximum TDR available tor transfer from a Transfer Lot consists o(the

18

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

19

Area o[the development located on the Transfer Lot. For purposes ofthis Section. the allowable Gross

20

Floor Area o[the Transfer Lot is as follows:

21

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

22

(B) 4.0 Floor Area Ratio (or projects in height districts of50 to 59 feet;

23

(C) 5. 0 Floor Area Ratio (or projects in height districts of60 to 69 feet;

24

(D) 6.0 Floor Area Ratio for projects in height districts o[70 to 85 feet; and

25

(E) 7.5 Floor Area Ratio (or projects in height districts over 85 feet.
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1

{2) TDR may not be transferred for use on any lot on which there is a Significant or

2

Contributory building designated pursuant to Article 11 or any building designated pursuant to Article

3

10: provided that this restriction shall not apply i[the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the

4

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

5

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

6

standards for seismic loads and forces o[the Building Code. in which case TDR may be transferred for

7

that purpose, provided that the project sponsor has satisfied all other requirements o[this Section and

8

Article 11, including but not limited to the requirements o[Sections 1111 through 1111. 6.

9

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision ofthis Section 128.1. development on a

10

Development Lot is limited by the provisions ofthis Code, other than those on floor area ratio,

11

governing the approval o[projects. including but not limited to the requirements relating to height.

12

bulk. setback. sunlight access. and separation between towers. and any limitations imposed pursuant to

13

Section 329 review applicable to the Development Lot.

14

(d) Controls. The transfer o[TDR shall be allowed only under the following circumstances:

15

16

(1) The Transfer Lot is a Preservation Lot or consists o[a building all o[the housing

units ofwhich are Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401.

17
18

19

20
21
22
23

24

(2) The purchaser o[the TDR is a Development Lot as defined in Section 128 and
128.1.
(e) Additional Requirements. Projects transferring TDR pursuant to this Section 128.1 are
subject to the requirements o[Planning Code Section 128(e) through OJ.
SEC.132.4. SETBACKS, STREETWALLARTICULATION.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 ofthe

25
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1

neighborhood help create a strong urban room, and facilitate a substantial amount oflight and air to

2

the neighborhood's major streets.

3
4

{b) Definitions. The definitions ofSection 102 shall apply, as well as the fOllowing additional

definitions.

5

"Mid-Rise Building." A building above 85 feet and up to 160 feet in Height.

6

"Mid-Rise Portion." The portion ofa Mid-Rise Building above 85 feet in Height.

7

"Separation. " The distance. measured horizontally, between the outside surfaces o(the

8

exterior walls ofthe subject buildings.

9

"Tower." Any building taller than 160 feet in Height.

10

"Tower Portion." The portion ofa Tower above 85 feet in Height.

11
12

(c) Applicabilitv. The controls in this Section 132.4 apply within the Central SoMa Special Use
District. established in Section 249.78.
(d) Controls.

13

14

(1) Streetwall.

15

(A) Requirements. Buildings shall be built up to the street- or alley-facing

16

property line up to 65 feet in Height. subject to the controls ofSection 261.1 as applicable, except as

17

provided in subsection {B) below.

18

19

(B) Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the requirements of
subsection (A). any building may be recessed from the property line as fOllows:

20
21

(i) To the extent necessary to accommodate any setback required by this

Code;

22
23

(ii) For portions ofresidential buildings with walk-up dwelling units that

have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Guidelines;

24
25

(iii) For publicly-accessible open space built pursuant to the
requirements ofSection 138; or
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1

(iv) For building tacade architectural articulation and modulation up to

2

a maximum depth of§§ feet.

3

(2) Setbacks.

4
5

(A) For Mid-Rise Buildings in the CS Bulk District. as defined in Section 270(h).
the following requirements apply:

6

(i) Along all street- and alley-[acingproperty lines. a 15-foot setback is

7

required for the Mid-Rise Portion for at least 60 percent o(the frontage length. This setback may be

8

reduced for obstructions permitted by Section 13 6;

9

(ii) Along all interior property lines. a 15-foot setback is required for the

10

Mid-Rise Portion for the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced (or obstructions permitted

11

according to Section 13 6.

12

(B) For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all property lines, a 15-(oot

13

setback is required (or the Tower Portion (or the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced (or

14

obstructions permitted according to Section 13 6.

15

(C) Along 4th Street between Brvant Street and Townsend Street, building

16

f(;zcades on new development shall be set back from the street-f{;zcing property line by a minimum depth

17

of.five feet to a minimum height o[25 feet above sidewalk grade. This setback shall be designed as an

18

extension o(the sidewalk, free of columns or other obstructions, except as allowed according to Section

19

136, and shall generally be available to the public at all times (or pedestrian circulation.

20

(3) Building Separation.

21
22

(A) The Tower Portion o[a project shall have a horizontal separation o[at least
115 feet from the Tower Portion o[any other Tower.

23

(B) Through the procedures o[Section 329. the Planning Commission may

24

reduce the separation required under subsection (A) ifit finds that a Tower project meets all ofthe

25

.following criteria:
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(i) The Tower Portion o[the project has, at a minimum, a horizontal

1

2

separation o[at least 85 feet from the Tower Portion o[any other Tower;
(ii) The maximum floor area o[any floor ofthe Tower Portion o[the

3
4

project is no more than 10,000 gross square feet;
(iii) The maximum height o[the uppermost building element or mass,

5

6

occupied or unoccupied o[the Tower has a difftrence o[at least 50 feet in Height from the maximum

7

height o[the uppermost element o[any other Tower within 115 feet o[horizontal distance; and
(iv) The Tower Portion ofthe project is designed so as to maximize

8
9

apparent distance and architectural difftrentiation from any other nearby Tower.
(C) The Tower Portion o[a project shall have a horizontal separation o[at least

10
11

30 feet from any Mid-Rise Portion on the same development lot, except that a bridge between the

12

Tower Portion and the Mid-Rise Portion may be permissible up to a height o[130 feet i[the bridge is

13

no more than one story in height. is set back a minimum o[15 feet from any property line, and is

14

visually subordinate to the buildings it connects.
(D) Any development containing both a Tower Portion and Mid-Rise Portion

15
16

shall be designed to emphasize a visual distinction between the Tower and Mid-Rise Portions as

17

separate structures.

18

* * * *

19

SEC. 134. REAR YARDS, R, NC, C, SPD, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED,

20

AND RED-MX, RSD, SLR, SUAND SSO DISTRICTS.

21

The rear yard requirements established by this Section 134 shall apply to every

22

building in the districts listed below. To the extent that these provisions are inconsistent with

23

any Special Use District or Residential Character District, the provisions of the Special Use

24

District or Residential Character District shall apply. These requirements are intended to

25

assure the protection and continuation of established mid block, landscaped open spaces, and
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1

maintenance of a scale of development appropriate to each district, consistent with the

2

location of adjacent buildings.

3
4

(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

5

6

than the Pacific Avenue NC District, C, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED, RED-

7

MX, and SPD, RSD, 8LR, 8Uand8SO Districts. The minimum rear yard depth shall be equal

8

to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but in no case less than

9

15 feet. For buildings containing only SRO Units in the Smtth ef"}.fa:rket }.fixed Use cmd Eastern

10

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 25% of the

11

total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but the required rear yard of SRO

12

buildings not exceeding a height of 65 feet shall be reduced in specific situations as described

13

in S~ubsection (c) below.

14

* * * *

15

(C) RC-3, RC-4, NC-3, NCT-3, Broadway, Fillmore Street NCT, Hayes-

16

Gough NCT, Japantown, SoMa NCT, Mission Street NCT, Polk Street, Pacific Avenue, C,

17

M, SPD, RSD, 8LR, 8U, 880, MUR, MUG, MUO, and UMU Districts. Rear yards shall be

18

provided at the lowest story containing a Dwelling Unit, and at each succeeding level or story

19

of the building. In the Hayes-Gough NCT, lots fronting the east side of Octavia Boulevard

20

between Linden and Market Streets (Central Freeway Parcels L, M, N, R, S, T, U, and V) are

21

not required to provide rear yards at any level of the building, provided that the project fully

22

meets the usable open space requirement for Dwelling Units f*!F pursuant to Section 135 of

23

this Code, the exposure requirements of Section 140, and gives adequate architectural

24

consideration to the light and air needs of adjacent buildings given the constraints of the

25

project site.
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1

* * * *

2

(c) Reduction of Requirements in RH-2, RH-3, RTO, RTO-M, RM-1._ and RM-2

3

Districts. The rear yard requirement stated in PtEr-t~graph subsection (a)(2) above and as stated

4

in P6-rflgraph subsection (a)(1) above for SRO buildings located in either the South 0-C}klr-k:et

5

}Jixed Use er the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts not exceeding a height of 65 feet,

6

shall be reduced in specific situations as described in this S~ubsection (c), based upon

7

conditions on adjacent lots. Except for those SRO buildings referenced above in this

8

paragraph whose rear yard can be reduced in the circumstances described in S~ubsection (c)

9

to a 15-foot minimum, under no circumstances, shall the minimum rear yard be thus reduced

10

to less than a depth equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot on which the building is

11

situated, or to less than 15 feet, whichever is greater.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 135. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP

14
15

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

16

shall be provided for each dwelling and each group housing structure in R, NC, C, Mixed Use,

17

and M Districts according to the standards set forth in this Section 135 unless otherwise

18

specified in specific district controls elsewhere in this Code.

19

* * * *

20

(d) Amount Required. Usable open space shall be provided for each building in the

21

amounts specified herein and in Tables 135A and B for the district in which the building is

22

located; provided, however, that in the Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts, open space

23

shall be provided in the amounts specified in Section 825 of this Code.

24
25

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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1

amount of open space required shall be in ne case greater than the amount set forth in Table

2

135A for the district in which the building is located. The distance to each Residential District

3

shall be measured from the midpoint of the front lot line or from a point directly across the

4

street therefrom, whichever requires less open space.

5

6

* * * *
(5) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

(A) Minimum amount.

7

(i) Dwelling units, excludingSRO dwelling units. The minimum

8
9

10

amount of usable open space to be provided for use by each dwelling unit shall be as
specified in Table 1358.
@_.Ji:e:F-.gGroup housing stFuctuf'es tflld, including SRO dwelling

11

12

unitsr:. t.Ihe minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall

13

be one-third the amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Table 1358.
(B) Compliance.

14

(i) Privately-owned public open space. Usable open space

15

16

requirements in these areas may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space

17

as specified in Table 1358.

18

(ii)

Towers in the CMUOCentral SoMa SPecial Use District.

19

Residential developments taller than 160 feet shall provide on-site at least 36 square feet per unit or

20

bedroom o(the open space requirement o[Table 135B. Any additional open space required pursuant to

21

Table 135B may be satisfied through payment o(the fee established in Section 427.
(iii) Payment in case of Variance or exception. Projects granted a

22
23

usable open space Variance pursuant to Section 305 or an exception through Section 329 shall pay the

24

fee established in Section 427 for each square foot o[useable open space not provided

25

* * * *
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1

TABLE 135A

2

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP HOUSING

3

OUTSIDE THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICT

4

District

Square Feet Ofo_[Usable

Ratio of Common Usable

5

Open Space Required FfH!

Open Space That May 8e

6

for Each Dwelling Unit If All

Substituted for Private

7

Private

8

* * * *

9

C-3, C }.1; SLR, Sbl, 880, M-1,

10.

M-2

11

* * * *

36

1.33

12
13

* * * *

14

(h) Publicly-Accessible Usable Open Space Standards. In DTR Districts and~the

15

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Ut;e Districts, some or all of the usable open space

16

requirements may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Any space

17

credited as publicly-accessible usable open space, where permitted or required by this Code,

18

shall meet the following standards:

19
20
21
22
23

(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

24

landscaping and no more than 10 percent of the total floor area devoted to facilities for food or

25

beverage service, exclusive of seating areas as regulated in Section 138(d)f.51;
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1

(C) An unenclosed pedestrian pathway which complies with the

2

standards of Section 270.2 and which is consistent with applicable design guidelines.

3

(D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian

4

amenities that result in additional pedestrian space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width

5

and conform to the Better Streets Plan and any other applicable neighborhood streetscape

6

plans fH*pursuant to Section 138.1 or other related policies such as those associated with

7

sidewalk widenings or building setbacks, other than those intended by design for the use of

8

individual ground floor residential units; and

9

10
11

12
13

14

15
16
17
18

(2) Standards of Open Space. Open space shall meet the standards
described in Section 138(d)(J) through (11) ofthis Cede.
(3) Maintenance. Maintenance requirements for open space in these areas are
subject to Section 138(h) of this Code.
(4) Informational Plaque. Signage 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.

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 135.3. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLING UNITS,

21

GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS WITHIN THE SOUTH OF~w;4RKET, EASTERN

22

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS.

23

(a) Amount of Open Space Required. All newly constructed structures, all structures

24

to which gressfleer GEreaGross Floor Area equal to 20%percent or more of existing gressfleer

25

areaGross Floor Area is added, and all structures in the SSG tl1'ld Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed
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1

Use Districts within which floor area is converted to office use other than office use accessory

2

to a non-office use shall provide and maintain usable open space for that part of the new,

3

additional or converted square footage which is not subject to Sections 135.1 and 135.2 as

4

follows:

5

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OTHER THAN

6

DWELLING UNITS, GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS IN THE SOUTH OF

7

AIARKET, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS
Use

8

Square Feet of Useable Open Space
Required

9
10

* * * *

11

},{an:ufocturing rmd light industrial, storage

1 sq. ft. per 120 gross sq. ft. ofoccupie~floor

12

without distribution facilities, and like uses in the

area o.fne•~· or added square footage

13

South ef}Jarlcet },fixed Use Districts

14

* * * *

15

Office uses, as defined in 890. 70, in the South of

1 sq. ft. per 90 sq. ft. efoecupie~floor area of

16

}Jarket }Jixed Use Districts

1W'•Y,

17

* * * *

18

converted or added square footage

* * * *

19

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern

20

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the open space requirements of this Section 135.3 may

21

be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Such open space is subject to the

22

following:

23
24

(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.

25
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(B) Publicly accessible usable open space is required to meet all

1

2

requirements specified in Section 135(h) of this Code.
(C) Up to 50% percent of the publicly accessible open space may be

3
4

provided off-site, subject to Section 329 ofthis Cede for projects to which that Section applies

5

and Section 307(h) for other projects. Any such space shall meet the publicly accessible open

6

space standards set forth in Section 135(h) and be provided within 800 feet of the project. The

7

publicly accessible off-site usable open space shall be constructed, completed, and ready for

8

use no later than the project itself, and shall receive its Certificate of Final Completion from

9

the Department of Building Inspection prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Final

10

Completion or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the project itself. This subsection (C)

11

shall not apply to projects in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District. and instead such

12

projects shall comply with Section 138.

13

* * * *

14

SEC.138. PRIVATELY-OWNED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (POPOS) REQUIREMENTS

15

16
17
18

INC 3 DISTRICTS.
{.g)_RequirementApplicabilitv. The followingprojects 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 o[An applictmt fer a

19

permit to construct a new a Non-Residential building or an addition of Gross Floor Area equal to

20

20 percent or more of an existing Non-Residential building (hereina-fter "building'?. Institutional

21

uses in C-3 Districts are exempt from the requirements o(this Section 138.in C 3 Districts s-.~allpro·.:ide

22

epen space in the tl-1'1'leunt and in accorda-nce ·with the sttmdards set forth in this Section. All

23

determinations concerning the adequacy ofthe amount o.fepen space to be provided and its cemplitmce

24

with the requirements ofthis Section shall be made in accerdcmce with thepre-;isiens o.f8ectien 309.

25
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(2) In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, any project proposing new

1

2

construction or an addition of 50,000 gross square feet or more o(Non-Residential use. Retail.

3

Institutionalcl, and PDR uses in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District are exempt from the

4

requirements o(this Section 138.

5

(b) Amount Required. Except in the C 3 O(SD) District, oOpen space shall be provided

6

in the amounts specified in Table 138 below fer all uses except (i) Residential Uses, which shall he

7

governed by Section 135 o.fthis Code tmd (ii) Institutional Uses.

8
9

Table 138

10

Minimum Amount of Open Space Required

11

Use District

12

Ratio of Square Feet of Open Space to Gross Floor Area With Open
Space Requirement

13

C-3-0

1:50

14

C-3-R

1:100

15

C-3-G

1:50

16

C-3-S

1:50

17

C-3-0 (SO)

1:50

18

CMUOCentral

1:50: however, every square foot o[the following amenities shall count as 1.33

19

SoMa Special

square feet towards meeting the requirements o[this Section: (1) playgrounds; (2)

20

Use District

communitJ!. gardens; (32 sport courts; and (4l dog runs.

21

22

(c) Location. The open space required by this Section may be on the same site as

23

the huildingproject for which the permit is sought, or within 900 feet of it on either private

24

property or, with the approval of all relevant public agencies, public property, provided that all

25

open space required by this Section for a project within the C-3 District shall must be located
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1

entirely within the C-3 District. Projects within the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District may

2

provide the open space required by this Section within one-hal[mile o[the project i(the required open

3

space is on publicly-owned land underneath or adjacent to the 1-80 freeway. Open space is within

4

900 feet of the building (or which the permit is sought within the meaning of this Section if any

5

portion of the buildingproject is located within 900 feet of any portion of the open space. Off-

6

site open space shall be developed and open for use prior to issuance of a first certificate of

7

occupancy, as defined in Section 401 o(this Code, of the buildingprojectwhose open space

8

requirement is being met off-site. Failure to comply with the requirements of this subsection

9

shall be grounds for enforcement under this Code, including but not limited to the provisions of

10
11
12

Sections 176 and 176.1.
(d) Types and Standards of Open Space.
(1)

C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts,

E~xcept

as otherwise provided in S~ubsection

13

(e.f}, the project applicant may satisfy the requirements of this Section by providing one or more

14

of the following types of open space: A plaza, an urban park, an urban garden, a view terrace,

15

a sun terrace, a greenhouse, a small sitting area (a _:snippeC), an atrium, an indoor park, ora

16

public sitting area in a galleria, in an arcade, in a public street or alley, or in a pedestrian mall

17

or walkway, as more particularly defined in the table entitled "Guidelines for Open Space" in

18

the Open Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto, provided that the

19

open space meets the following minimum standards. The open space shall:

20

(.J.A) Be of adequate size;

21

(JR.) Be situated in such locations and provide such ingress and egress

22

as will make the area easily accessible to the general public;

23

(JQ Be well-designed, and where appropriate, be landscaped;

24

(4D) Be protected from uncomfortable wind;

25
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1
2

(.§.E.) Incorporate various features, including ample seating and, if
appropriate, access to food service, which will enhance public use of the area;
(tiE) Have adequate access to sunlight if sunlight access is appropriate

3
4

to the type of area;

5
6

(7G) Be well-lighted if the area is of the type requiring artificial
illumination;

(8!i) Be open to the public at times when it is reasonable to expect

7
8

substantial public use;
(91) Be designed to enhance user safety and security;

9
10
11

(M.l) If the open space is on private property, provide toilet facilities open
to the public; and

(.J..JK) Have at least 75 percent of the total open space approved be open

12
13
14

to the public during all daylight hours.
QLCMUOCentra/ SoMa Soecial Use District. In the CMUOCentral SoMa

15

Special Use District, a project shall satisfY the requirements listed below, as well as the approval

16

process described in subsection (ru:

17

(A) Projects shall meet the minimum standards o[subsection (dJ.f.l.l_

18

(B) Projects may provide open spaces outdoors or indoors, or may pay the in-

19

lieu fee as set forth in Section 42+§, and subject to Commission review pursuant to (e) below, except

20

that development on sites of40,000 square feet or more and located south ofBryant Street shall

21

provide the required open space outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu fee.

22
23

(C) All open space provided shall be at street grade up to an amount that equals
15 percent ofthe lot area. Any additional required open space may be provided above street grade.

24
25

(D) All open space shall be publicly accessible, at a minimum, from 7AM to
6PM every day.
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1

2

(E) All outdoor open space provided at street grade. except space provided
underneath the 1-80 freeway, shall meet the following requirements:

3

(i) The open space shall be open to the sky. except for obstructions

4

permitted by Section 136 and up to 10% of space that may be covered by a cantilevered portion

5

of the building if the space has a minimum height of 20 feet:

6
7

(ii) Any buildings on the subject property that directly abut the open
space shall meet the active space requirements ofSection 145.1; and

8

9
10

(iii) The open space shall be maximally landscaped with plantings on
horizontal and vertical surtaces. subject to the appropriate design for circulation routes and any
recreational or public amenities provided

11

{F) All indoor open spaces provided at street grade shall:

12

(i) Have a minimum area of2.500 square feet;

13

(ii) Have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of20 feet for at least 75%

14

of the space;

15
16

(iii) Provide openings directly to a sidewalk or other publicly-accessible
outdoor space and, weather permitting. be accessible without the need to open doors:

17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24

25

(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 ofwater bottles.
(H) Any food service area provided in the required open space shall occupy no
more than 20% o[the open space;
{J) Any restaurant seating shall not take up more than 20% o[the seating and

tables provided in the required open space; and
{J) All spaces shall tacilitate three-stream waste sorting and collection.
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1

(e) Approval of Open Space Type and Features.

2

(1) In C-3 Districts, -t:'the type, size, location, physical access, seating and table

3

requirements, landscaping, availability of commercial services, sunlight and wind conditions

4

and hours of public access shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with the provisions

5

of Section 309, and shall generally conform to the "Guidelines for Open Space" in the Open

6

Space Section ofthe Downtown Plan, or anv amendments thereto.

7

The Commission may, by resolution, declare certain types of open space ineligible to

8

meet the requirements o(this Section 138. either throughout C-3 Districts, or in certain defined

9

areas, if it determines that a disproportionate number of certain types of open space, or-tht#

10

an insufficient number of parks and plazas, is being provided in order to meet the public need

11

for open space and recreational uses. Such resolution may exempt from its application

12

projects whose permit applications are on file with the Planning Department.

13

Over time, no more than 20 percent of POPOS in the sp6:eepro•·ided under this Section

14

..J.J.8C-3 Districts shall be indoor space and at least 80 percent shall be outdoor space. Once an

15

indoor space has been approved, another such feature may not be approved until the total

16

square footage of outdoor open space features approved under this subsectionSeetion exceeds

17

80 percent of the total square footage of all open spaces approved under this

18

subsectionSeetion.

19

(2) In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District, all determinations concerning

20

the adequacy o(the location. amount. amenities, design, and implementation o[open space required by

21

this Section shall be made in accordance with the provisions o[Section 329 and subsection (d{2)),

22

above. As part o(this determination, the Planning Commission shall consider the ability o(the open

23

space to meet the open space, greening. and community needs o(the neighborhood, as follows:

24
25

(A) Location. The provision of outdoor space, including off-site, should be
given preference over the provision ofindoor space and/or the payment o(the in-lieu (ee. The
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1

Commission may approve the provision ofindoor space and/or the payment o[the in-lieu fee only

2

where the provision ofoutdoor space would:
(i) Be subject to substantially negative or unpleasant environmental

3
4

conditions. such as noise, wind, or lack ofaccess to direct sunlight; and/or
(ii) Where provision ofthe open space outdoors would substantially

5

6

degrade the street wall or otherwise undermine the pedestrian experience.
(B) Amenities. The type o[amenities provided shall take into consideration and

7

8

complement the amenities currently and foreseeably provided in nearby publicly-accessible open

9

spaces and recreational ti:Jcilities, both publicly and privately owned, with a preference given to

10

provision o[amenities and types o[spaces lacking or over-utilized in the area.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 140. ALL DWELLING UNITS IN ALL USE DISTRICTS TO FACE ON AN OPEN

13

AREA.
(a) Requirements for Dwelling Units. With the exceptien ofDwelling Units in SRO

14
15

buildings in the Seuth oj}.!arket };fixed Use Districts, iln each Dwelling Unit in any use district, the

16

required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing Code) of at least

17

one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of

18

Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face directly onto an open area of one of the following

19

types:

20

(1) A public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet

21

in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements of this Code; provided, that if such windows

22

are on an outer court whose width is less than 25 feet, the depth of such court shall be no

23

greater than its width; or

24
25

(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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1

than necessary for safety and in no case more than four feet six inches, chimneys, and those

2

obstructions permitted in Sections 136(c)(14), (15), (16), (19), (20) and (29) of this Code) and

3

is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the Dwelling Unit in

4

question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every

5

horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor, except for SRO buildings in the Eastern

6

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, which are not required to increase five feet in every

7

horizontal dimension until the fifth floor of the building.

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 145.1. STREET FRONTAGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL,

10

11

RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to preserve, enhance, and promote

12

attractive, clearly defined street frontages that are pedestrian-oriented and fine-grained, and

13

whiehthat are appropriate and compatible with the buildings and uses in Neighborhood

14

Commercial Districts, Commercial Districts, Residential-Commercial Districts, and Mixed Use

15

Districts.

16

* * * *

17

(c) Controls. The following requirements shall generally apply, except for those

18

controls listed in subsections (1) Above Grade Parking Setback and (4) Ground Floor Ceiling

19

Height, which only apply to a "development lot" as defined above.

20
21

22

In NC-S Districts, the applicable frontage shall be the primary facade(s) whiehthat
contain~

customer entrances to commercial spaces.

* * * *

(4) Ground Floor Ceiling Height. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in

23
24

this Code:

25
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(A) All ground floor uses in UMU Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-

1

2

floor height of 17 feet, as measured from grade. Ground floor Residential Uses shall also be

3

designed to meet the City's Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines.
(B) Ground floor Non-Residential Uses in all C-3, NCT, DTR, Chinatown

4
5

Mixed Use, RSD, SLR, SL!, SPD, SSQ,RED-MX, WMUG, MUG, MUR, WMUOL and MUO

6

Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade.

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.

9

(a) Purpose. To support active, pedestrian-oriented commercial uses on important

10
11

12
13

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 SU and

14

15
16

CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districts;
* * * *

(28) Any street frontage that is in the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial

17

18
19

20

21

22
23

24

District; and,
(29) Pacific Avenue, 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 CMUO and MUGCentral SoMa

Special Use Districts;_
(31) Second Street, on the west side, between Dow Place and Townsend Street in the

CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District:

25
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(32) Third Street, between Folsom Street and Townsend Street in the CMUOCentral

1

2

SoMa Special Use District and C-3-0 Districts~
(33) Brannan Street, between Third Street and Fourth Street, in the CMUOCentral

3
4

SoMa Special Use District: and
(34) Townsend Street, on the north side, between Second Street and Fourth Street.

5

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 151.1. SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES IN

8
9

SPECIFIED DISTRICTS.

* * * *

10

Table 151.1

11

OFF-STREET PARKING PERMITTED AS ACCESSORY

12

Number of Off-Street Car Parking Spaces

Use or Activity

13

or Space Devoted to Off-Street Car

14

Parking Permitted

15

RESIDENTIAL USES

16

* * * *

17

Dwelling Units and SRO Units in SH,-SALI,

P up to one car for each four Dwelling or

18

ggg,MUG outside ofthe Central SoMa SUD,

SRO Units; Cup to 0.75 cars for each

19

WMUG, MUR, MUO, WMUO, SPD Districts,

Dwelling Unit, subject to the criteria and

20

except as specified below

conditions and procedures of Section

21

151.1 (e) or (f); NP above 0. 75 cars for each

22

Dwelling or SRO Unit.

23

Dwelling Units in SH,-SALI, ggg,MUG

P up to one car for each four Dwelling Units;

24

outside ofthe Central SoMa SUD, WMUG,

C up to one car for each Dwelling Unit,

25

MUR, MUO, WMUO, f!!lfLSPD Districts with

subject to the criteria and conditions and
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1

at least two bedrooms and at least 1,000

procedures of Section 151.1(e) or (f); NP

2

square feet of Occupied Floor Area

above one car for each Dwelling Unit.

3

* * * *

4

Dwelling Units in MUG District within the

P up to one car for each twefour Dwelling

5

Central SoMa SUD and the CMUO Districts

Units; NPC above 0.25Q. and up to 0.5 cars for

6

each Dwelling Unit.

7

* * * *

8

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3

9

* * * *

10

Entertainment, Artsl. and Recreation Uses Category

11

Arts Activities, except theaters and

P up to one for each 2,000 square feet of

12

auditoriums

Occupied Floor Area. In South D.J"SMarket

13

}Jixed Use Districts, ptfl'tieipation in

14

transportation programs may be required per

15

Seetim~

i .§./: ./: fjj.

16

* * * *

17

Sales and Services Category

18

* * * *

19

All retail in the Eastern Neighborhoods

P up to one for each 1,500 square feet of

20

Mixed Use Districts where any portion of the

Gross Floor Area.

21

parcel is within the CMUOCentral SoMa

22

Special Use District or is Jess than 1/4 mile

23

from Market, Mission, 3rd Streets and 4th

24

Street north of Berry Street, except grocery

25

stores of over 20,000 gross square feet.
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1

* * * *

2

Office uses in DTR, SSG;-SPD, MUG,

P up to 7% of the Occupied Floor Area of

3

WMUG, MUR, WMUO, and MUO Districts

such uses and subject to the pricing
conditions of Section 155(g); NP above.

4
5

Office uses in the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Pup to one car per 3,500 square feet of

6

Use District

7

* * * *

Occupied Floor Area.

8

* * * *

9

(f) Small Residential Projects in MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO. WMUO, RED,

10

RED-MX and SPD Districts. Any project that is not subject to the requirements of Section

11

329 and that requests residential accessory parking in excess of what is principally permitted

12

in Table 151.1 shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator subject to Section 307(i). The

13

Zoning Administrator may grant parking in excess of what is principally permitted in Table

14

151.1, not to exceed the maximum amount stated in Table 151.1, only if the Zoning

15

Administrator determines that:

16

* * * *

17

SEC.152. SCHEDULE OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES

18

IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

19

DISTRICTS, OR SOUTH OFAIARKETAfiXED USE DISTRICTS.

20

In districts other than C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, CH'ld the

21

Smith ofJ.Yar-ket}.lixed Use Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the

22

minimum quantities specified in the following table, except as otherwise provided in Section

23

152.2 and Section 161 of this Code. The measurement of Occupied Floor Area shall be as

24

defined in this Code, except that nonaccessory parking spaces and driveways and

25

maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.
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1

Table 152

2

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (OUTSIDE C-3, AND EASTERN

3

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, AND SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USE

4

DISTRICTS)

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 152.1. REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE

7

VEHICLE SPACES IN C-3, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS,

8

AND SOUTH OFMARKETMIXED USE DISTRICTS.

9

In C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, Glnd8euth D.JC}Ja:rkeOifixed Use

10

Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the minimum quantities specified

11

in the following Table 152.1, except as otherwise provided in Sections 153(a)(6), 161, and as

12

stated below in this Section 152.1. Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, including

13

Table 152.1, no building in the C-3-0(SD) district shall be required to provide more than six

14

off-street freight loading or service vehicle spaces in total. The measurement of Occupied

15

Floor Area shall be as defined in this Code, except that non-accessory parking spaces and

16

driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.

17

For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts that are subject to

18

Section 329, the Planning Commission may waive these requirements pe:rpursuant to the

19

procedures of Section 329 if it finds that the design of the project, particularly ground floor

20

frontages, would be improved and that such loading could be sufficiently accommodated on

21

adjacent Streets and Alleys. For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts

22

that are not subject to Section 329, the Zoning Administrator may administratively waive these

23

requirements pursuant to Section 307(h) and the criteria identified above which apply to

24

projects subject to Section 329.

25
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1

Table 152.1

2

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (IN C-3,AND EASTERN

3

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, AND SOUTH OFAIARKET~~aXED USE

4

DISTRICTS)

5

Use or Activity

6

Gross Floor Area of

Number of Off-Street

Structure or Use (sq. ft.)

Freight Loading Spaces
Required

7
8

* * * *

9

Wholesaling, manufacturing,

10

and all other uses primarily

0- 10,000

0

10,001 - 50,000

1

Over 50,000

0.21 spaces per 10,000 sq.

~-------------------+--------------------~
~-------------------+--------------------~

11

engaged in handling goods,

12

and Live/Work Units within

ft. of Occupied Floor Area (to

13

existing buildings, within

closest whole number

14

Eastern Neighborhoods

peFpursuant to Section 153)

15

Mixed Use Districts,-end

16

Seuth vfAictrket }Jixed Use

17

Districts

18

* * * *

19

* * * *

20

SEC.153. RULES FOR CALCULATION OF REQUIRED SPACES.

21

(a) In the calculation of off-street parking, freight loading spaces, and bicycle parking

22

spaces required under Sections 151, 152, 152.1, 155.2, 155.3 and 155.4 of this Code, the

23

following rules shall apply:

24

* * * *

25
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(6) In C-3, MUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO. and UMU, and South

1

of~Mar-ket

Districts,

2

substitution of two service vehicle spaces for each required off-street freight loading space

3

may be made, provided that a minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are

4

provided for freight loading. Where the 50 percent allowable substitution results in a fraction,

5

the fraction shall be disregarded.

6

* * * *

7
8
9

SEC.154. DIMENSIONS FOR OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING AND
SERVICE VEHICLE SPACES.
(a) Parking Spaces. Required parking spaces may be either independently accessible

10

or space-efficient as described in 154(a)(4) and 154(a)(5), except as required elsewhere in

11

the Building Code for spaces specifically designated for persons with physical disabilities.

12

Space-efficient parking is encouraged.

13

(1) Each independently accessible off-street parking space shall have a

14

minimum area of 144 square feet (8 feet by 18 feet) for a standard space and 112.5 square

15

feet for a compact space (7.5 feet by 15 feet), except for the types of parking spaces

16

authorized by Paragraph (a)(4) below and spaces specifically designated for persons with

17

physical disabilities, the requirements for which are set forth in the Building Code. Every

18

required space shall be of usable shape. The area of any such space shall be exclusive of

19

driveways, aisles and maneuvering areas. The parking space requirements for the Bernal

20

Heights Special Use District are set forth in Section 242.

21

(2) Any ratio of standard spaces to compact spaces may be permitted, so long

22

as compact car spaces are specifically marked and identified as a compact space. Special

23

provisions relating to the Bernal Heights Special Use District are set forth in Section 242.

24
25

(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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1

requirements, except as required elsewhere in the Building Code for spaces specifically

2

designated for persons with physical disabilities. For all uses in all Districts for which there is

3

no minimum off-street parking requirement, per Section 151.1, refer to 151.1 (c) for rules

4

regarding calculation of parking spaces.

5

(4) Parking spaces in mechanical parking structures that allow a vehicle to be

6

accessed without having to move another vehicle under its own power shall be deemed to be

7

independently accessible. Parking spaces that are accessed by a valet attendant and are

8

subject to such conditions as may be imposed by the Zoning Administrator to insure the

9

availability of attendant service at the time the vehicle may reasonably be needed or desired

10

by the user for whom the space is required, shall be deemed to be independently accessible.

11

Any conditions imposed by the Zoning Administrator pursuant to this Section shall be

12

recorded as a Notice of Special Restriction.

13

(5) Space-efficient parking is parking in which vehicles are stored and

14

accessed by valet, mechanical stackers or lifts, certain tandem spaces, or other space-

15

efficient means. Tandem spaces shall only count towards satisfying the parking requirement if

16

no more than one car needs to be moved to access the desired parking space. Space-

17

efficient parking is encouraged, and may be used to satisfy minimum-parking requirements so

18

long as the project sponsor can demonstrate that all required parking can be accommodated

19

by the means chosen.

20

(6) Ground floor ingress and egress to any off-street parking spaces provided

21

for a structure or use, and all spaces to be designated as preferential carpool or van pool

22

parking, and their associated driveways, aisles and maneuvering areas, shall maintain a

23

minimum vertical clearance of seven feet.

24
25
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1

(b) Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces. Every required off-street freight

2

loading space shall have a minimum length of 35 feet, a minimum width of 12 feet, and a

3

minimum vertical clearance including entry and exit of 14 feet, except as provided below.

4

(1) Minimum dimensions specified herein shall be exclusive of platform,

5

driveways and maneuvering areas except that minimum vertical clearance must be

6

maintained to accommodate variable truck height due to driveway grade.

7

(2) The first such space required for any structure or use shall have a minimum

8

width of 10 feet, a minimum length of 25 feet, and a minimum vertical clearance, including

9

entry and exit, of 12 feet.

10

(3) Each substituted service vehicle space provided under Section 153(a)(6) of

11

this Code shall have a minimum width of eight feet, a minimum length of 20 feet, and a

12

minimum vertical clearance of seven feet.

13
14
15

SEC. 155. GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF
OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING:. AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES.

16

Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shall meet the following

17

standards as to location and arrangement. In addition, facilities which are not required but are

18

actually provided shall meet the following standards unless such standards are stated to be

19

applicable solely to required facilities. In application of the standards of this Code for off-street

20

parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the Municipal

21

Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the Better

22

Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final authority

23

for the application of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations and

24

interpretations in furtherance of the stated provisions of this Code shall, however, rest with the

25

Planning Department.
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1

* * * *

2

(d) Enclosure of Off-Street Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces Required. All off-

3

street freight loading and service vehicle spaces in the C-3, DTR, MUO, CMUO. WMUO,

4

MUG, WMUG, and MUR, ttnd Seuth e.f}.Jarlcet }.fixed Use Districts shall be completely enclosed. .

5

and access from a public Street or Alley shall be provided by means of a private service

6

driveway, which that is totally contained within the structure. Such a private service driveway

7

shall include adequate space to maneuver trucks and service vehicles into and out of all

8

provided spaces, and shall be designed so as to facilitate access to the subject property while

9

minimizing interference with street and sidewalk circulation. Any such private service driveway

10

shall be of adequate width to accommodate drive-in movement from the adjacent curb or

11

inside traffic lane but shall in no case exceed 30 feet. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an

12

adjacent Street or Alley is determined by the Zoning Administrator to be primarily used for

13

building service, up to four off-street freight or loading spaces may be allowed to be

14

individually accessible directly from such a Street or Alley, pursuant to the provisions of

15

Section 309 in a C-3 District, the pe11isiens ofSectien 307(g) in cz Seuth B.J.f'}Jsrket }.fixed Use

16

District, the provisions of Section 309.1 in a DTR District, the provisions of Section 329 for

17

projects subject to Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO. WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District, or

18

by administrative decision of the Zoning Administrator for projects that are not subject to

19

Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO. WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District.

20

* * * *

21

(g) Parking Pricing Requirements. In order to discourage long-term commuter

22

parking, any off-street parking spaces provided for a structure or use other than Residential or

23

Hotel in a C-3, DTR, 8SQ,SPD, MUG, WMUG, MUR, CMUO. WMUO, or MUO District,

24

whether classified as an accessory or Conditional Use, whichthat are otherwise available for

25

use for long-term parking by downtown workers shall maintain a rate or fee structure for their
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1

use such that the rate charge for four hours of parking duration is no more than four times the

2

rate charge for the first hour, and the rate charge for eight or more hours of parking duration is

3

no less than 10 times the rate charge for the first hour. Additionally, no discounted parking

4

rate shall be permitted for weekly, monthly or similar time-specific periods.

5

* * * *

6

(r) Protected Pedestrian-, Cycling-, and Transit-Oriented Street Frontages. In

7

order to preserve the pedestrian character of certain downtown and neighborhood commercial

8

districts and to minimize delays to transit service, garage entries, driveways or other vehicular

9

access to off-street parking or loading (except for the creation of new publicly-accessible

10

Streets and Alleys) shall be regulated on development lots as follows on the following Street

11

frontages:

12
13

14
15

(1) Folsom Street, from Essex Street to the Embarcadero, not permitted except
as set forth in Section 827.
(2) Not permitted:
* * * *

16

(N) 3rd Street, in the UMU districts for 100 feet north and south of

17

Mariposa and 100 feet north and south of 20th Streets, and 4th Street between Bryant and

18

Townsend in the SL! and},fU() District,

19

* * * *

(Y) 2nd Street from Market to Felsem Townsend Streets,

20
21

* * * *

22

(CC) Buchanan Street from Post Street to Sutter Street-..

23

(DD) Grant Avenue between Columbus Avenue and Filbert Street,

24

(EE) Green Street between Grant Avenue and Columbus/Stockton,

25
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(FF) All Alleys within the North Beach NCO and the Telegraph Hill-North

1

2

Beach Residential SUD,,_

3

(GG) Howard Street from 5th Street to 13th Street,

4

(HH) Folsom Street from 2nd Street to 13th Street,

5

aD

6

{JJ) Townsend Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, except as set forth

7

Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street.

ffipermitted pursuant to Section 329(e)(3)(Bl249.78(e)(3),_

8

(KK) 3rd Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street,

9

(LL) 4th Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street, and
(MM) 6th Street from Folsom Street to Brannan Street.

10

(3) Not permitted except with a Conditional Use authorization, except that in the

11
12

C-3-0(SD) and the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use Districlj:, the Planning Commission may

13

grant such permission as an exception pursuant to Section~ 309 or 329 in lieu of a Conditional

14

Use authorization where the amount of parking proposed does not exceed the amounts

15

permitted as accessory according to Section 151.1.

16

* * * *

17

(I) 1st, Fremont and Beale Streets from Market to Folsom Street, end

18

(J) The eastern (water) side of The Embarcadero between Townsend

19

and Taylor Streets:-,_

20

(K) Harrison Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street,

21

(L) Bryant Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street. and

22

(M) 5th Street from Howard Street to Townsend Street.

23

* * * *

24

(u) Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (PLOP) in the Central SoMa Special Use

25

District.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

422

Page 51

(]) Purpose. The purpose o[a Driveway and Loadingfffifi Operations Plan (DLOP) is

1

2

to reduce potential conflicts between driveway and loading operations. including passenger and

3

freight loading activities. and pedestrians. bicycles. and vehicles. to maximize reliance ofon-site

4

loading spaces to accommodate new loading demand. and to ensure that off-site loading activity is

5

considered in the design of new buildings.

(2) Applicability. Development projects o[more than 100.000 net new gross square

6
7

.teet in the Central SoMa Special Use District.
(3) Requirement. Applicable projects shall prepare a DLOP for review and approval

8

9
10

by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any
guidelines issued by the Planning Department.

11

* * * *

12

SEC.163. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND

13

TRANSPORTATION BROKERAGE SERVICES IN COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE

14

DISTRICTS.

15

(a) Purpose. This Section 163 is intended to Bssure ensure that adequate services are

16

undertaken to minimize the transportation impacts of added office employment and residential

17

development in the downtown and South of Market area, in a manner consistent with the

18

objectives and policies of the General Plan, by facilitating the effective use of transit,

19

encouraging ridesharing, and employing other practical means to reduce commute travel by

20

single-occupant vehicles.

21
22

23

(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to any project meeting one
of the following conditions:

* * * *

24
25
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1

(4) In the case of the SSf), WMUO, CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use

2

District or MUO District, where the occupied square feet of new, converted or added floor

3

area for office use equals at least 25,000 square feet.

4

* * * *

5

SEC.169. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.

6

Sections 169 through 169.6 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 169") set forth

7

the requirements of the Transportation Demand Management Program (TOM Program).

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 169.3. APPLICABILITY.

10

* * * *

11

(e) Operative Date.
(1) Except as described in subsection Q) below. Development Projects with a

12

13

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before

14

September 4, 2016 shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target, as defined in the Planning

15

Commission's Standards.
(2) Except as described in subsection Q) below. Development Projects with no

16
17

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before

18

September 4, 2016, but that file a Development Application on or after September 5, 2016,

19

and before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of such target.
Ql_Development Projects with a Development Application filed on or after

20
21

January 1, 2018 shall be subject to 100% of such target.

22

(4) Development Projects within the Central SoMa Special Use District that have a

23

Central SoMa DevelopmentFee Tier o(A. B. or C. as defined in Section 423.2, regardless ofthe

24

dat~

25

such target.

filed o(any Development Application or Environmental Application. shall be subject to 100% of
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1

2

* * * *

3

SEC. 175.1. EFFECTWE DATE OF THE CENTRAL SOMA ZONING CONTROLS.

4

(a) Intent. It is the intent o[this Section 175.1 to provide for an orderly transition from prior

5

zoning and planning requirements to the requirements under the Central SoMa Controls. without

6

impairing the validity o(prior actions by the City or frustrating completion ofactions authorized prior

7

to the effective date ofthose Controls.

8
9

(b) Definitions. The following definitions shall apply to this Section 175.1:
(1) "Central SoMa Controls" shall mean all Ordinances adopted in furtherance o[the

10

Central SoMa Area Plan, including but not limited to Ordinance Nos.

11

amendments to the Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code.

, and associated

12

(2) "Development Application" is defined in Planning Code Section 401.

13

{3) "Project Approval" shall mean any required approval or determination on a

14

Development Application that the Planning Commission, Planning Department. or Zoning

15

Administrator issues.

16

(4) "Code Conforming Project" shall mean a development project for which all

17

required Development Applications could have received Project Approval under the Planning Code

18

immediately prior to the effective date o[the Central SoMa Controls.

19

(c) Applicability. A Code Conforming Project within the Central SoMa Special Use District

20

may elect to be exempt from the Central SoMa Controls and instead be subject to those controls in

21

place immediately prior to the effective date o[the Central SoMa Controls. i(at least one Development

22

Application for such project was tiled before February 15, 2018 and the project receives its first

23

Project Approval by December 31, 2019.

24
25

SEC.181. NONCONFORMING USES: ENLARGEMENTS, ALTERATIONS AND
RECONSTRUCTION.
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The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to

1

2

enlargements, alterations and reconstruction:

3

* * * *

4

(f) Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Certain Mixed-Use Districts. A nighttime

5

entertainment use within the :RSl},--MUG, or MUR;

6

extended.. or expanded, including the expansion to an adjacent lot or lots, provided that: (1)

7

the enlargement, intensification, extension, or expansion is approved as a conditional use

8

pursuant to Sections 303 and 316 of this Code; (2) the use as a whole meets the parking and

9

signage requirements, floor area ratio limit, height and bulk limit, and all other requirements of

&

8LR Districts may be enlarged, intensified,

10

this Code whiehthat would apply ifthe use were a permitted one; and (3) the provisions of

11

Section 803.5(b) of this Code are satisfied.

12

* * * *

13

SEC.182. NONCONFORMING USES: CHANGES OF USE.

14

The following provisions shall applyjo nonconforming uses with respect to change$.of

15

use:

16

(a) A nonconforming use shall not be changed or modified so as to increase the

17

degree of nonconformity under the use limitations of this Code, with respect to the type of use

18

or its intensity except as provided in Section 181 for Nighttime Entertainment uses within the

19

:RSl},--MUG, or MUR; or SLR Districts. The degree of nonconformity shall be deemed to be

20

increased if the new or modified use is less widely permitted by the use districts of the City

21

than the nonconforming use existing immediately prior thereto. For purposes of this Section,

22

intensification of a Formula Retail use as defined in Section 178(c) is determined to be a

23

change or modification that increases the degree of nonconformity of the use.

24

(b) Except as limited in this S~ubsection, a nonconforming use may be reduced in size,

25

extent or intensity, or changed to a use that is more widely permitted by the use districts of the
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1

City than the existing use, subject to the other applicable provisions of this Code. Except as

2

otherwise provided herein, the new use shall still be classified as a nonconforming use.

3
4

* * * *

(3) A nonconforming use in any South of}Jarket }Jixeti Use District may not he

5

changed to an Office, Retail, Bar, Restal:ff'ant, .l'lighttime Entertainment, Adult Entertainment, Hotel,

6

},/otel, inn, hostel, or },/cr.:ie Theater use in any district where such use is othenvise not permitted or

7

conditional, except as provided in Subsection (f) below.

8

* * * *

9

(f) Once a nonconforming use has been changed to a principal or cConditional ttUse

10

permitted in the district in which the property is located, or brought closer in any other manner

11

to conformity with the use limitations of this Code, the use of the property may not thereafter

12

be returned to its former nonconforming status, except that ·within any South of}Jarket }.fixed Use

13

District, any area occupied hy a noncol'iforming Office use that is changed to an arts, home anti/or

14

business service use falling within the definition ofan Arts Activity in Section 102 or coning categories

15

816.42 through 816. 47 or a ·whoksale, storage, or light manufocturing use falling within zoning

16

categories 816. 64 through 816. 67 &"Lzall he allowed to retl:ff'n to its former nonconforming Office use.

17

Upon restoration of a previous nonconforming use as permitted above, any modification,

18

enlargement, extension, or change of use, from circumstances that last lawfully existed prior

19

to the change from office use, shall be subject to the provisions of this Article, and the

20

restored nonconforming use shall be considered to have existed continuously since its original

21

establishment, prior to the change to Office use, for purposes of this Article.

22

* * * *

23

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS.

24

In order to carry out the purposes and provisions of this Code, the City is hereby

25

divided into the following classes of use districts:
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* * * *

1

Seuth efMRrket Use Mixed Use Districts

2
3

G41se see See.

8~. 5)

4

R8f)

Re-sidential SeFt•iee /)istFie1 (l)efined if~ See. 81-3:)

5

Sl::rR:

SeFt•ieel/:;ight l·mittstFiallResidentiall)istFiet (l)efined in See. 8l6}

6

8bl

Servieel/:;igli1 lmhtstFiall)istFiet (l)efined if'l See. 81 7)

7

S8f}

SeFt•ieelSeeendeFy Qjfiee /)istFiet (l)efined in See. 8l8j

8

* * * *

9

Et1stern .··1\leighhef'heetls
.
Albeed Use Districts

10

G41se see See.

8~.4)

11

CMUO

Central SoMa Mixed Use- OfJlce District {_Defined in Sec. 8482

12

SPD

South Park District (Defined in Sec. 814)

13

* * * *

14

* * * *

15

16
17
18

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;

19

"M District" shall mean any M-1 or M-2 District;

20

"PDR District" shall mean any PDR-1-B, PDR-1-D, PDR-1-G or PDR-2 District;

21

"RH District" shall mean any RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-1(S), RH-2, or RH-3 District;

22

"RM District" shall mean any RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, or RM-4 District;

23

"RTO District" shall mean any RTO or RTO-M District;

24

"C-3 District" shall mean any C-3-0, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S District. For the purposes

25

of Section 128 and Article 11 of this Code, the term "C-3 District" shall also include the South
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1

of Market Extended Preservation District designated on Section Map SU03 of the Zoning

2

Map;

3

"NCT District" shall mean any district listed in Section 702.1(b), including any NCT-1,

4

NCT-2, NCT-3, and any Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area

5

name; and

6
7

"Mixed Use District" shall mean all Chinatown Mixed use, Seuth oj}Jarket }Jixeri Use,
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed use, and Downtown Residential Districts.

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM.

10

(a) Purpose and Findings. This Section 206.Ji describes the 100 Percent Affordable

11

Housing Bonus Program, or "100 Percent Affordable Housing Program". In addition to the

12

purposes described in Section 206.1, the purpose of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing

13

Program is to facilitate the construction and development of projects in which all of the

14

residential units are affordable to Low and Very-Low Income Households. Projects pursuing a

15

development bonus under this 100 Percent Affordable Program would exceed the City's

16

shared Proposition K housing goals that 50% of new housing constructed or rehabilitated in

17

the City by 2020 be within the reach of working middle class San Franciscans, and at least

18

33% affordable for low and moderate income households.

19

* * * *

20

(b) Applicability. A 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project under this Section

21

22
23

24

206.Ji shall be a Housing Project that:
* * * *

(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

25
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1

207, 124(f), 304, 8tJ?.8--or any other state or local program that provides development

2

bonuses;

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 207 .5. DENSITY OF DWELLING UNITS IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

5

(a) The dwelling unit density in the Chinatown Mixed Use District shall be at a density

6
7
8
9
10

11
12
13
14

ratio not exceeding the amount set forth in the specific district tables in Article 8.

(b) Except as indicated in Paragraph (c) below, the thtreUing unit density in the South e.f
~Market },fixed

Use Districts shtill he as specified in the specific district tahks in Article 8.

(c) There shall he no dertsity limit for singk r-oom occupancy (SRO) units in any &mth of"
}Je:rlcet },fixed Use District.

(d)-There shall be no density limit for any residential use, as defined by Section

890.88 in any DTR district.

(cf) There shall be no density limits for any residential use, as defined by Section
890.88, in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 208. DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR GROUP HOUSING OR HOMELESS

17

SHELTERS.

18

Except for Singk Room Occupancy Units in the South ef"}Jarket },fixed Use Districts, ([he

19

density limitations for Group Housing or Homeless Shelters, as described in Sections 102,

20

790.88(b) and (c) and 890.88(b) and (c) of this Code, shall be as follows:

21

(a) For Group Housing, the maximum number of Bedrooms on each Lot shall be as

22

specified in the Zoning Control Table for the District in which the Lot is located, except that in

23

RTO, RTO-M, RCD, UMU, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED, RED-MX, SPD,

24

DTR, and all NCT Districts the density of Group Housing shall not be limited by lot area, and

25

except that for Lots in NC Districts, the group housing density shall not exceed the number of
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1

Bedrooms permitted in the nearest R District provided that the maximum density not be less

2

than the amount permitted by the ratio specified for the NC District in which the lot is located.

3

For Homeless Shelters, the maximum number of beds on each lot shall be regulated

4

peFpursuant to the requirements of the Standards of Care for City Shelters contained in

5

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article XIII, in addition to the applicable requirements of the

6

Building Code and Fire Code.

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 211.2. CONDITIONAL USES, P DISTRICTS.

9

The following uses shall require Conditional Use authorization from the Planning

10

Commission, as provided in Section 303 of this Code, unless otherwise permitted under

11

Section 211.1 of this Code:

12

* * * *

13

(b) For P Districts located within the right-of-way of any State or federal

14

highway:
(1) Parking lot or garage uses when: (A) adjacent to any Eastern

15
16

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the South oj}Jarket }Jixed Use Distriet, or (B) within the

17

Market and Octavia Plan Area.

18

* * * *

19

SEC. 249.36. LIFE SCIENCE AND MEDICAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

20

(a) Purpose. The Life Science and Medical Special Use District is intended to support

21

uses that benefit from proximity to the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) campus

22

at Mission Bay. These uses include medical office and life science (biotechnology) uses.

23
24

(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

25
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1

Mariposa St. on the north, 23rd St. on the south, 1-280 to the west, and 3rd St. to the east.

2

Within this area, the Dogpatch Historic District is generally excluded.

3
4

(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code currently applicable shall continue t
apply, except as otherwise provided in this Section:
(1) Medical Services. Medical services, including medical offices and clinics,

5
6

as defined in Section 890.114, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use siz

7

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning

8

controls (Sec. 803.9(h.i}). For the purposes of this Section, a medical service use may be

9

affiliated with a hospital or medical center as defined in 890.44.

10

(2) Life Science Offices. Office uses that contain Life Science facilities, as

11

defined in Section 890.53, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size

12

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning

13

controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(h.i}).
(3) Life Science Laboratories. Laboratories that engage in life science

14
15

research and development, as defined in Section 890.52, are a principally permitted use and

16

are exempted from use size limitation, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and

17

vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(h.i}).

18

* * * *

19

SEC. 249.40. POTRERO CENTER MIXED-USE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

20

(a) Purpose. The Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District is intended to

21

facilitate the continued operation of the shopping center located at 2300 16th Street, which is

22

characterized by large formula retail sales and services, while providing an appropriate

23

regulatory scheme for a potential phased mixed-use redevelopment of the shopping center in

24

the future.

25
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1

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District

2

shall consist of Assessor's Block 3930A, Lot 002 as designated on the Zoning Map of the City

3

and County of San Francisco and generally bound by Bryant Street to the west, 16th Street to

4

the south, Potrero Avenue to the east, and Assessor's Blocks 3931A, 3921A and 3922A to the

5

north.

6
7
8
9
10

11

(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

12

size limitations and ratio requirements applicable to Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym

13

uses of Sections 121.6(a), 803.9(ig), 843.45 and 843.51 shall not apply. Retail Sales and

14

Service uses and Gym uses are principally permitted, and the replacement of one such use or

15

tenant by another such use or tenant in an existing store or gym, regardless of its size, is

16

permitted. Newly constructed space for Retail Sales and Service uses or Gym uses larger

17

than 25,000 gross square feet per use or the expansion of an existing Retail Sales and

18

Services use or Gym use by more than 25,000 new gross square feet per use shall require

19

conditional use authorization pursuant to the provisions of Section 303.

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 249.45. VISITACION VALLEY/SCHLAGE LOCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

22

A Special Use District entitled the "Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Special Use District"

23

is hereby established for a portion of the Visitacion Valley neighborhood and the Schlage Lock

24

site within the City and County of San Francisco, the boundaries of which are designated on

25

Sectional Map SU10 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County of San Francisco, and which
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1

includes properties generally fronting Bayshore Boulevard between Tunnel Avenue in the

2

north and the San Francisco/San Mateo County line in the south, and properties fronting

3

Leland Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Cora Street. The following provisions shall

4

apply within the Special Use District:

5

* * * *

6

(e) Controls in Zone 1. Development in Zone 1 of the Special Use District shall be

7

regulated by the controls contained in this Section 249.45(e) and the Design for Development.

8

Where not explicitly superseded by definitions and controls established in this Section

9

249.45(e) or the Design for Development, the definitions and controls in this Planning Code

10

shall apply except where those controls conflict with the Development Agreement. The

11

following shall apply only in Zone 1 of the Special Use District:

12

* * * *

(2) Use Requirements.

13
14

* * * *

(C) Prohibited Uses. The following uses shall be prohibited within this Special

15

16

Use District:

17

(i) Auto repair services;

18

(ii) Office, except in existing buildings or as an accessory use to other

19

permitted uses. The floor controls set forth in Section 803.9(hi) for the MUG zoning

20

designation shall not apply to office use in the Old Office Building or to the existing building

21

located on Assessor's Block and Lot No. 51 00-007;

22

* * * *

23

SEC. 249.78. CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

24
25
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1

2

3
4

(a) Purpose. In order to implement the goals. objectives, and policies o(the Central SoMa
. on file with the Clerk ofthe Board o[Supervisors in File No.

Plan (Ordinance No.

), the Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD) is hereby established
(b) Geography. The SUD is within the South o[Market (SoMa) neighborhood, and its

5

boundaries generally run ftom 2nd Street to the east to 6th Street to the west, and ftom Townsend

6

Street to the south to an irregular border that generally fOllows Folsom, Howard. and Stevenson Streets

7

to the north, as more specifically shown on Sectional Maps 1SU and 8SU o(the Zoning Map.

8

9
10

11

(c) Land Use Controls.
(1) Active Uses. The controls o[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

12

publicly-accessible open space:

17

Section 102. shall be considered "Active commercial useg, "as defined in Section 145.4(c).

18
19

(E) Active uses shall be required within the first 10 feet of building depth if
any of the following conditions apply:

20
21

(i)The use is a Micro-Retail use located on a Narrow Street as
defined in Section 261.1(b)(1); or
(ii) The use is along a Narrow Street provided there is a doorway

22
23

24
25

provided everv 25 feet along the street frontage. at minimum.

(EJ 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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1

(2) Nighttime Entertainment. Nighttime Entertainment uses are principally permitted,

2

regardless o(the underlying zoning district. in the area bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street. Bryant Street,

3

and Townsend Street.

4

(3)

5

requirements o(Section 803.9(g).

6
7

Hotels. Hotels in the CMUO District shall notbe subject to the land use ratio

(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.

8
9

(A) Applicabilitv. Micro-Retail controls shall apply to new non-residential
development projects on lots o(20. 000 square feet or more.

10

·(B)

11
12

Controls~

(i) Amount~

Applicable development projects are required to have at

least one Micro-Retail unit for every 20, 000 square feet oflot area. rounded to the nearest unit.

13

(ii)

Location and Design. All Micro-Retail units shall be on the ground

14

floor. independently and directly accessed from a public right-of-way or publicly-accessible open

15

space, and designed to be accessed and operated independently from other spaces or uses on the

16

subject property.

17
18
19

(iii) Type. Formula Retail uses. as defined in Section 303.1. are not

permitted as Micro-Retail.
(5) PDR and Community Building Space Requirements.

CAl For purnoses of this subsection. "Community Building Space" shall

20
21

mean space provided for a Social Service. Institutional Communjtv. Grocery Store,

22

Communitv Facility. or Public Facility Use or for a Legacy Business.

23

(8) In addition to the requirements o(Section 202.8. the follo'Ning shall apply

24

te-any newly constructed project that contains at least 50.000 gross square feet of office shall provide

25

one of the following:
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1
2

(A) The project shall provide a(i) An amount ofMR space for PDR

Uses or Community Building Space. or a combination thereof. that is the greater o[the following:
fit~

3
4

the square footage ofPDR space required bv the controls of

Section 202.8. or

5

fiitb. on-site dedication ofspace for PDR Uses or Community

6

Building Space. or a combination thereof. that is equivalent to 40 percent ofthe lot area. in which

7

case for purposes o[this~ection 249.78(b)(5). the following areas are exempted from the

8

calculation of the lot area: land dedicated to a building whose housing units consist entirely of

9

A([ordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401~ publicly accessible open space and mid-block

10

alleys that are fully open to the sky except for obstructions permitted pursuant to Section 136 or under

11

a cantilevered portion of the building for up to 10% of space pursuant to Section 138(d)(2):

12

any portion of the lot or lots containing a building dedicated primarily to residential use: and

13

ground floor space dedicated to a Child ~are Facility.

tBf!lll

14
15

In the alternative, the project sponsor may provide either of

the follm\'ing:

16

(i) Establishment off-site. through new construction. addition, or change

17

ofuse. ofa minimum of150 percent ofgross square feet o[the on-site PDR requirement for PDR

18

Uses or for Community Building Space. Such off-site MRspace shall be located within the area

19

bounded by Market Street. the EmbarcaderoSecond Street King Street, Division Street. and South

20

Van Ness Avenue; or

21

(iij) Preservation ofexistingPDR uses off-site, at a minimum of200

22

percent o[the on-site requirement. for the life ofthe project that is subject to the requirements ofthis

23

subsection (6) or for 55 years, 'Nhichever is less. This off-site PDR shall be located on one or more

24

lots in the area bounded by Market Street. the EmbarcaderoSecond Street King Street, Division

25
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1

Street, and South Van Ness Avenue. The PDR space preserved o(fsite shall not include any space

2

already required to be preserved pursuant to this Section or Section 202. 8.

3

(C) The PDR and Community Building Space requirements o[this subsection

4

may be reduced by 25 percent {or any project subject to any contract or agreement meeting the

5

requirements ofCalifornia Civil Code Section 1954.28(d), including but not limited to a development

6

agreement approved by the City under California Government Code Section 65864 et seq. it: pursuant

7

to the terms o[such agreement. the required replacement space is rented, leased or sold at 50 percent

8

below market rate {or P DR space {or a period of not less than 55 years or the life o[the project,

9

'."t'hichever is less. Such restrictions on the rent. lease. or sale price shall be recorded on the subject

10

property as a Notice o[Special Restrictions.

11

(D) Any project that meets the requirements ofthis Section 249.78 and the PDR

12

replacement requirements o[Section 202.8 shall not be subject to the Conditional Use Authorization

13

required by Section 202.8.

14

<E> Any development application submitted to the Planning Department

15

for a project that is subject to the PDR and Community Building Space requirements of this

16

Section 249.78 or the PDR replacement requirements of Section 202.8 shall include the

17

following materials:

18

(i)

Documentation demonstrating that the applicant has provided

19

written notification to all existing PDR tenants that the applicant intends to develop the

20

property pursuant to this Section 249.78.

21

(ii) Documentation demonstrating that the applicant has provided

22

all existing PDR tenants with information regarding the Central SoMa PDR Relocation Fund

23

described in the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document. and PDR Sector

24

Assistance for Displaced Businesses available from the Office of Economic and Workforce

25

Development (QEWD) or its successor agency.

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

438

Page67

1

(6) Use on Large Development Sites.

2
3

(A) Applicability. South ofHarrison Street on sites larger than 40,000 square
feet that entail new construction or an addition o(l 00,000 square feet or more.

4

5
6

(B) Requirement. At least two-thirds o(the Gross Floor Area o(all building
area below 160 feet in height shall be non-residential.
(d) Urban Design and Density Controls.

7
8

(1) Design of Buildings. New construction shall comply with the "Central SoMa Guide

to Urban Design" as adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission.

9
10

(2) Floor Area Ratio. There shall be no maximum Floor Area Ratio limit tor lots
within the CMUO. MUR. MUG. and WMUO Districts in this SUD.

11

(3) Living and Solar Roofs and Renewable Energy.

12
13

(A) Definitions. For the purpose o(this subsection, all terms shall be as defined
in Sections 102 and 149.

(B) Applicability. Any development that meets all o(the fOllowing criteria:

14
15

{i) The development lot is 5, 000 square feet or larger; and

16

(ii) The building constitutes a Large Development Project or Small

17

Development Project under the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Sees. 147-

18

147.6); and

19

20

(iii) The building height is 160 feet or less.
(C) Requirements.
{i) Notwithstanding the requirements o(Section 149. at least fifty

21

22

percent o[the roo( area shall be covered by one or more Living Roofs.

23

(ii) Residential projects subject to this subsection (d)(3) shall comply

24

with Green Building Code Section 4.201.2. which sets fOrth requirements tor solar photovoltaic systems

25

and/or solar thermal systems.
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1

(iii) Non-residential projects shall comply with Green Building Code

2

Section 5.201.1.2. which sets forth requirements for solar photovoltaic systems and/or solar thermal

3

systems.

4
5

(iv) All projects shall commit, as a condition of approval, to
sourcing electricity from 100% greenhouse gas free sources.

6
7

(j,v) The Living Roofshall be considered in determining compliance with
the Stormwater Management Ordinance.

8

(v) The Planning Department. after consulting with the Public Utilities

9

Commission and the Department o[the Environment. shall adopt rules and regulations to implement

10

this subsection 249. 78(d){3) and shall coordinate with those departments to ensure compliance with the

11

Stormwater Management Ordinance.

12
13

(vi) All projects shall commit. as a condition of approval. to
sourcing electricitv from 100% greenhouse gas-free sources.

14

(vii) Projects that consist of multiple buildings may choose to locate

15

the required elements in this subsection 249.78(d)(3){i)-(v) on any rooftops within the subject

16

project. including on buildings that are not subject to these requirements, provided the

17

equivalent amount of square footage is provided elsewhere on the project site.

18

(D) Waiver. !(the project sponsor demonstrates to the ZoningAdministrator's

19

satisfaction that it is physically inteasible to meet the Living Roofrequirements as written for the

20

project in question, the ZoningAdministrator may. in his or her sole discretion and pursuant to the

21

procedures set forth in Planning Code Section 307{h), reduce the requirements stated in subsection (C)

22

from fifty percent to thirty-three percent.

23

(4) Lot Coverage. For residential uses, the rear yard requirements o(Section 134 of

24

this Code shall not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential levels. except that on

25

levels in which all residential units face onto a public right-of-way, 100 percent lot coverage may
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1

occur. The unbuilt portion o[the lot shall be open to the sky except for those obstructions permitted in

2

yards pursuant to Section 13 6(c) o[this Code. Where there is a pattern ofmid-block open space for

3

adjacent buildings, the unbuilt area ofthe new project shall be designed to adjoin that mid-block open

4

space.

5

(5) Lot Merger Restrictions.

6
7

(A) Applicability. Lots that meet both ofthe following criteria shall be subject
to the lot merger restrictions o[this Section:

8
9
10

(i) Lots containing one or more buildings with California Historic

Resources Status Code 1. 2. 3, 4, 5, or 6L, as identified in a survey adopted by the Historic
Preservation Commission; and

11

(ii) Lots with any single street frontage under 200 feet in length.

12

(B) Control. Any lot to which this subsection is applicable shall not merge with

13

an adjacent lot in such a way that any existing street frontage ofunder 200 feet is increased to 200 feet

14

in length or longer.

15

(C) Exemptions.

16

(i) The street frontages oflots abutting the north side o[Perry Street and

17

the street frontages along Harrison Street on Block 3763 in lots 099 and 100 are exempt from

18

this control.

19

20
21

(ii) On blocks ofless than 200 feet in length between streets or alleys, an
applicable lot may merge with an adjacent non-applicable lot i[the non-applicable lot is a corner lot.

(6) Open Space. A project whose housing units consist entirely o[Affordable Housing

22

Units, as defined in Section 401. shall provide at least 36 square feet o[usable Open Space, as set forth

23

in Section 135, per unit unless the project is located directly adjacent to a publicly-owned park in

24

which case such project shall not be required to provide usable Open Space.

25

(7) Wind.
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1
2

(A) Applicabilitv. This subsection shall aPJ!ly. to new buildings above 85 teet in
Height and additions to existing buildings that result in a building above 85 feet in Height.

3

(B) Definitions.

4

"ComfOrt Level" means ground-level equivalent wind speeds o(ll miles

5

per hour in areas ofsubstantial pedestrian use and seven miles per hour in public seating areas

6

between 7:00a.m. and 6:00p.m. when occufring tor more than 15 percent ofthe time year round

7

8

"Equivalent Wind Speed" means an hourly mean wind speed adjusted to
incorporate the effects o(gustiness or turbulence on pedestrians.

9

10

"Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind
speed o(26 miles per hour tor more than nine hours per year per test location.

11
12

"One-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind
speed o(26 miles per hour [or more than one hour per year per test location.

13
14

"Substantia/Increase" means an increase in wind speeds o(more than
six miles per hour [or more than 15 percentofthe time year round

15

(C) Controls for Wind Comfort.

16
17

(i) Projects may not result in wind speeds that exceed the Com[ortLevel
at any location.

18
19

(ii) Projects may not cause a Substantial Increase in wind speed at any
location where the existing or resulting wind speed exceeds the Comfort Level.

20

(iii) Pursuant to Section 329. the Planning Commission may grant an

21

exception to the standards o(subsections (i) and (ii) above as aJmlied to a project ifit finds that the

22

project meets the following criteria:

23

(aa) It has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce wind

24

speeds through such means as building sculpting and appurtenances. permanent wind bafjling

25

measures. and landscaping: and
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1
2

(bb) Reducing wind speeds further would substantially detract
from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage of the project.

3

(D) Controls for Hazardous Winds.

4

(i) Projects shall not result in net new locations with an exceedance of

5

the One-Hour Hazard Criterion, except as allowed by the Planning Commission based on criteria

6

described in subsection (ii) below.

7

(ii) Pursuant to Section 329. the Planning Commission may grant an

8

exception to the standard ofsubsection (i) above as applied to a proposed project ifit finds that the

9

proposed project meets all o[the following criteria:

10
11

(aa) The project with mitigations does not result in net new
locations with an exceedance o[the Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion;

12

(bb) The project has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce

13

hazardous wind speeds, such as building sculpting and appurtenances, permanent wind baffling

14

measures, and landscaping; and

15
16

(cc) Meeting the requirements ofsubsection (i) would detract
from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage o[the project.

17

(iii) No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be

18 ·

permitted for any project that causes net new locations with an exceedance in the Nine-Hour Hazard

19

Criterion.

20
21
22

(E) Guidelines. Procedures and methodologies for implementing this
subsection shall be issued by the Department.
(8) Ground Floor Heights. PDR space provided at the ground floor that is subject to

23

the requirements o[Section 202.8 or 249. 78(c)(5) shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of17 feet.

24

as measured from grade.

25
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1

(9) Dwelling Unit Exposure. The requirements of Section 140 shall apply.

2

except that the required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing

3

Code) of at least one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area

4

requirement of Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face on an open area as follows:

5

6

(A)

shall face directly on an open area that is no less than 15 feet by 15 feet:

7
8

For units constructed above 85 feet in height. the required windows

(8)

10% of units constructed at or below 85 feet may face directly onto

an open area that is no less than 15 feet by 15 feet: and

9

(C) Where required windows are built on an open area. pursuant to

10

140(a)(2). the requirements to increase the horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor do

11

not apply.

12

(e) Community Development Controls.

13

(1)

Affordable Housing Funds. Affordable Housing Fees for projects within the

14

Central SoMa Special Use District shall be deposited in the Central SoMa Affordable Housing Fund

15

and shall be expended within a limited geographic area, as specified in Administrative Code Section

16

10.100-46.

17

(2) Land Dedication.

18

19

(A) Residential projects in this SUD may opt to fulfill the Inclusionary Housing
requirement o(Section 415 through the Land Dedication alternative contained in Section 419. 6.

20

(B) Non-Residential projects in this Special Use District may opt to fulfill their

21

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee requirement ofSection 413 through the Land Dedication alternative

22

contained in Section 413. 7.

23
24
25

(3)

TDR Requirements for Large Development Sites.
(A) Applicability. This control applies to projects that:
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(iJ Are located in Central SoMa OO'.·elopmentFee Tier C. as defined in

1

2

Section 423.2.·
{ii) Contain new construction, or addition. of50,000 non-residential

3

4

gross square teet or greater: and
(iii) Have a Floor Area Ratio of3:1 or greater.

5
6

. (B)

(iJ A project subject to this subsection (4) will be considered a

7

8

Requirement.

"Development Lot." pursuant to Section 128.1:
(ii) To exceed a Floor Area Ratio of3:1. a Development Lot shall

9
10

acquire one Unit ofTDR trom a Tran§for Lot. as defined in Sections 128 and 128.1. per square foot

11

of develoPment up to a Floor Area ~atio of4.25:1. Above 4.25:1. the acquisition o(additional TDR is

12

not required

13

* * * *

14 ·.

SEC. 260. HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

15

* * * *

16

(b) Exemptions. In addition to other height exceptions permitted by this Code, the

17

features listed in this subsection (b) shall be exempt from the height limits established by this

18

Code, in an amount up to but not exceeding that which is specified.

19

(1) The following features shall be exempt; provided the limitations indicated for

20

each are observed; provided further that the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed

21

in this subsection (b)(1) shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof above

22

which they are situated, or, in C-3 Districts, and in the Rincon Hill Downtown Residential

23

District, where the top of the building has been separated into a number of stepped elements

24

to reduce the bulk of the upper tower, of the total of all roof areas of the upper towers; and

25

provided further that in any R, RC-3, or RC-4 District the sum of the horizontal areas of all
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1

such features located within the first 10 feet of depth of the building, as measured from the

2

front wall of the building, shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof in such

3

first 10 feet of depth.
As an alternative, the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed in this

4
5

subsection (b)(1) may be equal to but not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area permitted

6

for buildings and structures under any bulk limitations in Section 270 of this Code applicable

7

to the subject property.
Any such sum of 20 percent heretofore described may be increased to 30

8
9

percent by unroofed screening designed either to obscure the features listed under (A) and

10

(B) below or to provide a more balanced and graceful silhouette for the top of the building or

11

structure.

12
13

* * * *
(E) In any C-3 District_arui the CMUO District, and any MUR or MUG District

14

within the Central SoMa Special Use District. enclosed space related to the recreational use

15

of the roof, not to exceed 16 feet in height.

16

(F) Rooftop enclosures and screening for features listed in subsections (b)(1)(A)

17

and (B) above that add additional building volume in any C-3 District except as otherwise

18

allowed in the S-2 Bulk district according to subsection (M) below, or the Eastern

19

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, er Seuth of}./srket ~\fixed Use District. The rooftop

20

enclosure or screen creating the added volume:
(i) shall not be subject to the percentage coverage limitations

21

22

otherwise applicable to this Section 260(b) but shall meet the requirements of Section 141;

23

(ii) shall not exceed 20 feet in height, measured as provided in

24

subsection (a) above;

25
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1

(iii) may have a volume, measured in cubic feet, not to exceed

2

three-fourths of the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas multiplied by the maximum

3

permitted height of the enclosure or screen;
(iv) shall not be permitted within the setbacks required by

4
5

Sections 132.1, 132.2, and 132.3;
(v) shall not be permitted within any setback required to meet the

6

7

sun access plane requirements of Section 146; and
(vi) shall not be permitted within any setback required by Section

8
9
10

261.1.
* * * *

(L) {Reserved.} In the Central SoMa Special Use District. additional building

11
12

volume used to enclose or screen (rom view the features listed in subsections (b) (I ){A) and (b)(l ){B)

13

above. The rooftop form created bv the added volume shall not be subject to the percentage coverage

14

limitations otherwise applicable to the building. but shall meet the requirements ofSection 14I: shall

15

not exceed 10 percent o[the total height ofany building taller than 200 feet; shall have a horizontal

16

area not more than 100 percent o[the total area ofthe highest occupied floor; and shall contain no

17

space for human occupancy. The features described in subsection (k){J )(B) shall not be limited to 16

18

feet for buildings taller than 200 feet. but shall be limited by the permissible height o[any additional

19

rooftop volume allowed by this subsection (L).

20
21

22
23

* * * *

(2) The following features shall be exempt, without regard to their horizontal
area, provided the limitations indicated for each are observed:
* * * *

24

25
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(0) Additional building height, up te a height ofjive feet aho••e the otherwise

1

2

applieahk height limit, v.rhere the uppermostfioor o.fthe building is te he oeeupied sokly by /f'..•e/werk

3

units leeated within a South Dj-G""Jarket District.

(Pf--Enclosed recreationai facilities up to a height of 10 feet above the

4
5

otherwise applicable height limit when located within a 65-U Height and Bulk District and eifhe:F

6

an MUO er SSO District, and only then when authorized by the Planning Commission as a

7

Conditional Use pursuant to Section 303 of this Code, provided that the project is designed in

8

such a way as to reduce the apparent mass of the structure above a base 50=foot building

9

height.

(fHD

10
11

Historic Signs and Vintage Signs permitted pursuant to Article 6 of

this Code.

(:R:Q) In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, enclosed utility

12
13

sheds of not more than 100 square feet, exclusively for the storage of landscaping and

14

gardening equipment for adjacent rooftop landscaping, with a maximum height of 8 feet above

15

the otherwise applicable height limit.

(SR) Hospitals, as defined in this Code, that are legal non-complying

16

17

structures with regard to height, may add additional mechanical equipment so long as the new

18

mechanical equipment 1) is not higher than the highest point of the existing rooftop enclosure,

19

excluding antennas; 2) has minimal visual impact and maximum architectural integration; 3) is

20

necessary for the function of the building; and 4) no other feasible alternatives exist. Any

21

existing rooftop equipment that is out of service or otherwise abandoned mus-tshall be removed

22

prior to installation of new rooftop equipment.

23

* * * *

24
25
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1

SEC. 261.1. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR NARROW STREETS AND ALLEYS

2

IN, RTO, NC, NCT, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND SOUTH OF

3

JJIARKETJJIIXED USE DISTRICTS.

4

(a) Purpose. The intimate character of narrow streets (rights-of-way 40 feet in width

5

or narrower) and alleys is an important and unique component of the City and certain

6

neighborhoods in particular. The scale of these streets should be preserved to ensure they do

7

not become overshadowed or overcrowded. Heights along alleys and narrow streets are

8

hereby limited to provide ample sunlight and air, as follows:

9

10

(b) Definitions.

(1) "Narrow Street" shall be defined as a public right of way less than or equal

11

to 40 feet in width, or any mid-block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width created

12

under the requirements of Section 270.2.

13

(2) "Subject Frontage" shall mean any building frontage in an RTO, NC, NCT or

14

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District that abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60

15

feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet.

16

(3) "East-West Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those

17

created pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true east-

18

west orientation or are otherwise named herein: Elm, Redwood, Ash, Birch, Ivy, Linden,

19

Hickory, Lily, Rose, Laussat, Germania, Clinton Park, Brosnan, Hidalgo, and Alert Streets.

20

(4) "North-South Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those created

21

pursuant to Section 270.2. that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true north-south orientation.

22

(c) Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RTO, NC, NCT, and

23

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, tmd 8euth f:J.J.r}Jarket }Jixed Use Districts. Notwithstanding the

24

foregoing. in the CS Bulk District these controls shall only apply on certain frontages as described in

25

Section 270(h).
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1

(d) Controls.
(1) General Requirement. Except as described below, all ~ubject}Erontages

2
3

shall have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent

4

to 1.25 times the width of the abutting nNarrow ~reet.
(2) Southern Side of East-West Narrow Streets and, within the Central SoMa

5

6

Special Use District, all North-South Narrow Streets. All ~ubject}Erontages on the southerly

7

side of an East-West Narrow Street and. within the Central SoMa Special Use District. all Subtect

8

Frontages on a North-South Narrow Street shall have upper stories which are set back at the

9

property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plane defined by an angle of 45

10

degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line (as illustrated in

11

Figure 261.1A.) No part or feature of a building, including but not limited to any feature listed

12

in Sections 260(b), may penetrate the required setback plane.

13

(3) Northern Side o(all Narrow Streets with the Central SoMa Special Use District.

14

Subject Frontages in a 65- or 85- fOot Height district are required to meet Apparent Mass Reduction

15

requirements. as defined in Section 270(h). as fOllows:
(A) All Subject Frontages in a 65-toot Height district are required to have an

16
17

Apparent Mass Reduction offffiy percent. as measured utilizing a Base Height o[35 feet.

18
19

(B) All Subject Frontages in a 85-{oot Height district are required to have an

Apparent Mass Reduction ofseventy percent. as measured utilizing a Base Height o[35 feet.

(-3-1.) Mid-block Passages. Subject}Erontages abutting a mid-block passage

20
21

provided pe:Fpursuant to the requirements of Section 270.2 shall have upper story setbacks as

22

follows:

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 263. HEIGHT LIMITS: SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS.

25
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1

In the height and bulk districts indicated in the following Sections, buildings and

2

structures exceeding the prescribed height limits may be approved by the Planning

3

Commission according to the procedures for conditional use approval in Section 303 of this

4

Code unless otherwise specified herein; provided, however, that such. Any exceptions

5

granted may be permitted only in the areas specified and only to the extent stated in each

6

Section.

7
8

SEC. 263.11. 8PECL4L HEIGHTEXCEPTIOIVS: SOUTH OFJIIARKETRSD 40 X/85 B
HEIGHTDISTRICT.

9

(s) Genentl. In the 40 X/85 B Height and Bul:k /)istrict, as designated en Sectienal },/ap No.

10

1r.rur

11

exeeptierts ahe·,·e the 40 J+eet base height1e a maximum af85feet mcty he appreved in accerdance ·wifh

12

the CondUienal Use procedures and criteria provided in Sections 303 0£this Code, and the criteria and

13

cenditiens set forth hel:ow.

14
15
16

T.J'7Yl1

l
7
•
7
A
• l •
l
Z..
A
•
.£ l
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l
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• l
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(h) Reductien afShtulews on Cenain Public, Publicly Accessible, oF ...Dublicly Financed oF
SubsidkedPFivate Open Space.
(1) l'lert' buildings er addUiens subjectfe this Sectien shaU he shBped te reduce

17

substantial shadew impacts en public pkeas, parks er ether nearby publicly accessible erpuhlicly

18

financedprh'tlte epen spaces. The criteria set forth in Sectien 14 7 efthis Cede shaU he used 1e assess

19

the shade·.,..~ i'mpacts 0£new building development ever 40 feet in height.

20

(2) To the extenUhat height ahe·.;e 40feetonl:ots :1:4, :1:6, 18, :1:9, 20, 20A, 21, 22, 24, 25,

21

26, 28, 29, 30,3:1:,34,91 and920£Assesser'sBI:ock3733andenl:ots14, :1:5,:1:7,:1:8,:1:9,23,24,26,27,

22

28, 32, 33, 36 tlnd95 efAssessor's Bleck 3752 would create adverse impact en light and air 1e

23

atfiacent residential uses and/or sunlight access 1e residential epen spaces, such additional height shaY

24

net he permitted

25
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1

(c) Reduction ef Gr-eund Lei-'el Wind Currents. Ne·w buildings or additions subject to this

2

Section shall be shtiped, or other ·wind btiffling measures shall be adopted, so that the de'.Jel-opment will

3

not ca'bi:Se ground k-vel ',ttind currents to exceed, more than JOpercent e.fthe time year round, between

4

7:00 a.m. and 6:00p.m., the cemfort le',•el e.fll m.p.h. equivalent ·wind speed in areas e.fsubstantial

5

pedestrian use and seven m.p.h. equivalent ·wind speed in public seating areas. When pre existing

6

ambient wind speeds exceed the comfort level, the building or addition shall be designed to reduce the

7

ambient wind speeds to meet the requirements.
!fit is shovm that a building or addition cannot be shtiped or wind baffling measures cannot be

8
9

adopted to meet the fCJregoing requirements without creating an urmttractrve and ungainly building
iJ~

10

J-0rm and without unduly restricting the development potential efthe building site

11

is concluded that, beca'bi:Se e.fthe limited amount by which the con'l:fort level is exceeded, the limited

12

location in which the con'l:fort level is exceeded, the limited time during which the con'l:fort le'.•el is

13

exceeded, or the addition is insubstantial, an exception may be granted as part e.fthe conditional 'bi:Se

14

process, allowing the buildi1~ or addition to add to the amou1~t o.ftime that the con'l:fort k';el is

15

exceeded by the least practical amount.

question, and/or it

16

}lo exception shall be allowed and no buildirtg or addition shall be permitted that ca'bi:Ses

17

equh'tllent wind speeds to reach or exceed the haz;ard level o.l26 miles per ,t,our J-0r a single hour efthe

18

year;-

19

20
21

22
23

For the purposes o.fthis Section, the term "equivalent wind speed" shall mean an hourly mean
wind speed tlf:ij'bi:Sted to incorporate the effects o.fgustiness or turbulence on pedestrians.

(d) Ctmsll'uction ofLivelWorlii Units Above the 40 Foot BIISC Height Limit. Li'.•e/work units
may be relied upon to qualifY for a height exception under this Section only if:
(1) Each non residential 'bi:Se within each individual live/work unit is limited to an

24

activity permitted within the district or conditional within the district and specifically approved as a

25

conditional 'bi:Se;
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1

(2) Each li·;e/work unit is sufficiently insulatedf:Or noise attenuatiol'l between units to

2

insure that noise shall not exceed the acceptable decibel k;els estahlishedfer residential use as

3

specified in the San Francisco l'loise Control Ordinance; and

4

5
6

(3) The project satisfies the open space, parking andfreight loading pro-visions o.fthis
Code without administrati',)C exceptions.
(e) Afftwdability. lH determining whether to allow a height exception under this Sectiorl the

7

Planning Commission shall, in addition to the criteria set forth in Section 303(c) efthis Code, co1'1Sider

8

the extent to ·,yhich the project seeking the exception will include residential and live/worlc units

9

affordable to low income and moderate income households. The City Planning Commission ma:y

10

in'lpose cm'iditions on the approv'tll o.fadditional heightpursuant to this Subsection to assure housing

11

ajfordahility and the enforceability and enforcement e.fhousing affordahility and use pro·;isions, which

12

may include, hut need not he limited to, a requirement that a minimum statedpercentage e.fthe total

13

number ofunits BpprO'ii'edpursuant to this Section remain affordable to households whose incomes are

14

l'iot greater than a statedpercentage e.fa defined median income J-li:Jr a period efnot less than a stated

15

number eyCyears.

16

(1) The property orw'ier shall submit an annual report to the City, along with afee

17

whose amount shall he determinedperiodically by the City Planning Commission, to co-ver costs o.fthe

18

enforcement ofthe ajfordahility eyCdesignated units. The fee s,l,zall not exceed the amount efthose costs.

19

The report s,l,zall state rents, annual household income, number e.fadults and children living in each

20

designated unit, and such other information as the City may require.

21

* * * *

22

SEC. 263.32. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: PERMITTED BUILDING HEIGHTS IN

23

THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

24

(a) Purpose. The provision o(affordable housing, public open space, and recreational

25

amenities are encouraged in the Central SoMa Special Use District to achieve the policy objectives of
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1

the Central SoMa Plan. To facilitate the creation ofthese amenities. additional height mav be allowed,

2

as long as it does not result in a net increase in development potential for the primary project as set

3

forth in subsection (c). below.

4

(b) Applicabilitv. This Section shall applv to any project that:

5

6

(1) Provides housing units consisting entirely o[on-site or otfsite Affordable Housing

Units as defined in Section 401:

7

(2) Dedicates land pursuant to Sec. 249.78(e) for housing consisting entirely of

8

Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401. which land the Citv deems suitable for

9

such use. taking into consideration size. configuration. physical characteristics. physical and

10

environmental constraints. access. location. adjacent use. and other relevant planning criteria:

11

or

12

Q) Provides land for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreational amenities.

13

which land the City deems suitable for such use. taking into consideration size. configuration. physical

14

characteristics, physical and environmental constraints. access. location. adjacent use, and other

15

relevant planning criteria.

16

(c) Controls. An additional 25 feet o[height above the otherwise applicable height limit is

17

permitted for applicable development projects without requiring conditional use authorization by

18

the Planning Commission subject only if it meets the following conditions:

19

(1) The development capacity ofthe primary project shall not be increased due to the

20

provision ofthe additional height as compared to the development capacity achievable without the

21

special height exception. For purposes o[this section, the development capacity o[the primaryproject

22

shall be calculated as the Gross Floor Area ofdevelopment proposed on the site. less:

23

24

(A) Any Gross Floor Area constructed in the project providing housing units
consisting entirely o[Affordable Housing Units. as defined in Section 401:

25
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1
2

(BJ Any Gross Floor Area o(potential development ofland dedicated to the City
for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){2). as determined by the Planning Department;

3

(C) Any Gross Floor Area o(potential development o[land dedicated to the City

4

for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreation centers, as determined by the Planning

5

Department; and

6

(D) Any Gross Floor Area constructed as a publicly-owned recreation center.

7

(2) The additional height shall not cause any new or substantially increased significant

8

impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels related to wind and shadow that would

9

not have occurred without the additional height, as determined by the Environmental Review Officer.

10

(3) A project using a special height exception pursuant to this Section 263.32

11

shall be subject to Sections 132.4 and 270(h). based on the otherwise applicable Height limit

12

for the lot.

13

(i) A project utilizing using a special height exemption exception pursuant to this

14

Section 263.32 may add 25 feet above the otherwise applicable Height limit for purposes o(calculating

15

its Apparent Mass Reduction pursuant to Section 270{h).

16

SEC. 263.33. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: VASSAR AND HARRISON STREETS.

17

(a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision ofincreased affordable housing and a large hotel

18

19
20
21

proximate to the Moscone Convention Center.
{b) Applicabilitv. Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lots 078, 079. 080. 080A, 081, 099, 100, 101,

and 105.
(c) Controls.

22

(1) The applicable lots shall have a base Hheight limit o(130 feet.

23

(2) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lot 105. the Height limit shall be

24

200 feet for a project that includes a hotel and/or residential usesq(not kss than 400 guest rooms.

25
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1

(3) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763. Lots 078. 079. 080. 080A. 081. 099.

2

100, and 101. the Height limit shall be 350 feet (or a project that includes affordable housing in an

3

amount that is equal to or greater than 110% ofthe requirement set forth in Section 415.

4

5

(4)

Conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission shall not be

required for use of this special height exception.

6
7

SEC. 263.34. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: FOURTH AND HARRISON STREETS

8

(a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision ofaflordable housing or other public benefits.

9

{b) Applicability. Assessor's BlockNo. 3762. Lots 106. 108. 109. 112. 116. and 117.

10

(c) Controls.

11

(1) Lots 108. 109. 117. and portions ofLot 116 shall have a base height limit of85 feet.

12

as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HT01 ofthe Zoning Map o[the City and County ofSan

13

Francisco.

14

(2) Lots 106. 113 and portions ofLots 112 and 116 shall have a base height limit of

15

130 feet. as shown on Height and Bulk District MapHT01 ofthe Zoning Map o[the City and County of

16

San Francisco.

17

18
19
20

(3) The Height limit shall be 160 feet (or a project that dedicates land (or the provision
ofaflordable housing. pursuant to Section 419.5(a){2){A) and (C) through {J).
(4)

Conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission shall not be

required for use of this special height exception.

21
22

SEC. 270. BULK LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

23

(a) The limits upon the bulk of buildings and structures shall be as stated in this

24

Section and in Sections 271 and 272. The terms "height," "plan dimensions," "length" and

25

"diagonal dimensions" shall be as defined in this Code. In each height and bulk district, the
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1

maximum plan dimensions shall be as specified in the following table, at all horizontal cross-

2

sections above the height indicated.

3

TABLE 270

4

BULK LIMITS

5

District Symbol

Height Above Which

Maximum Plan Dimensions (in feet)

6

on Zoning Map

Maximum

Length

7

Dimensions Apply (in

8

feet)

9
10

Diagonal
Dimension

* * * *

cs

This table not a[]J2licable. But see Section 270(!JJ

11

* * * *

12

(h) CS Bulk District. In the CS Bulk District, the bulk limits contained in this subsection

13

270(h) shall apply.

14
15

(1) Definitions. For purposes o(this subsection, the definitions ofSection 102 and the

following definitions apply unless otherwise specified in this Section:

16

Apparent Mass Reduction. The percentage ofthe Skvplane that does not include

17

the Projected Building Mass from the subject lot. For purposes ofcalculating Apparent Mass

18

Reduction, any portion o(the Projected Building Mass that projects above the Height limit shall be

19

added to the projection within the Slqplane.

20

Base Height. The lowest Height from which the Skvplane is measured

21

Lower Tower. The lower two-thirds ofthe Tower Portion o[a Tower, rounded

22

to the nearest floor.

23

Major Street. 2nd Street, 3rd Street, 4th Street, 5th Street, 6th Street, Mission

24

Street, Howard Street, Folsom Street, Harrison Street, Bryant Street, Brannan Street, and Townsend

25

Street.
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1

Mid-Block Passage. Any passage created pursuant to Section 270.2.

2

Narrow Street. A right-of-way with a width of40 feet or less and more than 60

3

(eet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet.

14
15
16

17
18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25
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1
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13
14

15
16
17
18

Tower. Any building taller than 160 feet in Height.

19

Tower Portion. The portion ofa Tower above 85 feet in Height.

20

UJ!per Tower. The upper one-thirdo(the Tower Portion o(a Tower. rounded to

21

22

23
24

the nearest floor.
(2) Apparent Mass Reduction. Projects in the CS Bulk District are subject to the
Apparent Mass Reduction controls o[Table 270(h). as well as the setback requirements o[Section

25
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1
2

Table 270(h)

3

A1lJ!.arent Mass Reduction

4

Building

5

Frontage

6

Major Street

7

8

Major Street

Major Street

District

Southeast and

130 teet

85 teet

67%

Southeast and

160 teet

85 teet

80%

Northeast and

130 teet

85 teet

50%

160 teet

85 teet

70%

Above 160 teet

85 teet

None for the Tower

northwest
Major Street

13
14

Base Height A1lJ!.arent Mass Reduction

southwest

11
12

Height

southwest

9
10

Side ofthe Street

Northeast and
northwest

Major Street

All

15

Portion. as defined in

16

Section 132.4. 80% for the

17

remainder o[the building.

18

using a Height limit o[160

19

feet for purposes o[this

20

calculation.

21

Narrow Street

22

23

24

Narrow Street

Southeast and

160 teet and

southwest

less

Northeast and

135 teet and

northwest

160 (get

35 teet

The controls o[Section
261.1 {_d2{.22 shall apply_.

35 teet

85%

25
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1

Narrow Street

Above 160 feet

All

35 feet

None for the Tower

2

Portion. as defined in

3

Section 132.4. 85% for the

4

remainder ofthe building.

5

using a Height limit o(160

6

feet for purposes ofthis

7

calculation.

8

Mid-Block

9

Passage

All

None

All

The controls o(Section
261.1(.d2C32 shall applJ!..

~

The controls o(Section

feetNone

261.1 (.d20 2 shall arm.lJ!..

Width ofthe

Same as the Apparent

13

abutting

Mass Reduction for

14

street

projects along Major

10

Perry Street

Northwest

All

11
12

Other Street

All

All

15

Streets in the same height

16

district and on the same

17

side ofthe street.

18
19

C3) Bulk Controls for Buildings Towers.
(A) Maximum Floor Area for the Tower Portion.

20
21

(i) For residential and hotel uses. the maximum Gross Floor Area o(anJ!.
floor is 12. 000 gross square feet.

22

(W For all other uses. the maximum Gross Floor Area o(anJ!. floor is

23

17. 000 gross square feet and the average Gross Floor Area for all floors in the Tower Portion shall not

24

exceed 15. 000 gross square feet.

25

(B) Maximum Plan Dimensions for the Tower Portion.
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1

(i) The maximum length shall be 150 feet.

2

(ii) The maximum diagonal shall be 190 feet.

3

(iii) For buildings with a Height o[250 feet or more, the average Gross

4

Floor Area ofthe Upper Tower shall not exceed 85 percent o[the average Gross Floor Area o[the

5

Lower Tower, and the average diagonal ofthe Upper Tower shall not exceed 92.5 percent o[the

6

average diagonal o[the Lower Tower.

7

(4) Exceptions. Except as specifically described in this subsection {h) and in Section

8

329(e), no exceptions to the controls in the CS Bulk District shall be permitted. The procedures for

9

granting special exceptions to bulk limits described in Section 272 shall not apply.

10

* * * *

11

SEC. 270.2. SPECIAL BULK AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT: MID-BLOCK

12

ALLEYS IN LARGE LOT DEVELOPMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED

13

USE DISTRICTS, SOUTH OF MARKET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

14

DISTRICT, FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT,

15

REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, SOUTH OFAIARKETMIXED USE DISTRICT, C-3

16

DISTRICT, AND DTR DISTRICT.

17

* * * *

18

(c) Applicability. This Section 270.2 applies to all new construction on parcels that

19

have one or more street or alley frontages of over 200 linear feet on a block face longer than

20

400 feet between intersections, and are in the C-3 Districts, if located south of Market Street,

21

or in the Seuth ef~~ket }.fixed Use Districts, South of Market Neighborhood Commercial

22

Transit District, Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Regional

23

Commercial District, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or DTR Districts, except for

24

parcels in the RH DTR District, which are subject to Section 827.

25

* * * *
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1

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES.

2

* * * *

3

(b) Definition. A Formula Retail use is hereby defined as a type of retail sales or

4

service activity or retail sales or service establishment that has eleven or more other retail

5

sales establishments in operation, or with local land use or permit entitlements already

6

approved, located anywhere in the world. In addition to the eleven establishments either in

7

operation or with local land use or permit entitlements approved for operation, the business

8

maintains two or more of the following features: a standardized array of merchandise, a

9

standardized facade, a standardized decor and color scheme, uniform apparel, standardized

10

signage, a trademark or a servicemark.

11

* * * *

12

(e) Conditional Use Authorization Required. A Conditional Use Authorization shall

13

be required for a Formula Retail use in the following zoning districts unless explicitly

14

exempted:

15
16
17

18
19
20
21

22

* * * *

(12) The C-3-G District with frontage on Market Street, between 6th Street and
the intersection of Market Street, 12th Street and Franklin Street-; and

(13) The Central SoMa Mixed Use OfficeSpecial Use District as defined in Section
848. except (or those uses not permitted pursuant to subsection (j) below.
(f) Formula Retail Uses Not Permitted. Formula Retail uses are not permitted in the
following zoning districts:
* * * *

23

(9) Chinatown Mixed Use Districts do not permit Formula Retail uses that are

24

also Restaurant or Limited-Restaurant uses as defined in Sections 790.90 and 790.91:-: and

25
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1

2

(1 0) Central SoMa Mixed Use OfficeSpecial Use District does not permit Formula
Retail Uses that are also Bar. Restaurant, or Limited Restaurant Uses as defined in Section 102.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS.

5

In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the DTR

6

Districts, er the South oj}.farket }..fixed Use Districts, the Planning Commission may authorize as

7

conditional uses, in accordance with the provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit

8

Developments subject to the further requirements and procedures of this Section. After review

9

of any proposed development, the Planning Commission may authorize such development as

10

submitted or may modify, alter, adjust or amend the plan before authorization, and in

11

authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as provided in Section 303(d). The development

12

as authorized shall be subject to all conditions so imposed and shall be excepted from other

13

provisions of this Code only to the extent specified in the authorization.

14

* * * *

15

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

16

In addition to those specified in Sections 302 through 306 of this Code, the Zoning

17

Administrator shall have the following powers and duties in administration and enforcement of

18

this Code. The duties described in this Section shall be performed under the general

19

supervision of the Director of Planning, who shall be kept informed of the actions of the

20

Zoning Administrator.

21

* * * *

22

(g) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative

23

Review in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts tmd the Seuth efMtuket Mixed Use Districts.

24

The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from rear yard, open space and

25

wind and shadow standards as authorized in the applicable sections of this Code, when
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1

modification of the standard would result in a project better fulfilling the criteria set forth in the

2

applicable section. The procedures and fee for such review shall be the same as those which

3

are applicable to Variances, as set forth in Sections 306.1 through 306.5 and 308.2.

4

(h) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative

5

Review. The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from certain standards

6

specifically identified below, in Section 161, or elsewhere in this Code when modification of

7

the standard would result in a project fulfilling the criteria set forth below and in the applicable

8

section.

9
10

(1) Applica~ility.

* * * *
(E) Better Roofs; Living Roof Alternative. For projects subject to

11
12

Section 149 and 249. 78(d){3 ), the Zoning Administrator may waive portions of the applicable

13

requirements as provided in Section 149(e) and 249. 78(d){3){D). respectively.

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 329. LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

16

17

MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to ensure that all large projects proposed

18

in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts are reviewed by the Planning Commission,

19

in an effort to achieve the objectives and policies of the General Plan, the applicable Design

20

Guidelines, and the purposes of this Code.

21

(b) Applicability. This Section applies to all projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods

22

Mixed Use Districts, except projects in the Western SoMa Special Use District, that are subject

23

to Section 823(c)(.J.JJJ), that meet at least one of the following criteria:

24

(1) Outside the Central SoMa Special Use District.

25
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{4LThe project includes the construction of a new building greater than

1

2

75 feet in height (excluding any exceptions permitted peFpursuant to Section 260(b)), or

3

includes a vertical addition to an existing building with a height of 75 feet or less resulting in a

4

total building height greater than 75 feet; or
(JB) The project involves a net addition or new construction of more than

5
6

7

25,000 gross square feet.

(2) Within the Central SoMa Special Use District.
(A) The project includes the construction o(a new building greater than 85 feet

8
9

in height (excluding anv exceptions permitted pursuant to Section 260(b,V, or includes a vertical

10

addition to an existing building with a height o(85 feet or less resulting in a total building height

11

greater than 85 feet: or
(B) The project involves a net addition or new construction o(more than 50.000

12
13

gross square feet.

14

* * * *

15

(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this Section 329,

16
17
18

projects may seek specific exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for below:
* * * *

(4) Exception from satisfaction of loading requirements of Section 152.1 as

19

specified therein. In the Central SoMa SUD, the Commission may consider the project's

20

Driveway and Loading Operations Plan <DLOP> pursuant to Section 155(u) in making its

21

determination.

22

* * * *

23

(12) Where not specified elsewhere in this 8~ubsection (d), modification of

24

exceptions to other Code requirements wJ:HeR that could otherwise be modified as a Planned

25

Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the
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1

property is located. except that such exceptions shall not be permitted for projects in the Central

2

SoMa Special Use District.

3

(13) For development located within the Central SoMa SUD:

4

(A) Exception to the building separation requirements pursuant to

5

Section 132.4(d)(3)(8).

6

(8)

7

152.1. 154. and 155.

8
9

(C) Exception to Dwelling Unit Exposure requirements pursuant to
Sections 140 and 249.78(d)(9).

10
11
12
13
14
15

Exception to the freight loading requirements. pursuant to Sections

(D) Exception to the Controls for Wind Comfort pursuant to Section
249.78(d)(7).
<E> Exception to the lot coverage limits of Section 249.78(d)(4) for
conversions of existing non-residential structures to residential use.
(e) Exceptions for Key Sites in Central SoMa.
0) Purpose. The Central SoMa Plan Area contains a number oflarge, underutilized

16

development sites. By providing greater flexibility in the development o[these sites, the City has an

17

opportunity to achieve key objectives o[the Central SoMa Plan and to locate important public assets

18

that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa.

19

(2) Applicabilitv. The controls discussed below apply to the following lots, as identified

20

in the Key Site Guidelines adopted by the Central SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No.

21

with the Clerk ofthe Board o(Supervisors in File No.

22

. on tile

):

(A) The southwest corner ofthe intersection o(5th Street and Howard Street,

23

consisting o[Block 3732, Lots 003, 004, 005, 099, 100, 145A, 146, and 149. as well as any other

24

parcels included as part o[the same development application for one o[these lots;

25
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1
2

3
4
5
6
7

8
9

10
11
12
13
14

15

(B) The southeast corner ofthe intersection of4th Street and Harrison Street.
consisting ofBlock 3 762. Lots 106, 108. 109. 112. 116, and 117:
(C) The southwest corner o(the intersection of2nd Street and Harrison Street,
consisting ofBlock 3763. Lots 001. 078. 079. 080. 080A. 081. 099. 100. 101. 105. 112. and 113.
(D) The northeast corner o(the intersection of 4th Street and Brannan Street.
consisting ofBlock 3776. Lot 025:
(E) The northeast corner o(the intersection of5th Street and Brannan Street.
consisting ofBlock 3777. Lots 045. 050, 051. and 052;
{F) The southern halfo(the block north ofBrannan Street between 5th Street

and 6th Street. consisting ofBlock 3778. Lots 001B. 002B. 004. 005. 047. and 048:
(G) The southeast corner o(the intersection of5th and Brannan Streets,
consisting ofBlock 3786. Lots 036 and 037: and
(H) The northeast corner o(the intersection of4th and Townsend Streets.
consistingofBlock3787. Lots 026, 028. 050. 161. 162, 163, and 164.
{3) Controls. Pursuant to this Section 329(e) and the Key Site Guidelines adopted as

16

part o(the Central SoMa Area Plan. the Planning Commission may grant exceptions to the provisions

17

o(this Code as set forth in subsection (d) above and may also grant the exceptions listed below

18

for projects that provide qualified amenities in excess ofwhat is required by the Code.

19

(A) Qualified Amenities. Qualified additional amenities that may be provided

20

by these Key Sites include: affordable housing beyond what is required under Section 415 et seq.; land

21

dedication by non-residential projects for construction of affordable housing in satisfaction of

22

or in excess of that required to satisfy the Jobs-Housing linkage Fee pursuant to Section

23

413.7: land dedication by residential projects for construction of affordable housing in

24

satisfaction of or in excess of that required to satisfy the Alternatives to the lnclusionarv

25

Housing Component pursuant to Section 419.6: to the extent permitted by state law. PDR at a
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1

greater amount and/or lower rent than is otherwise required under Sections 202.8 or 249. 78(c)(5);

2

public parks, recreation centers, or plazas: and improved pedestrian networks.

3

(BJ Exceptions. Upon consideration o[quali{ied amenities in excess of

4

what is required by the Code, the Planning Commission may grant one or more exceptions to the

5

following requirements: the streetwall and setback controls established in Section 132.4; the

6

building separation controls in Section 132.4. including but not limited to the controls in

7

subsection 132.4(d)(3)(8); protected street frontages in Section 155(r); the setback requirements

8

in Section 261.1: bulk controls established in Section 270(h); and the lot merger restrictions

9

established in Section 249. 78(d){5); ;or the commercial orientation of large sites established in

10
11
12

Section 249.78(c)(6):..
In addition to these exceptions. the Planning Commission may grant one or more of the
following exceptions:

13

(i)

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(8). the ground

14

floor non-residential height required by Sections 145.1 and 249.78(d)(8) may be reduced to 14

15

feet. In addition. the apparent mass reduction controls in Table 270(h) may be reduced as

16

follows: (A) on the building frontage on Harrison Street. a reduction in the apparent mass

17

reduction requirement to 50%: (8) on the building frontage on Fourth Street. elimination of the

18

apparent mass reduction requirement.

19

(ii) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(C). exception to

20

the lot coverage limits in Section 249.78(d)(4). the micro-retail requirement in 249.78(c)(4). the

21

active use requirement in Section 145.1. and the ground floor commercial use requirements in

22

Section 145.4. In addition. the site may be permitted to seek a Conditional Use Authorization

23

to establish a Formula Retail Limited Restaurant. pursuant to Section 303.1.

24
25

(iii)

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(0). exception to

the requirement in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that ground floor POPOS be open to the sky.
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(iv) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E). exception to

1

2

the lot coverage limits in Section 249.78(d)(4). the street frontage requirements in Section

3

145.1. and the protected pedestrian-. cycling-. and transit-oriented street frontage

4

requirements of Section 155(r).
!+v> On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(G). exception to

5

6

the PDR space requirements of Section 249.78(c)(5).
(vi) On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(H). exception to

7
8

the protected pedestrian , eyoling , and transit oriented street frontage requirements of

9

Section 155(r) and tothe streetfrontage requirements in Section 145.1. the required ground

10

floor commercial uses in Section 145.4. and the requirement that at least two-thirds of the

11

Gross Floor Area of all building area below 160 feet be non-residential in Section

12

249.78(c)(6). In addition. the usable open space requirement pursuant to Section 135 may be

13

reduced to 60 square feet of usable open space required for each dwelling unit if not publicly

14

accessible.

15

(4) Determination. In granting such exceptions. the Planning Commission shall

16

determine that the provision o[the proposed amenities and exceptions would meet the following

17

criteria:
(A) The amenities and exceptions would. on balance, be in conformity with and

18
19

support the implementation o[the Goals. Objectives, and Policies o[the Central SoMa Plan.
(B) The amenities would result in an equal or greater benefit to the City than

20
21

would occur without the exceptions. and
(C) The exceptions are necessary to facilitate the provision ofimportant public

22
23

assets that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa.

24

(ejJ Hearing and Decision.

25

* * * *
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1

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

2

In addition to the specific definitions set forth elsewhere in this Article, the following

3

definitions shall govern interpretation of this Article:

4

* * * *

5

"Designated affordable housing zones." For the purposes of implementing the Eastern

6

Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPuhlic Benefits Fund, shall mean the Mission NCT

7

defined in Section 754 r;md those }Jixed Use Residential Districts defined in Section 841 thet are

8

loceted•~·ithin

9
10

the boundaries e.feither the East So}Ja or Western Sa:}Ja Plan Areas.

* * * *
"Eastern Neighborhoods CommunitylmprovementsPuhlic Benefits Fund." The fund into

11

which all fee revenue collected by the City from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee is

12

deposited.

13

* * * *

14

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

15

* * * *

16

(d) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective

17

Date of Section 411A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval

18

process at the effective date of Section 411A, except as modified below:

19

(1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective

20

date of this Section shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate

21

applicable peFpursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3 (e) and 409, as well as any other

22

applicable fees.

23

(2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review

24

application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such

25

application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows. except as described in subsection {3) below:
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(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable

1
2

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

3

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject to

4

the TSF but pay the applicable TIDF rate peFpursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and

5

409, as well as any other applicable fees.

6

(3) Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental

7

review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after July 22,

8

2015, and have not received approval of any such application, as well as projects within the

9

Central SoMa Special Use District that have a Central SoMa DevelopmentFee Tier o(A. B. or C. as

10

defined in Section 423.2. regardless o[the date tiled ofany Development Application. shall be subject

11

to the TSF as follows:
(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the applicable

12
13

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.
(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100% of

14
15

the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 413. 7. COMPLIANCE BY LAND DEDICATION WITHIN THE CENTRAL SOMA

18
19

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
(a) Controls. Within the Central SoMa Special Use District, projects may satisfy all or a

20

portion o(the requirements ofSection 413.5, 413.6 and 413.8 via dedication ofland with equivalent

21

or greater value than the fee owed pursuant to Section 413 et seq. Projects may receive a

22

credit against such requirements up to the value of the land donated. calculated pursuant to

23

subsection (b) below.

24

(b) Requirements.

25
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1

(1) The value o[the dedicated land shall be determined by the Director of Property

2

pursuant to Chapter 23 of the Administrative Code. Prior to issuance by DB! ofthe first site or

3

building permit for a development project subject to Section 413.1 et seq. the sponsor shall submit to

4

the Department. with a copy to MOHCD and the Director of Property. the appraisal report§,

5

required by Chapter 23 of the Administrative Code o[the fair market value ofany land to be

6

dedicated by the sponsor to the City and County o(San Francisco.
(2) Projects are subject to the requirements o(Section 419.5(a){2){A) and (C) through

7

8
* * * *

9
10

SEC. 413.10. CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND.

11

All monies contributed pursuant to Sections 413.6 or 413.8 or assessed pursuant to

12

Section 413.9 shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("Fund"),

13

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49. The receipts in the Fund collected

14

under Section 413et seq. shall be used solely to increase the supply of housing affordable to

15

qualifying households subject to the conditions of this Section. The fees collected under this

16

Section may not be used, by way of loan or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general

17

overhead, or similar expense of any entity. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

18

Development ("MOHCD") shall develop procedures such that, for all projects funded by the

19

Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, MOHCD requires the project sponsor or its successor in

20

interest to give preference in occupying units as provided for in Administrative Code Chapter

21

47.

22

Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){J ). all monies contributed pursuant to the Jobs-Housing Linkage

23

Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District shall be paid into the Citywide

24

Affordable Housing Fund. but the funds shall be separately accounted {or. Such funds shall be

25
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1

expended within the area bounded by Market Street. the Embarcadero. King Street. Division Street.

2

and South Van Ness Avenue.

3

4

* * * *
SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION.

5

* * * *

6

(b) Except as provided in subsection (3) below. aAny development project that has

7

submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016 shall

8

comply with the Affordable Housing Fee requirements, the on-site affordable housing

9

requirements or the off-site affordable housing requirements, and all other provisions of

10

Section 415.1 et seq., as applicable, in effect on January 12, 2016. For development projects

11

that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation appl,ication on or after January 1,

12

2013, the requirements set forth in Planning Code Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7 shall

13

apply to certain development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more during a limited

14

period of time as follows.

15

* * * *
(3) During the limited period of time in which the provisions of Section 415.3(b)

16
17

apply, the fOllowing provisions shall apply:
{4l For any housing development that is located in an area with a

18
19

specific affordable housing requirement set forth in an Area Plan or a Special Use District, or

20

in any other section ofthe Code such as Section 419, with the exception of the UMU Zoning

21

District or in the South of Market Youth and Family Zoning District, the higher of the affordable

22

housing requirement set forth in such Area Plan or Special Use District or in Section 415.3(b)

23

shall apply:-..:

24
25

(B) Development projects that are within the Central SoMa Special Use
District; that are designated as Central SoMa Development Tier A. B. or C. as defined in Section
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1

423.2; and that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12. 2016

2

shall be subject to the affordable housing requirements set forth in Sections 415. 5. 415. 6, and 415. 7

3

that apply to projects that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application on or after

4

January 13. 2016 and before December 31. 2017: and
{{;)_Any affordable housing impact fee paid pursuant to an Area Plan or

5

6

Special Use District shall be counted as part of the calculation of the inclusionary housing

7

requirements contained in Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq.

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE.

10

* * * *

11

(f) Use of Fees. All monies contributed pursuant to the lnclusionary Affordable

12

Housing Program shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("the Fund"),

13

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49. except as specified below. The Mayor's

14

Office of Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD") shall use the funds collected

15

under this Section 415.5 in the following manner:

16
17
18

* * * *

(2) "Small Sites Funds."
(A) Designation of Funds. MOHCD shall designate and separately

19

account for 10% of all fees that it receives under Section 415.1 et seq. that are deposited into

20

the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49,

21

excluding fees that are geographically targeted such as those referred to in Sections

22

249.78(e){J). 415.5(b)(1)1. and 827(b)(1), to support acquisition and rehabilitation of Small Sites

23

("Small Sites Funds"). MOHCD shall continue to divert 10% of all fees for this purpose until

24

the Small Sites Funds reach a total of $15 million!. at which point, MOHCD will stop

25

designating funds for this purpose. At such time as designated Small Sites Funds are

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

475

Page 104

1

expended and dip below $15 million, MOHCD shall start designating funds again for this

2

purpose, such that at no time the Small Sites Funds shall exceed $15 million. When the total

3

amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq. totals less than $10 million over

4

the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD is authorized to temporarily divert funds from the

5

Small Sites Fund for other purposes. MOHCD muslshall keep track of the diverted funds,

6

however, such that when the amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq.

7

meets or exceeds $1 0 million over the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD shall commit all of

8

the previously diverted funds and 10% of any new funds, subject to the cap above, to the

9

Small Sites Fund.

10

11

* * * *

(4) Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){J ), all monies contributed pursuant to the

12

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District

13

shall be paid into the Citywide A[fordable Housing Fund. but the fUnds shall be separately accounted

14

for. Such fUnds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King

15

Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE.

18

* * * *

19

(c) Location of off-site housing:

20
21

22
23

(1) Except as specified in subsection (ii) below. t1he off-site units shall be located

within one mile of the principal project:_

(2) Projects within the Central SoMa SUD must be located within the area bounded by
Market Street, the Embarcadero. King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

24

* * * *

25

SEC. 417.5. USE OF FUNDS.
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1

The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee shall be paid

2

into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for.

3

MOH shall expend the funds according to the following priorities: First, to increase the supply

4

of housing affordable to qualifying households in the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas;

5

second, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households within 1 mile of

6

the boundaries of the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas; third, to increase the supply of

7

housing affordable to qualifying households in the City and County of San Francisco. The

8

funds may also be used for monitoring and administrative expenses subject to the process

9

described in Section 415.5(e). All monies contributed pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area

10

Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District

11

shall be paid into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted

12

fOr. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King

13

Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 418.7. SOMA COMMUNITY STABILIZATION FUND.

16

(a) Pumose. There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special

17

purpose entitled the SOMA Community Stabilization Fund ("Fund"), and within the Fund an

18

account related to the Communitv Facilities District defined in Section 434 called the SoMa

19

Community Facilities District Account ("Community Facilities District Account"). The Fund and

20

the Community Facilities District Account shall be held and maintained by the Controller. All

21

monies collected by OBI pursuant to Section 419.3418.3 shall be deposited in the Funda

22

special fund. to be maintained by the Controller. The Controller may direct certain proceeds of

23

the Community Facilities District special tax, as defined in Section 434, collected pursuant to

24

Section 434, to be deposited into the Community Facilities District Account. Proceeds of

25

bonds issued for the Community Facilities District shall not be deposited into the Community
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1

Facilities District Account .The receipts in the Fund and the Community Facilities District

2

Account are hereby appropriated in accordance with law to be used solely to address the

3

effects of destabilization on residents and businesses in SOMA subject to the conditions of

4

this Section.

5
6

(b) Use of Funds.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to address the impacts of

7

destabilization on residents and businesses in SOMA including assistance for: affordable

8

housing and community asset building, small business rental assistance, development of new

9

affordable homes for rental units for low income households, rental subsidies for low income

10

households, down payment assistance for home ownership for low income households,

11

eviction prevention, employment development and capacity building for SOMA residents, job

12

growth and job placement, small business assistance, leadership development, community

13

cohesion, civic participation, cultural preservation. and community based programs and

14

economic development. Monies in the Community Faeilities District Account may be used for

15

the purooses specified in this subsection (b) that are authorized uses of Community Facilities

16

District revenues under the proceedings for the Communitv Facilities District and that are

17

described in the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document.

18

(2) Monies from the Fund may be appropriated by MOHCD without additional

19

approval by the Board of Supervisors to the Planning Commission or other City department or

20

office to commission economic analyses for the purpose of revising the fee, to complete a

21

nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between residential development and the need

22

for stabilization assistance if this is deemed necessary, provided these expenses do not

23

exceed a total of $10Ch"'OOO. The receipts in the Fund may be used to pay the expenses of

24

MO.I:J.CD in connection with administering the Fund and monitoring the use of the Funds.

25

Before expending funds on administration, MOCHD must obtain the approval of the Board of
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1

Supervisors by Resolution. Monies in the Community Facilities District Account may not be

2

used for the purooses described in this subsection.

3

(3) Receipts in the Fund shall also be used to reimburse the Department for

4

conducting a study as follows. VVithin 60 days of the effective date of Section 418.1et seq. the

5

Department shall commence a study on the impact, in nature and amount, of market rate

6

housing development on the production of permanently affordable housing and recommend

7

the range of possible fees to be paid by market rate housing developers to mitigate such

8

impact should one be found. The Department shall make timely progress reports on the

9

conduct of this study and shall submit the completed report along '.Vith recommendations for

10

legislation to the Land Use & Economic Development Committee of the Board of Supervisors.

11

This study is meant to accomplish the same purposes as the study authorized by the Board of

12

Supervisors in Planning Code Section 415.8(e) and thus supersedes 415.8(e)4.

13

(c) Reporting. The Controller's Office shall file a report with the Board of Supervisors

14

in even-numbered years, which report shall set forth the amount of money collected in the

15

Fund. The Fund shall be administered and expended by MOHCD, but all expenditures shall

16

first be approved by the Board of Supervisors through the legislative process. In approving

17

expenditures from the Fund, MOHCD and the Board of Supervisors shall accept any

18

comments from the Community Advisory Committee, the public, and any relevant City

19

departments or offices. With respect to the Community Facilities District Account. the

20

Controller's Office also shall comply with the reporting requirements set forth in the Special

21

Tax Financing Law and Government Code Section 50075 et seq. Before approving any

22

expenditures, the Board of Supervisors shall determine the relative impact from the

23

development in the Rincon Hill Plan Area on the areas described in Section 418.7(b) and shall

24

insure that the expenditures are consistent with mitigating the impacts from the development.

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

479

Page 108

1

(d) Oversight. There shall be a SOMA Community Stabilization Fund Community

2

Advisory Committee to advise MOHCD and the Board of Supervisors on the administration of

3

the Fund.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

(1) The Community Advisory Committee shall be composed of seven members
appointed as follows:
(A) One member representing low-income families who lives with his or
her family in SOMA, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(B) One member who has expertise in employment development and/or
represents labor, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(C) One member who is a senior or disabled resident of SOMA,
appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(D) One member with affordable housing expertise and familiarity with
the SOMA neighborhood, appointed by the Board of Supervisors
(E) One member who represents a community based organization in
SOMA, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(F) One member who provides direct services to SOMA families,
appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(G) One member who has small business expertise and a familiarity with
the SOMA neighborhood, appointed by the Board of Supervisors.
(2) The Community Advisory Committee shall comply with all applicable public

21

records and meetings laws and shall be subject to the Conflict of Interest provisions of the

22

City's Charter and Administrative Code. The initial meeting of the Advisory Committee shall be

23

called within 30 days from the day the Board of Supervisors completes its initial appointments.

24

MOHCD shall provide administrative support to the Committee. The Committee shall develop

25

annual recommendations to MOHCD on the Expenditure Plan.
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1

(3) The members of the Community Advisory Committee shall be appointed for

2

a term of two years; provided, however, that the members first appointed shall by lot at the

3

first meeting, classify their terms so that three shall serve for a term of one year and four shall

4

serve for a term of two years. At the initial meeting of the Committee and yearly thereafter, the

5

Committee members shall select such officer or officers as deemed necessary by the

6

Committee. The Committee shall promulgate such rules or regulations as are necessary for

7

the conduct of its business under this Section. In the event a vacancy occurs, a successor

8

shall be appointed to fill the vacancy consistent with the process and requirements to appoint

9

the previous appointee. When a vacancy occurs for an reason other than the expiration of a

10

term of office, the appointee to fill such vacancy shall hold office for the unexpired term of his

11

or her predecessor. Any appointee who misses four meetings within a twelve-month period,

12

without the approval of the Committee, shall be deemed to have resigned from the

13

Committee.

14

(e) '•"/ithin 90 days of the effective date of Section 418.1et seq., the Director of MOCD

15

shall propose rules, regulations and a schedule for administrative support governing the Fund

16

to the Board of Supervisors for its approval.

17

SEC. 419. HOUSING REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

18

PROJECTS IN THE UMU ZONING DISTRICTS OF THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

19

AND THE LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE UMU DISTRICT, MISSION NCT

20

DISTRICT, AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

21

Sections 419.1 through 419.6, hereafter referred to as Section 419.1_et seq., set forth

22

the housing requirements for residential development projects in the UMU Zoning Districts of

23

the Eastern Neighborhoods and the Land Dedication Alternative in the UMU District. Mission

24

NCT District. and Central SoMa Special Use District. The effective date of these requirements

25
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1

shall be either December 19, 2008, which is the date that the requirements originally became

2

effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became effective.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 419.6. LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE MISSION NCT DISTRICT

5

6

AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
(a) Mission NCT District The Land Dedication alternative is available for any project

7

within the Mission NCT District under the same terms and conditions as provided for in

8

Section 419.5(a)(2)(A)-(J).

9

{b) Central SoMa Special Use District. The Land Dedication alternative is available for

10

projects within the Central SoMa Special Use District under the same terms and conditions as provided

11

fOr in Section 419.5(a){2), except that in lieu ofthe Land Dedication Alternative requirements of

12

Table 419.5, projects may satis[v the requirements o(Section 415.5 by dedicating land for affordable

13

housing ifthe dedicated site will result in a total amount ofdedicated Gross Floor Area that is equal to

14

or greater than 45% ofthe potential Gross Floor Area that could be provided on the principal site, as

15

determined by the Planning Department. Any dedicated land shall be within the area bounded by

16

Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN

19

NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

20

(a) Purpose. The Board takes legislative notice of the purpose of the Eastern

21

Neighborhoods Area Plan as articulated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan of the San

22

Francisco General Plan. San Francisco's Housing Element establishes the Eastern

23

Neighborhoods as a target area for development of new housing to meet San Francisco's

24

identified housing targets. The release of some of the area's formerly industrial lands, no

25

longer needed to meet current industrial or PDR needs, offer an opportunity to achieve higher
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1

affordability, and meet a greater range of need. The Mission, Showplace Square- Potrero Hill,

2

Central SoMa. East SoMa, Western SoMa and Central Waterfront Area Plans of the General

3

Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plans) thereby call for creation of new zoning intended

4

specifically to meet San Francisco's housing needs, through higher affordability requirements

5

and through greater flexibility in the way those requirements can be met, as described in

6

Section 419. To support this new housing, other land uses, including PDR businesses, retail,

7

office and other workplace uses will also grow in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

8

This new development will have an extraordinary impact on the Plan Area's already

9

deficient neighborhood infrastructure. New development will generate needs for a significant

10

amount of public open space and recreational facilities; transit and transportation, including

11

streetscape and public realm improvements; community facilities and services, including child

12

care; and other amenities, as described in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community

13

Improvements Program, on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081155.

14

A key policy goal of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans is to provide a significant

15

amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate and middle income families and

16

individuals, along with "complete neighborhoods" that provide appropriate amenities for these

17

new residents. The Plans obligate all new development within the Eastern Neighborhoods to

18

contribute towards these goals, by providing a contribution towards affordable housing needs

19

and by paying an Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 423.2. DEFINITIONS.

22

(e)-In addition to the definitions set forth in Section 401 of this Article, the following

23
24

25

definitions shall govern interpretation of Section 423.1_et seq.
{g)_ Eastern Neighborhoods Base Height. The Height limit immediately prior to the adoption

o(the fOllowing:
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1

(1) The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (Ordinance No. 298-08, on file with the Clerk of

2

the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 081153), regardless o[subsequent changes in the Height limit, for

3

parcels within the East SoMa Plan Area at the time o[plan adoption:

4

(2) The Western SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No. 41-13, on file with the Clerk ofthe

5

Board ofSupervisors in File No. 130001 ), regardless ofsubsequent changes in the Height limit, for

6

parcels within the Western SoMa Area Plan at the time o[plan adoption: or

7

(3) Ordinance No. 13-14 (on file with the Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors in File No.

8

131161 ), regardless o[subsequent changes in the Height limit, for parcels added to the East SoMa

9

Plan Area by Ordinance No. 13-14.

10
11

{b) Central SoMa Base Height.

(1) For all parcels except those described in subsection (2) below, the Height limit

12

established by the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

13

o[Supervisors in File No.

14

, on file with the Clerk ofthe Board

), regardless ofsubsequent changes in the Height limit.

(2) Exception for Narrow Sites. Projects on parcels in the CS Bulk District, as defined

15

in Section 270. with a Height limit greater than 85 feet and with no street or alley frontage greater than

16

100 feet shall be considered for the purposes ofSection 423 et seq. to have a Height limit o[85 feet

17

regardless ofthe parcel's actual Height limit.

18
19
20

(c) Eastern Neighborhoods Fee Tiers.

(1)Tier1.
(A) All development on sites whiehthat received a height increase of eight

21

feet or less, received no height increase, or received a reduction in height, as measured (rom

22

the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpttrt ofthe Eastern }kighherheeds Plm'l (enjik with the Clerk

23

o.fthe Beard afSupervisers in Fik Ne. 081154) er the

24

Ckrk afthe Beard ofSupervisers in Fik Ne. 130001);

25

W~stern Sfu~,/a

Community Plan (enjile with the

(B) The residential portion of all 100% affordable housing projects;
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1
2

(C) The residential portion of all projects within the Urban Mixed Use
(UMU) district; and

3

4

(D) All changes of use within existing structures.
(2) Tier 2. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites

5

not listed in subsection (1) above whiehthat received a height increase of nine to28 feet.. as

6

measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base HeighlptH't e.lthe EllSien }leighbeFheeds l2./en (enjile

7

·,vith the Clel'k e.lthe BetH'£! efSupe~·iseFs in Pile }Ia. 081154) or the

8

(en file with the Clel'k o.f.the Bettrd e.lSupe~·isers in Pile Ne. 130001);

W~stern

Se}Ja Community Pkm

.._lifJr the purp6SCS e.,.rt.~is Section, increase in heights in the WlAUG DisiFiet in

9

10

Assessor's JJleeks 3733 end 3752 shall be measfil"Cd by the base height (as defined in Seetien 263.11)

11

prier te the effeeti·;e date efthe Westen Se:l'Ja Plen (Ordinenee Ne. Ord. 42 13);

12

(3) Tier 3. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites

13

not listed in subsection (1) above whiehthat received a height increase of 29 feet or morel. as

14

measured (rom the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart efthe EllSiem }leighberheeds Plen fe'l'lfile

15

with the Clel'k e_,£the BetH'£! efSNJJ~·iseFs in Pile }ln. 08115 4) oF the

16

(enjile ·with the CleFk efthe BetH'£! e.,.CSup~·isers in Pile ~\'e. 130001).

W~stC1'1'l

88/.fa Cemnninity :P-len

17

.._lifJrpurpeses &/this Section, increase in heights in the },fUR District shall be

18

meas'blred hy the base height (as defi-ned in Section 263.11) prier to the effective date ofthe Eastern

19

Neighberl'leeds (Ordinance Ne. 298 08).

20
21

(d) Central SoMa Fee Tiers. For all aRplicable projects, the fOllowing Fee Tiers aJ!Plv:
(1)

Tier A.

22

(A) All development on sites rezoned (rom SAL! or SLI to either CMUO. MUG.

23

MUR. or WMUO with a Height limit at or below 45 feet, pursuant to the adoption ofthe Central SoMa

24

Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o(the Board o[Supervisors in File No.

).

25
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1

(B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of15 feet

2

to 45 feet pursuant to the adoption of the Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk ofthe Board

3

o[Supervisors in File No.

4

).

(2) Tier B.

5

(A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO. MUG.

6

MUR. or WMUO with a Height limit of between 46 and 85 feet, pursuant to the adoption ofthe Central

7

SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the Board o[Supervisors in File No.

).

8

{B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of46 feet

9

to 85 feet pursuant to the adoption o(the Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the Board

10
11

o[Supervisors in File No.
(3)

12

).

Tier C.
(A) For All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUOJ..

13

MUG. MUR. or WMUO with a Height limit above 85 feet, pursuant to the adoption o[the Central

14

SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors in File No.

15

).

(B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase o[more

16

than 85 feet pursuant to the adoption o[the Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the

17

Board o[Supervisors in File No.

18

).

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE

19

IMPACT FEE.

20

* * * *

21

(d) Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits.

22

Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In

23

such a case, the City may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor

24

and issue a fee waiver for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee from the

25

Planning Commission, subject to the following rules and requirements:
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(1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement

1

2

unless the proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in

3

the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Program and where they substitute for

4

improvements that could be provided by the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements

5

:Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 423.5). The City may reject in-kind improvements

6

if they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans

7

(Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero

8

Hill), by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 of the Administrative

9

Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization

10

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements

11

programming. No physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the

12

Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind

13

Improvements Agreement.

14

* * * *

15

(f) Waiver or Reduction of Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver

16

or reduction of impact fees, pursuant topet< Section 406 of this Article. Additionally,_preyect

17

spensers ·with a de',JekJpmentpreject kJcated within an Glpplicahl:e San Frencisce Rede·,;ekJpment

18

}Jreject Area l'fiBY reduce their required centrihutien te the EBStern }leighhePl<zeeds Public Benefits

19

F1md by halj&jtl1'ly tete/ sum that they weuld ethentrise he requiPed te pay undeP this Sectien, ifthe

20

spenseP

21

(1) hasfil:ed itsfirst tlpfllicatien, including an emrirenmental evaluatien

22

Glpplicatien eP any ether Planning Depertment er Building Depertment tlpfllicatien bef-Ore the effecti);•e

23

date e.fSectien 423. I et seq. and

24

(2) pre);•ides the Zening Administrater with v,;ritten e·;idence, supperted in

25

·writing by the San Frcmcisce Redevelepment Agency, that demenstrates the annual tBX increment
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1

which could he gener-ated by the proposedpreject would support t1 minimwn future bonding capt~city

2

equt~l

3

projects. and residential projects in the Central SoMa Special Use District may reduce their required

4

contribution to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fund as fOllows: for every gross

5

square fOot o(PDR space required by Planning Code Section 202.8, the project may waive payment for

6

four gross square feet ofthe Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee.

to $10, 000, 000 or gret~ter. office projects under 50, 000 square feet, other non-residential

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS

9

FUND.

10

* * * *

11

(b) Use of Funds. The Fund shall be administered by the Board of Supervisors.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund or credited against Fund obligations shall

12
13

be used to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop public open space and

14

recreational facilities; transit, streetscape and public realm improvements; and child care

15

facilities. Funds may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or publicly-

16

accessible.
(A) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern

17
18

Neighborhoods Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be

19

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5.
(B) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones

20
21

}'ICTtH~d}JlJR,

22

as described in Table 423.5A.

(Missim~

as defined in Section 401}, shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type

23

* * * *

24

(c) Funds shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described below:

25
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(1) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods ·

1

2

Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be allocated to accounts

3

by improvement type according to Table 423.5. Funds collected from MUR Zoning Districts

4

outside of the boundaries of either the East SoMa or Western SoMa Area Plans shall be

5

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5.
(2) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones.. (l./issien ..\reT and

6

W~stern

7

l:JUR Use Dist:ficts ·,yithin the boundaries efeither the EtlSt SO:J.Ma er

8

defined in Section 401}, shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described in

9

Table 423.5A. For funds allocated to affordable housing, MOH shall expend the funds as

10

follows:
(A) All funds collected from projects in the Mission NCT shall be

11

12

Se}Ja Area Pkfns (as

expended on housing programs and projects within the Mission Area Plan boundaries.

(B) All funds collectedfi'em projects in the A1UR Use Districts within; the

13

w~stern8e},/a Area Plans

14

hounclsries e.feithef' the East Se:}./a Of'

shall he expended on he'blsing

15

programs tmdprDjeels within the hof:lfffieries ef5th to UJth Sll'eetslHo'WfH'd to Harrison StFeets.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 425. ALTEKNATIVEMEANS OF SATISFYING THE OPE1VSJMCE

18
19
20

21

REQUIREMElVTIN THE SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED USEDISTRKJTS.
(The effective date efthese provisions shall he either April 6, 199{), the elate that it originelly
became e.ffecti·;e, er the ela-te a subseq'tlent medifietttion, ifany, heet111te effective.)
!fit is thejwlg11tent o.fthe Zoning AdministFa-tor that tm open spaee satisfYing the req'tlif'ements

22

and standards a:,.rs'blhsections (h) and (e) a:,.rsection 135. 3 a:,.Cthis Code cannot he eroated heca'biSe a:,•

23

const:faints ofthe development site, or heca'biSe the project cannetpro·.,.ide safe, convenient access te the

24

public, or heea'biSe the square footage efopen space is not sufficient te pro'lide a 'biSahle open space, the

25

ZeningAdministFatermay (i) a'tlthori~, as tm eligible type a:,.repen spaee, apedestrian mall or
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1

wtilkw«ywithin Bplillilic right e.f w«ywhieh is impre•;red with JHEVing, lBndsetlping, Bnd street j.H'fliture

2

tlfJP1'6priBte fer cre61ing an 6ttraetive 6f"eB fer sitting and ·w6Z.king, er (ii) W6ive the req1iirement th6t

3

epen sp6ee be previded UfJen PCEJffl'Wnt te the Open Sp6ee Fund e.ftifee ef$. 80 for e6eh Sft1i6Fe foet

4

epen SfJ6CC ethe,•wise required te be pre·;idetl These EH1'le1i1'lts shB!:Z. be tNljwted annlJ6lly effective Api!:

5

1st Oj.Cefleh C6lendar yeBr by the percentsge Bj.f."ehange in the &iltiing G99t lnde:K used by the Sen

6

FrBncisee &reBU Bj£&ildinglnspectien. Thispfl}'fflent shBll bepBid info!:l te the GitypritN te the

7

iss1i6nce efr:my temperffl')' er ether eertijieBte Oj.reeeup6ncy for the S1ibjeetpreperty.

8

wedfor the p1Rpese Oj.r6eq1iiring, designing, inipre...,ing and/or mBint6iningp6Fk l6nd, p6rk,faeilities,

9

and ether epen SfJtHJe reso1i1'CCS, ·whieh is expected te be 1ised selely er in S1ibst61'ltimpt11'1 hj.·persens

10

whe Hi'C, werk; shep .er otherwise rio b1isiness in the Sowh B.i~1.181'ket BBse District, tis thBt DistFict is

11

defined in Seetien 820 Oj.Cthis Code Bnd identified en Sectienm}.fap 38U efthe Zoning }.lap Oj.Cthe City

12

6nd Ce1inty ef86n Fr6ncisce.

13

p1irpese st6ted herein1inless it is demenst1'6ted th6t it is ne Zenger needed.

14

SEC.

4~($.

S6i~+:ee,

ALTERNATIVE

S6i~.fee

shBll be

6nd 6ny interest 6Ccr1ied by s1ieh J+:ee, sh6l!: be me~f:Jr the

MEA~S

OF SATISFYING THt:NON-RESIDENTIAL

15

OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT IN THE: EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

16

DISTRICTS.

17

(The effective date of these provisions shall be either December 19, 2008, the date that

18

they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became

19

effective.)

20

e.l

In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, except for any parcels within the

21

CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District. the usable open space requirement ofSection 135.3

22

may be satisfied through payment of a fee of $76 for each square foot of usable open space

23

not provided p1irS1i6nt te th6t

24

usable open space requirement o(Section 135.3 may be satisfied through payment o(a (ee of$890 (or

25

each sguare (oot ofreguired usable open space not provided. and the POPOS requirement of
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1

Section 138 may be satisfied through a payment of a fee of $890 for each square foot of

2

required open space not provided that meets the conditions of Sections 138 et seq. and

3

329(e). ~These fee~ shall be adjusted in accordance with Section 423.3 of this Article.

4

~These fee~

5

Neighborhoods Community lmprovementsPuhlic Benefits Fund, as described in Section 423 of

6

this Article. SGiidfee shGIY he used:fer the purpose ofGICf:Juiring, designing, Gind improvingpGlrk JGind,

7

pGirkfacilities, Gll'ld other open spGice resources, which is expected to he used solely or in suhstGintiGIJ

8

pGirt by persons who Ji'.Je, work; shop or otherwise do business il'l the EGistern Neighborhoods }J:ixed

9

Use districts.

10
11
12

shall be paid into the Recreation and Open Space subset o(the Eastern

SEC. 427. PAYMENT IN CASES OF VARIANCE OR EXCEPTION FOR REQUIRED

RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE.
(a) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern Neighborhoods

13

Mixed Use Districts, except for the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use District. should Gl VGlriGince

14

from usGihle open spGice requirements fer residentiGll uses he grGinted by· the Zoning Administrator, any

15

project that obtains a Variance pursuant to Section 305. or an exception he grt~ntedfor those projects

16

subject pursuant to the-Section 329process, to provide less usable open space than otherwise

17

required by Section 135 shall pay a fee of $327 shGIU he required for each square foot of usable

18

open space not provided pursuGint to thGit VariGince. In the CMUOCentral SoMa Special Use

19

District. any project that obtains a Variance pursuant to Section 305. an exception pursuant to Section

20

329. or chooses the in-lieu option pursuant to Section 135(d)(5)(B)(ii) shall pay a fee o($890 for each

21

square foot o(required useable open space not provided

22

accordance with Section 423.3 of this Article. ~These fee~ shall be paid into the Recreation

23

and Open Space subset ofthe Eastern Neighborhoods Community lmprovementsPuhlic Benefits

24

Fund, as described in Section 423 of this Article. SGiidfee slwll he usedfor the purpose of

25

Gicquiring, designing, Glnd in'lpro;dngptlrk JGind, pGirk}acilities, Gind other open spGice resources, which
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1

is expected le he used solely or in subsfa:ntialptH't by persons who li~>·e, wor-lc, shop or othenYise do

2

business in the Eastern l'leighhon"1.oods M'ixed Use Districts.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 429. ARTWORKS, OPTIONS TO MEET PUBLIC ART FEE REQUIREMENT,

5

6

RECOGNITION OF ARCHITECT AND ARTISTS, AND REQUIREMENTS.
(The effective date of these requirements shall be either September 17, 1985, the date

7

that they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became

8

effective.)

9

* * * *

10

SEC. 429.2. APPLICATION.

11

This section shall apply to:

12

(a) all projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of floor area in

13
14

excess of 25,000 square feet to an existing building in a C-3 District; and
(b) all non-residential projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of

15

floor area in excess of 25,000 square feet and that have submitted their first complete

16

Development Application on or after January 1, 2013 on the following parcels:

17
18
19
20
21

22
23

(1) all parcels in RH-DTR, TB-DTR, SB-DTR, SL!, SLR, 880, C }.1, UMU, WMUG,
WMUO and SALI Districts;
(2) properties that are zoned MUG, CMUO. or MUO, or },fURor MUR and that
are north of Division/Duboce/13th Streets; and
(3) all parcels zoned C-2 except for those on Blocks 4991 (Executive Park) and
7295 (Stonestown Galleria Mall).
For the purposes of this Section, a "Development Application" shall mean any

24

application for a building permit, site permit, environmental review, Preliminary Project

25

Assessment (PPA), Conditional Use, or Variance.
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 432. CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FEE AND FUND.

3

Sections 432.1 through 432.4 set forth the requirements and procedures for the Central SoMa

4

Community Services Facilities Fee and Fund.

5

SEC. 432.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

6

(a) Purpose. New development in Central SoMa will increase the resident and employee

7

populations, generating new demand for use of community service tacilities, such as cultural facilities,

8

health clinics, services for people with disabilities, and job training centers. New revenues to fund

9

investments in community services are necessary to maintain the existing level ofservice. This tee will

10

generate revenue that will be used to ensure an expansion in community service tacilities in Central

11

SoMa as new development occurs.

12

{b) Findings. In adopting the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

, on tile with the

), the Board ofSupervisors reviewed the

13

Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors in File No.

14

Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study, prepared by Economic & Planning Systems and

15

dated March 2016. The Board ofSupervisors reaffirms the findings and conclusions ofthis study as

16

they relate to the impact ofnew development in Central SoMa on community services facilities, and

17

hereby readopts the findings contained in the Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study.

18

SEC. 432.2. APPLICATION OF FEES.

19

(a) Applicable Projects. The Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee is applicable to

20

any development project in the Central SoMa Special Use District that:

21

(]) Is in any Central SoMa Fee Tier, pursuant to Section 423: and

22

(2) Includes new construction or an addition ofspace in excess of800 gross square teet.

23

{b) Fee Calculation. For applicable projects, the Fee is as follows:

24

25
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1

(1) For Residential uses, $1.30 per gross square foot o[net additional gross square feet,

2

net replacement o[gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change o[use o[gross square feet from

3

PDR uses.

4

(2) For Non-residential uses,

5

(A) $1.75 per gross square foot o[net additional gross square feet, net

6

replacement o[gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change o[use o[gross square feet from PDR

7

uses.

8
9
10

(B) $0.45 per gross square foot o[net replacement o[gross square feet from
Residential uses or net change o[use o[gross square feet from Residential uses.
(c) Option for In-Kind Provision of Communitv Improvements and Fee Credits. Project

11

sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City

12

may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver for the

13

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee from the Planning Commission, subject to

14

the following rules and requirements:

15

(1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the

16

proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa

17

Community Improvements Program and substitute for improvements that could be provided by the

18

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 432.4).

19

The City may reject in-kind improvements i(they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the

20

Central SoMa Plan, by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 ofthe

21

Administrative Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization

22

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No

23

physical improvement or provision o[space otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City

24

Code shall be eligible (or consideration as part o(this In-Kind Improvements Agreement.

25
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1

(2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation.

2

content. approval process. and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of

3

Sections 423.3(d)(2) through 423.3(d){5).

4

(d) Timing of Fee Pavments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection

5

Unit at DB! at the time ofand in no event later than issuance o[the first construction document. with

6

an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance ofthe first certificate of

7

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in

8

accordance with Section 107A.13. 3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

9

10

(e) Waiver or Reduction o(Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver or
reduction o[impact fees, pursuant to Section 406.

11

12
13

SEC. 432.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES
FEE.
(a) Determination o(Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of

14

Section 432 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document and ifSection

15

432 et seq. is applicable. the Department shall determine the amount o[the Central SoMa Community

16

Services Facilities Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition ofapproval for

17

issuance o[the first construction document for the development project. The project sponsor shall

18

supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination.

19

{b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBL Prior to the issuance ofa

20

building or site permit for a development project subject to the requirements ofSection 432 et seq.. the

21

Department shall notifY the Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! ofits final determination o[the

22

amount o[the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fees required including any reductions

23

calculated for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. in addition to the other information required by

24

Section 402{b) o[this Article.

25
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1

(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance of the First

2

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! shall provide notice in writing

3

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate of occupancy for any

4

development project subject to Section 432 et seq. that has elected to fulfill all or part ofits Central

5

SoMa Communit;JIServices Facilities Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. /(the

6

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any ofthe terms ofthe In-

7

Kind Improvements Agreement, the Director o(DBI shall deny any and all certificates o(occupancy

8

until the project complies with the requirements o(Section 432 et seq., either through conformance with

9

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment ofthe remainder ofthe Central SoMa Community

10

Services Facilities Fee that would otherwise have been required plus a deferral surcharge as set forth

11

in Section 107A.l3.3.1 o(the San Francisco Building Code.

12

(d) Process for Revisions o(Determination o(Requirements. In the event that the Department

13

or the Commission takes action affecting any development project subject to Section 432 et seq. and

14

such action is subsequently modified. superseded, vacated, or reversed by the Department or the

15

Commission.. Board o(Appeals. the Board ofSupervisors. or by court action. the procedures ofSection

16

402(c) ofthis Article shall be followed

17

SEC. 432.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FUND.

18

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside (or a special purpose entitled the

19

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development

20

Fee Collection Unit at DB! pursuant to Section 432.3 (Q) shall be deposited in a special fund

21

maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund are to be used solely to fund public

22

infrastructure subject to the conditions o(this Section.

23

24

(b) Expenditures from the Fund shall be administered by the Mavor's Oflice o(Housing and
Community Development, or its successor. The Mayor's Oflice o(Housing and Community

25
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1

Development or its successor shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations governing the

2

Fund.

3

(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design. engineer. and develop

4

community services facilities. including cultural/arts facilities. social welfare facilities. and community

5

health facilities. in the Central SoMa Special Use District as established in the Central SoMa Plan and

6

the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document and supported by the findings ofthe

7

Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study.

8

(2) Funds may be used for administration and accounting offund assets. tor additional

9

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document. and to defend the

10

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee against legal challenge. including the legal

11

costs and attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration ofthis fund includes time and

12

materials associated with reporting requirements. facilitating any necessary or required public

13

meetings aside from Planning Commission hearings. and maintenance ofthe fund. Monies from the

14

Fund may be used bv the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses tor the purpose. of

15

revising the fee. and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between

16

development and the. need tor public facilities and services ifthis is deemed necessary. Monies used tor

17

the purposes consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent ofthe total fees collected.

18

All interest earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities

19

Fund.

20

(3) The Mayor's Office ofHousing and Community Development shall report annually

21

to the Board ofSupervisors on the current status ofthe fund the amounts approved tor disbursement.

22

and the number and IJ!pes ofhousing units or households assisted.

23

(4) All funds are justified and supported by the Central SoMa Community Facilities

24

Nexus Study. adopted as part ofthe Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

25

Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors in File No.
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1

monitored according to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Monitoring Program required by the

2

Administrative Code Section 1OE.

3

SEC. 433. CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE AND FUND.

4

Sections 433.1 through 433.4 set forth the requirements and procedures for the Central SoMa

5

Infrastructure Impact Fee and Fund.

6

SEC. 433.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

7

(a) Purpose. New development in the Central SoMa Plan Area will increase the resident and

8

employee populations, generating new demand for use ofcommunity-serving infrastructure such as

9

transit, complete streets, and recreation and open space. New revenues to fund investments in this

10

infrastructure are necessary to maintain the existing level ofservice. This fee will generate revenue that

11

will be used to ensure an expansion in community-serving infrastructure in Central SoMa as new

12

development occurs.

13

(b) Findings. The Board o[Supervisors reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

14

prepared byAECOM dated March 2014 (''Nexus Analysis"), the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of

15

Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee

16

Nexus Study asF Nexus Study), dated Mav. 2015, on file with the Clerk ofthe Board in Files Nos.

17

150149 and 150790, and pursuant to Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions o[those

18

studies and the general and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation and

19

Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and

20

Transit Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition o[the fees under

21

this Section.

22

SEC. 433.2. APPLICATION OF FEES.

23

(a) Applicable Projects. The Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee is applicable to any

24
25

development project in the Central SoMa Special Use District that:
(1) Is in any Central SoMa Tier, pursuant to Section 423: and
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1

(2) Includes new construction or an addition o[space in excess of800 gross square teet.

2

(b) Fee Calculation. For applicable projects, the Fee is as follows:

3

(]) For Residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier B, $20.00 per gross square foot of

4

net additional gross square teet, net replacement o[gross square teet ftom PDR uses, or net change of

5

use o[gross square teet ftom PDR uses.

6

(2) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are seeking an

7

Of]ice Allocation of50,000 gross square teet or more pursuant to the requirements ofPlanning Code

8

Section 321, $21.50 per gross square foot ofnet additional gross square teet, net replacement o[gross

9

square teet from PDR uses, or net change ofuse ofgross square teet from PDR uses.

10

(3) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are not seeking an

11

Office Allocation o[50,000 gross square teet or more pursuant to the requirements ofPlanning Code

12

Section 321:

13

(A) $41.50 per gross square foot ofnet additional gross square teet, net

14

replacement o[gross square teet ftom P DR uses, or net change of use o[gross square teet from P DR

15

uses:

16
17

(B) $21.50 per gross square foot ofnet replacement ofgross square feet from
Residential uses or net change ofuse o[gross square teet from Residential uses.

18

(4) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an Of]ice

19

Allocation of50,000 gross square teet or more pursuant to the requirements ofPlanning Code Section

20

321. $20.00 per gross square foot ofnet additional gross square teet, net replacement o[gross square

21

.teet from PDR uses, or net change o[use o[gross square teet from PDR uses.

22

(c) Option (or In-Kind Provision of Communitv Improvements and Fee Credits. Project

23

sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City

24

may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a tee waiver for the

25
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1

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee from the Planning Commission, subject to the following rules

2

and requirements:

3

0) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the

4

proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa

5

Community Improvements Program and substitute for improvements that could be provided by the

6

Central SoMa Infrastructure Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 433.4). The City may reject

7

in-kind improvements ifthey are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Central SoMa Plan.

8

by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 ofthe Administrative Code), the

9

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization processes related to

10

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No physical improvement or

11

provision ofspace otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for

12

consideration as part ofthis In-Kind Improvements Agreement.

13

(2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation,

14

content a

15

Sections 423.3(d)(2) through 423.3(d){5).

16

rocess and administrative costs shall be undertaken ursuant to the re uirements o

(d) Timing o[Fee Payments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection

17

Unit at DB! at the time ofand in no event later than issuance ofthe first construction document. with

18

an option (or the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance ofthe first certificate of

19

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in

20

accordance with Section 107A.13.3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

21
22

(e) Waiver or Reduction ofFees. Development projects may be eligible (or a waiver or
reduction o(impact fees, pursuant to Section 406.

23

SEC. 433.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE.

24

(a) Determination o[Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of

25

Section 433.2 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document and, ifSection
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1

433.2 et seq. is applicable, the Department shall determine the amount o[the Central SoMa

2

Infrastructure Impact Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition o{approval for

3

issuance o[the first construction document for the development project. The project sponsor shall

4

supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination.

5

(b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBL Prior to the issuance o{a

6

building or site permit for a development project subject to the requirements o{Sections 433 et seq., the

7

Department shall notifY the Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! ofits final determination o[the

8

amount of the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fees required including any reductions calculated

9

for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement, in addition to the other information required by Section

10
11

402(b) o(this Article.
(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance o(the First

12

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! shall provide notice in writing

13

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate ofoccupancy for any

14

development project subject to Section 433 et seq. that has elected to fulfill all or part ofits Central

15

SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. Ifthe

16

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any o[the terms o[the In-

17

Kind Improvements Agreement, the Director o{DBI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy

18

until the project complies with the requirements o{Section 433 et seq., either through conformance with

19

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment o[the remainder o[the Central SoMa Infrastructure

20

Impact Fees that would otherwise have been required, plus a deferral surcharge as set forth in Section

21

107A.l3. 3.1 o[the San Francisco Building Code.

22

(d) Process for Revisions o(Determination o(Requirements. In the event that the Department

23

or the Commission takes action affecting any development project subject to Section 433 et seq. and

24

such action is subsequently modified, superseded, vacated, or reversed by the Department or the

25
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1

Commission, Board o[Appeals, the Board o[Supervisors. or bv court action, the procedures o[Section

2

402(c) o[this Article shall be followed.

3

SEC. 433.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FUND.

4

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special purpose entitled the

5

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development Fee

6

Collection Unit at DB! pursuant to Section 433.3(Q) shall be deposited in a special fUnd maintained by

7

the Controller. The receipts in the Fund to be used solely to fund Public Benefits subject to the

8

conditions o[this Section.

9
10
11

(Q) Expenditures from the Fund shall be recommended by the Interagency Plan Implementation
Committee for allocation and administration by the Board o[Supervisors.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design. engineer. and develop

12

community public transit as established in the Central SoMa Plan and the Central SoMa Plan

13

Implementation Program Document.

14

(2) Funds may be used for administration and accounting offund assets, for additional

15

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document. and to defend the

16

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee against legal challenge. including the legal costs and

17

attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration ofthis fund includes time and materials

18

associated with reporting requirements, tacilitating any necessary or required public meetings aside

19

.from Planning Commission hearings, and maintenance o[the fund Monies from the Fund may be used

20

by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses for the purpose o[revising the fee,

21

and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between development and

22

the need for public f{Jcilities and services i[this is deemed necessary. Monies used for the purposes

23

consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent o[the total fees collected All interest

24

earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund;

25
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1

(3) All funds are justified and supported by the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

2

prepared byAECOM dated March 2014 (''Nexus Analysis"), and the Transportation Sustainability Fee

3

Nexus Study asF Nexus Study), dated May. 2015, on file with the Clerk o[the Board in Files Nos.

4

150149 and 150790. Implementation o[the Fee and Fund are monitored according to the Eastern

5

Neighborhoods Plan Monitoring Program required by Section 1OE o[the Administrative Code.

6
7

SEC. 434. CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT PROGRAM.

8

(a) Purpose. New construction that increases the density of the South of Market

9

neighborhood will require the City to invest in substantial new infrastructure and services. By

10

increasing height limits. removing restrictive zoning. relieving density and floor area ratio

11

limitations. and making other regulatorv changes. the Central SoMa Plan substantially

12

increases the development potential of properties in the area. This new development potential

13

will create a significant demand for infrastructure. improvements. and services as described in

14

the Central SoMa Implementation Program Document. including but not limited to transit

15

investments. street and environmental improvements. and development and maintenance of

16

parks and recreation centers. The Central SoMa Community Facilities District ("CFD" or

17

"Special Tax District") shall be a special tax district formed pursuant to Administrative Code

18

Chapter 43. Article X to address these needs.

19
20
21
22
23
24
25

(b) App/icabilitv. This Section 434 shall apply to a development on any lot in the
Central SoMa Special Use District where all of the following apply:
(1) The project includes new construction or the net addition of more than
40.000 gross square feet:
(2) The proposed project exceeds a floor area ratio that was applicable to the
subject lot for non-residential uses prior to the effective date of this Ordinance: and.
(3) The project includes
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1
2

(A) new non-residential development on any lot that is either wholly or
partially in Central SoMa Fee Tier C. as defined in Section 423.2: or

3

(B) new residential condominium development for which any units have

4

been sold on any lot that is either wholly or partially in Central SoMa Fee Tier B or C. as

5

defined in Section 423.2.

6

(c) Requirement. Except as specified herein. any applicable development project

7

shall participate in the CFD to be established by the Board of Supervisors pursuant to Article

8

X of Chapter 43 of the Administrative Code (the

9

successfully annex the lot or lots of the subject development into the CFD prior to the

~·special

Tax Financing Law") and

10

issuance of the first Certificate of Occupancy for the development. Any project lot or lots that

11

contain areas that fall under more than one Central SoMa Fee Tier shall be wholly annexed

12

into the CFD at the level of the highest applicable Fee Tier. Any project lot or lots that receive

13

a condominium map pursuant to the Subdivision Code shall wholly annex the lot or lots of the

14

subject development into the CFD prior to the sale of the first condominium on the site. For

15

any lot to which the requirements of this Section 434 apply. the Zoning Administrator shall

16

approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the

17

City and County of San Fran cisco for the subject property prior to the first Certificate of

18

Occupancy for the development. except that for condominium projects. the Zoning

19

Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of such Notice prior to the sale of the

20

first condominium unit. This Notice shall state the requirements and provisions of subsections

21

434(b)-(c) above.

22

(d) Special Taxes. The Board of Supervisors will be authorized to levy a special tax

23

on properties that annex into the Community Facilities District to finance facilities and services

24

described in the proceedings for the Community Facilities District and the Central SoMa

25

Implementation Program Document.
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1

SEC. 603. EXEMPTED SIGNS.

2

Nothing in this Article 6 shall apply to any of the following signs:

3

* * * *

4

(c) Two General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on either

5

a transit shelter or associated advertising kiosk furnished by contract with the Municipal

6

Transportation Agency or predecessor agency for the Municipal Railway in RTO, RTO-M, RM-

7

2, RM-3, RM-4, RC, NC, C, M, PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, end South e.f

8

}Jerlcet}Jixed Use Districts, and in those P Districts where such Signs would not adversely

9

affect the character, harmony, or visual integrity of the district as determined by the Planning

10

Commission; eight General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on

11

transit shelters located on publicly owned property on a high level Municipal Railway boarding

12

platform in an RH-1 D District adjacent to a C-2 District, provided that such advertising signs

13

solely face the C-2 District; up to three double-sided General Advertising Signs each not

14

exceeding 24 square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on publicly owned high

15

level Municipal Railway boarding platforms along The Embarcadero south of the Ferry

16

Building, up to six double-sided panels at 2nd and King Streets, and up to four double-sided

17

panels at 4th and King Streets; up to two double-sided panels not exceeding 24 square feet in

18

area on each low-level boarding platform at the following E-Line stops: Folsom Street and The

19

Embarcadero, Brannan Street and The Embarcadero, 2nd and King Streets, and 4th and King

20

Streets; and a total of 71 double-sided General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24

21

square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on 28 publicly owned high level Municipal

22

Railway boarding platforms serving the Third Street Light Rail Line. Each advertising sign on a

23

low-level or high-level boarding platform shall be designed and sited in such a manner as to

24

minimize obstruction of public views from pedestrian walkways and/or public open space.

25
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1

Notwithstanding the above, no Sign shall be placed on any transit shelter or associated

2

advertising kiosk located on any sidewalk which shares a common boundary with any

3

property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, with the exception of

4

Justin Herman Plaza; on any sidewalk on Zoo Road; on Skyline Boulevard between Sloat

5

Boulevard and John Muir Drive; on John Muir Drive between Skyline Boulevard and Lake

6

Merced Boulevard; or on Lake Merced Boulevard on the side of Harding Park Municipal Golf

7

Course, or on any sidewalk on Sunset Boulevard between Lincoln Way and Lake Merced

8

Boulevard; on any sidewalk on Legion of Honor Drive; or in the Civic Center Special Sign

9

Districts as established in Section 608.3 of this Code.

10

11

The provisions of this subsection (c) shall be subject to the authority of the Port
Commission under Sections 4.114 and B3.581 of the City Charter and under State law.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 608.1. NEAR R DISTRICTS.

14

No general advertising sign, and no other sign exceeding 100 square feet in area, shall

15

be located in an NC, C, M, PDR, or Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District or South o.f

16

}.4arlcet }.4ixed Use District within 100 feet of any R District in such a manner as to be primarily

17

viewed from residentially zoned property or from any street or alley within an R District; any

18

sign of which the face is located parallel to a street property line and lies for its entire width

19

opposite an NC, C, M, PDR, or MUR, or South o.fMarket SLR District shall be deemed prima

20

facie not to be primarily so viewed. No sign of any size within 100 feet of any R District shall

21

project beyond the street property line or building setback line of any street or alley leading off

22

the main commercial frontage into the R District.

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 802.1. MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

25
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1

The following districts are established for the purpose of implementing the Residence

2

Element, the Commerce and Industry Element, the Downtown Plan, the Chinatown Plan, the

3

Rincon Hill Plan, the South of Market Plan, the East SoMa Plan, the Mission Plan, the

4

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Plan, tmd-the Central Waterfront Plan, the Western SoMa Area

5

Plan. and the Central SoMa Plan. all of which are parts of the General Plan. Description and

6

Purpose Statements outline the main functions of each Mixed Use District in this Article,

7

supplementing the statements of purpose contained in Section 101 of this Code.

8

9
10

Description and purpose statements applicable to each district are set forth in

11

Sections 810 through &#848 of this Code. The boundaries of the various Mixed Use Districts

12

are shown on the Zoning Map referred to in Section 105 of this Code, subject to the provisions

13

of that Section. The following Districts are hereby established as Mixed Use Districts.

14
15

Districts

16

* * * *

17

RSD ResidentisktService District

18

SLR Sen·iee/Light Industrial/Residential District

19

SLI Service/Light Irzdustrisl Distriet

20

880 &1'-Viee/Seeendary Office Dis#iet

21

CMUO- Central SoMa Mixed-Use Qjjice District

22

* * * *

Section Number

23

* * **

24

SEC. 802.4. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

25
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1

Throughout the Planning Code, the term "Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts"

2

refers to the following districts: Residential Enclave District (RED), Residential Enclave- Mixed

3

District (RED-MX), Mixed Use-General (MUG), Western SoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG),

4

Mixed Use-Office (MUO), Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office (CMUO). Western SoMa Mixed Use-

S

Office (WMUO), Mixed Use- Residential (MUR), South Park District (SPD), Service/Arts/Light

6

Industrial (SALI), and Urban Mixed Use (UMU).

7

SEC. 802.5. SOUTHOFMARKETMIXED USEDISTRICTS.

8
9

Threugheut the Pltmning Cede, the term "Seuth oj}./arket}./ixed Use Districts" refers te the

10

foil-ewing districts: ResidentiaMService District (RSD), Service/Light Industrial (SLI), Service/Light

11

Industriah1Residential (SLR), and Senice/Secendary Office (SSG).

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

14

DISTRICTS AND SOUTH OFMARKETMIXED USE DISTRICTS.

15

(a) Use Categories. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is

16

used, occupied, maintained, or leased. Whether or not a use is permitted in a specific Eastern

17

Neighborhood Mixed Use District andSeuth of}./ar·keU..1ixed Use District is generally set forth,

18

summarized or cross-referenced in Sections 813 through 8J.8.814 and 840 through 847848 of

19

this Code for each district class.

20

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts tmdSeuth qf

21

},1arkeU...1ixed Use Districts are either permitted, conditional, accessory, temporary or are not

22

permitted.

23

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not

24

classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1)(C) of this Code as Accessory will be considered

25

separately as an independent permitted, Conditional, temporary or not permitted use.
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(A) Principal Uses. Principal uses are permitted as of right in an

1

2

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District tfl'ldSeuth o.fJ1arketA1ixed Use District, when so

3

indicated in Sections 813 through &1-8814 and 840 through 847848 of this Code for the district.

4

Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided

5

pursuant to Section 803.5 through 803.9 and other applicable provisions of this Code.
(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in an Eastern

6
7

Neighborhood Mixed Use District tfl'ld South o.;GMarket }.fixed Use District, when authorized by

8

the Planning Commission; whether a use is conditional in a given district is generally indicated

9

in Sections 813 through &1-8814 and 840 through 847848 of this Code. Conditional Uses are

10

subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections 178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5

11

through 803.9 of this Code.

12
13

* * * *
(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in

14

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in Rand NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory

15

Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts), 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to Other

16

Uses), and 204.5(Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an accessory use is

17

a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or enjoyment of a lawful

18

Principal Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental and subordinate to any such

19

use, and shall be permitted as an Accessory Use in an Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use

20

District tfl'ld South o.;GMarket .Mixed Use District. In order to accommodate a Principal Use which

21

is carried out by one business in multiple locations within the same general area, such

22

Accessory Use need not be located in the same structure or lot as its Principal Use provided

23

that (1) the Accessory Use is located within 1,000 feet of the Principal Use; and (2) the

24

multiple locations existed on April6, 1990. Accessory Uses to non-office uses (as defined in

25

Section 890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the
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1

Principal Use so long as the Accessory Use is located in the same building as the Principal

2

Use and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such Accessory Uses. Any use

3

which does not qualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal Use.

4
5

No use will be considered accessory to a Principal Use which involves or requires any
of the following:

6

(i) +The use of more than one-third of the total Occupied Floor

7

Area which is occupied by both the accessory use and principal use to which it is accessory,

8

combined, except in the case of accessory off-street parking or loading which shall be subject

9

to the provisions of Sections 151, 156 and 303 of this Code;

10

(ii) A hotel, motel, inn, hostel, adult entertainment, massage

11

establishment, large fast food restaurant, or movie theater use in a RED, RED-MX, SPD, R8B,

12

SLR, SLI, 880, DTR, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO. WMUO, SALI or UMU District;

13

(iii) Any take-out food use, except for a take-out food use which

14

occupies 100 square feet or less (including the area devoted to food preparation and service

15

and excluding storage and waiting areas) in a restaurant, bar, catering establishment, bakery,

16

retail grocery or specialty food store.

17
18

(iv) Any sign not conforming to the limitations of Section
607 .2(f)(3).

19

(v) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries as defined in 890.133.

20

(vi) Any nighttime entertainment use, as defined in Section 102;

21

provided, however, that a Limited Live Performance Permit as set forth in Police Code Section

22

1060et seq. is allowed in any District except for an RED, RED-MX, RSD, SLR, MUR, or MUG

23

District.

24
25

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in
204.3(a)(3).
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(D) Temporary Uses. Temporary uses not otherwise permitted are

1

2

permitted in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts cmdSeuth o.f}Jctrket }Jixed Use Districts

3

to the extent authorized by Sections 205 through 205.3 of this Code.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 803.4. USES PROHIBITED IN SOUTH OF MARKET AND EASTERN

6

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Uses which ere net specifically listed in this Article or Article 6 tire net permitted in Seuth

7

8

o.fA1ar-ket }.fixed Use Districts unless they qualify as anencenforming use pursuant te Sections 180

9

threugh 186.1 o.fthis Code er tire determined by the Zening Administmtor te he permitted uses in

10

accordance with Section 307(a) efthis Code. Uses net permitted in any &mth of}Jarket District

11

include, hut t~re net limited te, the following: Adult enterttlinment, beekstere or theater; amusement

12

game

13

shooting galkry; general am•ertising signs, except in tlw Seuth ofA1arlcet General Advertising Special

14

Sign District; animal kennel, ridirtg academy er lh•ery sttlble; autemohik, true.'c; van, recreational

15

'i1ehicleltraikr er camper sales, lease or rental; aute

16

eperation; drtve up facility; hotel (except as permitted as a cenditicmal use aspre-p•ided in Planning

17

Code Sectien 818, Service/Secendary· Office District), mete!, hestel, inn, er bed and hrealifast

18

estahlis-l'unent; heavy il~dustry subject te Sectien226(e) through (w) efthis Code;junkyard; kmtiing

19

field/or aircraft; mtlSStlge establishment subject te Section 218.1 o.fthis Cede; except in the

20

Residential/Service }.fixed Use District whe1~ previded in cefdunctien with full service spa services;

21

mertuary; me·.•ie theater and sports stadium er arena.

22

t~rcade

or simi!tlr enterprise (except as permitted in the Service/Light Industrial District);

to,~·

o.fineperahle ·.:chicks; aute wrecking

fh)-No use, even though listed as a permitted use or otherwise allowed, shall be

23

permitted in all Seuth ej},farket District or Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District whichthat,

24

by reason of its nature or manner of operation, creates conditions that are hazardous,

25
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1

noxious, or offensive through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas,

2

vibration, glare, refuse, water-carried waste, or excessive noise.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 803.5. GOOD NEIGHBOR POLICIES GOVERNING USES IN MIXED USE

5

6

7
8

DISTRICTS.
(a) Eating and Drinking Uses in Mixed Use Districts. Within Mixed Use Districts,
the Operating Conditions of Section 202.2(a) shall apply to all Eating and Drinking Uses.

(b) Good Neighbor Policies for Nighttime Entertainment Activities in Eastern

9

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, Seutll tJ.,.cAiarketMaed Use DistFiets and Downtown

10

Residential Districts. Within Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, Seuth e.fA1f:H'ket

11

}Jixerl Use Districts, and Downtown Residential Districts where nighttime entertainment

12

activities, as defined by Section 102.17 of this Code, are permitted as a principal or

13

conditional use shall not be allowed except on conditions which, in the judgment of the Zoning

14

Administrator or City Planning Commission, as applicable, are reasonably calculated to insure

15

that the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and vicinity are maintained. Such

16

conditions shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

17

* * * *

18

(c) Good Neighbor Policies for Programs Serving Indigent Transient and

19

Homeless Populations Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts tmdSeuth

20

efMar.'cetMOO!d Use DistFiets. Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use

21

ef'Ma-rlwt }Jixerl Use Districts where social services are allowed as a Conditional Use pursuant

22

to Sections 813.21 through 843.21 (Social Services), some or all of the following conditions

23

shall, when appropriate for specific cases, be placed upon any applicable City permits for the

24

proposed establishment:

25

Districts-tJ:n~mH:nl

* * * *
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1

SEC. 803.8. HOUSilVGINMIXED USEDISTRICTS.

2

(a) Lew Inoome AffoHlable Housing Within the Service/Light Intlustrilll Dismet. Dwelling

3

units and SRO units mtty he eutherized in the SL! District tlS e cenditieneluse pursuffl'lt te Sectiens

4

303, 316, 817.14, end 817.16 efthis Cede previded thet such dweUings units shell he rented, kesed er

5

seld et retes erprices ttffordshk te e heuseheld ',vhese inceme is ne greeter then 80percent o.fthe

6

median inceme fer heusehelds in San Frencisce ("lower inceme heuseheld'9, tzS determined by Title 25

7

e.fthe Celifomie Cede efRegultztiens Sectien 6932 end implemented by the },/ayor's Office e.fHeusing.

8
9

(1)

'~4fferdshk

tee heuseheld" shttll meen ttpurcheseprice thttt ttlewer inceme

heuseheld can tt}ford te ptty btzSed en en annuel pctyment for ell he using cests ef33 percent of the

10

cemhined heuseheld annuel net inceme, tt 10 percent dewn pctyment, end evtzilehkfo'lencing, er e rent

11

thet e heuseheld cen tz-Jford te ptty, hesed en en ennuel pttyment for ell he using casts e.f3 0 percent ef

12

the cemhined enn'hltll net inceme.

13
14

(2) The size efthe dwelling unit shell detern'line the size e.fthe heuseheld il'l errier te
celculete purchese price er rent afforde:hle te e heuseheld, es follelvs:

15

(A) Fer e ene hedreem unit, e heuseheld eftwe persens;

16

(B) Fer e twa hedreem unit, e heuseheld ()_j.rthreepersens;

17

(C) Fer e three hedreem unit, e heuseheld effourpersens;

18

(D) Fer e four hedreem unit, e heuseheld 0+Jive persens.

19

(3) .Ne cenditieneluse permit will he ctppre-;edpursuant te this Suhsectien 803. 8(h)

20

unless the £J[Jplicant end City hm•e egreed upen enforcement mechanisms for the previsiens efthis

21

Suhsectien which ttre ecceptehle te the City Atterney. Such enforcement mechenisms m£1}' include, hut

22

net he limited te, e right 0+Jirst refuse! in fover 0.fthe City, er e premissery nete and deed 0.£trust.

23

(4) The ewner(s) 0.fdwelling units eutheri&edpursuant te this Suhsectien &7tz-ll submit

24

en ennuel enforcement repert te the City> eleng with efee whese ttmeunt shell he determined

25

periedicelly by the Planning Cemmissien tepCl}'for the cest efenforcement efthis Suhsectien. Thefee
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1

sheY net exceed the emeunt efsuch cests. The enn'tltll repert s.lzellprevide informetien regerding rents,

2

mertgege peyments, seles price end ether he using cests, ennuel heuseheld inceme, sice e. lheuseheld in

3

eech tJ:..yeJling unit, tll'ld cmy ether irifermetien the City mey require te fulfiJl the intent o.f.this

4

Subsectien.

5
6

(b) Housing Requirement in the ResidentiRIISen•iee District.
(1) AmeuntRequired. 1Vimresidentiel uses subject te Sectiens 815.26, 815.28, 815.30,

7

815.31 through 815.47, end815.59 threugh 815.65, e.fthis Cede s.lzell be permitted in new censtructien

8

in the Residentiel/Service District enly ifthe ffltie between the tffl'leunt o.feccupiedfleer eree for

9

residentiel use te the emeunt e_feccupiedfleer eree efthe ebeve referenced nenresidentiel use is three

10
11
12

te ene er greeter.

(2) MeRns efSRtisfying the HBusing Requirement.
6~)

The residentiel spece requir-edpursutll'lt te this Subsectien may be setisfied

13

by payment efe ene time in lieu fee equel te $30 per squere foet e_fresidentiel spece required by this

14

Subsectien end netpre'.lided en site petyt~ble te the City's Affordable Housing Pund edministered by the

15

}.!r:Jyer 's Office efHeusing; er

16

(B) The reside'l'ltiel spece requirement may be Stltisfied bypre·,.iding the

17

required residentiel spece elsewhere within the Seuth e_fA1erket }Jixed Use District ·where heusing is

18

permitted er cenditienel end is appreved tiS e cenditienel use.

19

(c) HBusing Requirement in the Mixed Use

ResidentiRI (MUR) District. In neu·

20

censtructien in the }JUR District, three squere feet e_fgressfleer eree for residentiel use is required

21

for e'.lery ene gress Sf:JU&e foet efpermitted nenresidentiel use, subject te Sectien 841 e_fthis Cede.

22

SEC. 803.9. COMMERCL4L USES IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

23

(a) ...Preservetien ef1listeric Buildings Within the Seuth ef}Jarket }~fixed Use Districts. Within

24

the Seuth ef}Jerket }Aixed Use Districts, cmy use which is permitted es e principel er cenditienel use

25

within the SSO District, excluding nighttime enterteinment use, mtty be permitted tiS e cenditienel use
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1

in (a) t1 ltindmark building Jocttted outside t1 designt~ted historic district, (h) t1 contributory building

2

which is proposedfer conversion to effice use &jtln t~ggregBte gross square feottlge o.f25, 000 or more

3

per building tlnd ·whieh is Joct~ted outside the 880 District yet ',f?ithin t1 designt~ted historic district, or

4

(c) t1 building designt1ted tiS significt~nt or contributory pursutlnt to Article 11 o.fthis Code tlnd Joct~ted

5

..,~·ithin

6

(1) the pro-visions o.fSections 316 through 318 ofthis Code must he met; (2) in tlddition to the

7

conditional use eriteritl set out in Sections 303(c)(6) Bnd 316 through 316.8, it must he determined thtlt

8

Bllowing the use will enhtlnce the J+et~sihility o.fpreserving the ltindmtw-k1 significt~nt or contributory

9

building;

the Extended Preservtltion District. For till such e'Uildings the following conditions shtill Bpply:

t~nd (3)

the ltlYldmffl'k,

significt~nt

or contributory building will he mt~de to conform with the

10

Scm Frt1neisco Building Code stt~ndartls for seismic Jot~ds tln~forces whie."z are in effect tlt the time ef

11

the

12

Bpplict~tion fer

conversion efuse.

A contributory building whieh is in t1 designt~ted historic district outside the 880 District m«y

13

he converted to tiffl'J>' use which is Bprineiptil use within the 880 District pro-vided tht~t: (1) such use

14

does not exeeed t1n Bggregt~te sq'Uare feottlge ef25, OOOper building; tlnd (2) prior to the iss'Utlnce of

15

B-ny necessarypermits the ZoningAdministrtltor (a) determines thtlt t~llowing the use will enhtlnce the

16

jetlSihility o.fpreserving the contributory building; Bnd (h) the contributory building will he mtlde to

17

conform with the St~n Fr£11'lcisco Building Code startdards fer seismic lotlds Bnr;0+:orces which are in

18

effect tlt the time efthe Bpplict~tionfor con'lersion o.fuse. Housing Requirement in the Mixed Use-

19

Residential (MUR) District. In new construction in the MUR District, three square teet ofGross Floor

20

Area tor Residential Use is required tor every one gross square toot o[permitted Non-Residential Use,

21

subject to Section 841.

22

(b) Preservation of Historic Buildings within Certain Eastern Neighborhoods

23

Mixed Use Districts. The following controls are intended to support the economic viability of

24

buildings of historic importance within Eastern Neighborhoods.

25
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1

(1) This subsection applies only to buildings in SPD, MUG, MUO, CMUO. or

2

MUR Districts that are designated landmark buildings or contributory buildings within a

3

designated historic district per-pursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code, or buildings listed on

4

or determined eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources by the State Office of

5

Historic Preservation.
(A) All uses are principally permitted, provided that:

6
7

(i) The project does not contain any nighttime entertainment use.

8

(ii) Prior to the issuance of any necessary permits, the Zoning

9
10

Administrator, with the advice of the Historic Preservation Commission, determines that
allowing the use will enhance the feasibility of preserving the building.
(iii) Residential uses meet the affordability requirements of the

11
12

Residential lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program set forth in Section 415 through 415.9.
(B) The Historic Preservation Commission shall review the proposed

13
14

project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, (36 C.F.R. § 67.7 (2001))

15

and any applicable provisions of the Planning Code.

16

* * * *

17

(d) Autemated Btmlc Telle Ahchines Within South fJ.{Marlcet Districts. All autemated hank

18

teller machines (AT}Js), whetherfreestanding structures er walk up facilities asseciated with retail

19

hcmking eperatimw, shall have adequate lighting, waste cellectien facilities andparking reseurces.

20

(ef-Open Air Sales. Flea markets, farmers markets, crafts fairs and all other open air

21

sales of new or used merchandise except vehicles, within Seuth e.f.MtH'ket }Jixed Use and

22

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, where permitted, shall be subject to the following

23

requirements: (1) the sale of goods and the presence of booths or other accessory

24

appurtenances shall be limited to weekend and/or holiday daytime hours; (2) sufficient

25

numbers of publicly-accessible toilets and trash receptacles shall be provided on-site and
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1

adequately maintained; and (3) the site and vicinity shall be mai.ntained free of trash and

2

debris.

3

(f~)

Legal and Government Office Uses in the Vicinity of the Hall of Justice.

4

Within an approximately 300-foot radius of the 800 Bryant Street entrance to the Hall of

5

Justice, and Assessor's Block 3780, Lots 1 and 2, as shown on Sectional Map 8SU of the

6

Zoning Map, the offices of attorneys, bail and services, government agencies, union halls, and

7

other criminal justice activities and services directly related to the criminal justice functions of

8

the Hall of Justice shall be permitted as a principal use. There shall be a Notice of Special

9

Restriction placed on the property limiting office activities to uses permitted by this

10
11

S~ubsection.

(g)

W~f'k Spaee

ofDesign P1'8fet;siolffils. The work spaee ef"design professionela, as dejined in

12

Section 890.28 &/this Code, shaJl he pertnitted as a principal we within the SLR, RSD and SLI

13

Districtspro·;idedthat, as a condition B:t.riS5uanee ofcmy necessarypermits, the owner(s) Bj.Cthe

14

building shrill SgFCe to comply with thefallowingpro'.lisions:

15
16

(1) The occupiedjleor ares devoted to this use per building is limited to the third sl9ry.

or sho.,e;

17
18

(2) The groS5jleor area devoted to this we per building dees not exceed 3, {){){) SfJUtlre
feet per design prefeS5ional establishment;

19

(3) The space •~·it.l-tin the building subject to this provisio1~ has not been in residential

20

use within s legal dwelling unit at any time within ajh'C yesrperiodprior to 8pplicstion fo,. eeiWCrsion

21

under this SMhsection; fJ:1'ld

22
23
24

25

(4) The ovmer(s) &/the building comply with the faJlowing enforcement and monitoring
procedures;
(i) The owner(s) Bj.rtfl'lY building with wof'k space de..,•oted to design pr&feS5ional
we as authorizedpursuant to this 8Nhseetion shall submit an annual enforcement report to the

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

517

Page 146

1

Department o.fCity Planning ·with a fee in an amount to he determinedperiedically hy the City

2

Planning Commission to pcty far the cost e_feJ'ifarcement oftlzis Stthsectien. The :fee shall net exceed the

3

a-nzeunt ofsuch costs. The report shall provide informatimz regarding occupants ofsueh space, tlw

4

amount ofsquare footage efthe space used hy each design professional establishment, amount of

5

',JBCant space, cen'lpliance ·with all re/e',ltlnt City cedes, and any ether information the Zoning

6

Administrator mcty require to fulfill the intent ofthis Subsection;

7

(ii) The ewner(s) e.fany building containing werlc space e.fdesign professionals

8

autherizedpursuant to this Subsection shall permit inspection e.fthe premises hy an authorized City

9

official to determine compliance ·,vith the limitations ofthis Suhsectimt The City shallpre'.lide

10

reasenahk notice to ervnersprier to inspecting the premises;

11

(iii) The ewner(s) ofany building containing work space e.fdesign professionals

12

autherizedpursuant to this Subsection shall record a Notice e.fSpeeial Restriction, approved hy the

13

City Planning Department prier to recordation, en the property setting forth the limitations required hy

14

this Subsection. The Departme1<tt of City Planning shall keep a record a••ailahk far public review e.fall

15

space fer design professionals authorized hy this Subsection.

16

(hjJ Vertical Controls for Office Uses.

17

* * * *
Table 803.9(h.l)

18
19

* * * *

20

(ig) Retail Controls in the MUG, MUO, CMUO, and UMU Districts. In the MUG,

21

MUO, CMUO, and UMU District, up to 25,000 gross square feet of retail use (as defined in

22

Section 890.104 of this Code) is permitted per lot. Above 25,000 gross square feet, three

23

gross square feet of other uses permitted in that District are required for every one gross

24

square foot of retail. In the UMU District, gyms, as defined in Sec. 218(d), are exempt from

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

518

Page 147

1

this requirement. In the CMUO District. Tourist Hotels. as defined in Sec. 890.46. are exempt from

2

this requirement.

3
4

5

SEC. 809. GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING
CONTROLS.

Mixed Use District controls are set forth in the Zoning Control Tables in Sections 810

6

through 818, and in Sections 825, 827 through 843 or referenced in Section 899 of this Code.

7

(a) The first column in the Zoning Control Table, titled "No." provides a category

8
9
10
11
12
13
14

number for each zoning control category.
(b) The second column in the table, titled "Zoning Control Category," lists zoning
control categories for the district in question.
(c) The third column, titled"§ References," contains numbers of other sections in the
Planning Code and other City Codes, in which additional relevant provisions are contained.
(d) In the fourth column, the controls applicable to the various Mixed Use Districts are
indicated either directly or by reference to other Code Sections which contain the controls.

15

The following symbols are used in this table:

16

P -

Permitted as a principal use.

17

C -

Permitted as a conditional use, subject to the provisions set forth in this Code.

18

A blank space on the tables in Sections 810 through 812 indicates that the use

19

or feature is not permitted within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts. Unless a

20

use or feature is permitted or required in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts as

21

set forth in the Zoning Control Tables or in those sections referenced in Section

22

899 of this Code, such use or feature is prohibited, unless determined by the

23

Zoning Administrator to be a permitted use.

24
25
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1

NP - Not Permitted. Section 803. 4lists certain 'USes notpermitted in any South o.fA1twket

2

District. NP in the Artick 8 control column ofTabks 813 through 818 also indicates

3

that the 'USC orfeature is not permitted in the applicable South of}.larket District.

# -

4

See specific provisions listed by section and zoning category number at the end
of the table.

5
6

1st - 1st story and below, where applicable.

7

2nd- 2nd story, where applicable.

8

3rd+ - 3rd story and above, where applicable.

9

* * * *

10

SEC. 813. RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT.

11

Residential Enclave Districts (RED) encompass many of the clusters of low-scale,

12

medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow side

13

streets of the South of Market area. Within these predominantly residential enclaves lie a

14

number of vacant parcels, parking lots and other properties in open storage use. These

15

properties are undeveloped or underdeveloped and are viewed as opportunity sites for new,

16

moderate-income, in-fill housing.
* * * *

17

18

Table 813

19

RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

I Zoning Category I § References

20

No.

21

* * *

22

USES

23

* * *

24

Other Uses

25

* * * *

I Residential Enclave Controls

*

*

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

520

Page 149

1

813.66

2

* * * *

IOpen Air Sales

I §§ 803.9(e.4), 890.38 I NP

3
4

* * * *

5

SEC. 815. RSD RESIDENTL4LI.SERVICE AI/XED USE DISTRICT.

6

The Resideritial1Service }~fixed Use District (RSD) runs al-eng Harriscm St. between 4th St. and

7

5th St. The RSD sen•es as a heusing eppertunity area '1ttithin the Seuth OjqJa.r.ket ~Mixed Use Districts.

8

The district centrels are intended te facilitate the de'.lel-epment ofhigh density, mid rise heusing,

9

including residential hetels ffl'ld live/werk units, whil-e alse enceuraging the expansien ofretail,

10

business service and cemmercial and cultural arts activities. Accessery Dwelling Units are permitted

11

within the districtpursuant te subsectien 207(c)(4) Oj.Cthis Cede.
Residential hetels are subject tejlexibl-e standttr-ds for parking, rear yard/epen space and

12
13

density. Centinueus greund}l-eer cemmereialfrentage with pedestrian eriented retail acti'.>ities aleng

14

majer thereuglifares is enceuraged.
General office, hetels, nighttime entertail'rment, adult entertainment, massage establishment,

15
16

mavie theaters and heavy industrial uses are net permitted, except that massages services are

17

autherioed as a cenditienal use in the ResideJ'ltiahiService }Jixed Use District when previded in

18

cel'ijunctien 'l~·ith foil sen>'ice spa services.

19

Table 815

20

RSD RESIDENFl:ALI.SER.JLlbE. AIIXED 1JSE.DISTR:lf;;f.UJ-...VllVG GfJ..Z¥±lUN::~ TA/J:bE

21
22

Residentia£/.Sen.'ice

No.

Zening Gategety

§References
Alhred Use Dismel Genfl!els

23

24

25
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1

2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9

10
11

12
13
14

15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25
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1

2

SEC. 816. SLR

SERJqCE'LIGHTLVDUSTRL4L'RESIDE1VTL4L AIIXED USE

DISTRICT.

3

The Service/Light Indwtrial/Residential (SLR) },fixed Use District is designed to maintain and

4

J-tacilitate the growth a1<td expansion o..lsmall scale light indbiStrial, home and bwiness service,

5

·wholesale distribution, arts producticm andperformance/exhibition acti·.Jities, live/work we, general

6

commercial a1<td neighborhood serving retail andpersonal service activities while protecting existing

7

housing and encouraging the de·.·elopment o.fhousing and live/work space at a scale and density

8

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

9

Housing and live/worlc m<tits are encouraged over grouncljloor commercial/service/light

10

indwtrial acti••ity. }•le'rt>' residential or mixed use de'.Jelopments are encom·aged to pro'.Jide as much

11

mixed income rental housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would he

12

protected:from demolition or com·ersion to nonresidential use hy requiring conditional use re·,:ie·w.

13

Accessory lJi.t?elling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) ofthis

14

Gede:-

15

16

General office, hotels, nighttime e1<ttertainment, mo';ie theaters, ad1:1lt entertainment a-nd heavy
indwtrial uses are notpennitted.

17

Table 816

18

SLR SERVICEILIGHTINDUSTRL4L/RES!DENTL4L MIXED USED DISTRICT

19

ZONI:.\lG G01¥+ROh 1;4/JbE

20

Zoning Gategory

Ne.
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Sen'iee/Light Industrial/
Residential MhretllJse [)isfFict Gentrols
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SEC. 817. SU SERVJCEILIGHTINDUSTRJAL DISTRICT.
14
15
16
The Service/Light Industrial (SLI) District is designed to prefect andfiwilitate the expansien o.f

17
existing general cemmercial, manufacturing, heme and husil<tess sert>•ice, li••elwerlc use, arts uses, light
18

industrial acti-vities and small design pre}'essienal office firms. Existing greup heusing and dwelling
19

units are pretectedfrem demelitien er cem'Crsien to nenresiilential use and develepment ofgreup

20
heusing and lew inceme affordable mvelling units are permitted as a cenditienal use. General office,
21

hetels, me••ie theaters, J<tighttime entertainment and adult entertainment uses are net permitted.

22
Accessery Dwelling Units are permitted within the districtpursuant to suhsectien 207(c)(4) ofthis
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SPECIFICPROVISI01VS FOR SLID!STRICTS
Ztming CentFels
Sectien

Sectien

4
5

6
7
8
9

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
SEC. 818. SSO SERVICEISECOZVIJARY OFFICE DISTRICT.

23
24

The Ser.Jiee/Seeendary Office District (SSG) is designed to accommodate small seale light
indliStrial, heme and eliSiness sel'Viees, arts aetio:ities, lio:e/wer-k units, and small seak, professional
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1

office space and large fleer plate "back office" space for sales and clerical werlc forces. l'lighttime

2

entertainment is peri'l'litted as a cenditienal use. Dwelling units and greup he using are pennitted as

3

cenditienal uses. Demelitien er cen..,.ersien efexisting greup heusing er mvelling units requires

4

cenditienal use autherizatien. Accessery Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant te

5

subsectien 207(e)(4) ofthis Cede.

6
7
8
9
10

Office, general cemmercial, mest retail, service and light industrial uses are principal permitted
uses. Large hetel, me·.Jie theater, athtlt entertainment and hea·;y industrial uses are net permitted.
Small hetels of 75 reems er less are permitted in this District enly as a cenditienal use. Any
such cenditienal use autherizatien requires a cenditienal usefinding that disallervsprejectprepesals
that displace existing Preductien, Distributien m'ld Repair (PDR) uses.

11

Table 818

12

SSO SERVICEISEC01VD:ARY OFFICEDISTRICTZ01VING C01VTROL TABLE

13
14

Sen.'icelSeeentl£tFY Office District
Zoning Categery

§ RejeFences

Centrels
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1
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4
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6
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10
11
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13

14

15

* * **

16

SEC. 825. DTR- DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS.

17

(a) Description. Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts are transit-oriented, high-

18

density mixed-use residential neighborhoods in and around downtown. These areas are

19

generally transitioning from a variety of commercial and industrial to residential uses. The

20

intent of this district is to enable a mix of new day and nighttime activities, with an emphasis

21

on encouraging new housing within walking distance or a short transit-ride of downtown,

22

supported by a mix of retail, and neighborhood services to meet the needs of residents and

23

the larger downtown community.

24
25

High-density residential uses, including residential towers in select locations, are
allowed and encouraged within the limits set by height and bulk controls. Given the district's
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1

proximity to downtown, a range of commercial uses is permitted on the lower stories, with

2

active pedestrian-oriented retail, service, and entertainment uses on the ground floor. Along

3

special streets, pedestrian-oriented uses are required on the first floor. Ground floor entries to

4

individual dwelling units are encouraged on streets that will become primarily residential.

5

There is generally no pattern of mid-block open space or of rear yards. While lot

6

coverage is limited for all levels with residential uses, traditional rear yard open spaces are not

7

required except in the limited instances where there is an existing pattern of them. Specific

8

height and bulk controls establish appropriate heights for both towers and mid-rise

9

development, and ensure adequate spacing between towers and preserve light and air to

10

streets and open spaces. Setbacks are required where necessary to buffer ground floor

11

residential uses or to ensure sunlight access to streets and open spaces. To support the

12

intensification of land uses in these districts, detailed traffic, streetscape and open space

13

improvements will take place over time.

14

Downtown Residential Districts include all of the individual DTR districts governed this

15

Code except the Transbay Downtown Residential District (TB-DTR), as set forth in Section

16

828, is governed by the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its Development Controls and

17

Design Guidelines.

18

* * * *

19

(c) Use. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is used,

20

occupied, maintained, or leased. Uses in Downtown Residential Districts are either permitted,

21

conditional, accessory, temporary or are not permitted. If there are two or more uses in a

22

structure, any use not classified in Section 825(c)(1)(C) below as accessory will be considered

23

separately as an independent permitted, conditional, temporary or not permitted use.

24

(1) Permitted Uses.

25
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(A) Principal Uses. All uses are permitted as principal uses as of right

1

2

in a Downtown Residential district unless otherwise indicated as a Conditional Use or Not

3

Permitted in this Section 825 of this Code or any other Section governing an individual DTR

4

District. Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided

5

pursuant to Section 803.5 and other applicable provisions of this Code.
(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in a Downtown

6
7

Residential District, when authorized by the Planning Commission; whether a use is

8

conditional in a given district is indicated in the Section of this Code governing the individual

9

DTR District. Conditional uses are subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections

10

178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5 of this Code.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

13

The Mixed Use-General (MUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale,

14

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The MUG

15

is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light industrial,

16

wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general

17

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting

18

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density

19

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

20

Housing is encouraged over ground floor commercial and production, distribution, and

21

repair uses. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as much

22

mixed-income family housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would be

23

protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use

24

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

25

207(c)(4) of this Code.
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1

Hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy

2

industrial uses are not permitted. Office is restricted to the upper floors of multiple story

3

buildings.

4

Table 840

5

MUG- MIXED USE- GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

6

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use - General District
Controls

7

8

Building and Siting Standards

9

* * * *

10

840.01

Height Limit

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Maps 1

11

Map,§§ 260-

and 7!1 of the Zoning Map Height

12

261.1' 263.20

sculpting required on narrow

13

streets, § 261.1 Non-habitable

14

vertical projections permitted, §

15

263.20

16

840.02

Bulk Limit

See Zoning Map As shown on Sectional Maps 1

7!1 of the Zoning Map

17

§§ 270, 270.1'

and

18

270.2

Horizontal mass reduction

19

required,§ 270.1 Mid-block alleys

20

required, §270.2

21

* * * *

22

840.04

Setbacks

§§ 132.4, 134,

23

136, 136.2, 144,

24

145.1

25

Generally required

* * * *
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1

840.09

2
3

§ 803.8(ef9(a)

Residential to non-

None

residential ratio

* * * *

4

§ 135! 136, 427

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq. ft. per unit if

Usable Open Space
5

publicly accessible. In the Central
840.11

for Dwelling Units

6

SoMa SUD, buildings taller than 160
and Group Housing

7
8

feet rna}! also
840.12

9

Usable Open Space

* * * *

11

840.15

Street Frontage,

12

Ground Floor

13

Commercial
840.16

15
16
17
18

§ 145.4

Vehicular Access

O~erations

Brannan Street. between 3rd Street

§ 155(r)

Brannan Street. between 2nd Street
and 6th Street

Drivewa}! Loading
and

Required; amount varies based on

and 4th Street.

Restrictions
840.17

the in-lieu fee.

use; may also pay in-lieu fee

for Non-Residential

10

14

§ 135.3, 426

~a}!

§ 155(u)

Required in the Central SoMa SUD for
~rojects

Plan

of 100,000 sq. ft. or more.
~ursuant

§ 329

Required

General Plan

Subject to the Urban Design

21

Commerce and

Guidelines: and 1 in the Central SoMa

22

lndustrv Element:

SUD, subject to the Central SoMa

23

Central SoMa

Guide to Urban Design

24

Plan

840.18

19
20

Large Project

to Section 329.

Authorization
840.19

Design Guidelines

25
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1

840.20

Lot coverage

§

249.78

In the Central SoMa SUD; limited to

2

80 percent at all residential levels.

3

except that on levels in which all

4

residential units face onto a. public

5

right-of-way. 100% lot coveragE! may

6

occur. The unbuilt portion of the lot

7

shall be open to the sky except for

8

those obstructions permitted in yards

9

pursuant to Section 136{c) of this

10

Code. Where there is a pattern Of mid-

11

block open space for adjacent

12

buildings. the unbuilt area of the new

13

project shall be designed to adjoin that

14

rni~:Hllock
Us~

15

Residential

16

840.210

DWelling Units

§ 102-:7

p

17

840.22.4

Group Housing

§ 890.88(b)

p

18

840.2~~

SRO Units

§ 890.88(c)

p

840.2~

Homeless Shelters

19
20

§§ 102,

Dwelling Unit

§§ 124, 207.5,

Density Limit

208

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

840.2~4

No density limit #

23
24

p

890.88(d)

21

22

open space.

At least 40% of all dwelling units must
840.2§6

contain two or more bedrooms or 30%

25
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1

of all dwelling units must contain three

2

or more bedrooms.

3

Afford ability

§ 415

840.2Ze

4

Requirements

5

Residential

15% onsite/20% off-site

Restrictions apply; see criteria of

6

840.2§,7

Demolition or

§ 317
Section 317

7

Conversion

8

* * * *

9

Retail Sales and Services

10

All Retail Sales and

§§ 121.6,

Pup to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot;

11

Services whiehthat are

803.9(ig),

above 25,000 gross sq. ft.

12

not listed below

890.104,

permitted only if the ratio of other

890.116

permitted uses to retail is at least

840.45

13
14

3:1.

15

* * * *

16

Office

17

* * * *

18

840.65A

Services, Professional;

§§ 890.108,

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

19

Services Financial;

890.110,

803.9(h.i). P on the ground floor

20

Services Medical

890.114

when primarily open to the

21

general public on a client-oriented

22

basis.

23

840.66

All Other Office Uses

24
25

§§ 803.9(h.i),

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

890.70,890.118

803.9(h.i)

* * * *
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1

Other Uses

2

* * * *

3

840.96

Open Air Sales

4

§§ 803.9(ed),
890.38

5

* * * *

6

804.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 8{)3.9(b),

7

including Automated

890.140

8

Bank Teller Machine

9

p

p

* * * *

10
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR MUG- MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT

11

13

Zoning Controls

Section

12

§

840.2~4

§ 207(c)(4)

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

14

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the MUG -

15

Mixed Use-General District.

16

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined

17

in Section 102 and meeting the requirements of

18

Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed

19

within an existing building in areas that allow

20

residential use or within an existing and authorized

21

auxiliary structure on the same lot.

* *

22

* *

23

SEC. 841. MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

24

25
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1

The Mixed Use-Residential District (MUR) ser.:-es Bs f1 hl:ljfer between the higher density,

2

predominf11'ltl)' commerciBl &etl of"Yerhfl Buentl Center to the etlst tlfld the lower sCtlle, mixed 'btSe

3

ser;ice/ind'btStriBl tmd ho'btSing BrCtl ·west Dj£Sixth Street.

4

The },{UR serves f1S f1 major housing opport'btnity &etl within the etlstem portion ofthe South ef

5

}Jarket. The district controls &e is intended to facilitate the development of high-density, mid-

6

rise housing, including family-sized housing and residential hotels. The district is also

7

designed to encourage the expansion of retail, business service and commercial and cultural

8

arts activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to

9

subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

10

Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail activities

11

along major thoroughfares is encouraged. Hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult

12

entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. Office is limited by residential-to-

13

non residential ratio in new construction.

14

15

Table 841

16

MUR - MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

17

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

18

Mixed Use-Residential District
Controls

19

Building and Siting Standards

20

841.01

Height Limit

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Maps 1 and 84-

21

Map, §§ 260-

and-+ of the Zoning Map Height

22

261.1, 263.20

sculpting required on narrow streets, §

23

261.1 Non-habitable vertical projections

24

permitted,§ 263.20

25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

562

Page 191

1

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Map.y 1 and 8.J-

2

Map.§§ 270,

£IFlfl-+

3

270.1' 270.2

mass reduction required, § 270.1 Mid-

841.02

Bulk Limit

4

block alleys required, § 270.2

5

* * * *

6

841.04

Setbacks

§§ 132.4,

7

134, 136,

8

136.2, 144,

9

145.1

10

* * * *

11

841.09

12
13

Residential to non-

§ 803.8(d):9(a)

residential ratio

Generally required

3 sq.ft. of residential for every 1 sq.ft. of
other permitted use.

* * * *

14
15
16

of the Zoning Map Horizontal

Usable Open

§ 135. 136,

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq. ft. per unit if

Space for Dwelling

427

publicly accessible. In the Central SoMa

841.11
Units and Group

SUD. buildings taller than 160 feet may

17

Housing

also

18

Usable Open

19

~ay

the in-lieu fee.

Required; amount varies based on use;
841.12

Space for Non-

§ 135.3, 426
may also pay in-lieu fee

20

Residential

21

* * * *

22

841.15

Street Frontage,

§ 145.4

3rd Street, between Folsom Street and

23

Ground Floor

Town send Street; 4th Street, between

24

Commercial

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom

25

Street, between 4th Street and 6th Street.
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1

841.16

Vehicular Access

§

155(r)

Restrictions

2

3rd Street. between Folsom Street and
Town send Street; 4th Street, between

3

Folsom Street and Town send Street;

4

Folsom Street, between 4th Street and

5

5th Street.

6

841.17

Driveway Loading

7

and Operations

8

Plan

9

841.18

10

11

Larae Project

§

155(u)

Required in the Central SoMa SUD for
projects of 100,000 sq. ft. or more.

§

329

Required pursuant to Section 329.

Authorization
General Plan

Subject to the Urban Design Guidelines:

12

Commerce

and, in the Central SoMa SUD. subject to

13

and lndustrv

the Central SoMa Guide to Urban Design

14

Element:

15

Central SoMa

16

Plan

17

841.19

841.20

Design Guidelines

Lot coverage

§

249.78

In the Central SoMa SUD, limited to 80

18

percent at all residential levels, except

19

that on levels in which all residential units

20

face onto a public right-of-way, 100% lot

21

coverage may occur. The unbuilt portion

22

of the lot shall be open to the sky except

23

for those obstructions permitted in yards

24

pursuant to Section 136(c) of this Code.

25

Where there is a pattern of mid-block
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1

open space for adjacent buildings. the

2

unbuilt area of the new project shall be

3

designed to adjoin that mid-block open

4

space.

5

Residential Uses

6

841.210

Dwelling Units

§ 102-:7

p

7

841.22.:+

Group Housing

§ 890.88(b)

p

8

841.2~2

SRO Units

§ 890.88(c)

p

841.2i6

Homeless Shelters

9
10

§§ 102,

11
12

Dwelling Unit

§§ 124, 207.5,

Density Limit

208

No density limit #

841.2~4

13

At least 40% of all dwelling units must

14
15

contain two or more bedrooms or 30%
841.2~§

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6
of all dwelling units must contain three

16

or more bedrooms.

17
18

Affordability

§ 415

841.2Ze

Restrictions apply, see Section 415

Requirements

19
20

p

890.88(d)

Residential
Restrictions apply; see criteria of
841.2§7

Demolition or

§ 317
Section 317

21

Conversion

22

* * * *

23

Retail Sales and Services

24

* * * *

25
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1

841.46

Formula Retail

2

§ 102, 303,

In the Central SoMa SUD. NP for

303.1

Restaurants, Limited Restaurants, and

3

Bars; C for all other Formula Retail Uses.

4

Elsewhere, C for all Formula Retail Uses.

5

If approved, subject to size controls in

6

Section 840.45.

7

* * * *

8

Other Uses

9

* * * *

10

841.96

Open Air Sales

11

§ 803.9(efl),
890.38

12

* * * *

13

841.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 890.140,

14

including

803.9(h),

15

Automated Bank

16

Teller Machine

17

p

p

* * * *

18
SPECIFIC PROVISIONS FOR MUR- RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

19

21

Zoning Controls

Section

20

§

841.2~4

§ 207(c)(4)

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS

22

Boundaries: Within the boundaries of the MUR-

23

Mixed Use-Residential District.

24

Controls: An "Accessory Dwelling Unit," as defined

25

in Section 102 and meeting the requirements of
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1

Section 207(c)(4) is permitted to be constructed

2

within an existing building in areas that allow

3

residential use or within an existing and authorized

4

auxiliary structure on the same lot.

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 842. MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

7

The Mixed Use-Office (MUO) rblnspredominGlfltly along the 2nd Street corridor in the South

8

o.fA/arket area. The }AVO is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-

9

scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment and small tourist hotels are

10

permitted as a conditional use. Large tourist hotels are permitted as a conditional use in

11

certain height districts. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted, while demolition or

12

conversion of existing dwelling units or group housing requires conditional use authorization.

13

Family-sized housing is encouraged. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district

14

pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

15

16

Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are
also principal permitted uses. Adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted.

17
18

Table 842

19

MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

20

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

21

Controls

22

Building and Siting Standards

23

* * * *

24

842.06

25

Mixed Use Office District

Parking and Loading

§ 155(r)

Access: Prohibition
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1

* * * *

2

842.09

§ 803.8(e}9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 890.104,

p

7

Services whiehthat are not

890.116, 803.9(tg),

8

listed below

121.6

3

Residential to nonresidential ratio

4

* * * *

5

Retail Sales and Services

6

842.45

9

* * * *

10

Other Uses

11

* * * *

12

842.96

Open Air Sales

13

§§ 803.9(ed),
890.38

14

* * * *

15

842.98

Walk-up Facility, including

§§-890.140,

16

Automated Bank Teller

803.9(h)

17

Machine

18

p

p

* * * *

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT.

21

The Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while

22

maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to

23

serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern

24

Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair

25

uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse,
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1

and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, and nighttime

2

entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability requirements.

3

Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted to the

4

upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in

5

this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as

6

expressed in this Section and in the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted

7

within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

8
9

Table 843

10

UMU- URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

11

No.

§

Zoning Category

12

Urban Mixed Use District Controls

References

13

Building and Siting Standards

14

* * * *

15

843.09

16

None

Residential to non-

§

residential ratio

803.8(e}.9(a)

17

* * * *

18

Retail Sales and Services

19

843.45

All Retail Sales and

§§ 890.104,

P up to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot;

20

Services whieh that are

890.116,

above 25,000 gross sq. ft. per lot

21

not listed below

803.9(ig),

permitted only if the ratio of other

121.6

permitted uses to retail is at least 3:1. P

22
23

up to 3,999 gross sq.ft. per use; C over

24

4,000 gross sq.ft. per use.

25

* * * *
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1

843.51

Gyms

2

§§ 218(d),

P up to 3,999 gross sq. ft. per use; C

803.9(ig)

over 4,000 gross sq. ft. per use. Not
subject to 3:1 ratio, per Sec. 803.9(tg)

3
4

* * * *

5

Office

6

* * * *

7

843.65A

Services, Professional;

§§ 890.108,

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

8

Services Financial;

890.110,

803.9(h.i). P on the ground floor when

9

Services Medical

890.114

primarily open to the general public on a

10

11

client-oriented basis.

§§

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

12

803.9(h.i),

803.9(h.i)

13

890.70,

14

890.118

843.66

All blQther Office Uses

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

* * * *

18

843.96

Open Air Sales

p

§§

19

803.9(ed),

20

890.38

21

* * * *

22

843.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 890.140,

23

including Automated

803.9(8),

24

Bank Teller Machine

25

p

* * * *
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 844. WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

3

The WSoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale,

4

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The

5

WMUG is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light

6

industrial, wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general

7

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting

8

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density

9

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

10

* * * *

11

Table 844

12

WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

13

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

WSoMa Mixed Use-General District
Controls

14

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

844.96

§§ 803.9(efi),

Pup to 10,000 gsf per lot.

890.38

NP above.

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 803.9(b},

p

21

including Automated

890.140

22

Bank Teller Machine

Open Air Sales

18
19

* * * *

20

844.98

23

* * * *

24

* * * *

25

SEC. 845. WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.
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The WSoMa Mixed Use-Office (WMUO) runs predominantly along the Townsend

1

2

Street corridor between 4th Street and 7th Street and on 11th Street, from Harrison Street to

3

the north side of Folsom Street. The WMUO is designed to encourage office uses along with

4

small-scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment is permitted, although

5

limited by buffers around RED and RED-MX districts.
* * * *

6
7

Table 845

8

WMUO- WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

9

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

WSOMA Mixed Use-Office

10

District Controls

11

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS

12

* * * *

13

845.09

§ 803.8(e):9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 121.6,

P up 10 10,000 gsf per lot;

18

Services whiehthat are not

803.9(ig),

C up to 25,000 gsf;

19

listed below

890.104

NP above

§§ 803.9(ed),

p

14

Residential to nonresidential ratio

15

* * * *

16

Retail Sales and Services

17

845.45

20

* * * *

21

Other Uses

22

* * * *

23

845.96

Open Air Sales

24
25

890.38
* * * *
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Walk-up Facility, including

§§ 803.9(b),

2

Automated Bank Teller

890.140

3

Machine

1

4

845.98

p

* * * *

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 846. SALI- SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

7

The Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALI) District is largely comprised of low-scale

8

buildings with production, distribution, and repair uses. The district is designed to protect and

9

facilitate the expansion of existing general commercial, manufacturing, home and business

10

service, and light industrial activities, with an emphasis on preserving and expanding arts

11

activities. Nighttime Entertainment is permitted although limited by buffers around RED and

12

RED-MX districts. Residential Uses, Offices, Hotels, and Adult Entertainment uses are not

13

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

14

207(c)(4) of this Code.

15
16

Table 846

17

SALI - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

18

No.

Zoning Category

19

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS

20

* * * *

21

846.09

22

Residential to non-

§ References

§ 803.8(ef.9(a)

SALI District Controls

None

residential ratio

23

* * * *

24

Office

25

* * * *
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1

846.65b Office Uses Related to the

2

Hall of Justice

3

* * * *

4

Other Uses

5

* * * *

6

846.96

Open Air Sales

7

§§ 803.9(ffl),

P in Special Use District, pursuant

822

to§ 803.9{fg)

§§ 803.9(e4),

P up to 10,000 gsf per lot;

890.38

C up to 25,000 gsf;

8

NP above

9

* * * *

10

846.98

Walk-up Facility, including

§§ 803.9(h),

11

Automated Bank Teller

890.140

12

Machine

13

p

* * * *

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 847. RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT.

16

Residential Enclave-Mixed Districts (RED-MX) encompass some of the clusters of low-

17

scale, medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow

18

side streets of the Western SoMa area. Many parcels in these residential enclaves are

19

underdeveloped and represent opportunities for new residential and low-intensity commercial

20

uses.

21

* * * *

22

Table 847

23

RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

24

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

25

Residential Enclave-Mixed
Controls
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1

* * * *

2

Other Uses

3

847.66

Open Air Sales

4

§§ 803.9(ed),

P up to 1,250 gsf per lot;

890.38

C above;

5
6

NP above 1 FAR

* * * *

7

* * * *

8

SEC. 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

9

The Central SoMa Mixed Use-O(fice (CMUO) extends predominantly between 2nd Street and

10

6th Street in the South o(Market area. The CMUO is designed to encourage a mix o(residential and

11

non-residential uses. including o(fice. retail. light industrial. arts activities. nighttime entertainment.

12

and tourist hotels.

13

Table 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL

14

TABLE

15
16

Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office District Controls

17

Zoning Category

~ References

Controls

~~

Varies. See Height and Bulk Map Sheets

18
19

Massing and Setbacks

20

Height and Bulk Limits.

102. 105.

21

106. 250-

HT01 and HT07. Height sculpting

22

252. 260.

required and additional bulk limits

23

261.1.

pursuant to

24

263.20.

projections permitted pursuant to

25

263.30. 270.

~263.20:

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

575

~270:

Non-habitable vertical

additional height permissible

Page 204

1

270.1. 270.2. pursuant to §263.30; horizontal mass

2

271. See

reduction required pursuant to §270.1;

3

also Height

and Mid-block alleys required pursuant

4

and Bulk

to §270.2.

5

District

6

Maps

7

5 Foot Height Bonus for Ground Floor

8

Commercial

9

Setbacks

§263.20

NP

§§132.4,

Generally required Along 4th Street

10

134, 136,

south o(Bryant Street, required by a

11

144. 145.1

minimum depth of.five feet, from

12

sidewalk wade up to a minimum height

13

o{_25 (§et.

14

Street Frontage and Public Realm

15

Streetscape and Pedestrian

16

Improvements

17

§ 138.1

Required

Street Frontage Requirements

§ 145.1

Required

18

Street Frontage, Ground Floor

§ 145.4

2nd Street, on the west side, between

19

Commercial

Dow Place and Townsend Street.· 3rd

20

Street, between Folsom Street and

21

Townsend Street; 4th Street. between

22

Folsom and Townsend Streets.· Folsom

23

Street, between 4th and 6th Streets:

24

Brannan Street, between 3rd Street and

25
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1

4th Street; Townsend Street, on the north

2

side, between 2nd Street and 4th Street.

3

4
5
6

Vehicular Access Restrictions

§ 155(r)

3rd Street between Folsom and

7

Townsend Streets; 4th Street between

8

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom

9

Street from 4th Street to 5th Street;

10

Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th

11

Street; and Townsend Street from 2nd

12

Street to 6th Street.

13

Driveway Loading and Operations Plan

§ 155(u)

14

Required for projects ofl 00, 000 sq. ft. or
more.

15

Miscellaneous

16

Lot Size (Per Development2

§ 102, 303

NIA

17

Planned Unit Development

§ 304

NP

18

Large Project Authorization

§329

Required for new construction greater

19

than 85 feet in height; additions to an

20

existing building with a height of85 feet

21

or less resulting in a total building height

22

greater than 85 feet; or the net addition

23

or new construction o(more than 50,000

24

gross square [§et.

25

Awning and CanopJ!.
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§§ 150.

Car parking not required. Limits set forth

2

151.1. 153.

in §151.1. Bicycle Parking required

3

156! .:t-e-:t,

pursuant to §155.2. ](car parking is

4

166. 167

provided, car share spaces are required

1

Off-Street Parking

5

when a project has 50 units or more

6

pursuant to §166.

7

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

At least 40% of all dwelling units shall

8

contain two or more bedrooms, 30% of

9

all dwelling units shall contain three or

10

r:zore bedrooms. or 35% o(all dwelling

11

units shall contain two or more bedrooms

12

with at least 10% containing three or

13

more bedrooms.

14

Lot coverage

§ 249.78

Limited to 80 percent at all residential

15

levels. except that on levels in which

16

all residential units face onto a public

17

right-of-way. 100% lot coverage may

18

occur. The unbuilt portion of the lot

19

shall be open to the sky except for

20

those obstructions permitted in yards

21

pursuant to Section 136Cc) of this

22

Code. Where there is a pattern of

23

mid-block open space for adjacent

24

buildings, the unbuilt area of the new

25
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1

project shall be designed to adjoin

2

that mid-block open space.

3

Use Characteristics

4

Single Room Occu{2ancJ!.

~102

p

5

Student Housing

~102

p

6

Residential Uses

7

Residential Uses

~102

p

8

Dwelling Units. Senior Housing. and

~207

No residential density limit b)!. lot area.

9

Grou{2 Housing

Density restricted bJt.phJ!.sical envelo{2e

10

controls o(height. bulk, setbacks. open

11

space, exposure and other applicable

12

controls ofthis and other Codes, as well

13

as b)!. applicable design guidelines.

14

applicable elements and area plans ofthe

15

General Plan. and design review b)!. the

16

Planning Department.

17

Accessory Dwelling Units

18

~~

102,

207(c)(4)

P within the existing building envelope. 1
ADU allowed in buildings with 4 or

19

fewer Dwelling units. No limit in

20

buildings with 5 or more Dwelling Units.

21

ADUs may not eliminate or reduce

22

ground-story retail or commercial

23

spaces.

24
25
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1

Homeless Shelters

§§ 102. 208

Density limits regulated by the

2

Administrative Code. Chapter 20. Article

3

XIII

4

Loss o[Dwelling Units

5

Residential Conversion. Demolition. or

6

Merger

§317

c

§§ 102. 123.

No FAR Limit.

7
8

9
10
11
12

Develoement Standards
Floor Area Ratio

124

13
14

Use Size

§102

Restrictions on some Retail Sales and
Service Uses. {..12

15
§§ 145.1.

Car parking not required. Limits set fOrth

17

150. 151.1.

in§ 151.1. Bicycle parking required

18

153-156.

pursuant to § 155.2. Car share spaces

19

166.204.5

required when a project has 25 or more

16

Off-Street Parking.

parking spaces pursuant to § 166.

20
21

Off-Street Freight Loading

§§ 150.

22

152.1. 153-

23

155. 161.

24

204.5

Pursuant to§ 152.1.

25
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1

Useable Open Space

2

§§ 135.3.

Required; amount varies based on use;

426

may_ Pill!. in-lieu (ge.

3

Commercial Use Characteristics

4

Drive-up Faciliry

§102

NP

5

Formula Retail

§§ 102. 303,

NP for Restaurants, Limited Restaurants,

303.1

and Bars. C for all other Formula Retail

6
7

Uses.

8

Hours o[. Operation

§102

No Restrictions

9

Maritime Use

§102

NP

10

Open Air Sales

§102

p

11

Outdoor Activiry Area

§102

p

12

Walk-ull. Faciliry

§102

p

13

Agricultural Use Catego!J!.

14

Agricultural Uses*

§§ 102.

p

15
16

202.2{.c2
Agriculture. Large Scale Urban

17

§§ 102.

c

202.2{.c2

18

Automotive Use Catego!J!.

19

Automotive Uses*

§102

p

Parking Garage, Private

§102

Parking Garage, Public

§102

c
c

Parking Lot, Private

§§ 102, 142,

NP

20
21
22

23

156

24

25
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1

Parking Lot, Public

2

§§ 102, 142,

NP

156

3

Service, Motor Vehicle Tow

§102

c

4

Services, Ambulance

§102

c

5

Vehicle Storage Garage

§102

c

6

Vehicle Storage Lot

§102

NP

7

Entertainment and Recreation Use Categp!J!.

8

Entertainment and Recreation Uses*

§102

p

9

Entertainment, Nighttime

§102

P(4)

10

Entertainment, Outdoor

§102

NP

11

012.en Recreation Area

§102

NP

12

S12.orts Stadium

§102

NP

13

Industrial Use Categorr.

14

Industrial Uses*

§§ 102,

NP

15
16

202.2(d2
Food ,Fiber and Beverage Processing 1

17

18

21

22
23

E.

202.2(d2
Manufi:tcturing, Light

19

20

§§102,

§§ 102,

p

202.2(d2
Institutional Use Categorr.
Institutional Uses*

§102

p

Hos12.ital

§102

c

Medical Cannabis Dis12.ensary

§§ 102,

E.

24

202.2(e2

25
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1

Sales and Service Use Categp!J!.

2

Retail Sales and Service Uses*

§102

P{J)

3

Adult Business

§102

NP

4

Animal Hoseital

§102

p

5

Bar

§§102,

P(1)(3)

6

202.2(a2

7

Hotel

§102

C(2)

8

Kennel

§102

p

9

Massage Establishment

§102

NP

10

Mortuary_

§102

NP

11

Motel

§§ 102,

NP

12

13

202.2(a2
Restaurant

14
15

18
19

20
21

22
23
24

P(12(32

202.2(a2
Restaurant, Limited

16

17

§§ 102,

§§ 102,

P(D(32

202.2(a2
Storage, Sel[

§102

NP

Trade Shoe

§102

p

Non-Retail Sales and Service

§102

p

Utilitv and ln(!astructure*

§102

p

Internet Service Exchange

§102

c

Power Plant

§102

NP

Public Utilities Yard

§102

NP
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1

Wireless Telecommunications Services

2

Facility

3

*Not Listed Below

4

(1) P up to 25. 000 gross sq. ft. per lot: above 25.000 gross sq. ft. per lot permitted only ifthe ratio

5

of other permitted uses to retail is at least 3:1.

6

(2) Not subject to ratio requirements o({J) above. pursuant to § 803.9(g).

7

(3) Formula Retail NP.

8

(4) Pin the area bounded by bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street. and Townsend Street;

9

C elsewhere.

10

(5) C i(a Macro WTS Facility: P i(a Micro WTS Facility.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 890.37. ENTERTAINMENT, OTHER.

13

In the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, a retail use, other than adult entertainment, as

14

defined in Section 890.36 of this Code, which provides live entertainment, including dramatic

15

and musical performances, and/or provides amplified taped music for dancing on the

16

premises, including but not limited to Places of Entertainment and Limited Live Performance

17

Locales, as defined in Section 1060 of the Police Code. Other entertainment also includes a

18

bowling alley, billiard parlor, shooting gallery, skating rink and other commercial recreational

19

activity, but it excludes amusement game arcades, as defined in Section 890.4 of this Code

20

and regulated in Section 1036 of the Police Code. Fer Seuth o.fAfarket Districts, see Sectitm

21

102.17.

22

* * * *

23

SEC. 890.116. SERVICE, PERSONAL.

24

A retail use which provides grooming services to the individual, including salons,

25

cosmetic services, tattoo parlors, and health spas, excluding mtrsstrge esttlblishments subject to

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

585

Page 214

1

Sectifm 218.1 o.lthis Code located within South DJ"G\larket Districts, or instructional services not

2

certified by the State Educational Agency, such as art, dance, exercise, martial arts, and

3

music classes, except that in the South DJ·f}.Jarket Districts, arts acti'.Jities foiling within Section 102.2

4

shall not be consideredpersonal services.

5

* * * *

6

SEC. 890.124. TRADE SHOP.

7

A retail service use which provides custom-crafted goods and/or services for sale

8

directly to the consumer, reserving some storefront space for display and retail service; if

9

conducted within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or exits

10

required by law located within 50 feet of any R District. A trade shop includes, but is not

11

limited to:

12

* * * *

13

(g) Within the South DjqJa.r..'£et Districts, arts activities falling ·,vithin Section 102.2 shall not be

14
15

considered trade shops.
{h)-Within South (}j}.Jarket and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, this use

16

shall include the offices of building, plumbing, electrical, painting, masonry, roofing, furnace or

17

pest control contractors and storage of incidental equipment and supplies used by them, if

18

located entirely within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or

19

exits required by law within 50 feet of an R District. No processing of building materials, such

20

as mixing of concrete or heating of asphalt shall be conducted on the premises. Parking,

21

loading and unloading of all vehicles used by the contractor shall be located entirely within the

22

building containing the use.

23

{ib.) Within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, it does not include any shop which

24

uses a single machine of more than five horsepower capacity, or a shop in which the

25

mechanical equipment, together with related floor space used primarily by the operators of
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1

such equipment, occupies in the aggregate more than 1/3 of the total Qgross Efloor Aerea of

2

the use. A trade shop is distinct from light manufacturing, as defined in Section 890.54(a) of

3

this Code.

4
5

Section 5. This section is uncodified. Applicable provisions of the Planning Code shall

6

apply to a residential Tower on Block 3786. Lot 035, except as otherwise provided in this

7

Section. In the event of a conflict between other provisions of the Planning Code and this

8

Section. this Section shall control. For a residential Tower on Block 3786. Lot 035. the

9

following controls shall apply. provided the project meets its lnclusionarv Housing

10
11

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

12

Fourth Street. and a 25-foot setback is required for the Tower Portion for the entire southwest

13

property line frontage directly opposite the property at Block 3786. Lot 322.

14
15
16
17
18

(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 length of a Residential tower shall be 165 feet.

19
20

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

21

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the

22

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

23

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

24
25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

587

Page 216

Section eZ. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

1
2

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

3

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

4

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

5

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

6

the official title of the ordinance.

7
8
9
10
11

12

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

L

/~/-

-p..::=ET:!ZE~R=-=R-.:t-:-:-1L.....,.JA-:--,N'"""I=-=C-:--,H:------

Deputy City Attorney
n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01291584.docx

13

14
15
16
17

18
19

20

21
22

23
24

25
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EXHIBIT 5:
ZONING MAP GRAPHICS (AS AMENDED
ON 7/23/18)
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55-X

65-X

65-X

0

65-X

85-X

45-X
40-X

250

40-X
45-X

65-X

65-X

TOWNSEND ST

Central SoMa Plan

SOUTH PARK

65-X

85-X

85-X

TABER PL

VARNEY PL

CLYDE ST

BLUXOME ST

85-X

LUSK ST

4TH ST

BRANNAN ST

85-X

40-X
85-X

OS

65-X

RITCH ST

40-X 40/55-X65-X

65-X

45-X

85-X

WELSH ST

65-X

45-X

CLARENCE PL

40-X

85-X 65-X

3RD ST

85-X

40-X

FREELON ST

85-X

40-X
45-X

STILLMAN ST

BRYANT ST

40/55-X 65-X
WELSH ST

65-X

85-X 65-X

45-X
85-X

40/55-X

85-X

PERRY ST

30-X

40/55-X

55-X

ZOE ST

30-X

85-X

5TH ST

MORRIS ST

30-X

30-X

MERLIN ST

30-X

OAK GROVE ST

HARRISON ST

VASSAR PL

45-X

HAWTHORNE ST

FOLSOM ST

85-X

85-X

500

STANFORD ST

85-X

130-L

55-X

85-X

LAPU-LAPU ST

45-X

CLEMENTINA ST

MABINI ST

85-X

85-X

FALMOUTH ST

45-X

6TH ST

TEHAMA ST

45-X

TANDANG SORA

85-X

65-X

65-X

1,000 Feet

°
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STEVENSON ST

85-X

MINT PLZ

JESSIE ST

JESSIE ST

MINT ST

85-X

MISSION ST

85-X

NATOMA ST

MINNA ST

MINNA ST

MARY ST

85-X

JESSIE ST

2ND ST

ANNIE ST

STEVENSON ST

NEW MONTGOMERY ST

MARKET ST

NATOMA ST

45-X

85-X

HOWARD ST

45-X

CLEMENTINA ST

45-X

SHIPLEY ST

45-X
45-X

85-X

85-X

45-X

85-X

JENNIFER PL

CLARA ST

85-X

65-X

SCOTT ALY

45-X

85-X

85-X

85-X

45-X

85-X

130-G

BONIFACIO ST

85-X

45-X

RIZAL ST

45-X

130-G

OS
85-X

200-CS

MERLIN ST

PERRY ST

5TH ST

65-X

BRYANT ST

160-CS

65-X

130-CS
WELSH ST

270-CS

50-X

160-CS

45-X

65-X

130-CS

45-X

45-X

130-CS

85-X

45-X

FREELON ST

200-CS

65-X

130-CS

250-CS

85-X

BLUXOME ST

65-X
85-X

160-CS

130-CS

85-X

300-CS 130-CS

400-CS

65-X
65-X

40-X

SOUTH PARK

VARNEY PL

45-X

0

45-X

40-X

250

40-X
45-X

65-X

65-X

TOWNSEND ST

Central SoMa Plan

TABER PL

OS

65-X

CLYDE ST

200-CS

LUSK ST

160-CS

4TH ST

65-X

40-X

65-X

85-X

85-X

45-X

85-X

55-X

WELSH ST

BRANNAN ST

85-X

85-X

RITCH ST

55-X

85-X

ZOE ST

85-X

350-CS

45-X

45-X
30-X

130-CS200-CS

STILLMAN ST

130-CS

55-X

130-CS350-CS

130-CS

130-CS

CLARENCE PL

30-X

85-X-160-CS

3RD ST

MORRIS ST

OAK GROVE ST

30-X

30-X

130-X-160-CS

200-CS

130-CS

HARRISON ST

30-X

DOW PL

VASSAR PL

85-X

500

STANFORD ST

85-X

85-X

MABINI ST

45-X

180-CS
FOLSOM ST

FALMOUTH ST

85-X

85-X

HAWTHORNE ST

85-X

LAPU-LAPU ST

85-X

130-CS

45-X

6TH ST

TEHAMA ST

45-X

TANDANG SORA

85-X

180-CS

300-CS

85-X

65-X

65-X

1,000 Feet

°
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EXHIBIT 6:
ZONING MAP DRAFT ORDINANCE (AS
AMENDED ON 7/23/18)
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FILE NO. 180185

1

ORDINANCE NO.

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

2
3

Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South

4

of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and

5

Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area

6

Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street,

7

on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the

8

Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard

9

and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; affirming the

10

Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act;

11

and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority

12

policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

13
14
15

16

NOTE:

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

17
18

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

19

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

20

(a) On _ _ _ _ _ _, 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

21

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

22

SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. _ _ _ _ _ _, finding the Final EIR reflects

23

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

24

accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of

25

the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and
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1

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

2

(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

3

Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of

4

the Planning Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with. the Clerk of the Board in File

5

No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

6

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

7

Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the

8

Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and

9

Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project

10
11

evaluated in the Final EIR.
(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

12

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

13

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

14

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

15

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution _ _ _ _ __

16

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _ _ _ __

17

recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and

18

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

19

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

20

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

21

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

22

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

23

Zoning Map Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the

24

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _ _ _ _ _, and the Board

25

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.
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1

(f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

2

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

3

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

4

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance.

5

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

6

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

7

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

8

other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

9

(h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

10

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

11

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

12

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

13

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

14

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

15

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

16

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

17

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

18

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

19

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

20

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final

21

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

22

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Zoning Use District

23

Maps ZN01 and ZN08, Height and Bulk District Maps HT01 and HT08, and Special Use

24

District Maps SU01 and SU08, as follows:

25
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1
2

{a) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use
District Map ZN01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

3
4

Description of Property

Use Districts to

Use Districts

5

Assessor's Lot

be Superseded

Hereby Approved

6

Block

7

~

MYR

MYG

MYR

MYG

8
9

oo7, o14 015, 011 021, 029, 031, 033,
036, 102 103

3732

oo3 oo6, oo8 oo9, 018, 023 028, 028

10

030, 035, 040, 044 045, 048, 082, 084,

11

088 088, 080, 087 090, 090A, 091,

12

094 097,099103,108108,110112,

13

114, 117, 119, 126 127, 129 130, 137

14

140, 143,1451\, 148 147, 149 200,

15

202 239, 281 286, 271 666, 681 769,

16

783 784

17

3733

014, 017-020, 020A, 021, 024-026, 028- WMUG

GMYQMUR
--

18

031,034,091-092,145-158

19

093,105

M-1

GMYQMUR

003, 008, 073,

MUO

CMUO

20

3750

21

515-598

22

009,013,050,054,078,081082,088

MYR

GMYQ

028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 150, 157-

MUO

CMUO

MYR

GMYQ

23

3751

24

158, 161-162, 165,411-415,420-522

25

106, 112, 156, 187 170, 173, 176 409

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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MtJ.R

CMUO

WMUG

CMUOMUR

MtJ.R

MUG

SLI

CMUO

001, 105

sso

CMUO

19

006-009, 011-015, 015A, 0158, 015C,

MUO

CMUO

20

032-034, 037, 078-080, 080A, 081,

21

093-096, 113, 116, 119-124

22

016-025

SLI

CMUO

23

099-101

M-1

CMUO

24

112

p

CMUO within 175

1

3752

001 003, 008 010, 051 054, 070, 076,

2

078 081,083, 107, 109 126, 130 153,

3

156 392, 394 473, 501 502, 521 589

4

011, 011A, 014-015, 017-018, 026-028,

5

032-033,036,095,590-617

6

~

001' 003 005, 0061\, 007 010, 022, 024

7

029, 033 034, 037, 041 042, 048 049,

8

056 063, 070 072, 075 079, 081 085,

9

089 090,093 101, 106, 113 122, 129

10

132, 138 139, 141 142, 145 148, 150,

11

152 165, 169 204, 207 239, 241 304,

12

311 312,315 318, 328 344

13

3762

001,003,007-008,011-012,014,016-

14

019,021,023-026,032,036-037,040-

15

041,043,046,048-049,053-055,058,

16

106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119, 121-

17

124, 126-146

18

3763

25

feet of Harrison
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1

Street; remainder

2

of lot to remain P

3

3775

001-002,004-005,008,012,015,087,

4

089,091-096,099-101,104-105,164-

5

171' 181-216

6

016-018,020-022,025,072-073,075,

7

078-081' 083-086, 122-136, 140-

8

163

9

3776

004-005,007-008, 011, 015, 019-021,

10

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

11

077,080,093-094,098-101,105-106,

12

113-115, 117-118, 120-148, 151, 153-

13

475

14

3777

001-003,017,019-020,030-

MUO

CMUO

SLI

CMUO

SLI

CMUO

SLI

CMUO

RED

CMUO

SALI

CMUO

15

034

16

005,007,009,013,023-027,056-070,

17

073-174

18

011' 028 029, 035 037, 042, 044 045,

19

050-051' 054-055

20

028-029,035-037,042,044,047-049

SALI

GMYGMUG

21

052

p

CMUO

027-028, 036-037

WMUO

CMUO

035, 038, 321-322

MUO

CMUO

001-008, 012-019, 021-024, 026, 028,

SLI

CMUO

22

3786

23
24
25

3787

033, 036-037, 040, 040A, 044, 048-50,

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

600

Page6

1

052-139, 144-149, 151-159, 161-164,

2

166-218, 241-246

3

031

MUO

CMUO

002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 037-039,

MUO

CMUO

SLI

CMUO

4

3788

5

042-044, 049-073

6

010, 012-015, 020-024, 024A, 041, 045,

7

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

8
9
10

(b) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use
District Map ZN08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

11
12

Description of Property

Use Districts to

Use Districts

13

Assessor's Lot

be Superseded

Hereby Approved

14

Block

15

3778

SALI

GMYGMUG
--

001,001C,001D,001E,001F,016-

16

019, 022-023, 025-026, 032, 046A,

17

0468,046C,046D,046E,046F,046G,

18

046H, 051-087

19

001 B, 0028, 004-005, 047-048

SALI

CMUO

002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 0048, 005,

WMUO

CMUO

20

3785

21

022-024, 030-131

22

009,016-018,132,137-313

SALI

GMYGMUG

014, 148, 15-016, 018, 19A, 043-102,

WMUO

CMUO

MUO

CMUO

23

3786

24

161-262

25

020,104-160,263-307
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1
2

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

3

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

4

follows:

5
6

Description of Property

7

Height and

Height and

Additional

Bulk Districts

Bulk Districts

Information for

to be

Hereby

Split Lots

Superseded

Approved

85-X

180-CS/300-

300 feet to a

cs

depth of 75 feet

Assessor's Lot
8

Block
9

10

3732

003

11
12
13

from 5th Street
004

45-X/85-X

14

45-X/180-

300 feet to a

CS/300-CS

depth of 75 feet

15

from 5th Street,

16

45 to a depth of

17

50 feet from

18

Tehama Street

19

005, 149

85-X

300-CS

20

099

45-X

45-X/180-CS

45 feet to a depth

21

of 50 feet from

22

Tehama Street

23

100

45-X/85-X

45-X/180-CS

45 feet to a depth

24

of 50 feet from

25

Tehama Street
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1

2

3733

145A, 146

85-X

180-CS

014, 148-158

55-X

180-CS

55-X

85-X

3

017-020, 020A, 021

4

024-026, 0311 034,

5

091-092, 145-147

6

028-030

55-X

130-CS

7

093, 105

130-L

180-CS

003

130-E

200-CS

008,073,086

85-X

200-CS

10

009

85-X

130-G

11

013

85-X

130-CS

090-509

85-X/130-G

130-G

515-598

130-E

200-CS

029, 150

85-X

45-X/85-X

8

3750

9

12
13
14

3751

I

15

of 80 feet from

16
17

85 feet to a depth

Harrison Street
053-054

85-X

45-X

168

85-X

45-X/85-X

18
45 feet to a depth

19
of 150 feet from
20
Lapu Lapu Street
21
169

85-X

45-X/85-X

45 feet to a depth

22
of 150 feet from
23
Lapu Lapu Street,
24
45 to a depth of
25
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1

45 feet from Rizal

2

Street
173

130-G

OS

011,011A

55-X

85-X

5

012,014-015,017-018,

55-X

45-X

6

026-028, 032-033, 036

7

095

55-X

45-X/85-X

3
4

3752

85 feet to a depth

8

of 85 feet from

9

Harrison Street

10

590-617

55-X

85-X

001,032,121

85-X

130-CS

12

003

55-X/85-X

130-CS

13

011-012, 014, 016-019,

45-X

85-X

14

021' 023-024, 040-041'

15

043, 046, 048-049,

16

053-055, 124, 126,

17

139-146

18

025

45-X

130-CS

19

026,036-037, 118

55-X

130-CS

058, 119, 122-123

55-X

85-X

106

55-X

130-CS-160-

11

20
21

3762

22
23
24

cs
108-109, 117

55-X

85-X-160-CS

112

55-X/85-X

130-CS-160-

160 feet to a

25
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1

CS/160-CS

2

depth of 250 feet
from 4th Street

3

113

45-X

130-CS-160-

cs

4
5

116

85-X-160-

130-160 feet to a

6

CS/130-CS-

depth of 350 feet

7

160-CS

from 4th Street

8
9

3763

45-X

001

40-X

350-CS

008-009, 017-018, 025,

65-X

85-X

45-X

85-X

45-X

130-CS-350-

10

037

11

011-015, 015A, 0158,

12

015C, 016, 032-034,

13

119-124

14

078-079

cs

15
16

080,080A,081

65-X

130-CS-350-

cs

17
18

093-096

65-X

130-CS

19

099-101

40-X

130-CS-350-

cs

20
21

105

40-X

22
23

130-CS-200-

cs
112

45-X

45-X/350-CS

350 to a depth of

24

175 feet from

25

Harrison Street
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1

113

85-X

350-CS

350 feet to a

2

depth of 175 feet

3

from Harrison

4

Street

5

116

65-X/85-X

130-CS

008,011,015,019-

65-X

85-X

6
7

3776

8

021, 024, 077, 080,

9

113-114

10

025

85-X

200-CS

11

032, 117

85-X

130-CS

12

034,038-044,049,118

65-X

130-CS

15

151

55-X/65-X

85-X

16

455

55-X/65-X

65-X/85-X

13
14

85 feet to a depth

17

of 205 feet from

18

Brannan Street

19

3777

005, 007, 009, 013,

20

023-027' 056-070

21

011

40-X

45-X

40/55-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

22

of 85 feet from

23

Bryant Street

24
25
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1

017

65-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

2

of 80 feet from

3

4th Street

4

028-029

40/55-X

45-X

5

035-036, 054-055

40/55-X

65-X

6

037

40/55-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

7

of 80 feet from

8

Brannan Street

9

042,044

40/55-X

45-X/85-X

85 feet to a depth

10

of 80 feet from

11

Brannan Street

12

045

40/55-X

160-CS

13

047-049

40/55-X

130-CS

14

050

40/55-X

45-X/130-

130 feet to the

CS/160-CS

depth of a linear

15
16

extension of the

17

northwest edge of

18

the Welsh Street

19

right-of-way, 45

20

feet in the area

21

between the

22

linear extension

23

of the northwest

24

edge of the Welsh

25

Street right-of-
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1

way and the

2

linear extension

3

of the southeast

4

edge of the Welsh

5

Street right-of-

6

way

7

051

40/55-X

45-X/130-CS

130 feet to the

8

depth of a linear

9

extension of the

10

northwest edge of

11

the Welsh Street

12

right-of-way

13

052

40-X

14

504&-X/130-

130 feet to the

CS/160-CS

depth of a linear

15

extension of the

16

northwest edge of

17

the Welsh Street

18

right-of-way, 160

19

feet to a depth of

20

345 feet from 5th

21

Street

22

073-174

40-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

23

of 80 feet from

24

Brannan Street

25

3786

027-028, 036, 039
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1

035, 038, 321-322

85-X

250-CS

037

65-X

130-CS/200-

200 feet to a

cs

depth of 31 0 feet

2
3
4
5
6

from 5th Street
026,028,050

85-X

400-CS

8

144-149

55-X

65-X

9

161-164

55-X

400-CS

3787

7

10

11
12
13

(d) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and
Bulk District Map HT08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as
follows:

14
15

Description of Property

16
17
18
19
20

Assessor's Lot
Block
Number
3778

001 001 C, 001 D,
I

Height and

Height and

Additional

Bulk Districts

Bulk Districts

Information for

to be

Hereby

Split Lots

Superseded

Approved

40/55-X

85-X

21

001E,001F

22

001 B, 002B, 004-005

40/55-X

270-CS

23

016

40/55-X

65-X

24

017-019, 022-023,

40/55-X

55-X

25

025-026,032, 046A,
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1

0468, 046C, 0460,

2

046E, 046F, 046G,

3

046H, 051-087

4

047-048

40/55-X

160-CS

002

65-X

160-CS

6

003

85-X

160-CS

7

002A, 004

65-X/85-X

85-X

8

009,016

40/55-X

65-X/85-X

5

3785

9

of 137.5 feet from

10

Brannan Street

11

017, 185-232

40/55-X

85-X

12

018, 135, 137-184,

40/55-X

65-X

13

233-313

14

132

40/55-X

160-CS

014

65-X/85-X

300-CS

16

015-016, 043-082, 104-

85-X

130-CS

17

160, 263-307

18

018, 19A,020,083-

65-X

130-CS

19

102, 161-262

20

0148

65-X/85-X

130-CS

15

85 feet to a depth

3786

21

22
23

(e) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use
District Map SU01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

24
25

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
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1

Descri~tion

of Pro~ertv

2
Assessor's Lot

3

S~ecial

Use

S~ecial

District

Hereb~

District Hereby

Use

Su~erseded

A~~roved

Block

4
3704

025-026, 049-053

N/A

Central SoMa

3725

007, 014.-015, 017-021, 025-026, 029,

N/A

Special Use

5
6

District

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

7
103

8
9

3732

066-068, 074, 076, 078, 080, 087-090,

11

090A, 091,094-097,099-103,106-108,

12

110-112, 114, 117, 119, 122-127, 129-

13

130, 137-140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-

14

200, 202..;239, 261-265, 271-555, 56'1-

15

759, 763-764

16
3733

014, 017-020, 020A, 021 024-026, 028- Western SoMa
I

Special Use

031,034,091-092,145-158

18

District

19
20
21

3750

24
25

093, 105

N/A

003, 008-009, 013, 050, 054, 073, 078,

N/A

081-082, 086, 089-509, 515-598

22
23

N/A

033,035,040,044-045,048,062,064,

10

17

003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028-

3751

028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 105, 112,

N/A

150, 155, 157-158, 161-162, 165, 167170, 173, 175-409,411-415,420-522
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1

3752

001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076,

2

078-081,083, 107, 109-126, 130-153,

3

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589

4

3752

5

011,011A,012,014-015,017-018,026-

Western SoMa

028, 032-033, 036, 095, 590-617

Special Use

6
7

District
3753

001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 021-022,

8

024-029, 033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-

9

049, 056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-

10

085,089-090,093-101, 106, 113-122,

11

129-132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148,

12

150, 152-165, 169-204,207-239,241-

13

304, 311-318, 328-344, 367-375

14

N/A

001-002,011-014, 016-017, 019-022,

Western SoMa

15

024-026, 026A, 027-028, 035, 055, 059,

Special Use

16

071,081, 100, 105-108, 111-112, 114,

District

17

116-117, 119-129, 131, 134-141

18

3760

N/A

3761

002, 005C, 006-007, 062-064

Western SoMa

19

Special Use

20

District

21

3762

001' 003-004, 007-008, 011-012, 014,

22

016-019, 021' 023-026, 032, 036-037,

23

040-041' 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055,

24

058, 106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119,

25

121-124, 126-146
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1

3763

001 1006-009 1011-015 1015AI 0158 1

2

015CI 016-025 1032-034 1037 1078-080 1

3

080A1 081 1093-096 1 099-101 1 105 1 112-

4

11311161119-124

5

3775

001-0021 004-0051 0081 0121 015-0181

6

020-0221025,028-0301032-03310361

7

038-0401 0421 046, 048-0491 053-0551

8

057-0701 072-073, 075, 078-081' 083-

9

087, 089, 091-0961 099-217, 219-224

10

3776

004-0051 007-008, 011 10151 019-021 1

11

024-025,0321034,038-044,049,0621

12

07710801093-0941098-1011105-1061

13

113-1151 117-1181 120-1481 1511 153-

14

475

N/A

N/A

N/A

15

3777

001-00310171019-0201030-034

N/A

16

3777

00510071009,011,013,023-029,035-

Western SoMa

17

0371042,044-0451047-0521054-0701

Special Use

18

073-174

District

027-028,036-037,039

Western SoMa

19

3786

20

Special Use

21

District

22

3786

035, 0381 321-322

N/A

23

3787

001-0051 007-008, 012-0191 021-0241

N/A

24

026,028103110331036-0371040,

25

040A, 044, 048-050 1 052-139 1 144-149,
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151-159, 161-164, 166-218, 241-246

1

2

3788

002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 010, 012-015,

3

020-024, 024A, 037-039, 041-045, 049-

4

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

N/A

5

6
7
8
9

(f) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use
District Map SUDS of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

10

11

Special Use

Description of Property

12
13
14
15

District

3778

Approved

001,0018,001C,001D,001E,001F,

Western SoMa

Central SoMa

0028,004-005,016-019,022-023,025-

Special Use

Special Use

026,032,046A,0468,046C,046D,

District

District

046E, 046F, 046G, 046H, 047-048,

18

051-087

19
3785

21

22

24

Superseded
Block

17

23

District Hereb~

Assessor's Lot

16

20

Hereb~

Special Use

3786

002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 0048, 005,

Western SoMa

009, 016-018, 022-024, 030-132, 135,

Special Use

137-313

District

014,0148,015-016,018,019A,043-

Western SoMa

102, 161-262,

Special Use
District

25
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1

13786

1 020.

104-160. 263-307

2
3

4

5
6

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board
of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

7
8
9

10
11

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

By:~
p ERRMILJANICH
Deputy City Attorney

12
n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01291533.docx

13

14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21

22

23
24

25
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EXHIBIT 7:
UPDATES TO PUBLIC BENEFITS
PROGRAM (AS AMENDED ON 7/23/18)
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7/23 Land Use & Transportation Committee Amendments
CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: SUMMARY (IN 2017 DOLLARS)
TOTAL REVENUES

CATEGORY
ALLOCATION (%)

$940,000,000

44%

$940,000,000

44%

$500,000,000

23%

Local transit improvements to enhance convenience and safety

$340,000,000

16%

Regional transit capacity enhancement and expansion

$160,000,000

7%

$185,000,000

9%

$25,000,000

1%

$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%

BENEFIT

Affordable Housing
38% of new/rehabilitated housing is Below-Market Rate (BMR) (35% low/
moderate income and 3% middle income)

Transit

Parks & Recreation
Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion
Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming

Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)

$80,000,000

4%

(Alternative project: 7th & Mission Park)

($20,000,000)

(1%)

$180,000,000

8%

$180,000,000

8%

$110,000,000

5%

$110,000,000

5%

$11409,000,000

5%

$1520,000,000

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%

$9,000,000

0%

$6570,000,000

3%

$2832,000,000

1%

$22,000,000

1%

$6,000,000

0%

$910,000,000

0%

$64,000,000

3%

New childcare centers

$26,000,000

1%

Capital investments in schools serving K-12 population

$32,000,000

1%

$6,000,000

0%

$2,160,000,000

100%

Production, Distribution, & Repair
Preservation and creation of PDR space to ensure no net loss due to the Plan

Complete Streets
Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for
people walking, biking, and on transit.

Cultural Preservation & Community Services
Restoration of the US Mint Building

Neighborhood cleaning

Environmental Sustainability & Resilience
Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects
Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements
Living Roofs enhanced requirements
Other energy and water efficiency projects

Schools & Childcare

Bessie Carmichael supplemental services

TOTAL

* 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.
NOTE: Over the course of Plan build out (roughly 25 years), the City expects to allocate funds among the public benefit categories in the amounts listed (or proportionally according to the category allocation
percentages listed, should the final amount of revenues differ from what is shown here). However, the sequence of fund disbursement will 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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AFFORDABLE
HOUSING

PRODUCTION,
DISTRIBUTION, &
REPAIR (PDR)

$80,000,000

ENVIRONMENTAL
SUSTAINABILITY

$90,000,000

$45,000,000

$60,000,000

FEE (§428.1)

CENTRAL SOMA

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

AND 414(A))

CHILD CARE FEE (§414

ED. CODE §17620)

SCHOOL IMPACT FEE (CA

(§428.2)

CENTRAL SOMA

INFRASTRUCTURE FEE

FEE (§415)

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

FEE (§413)

JOBS-HOUSING LINKAGE

(§411A)

TRANSPORTATION

SUSTAINABILITY FEE

(§423)

INFRASTRUCTURE FEE

EASTERN

NEIGHORHOODS

DISTRICT (CFD)

$160,000,000

$10,000,000
$20,000,000

$7469,000,000

$6,000,000

$5964,000,000

SCHOOLS &
CHILDCARE
TOTAL
(BY SOURCE)

$210,000,000

$180,000,000

$210,000,000

$40,000,000

$180,000,000

COMPLETE
STREETS
CULTURAL
PRESERVATION
& COMMUNITY
SERVICES

CENTRAL SOMA

$550,000,000

TRANSIT
PARKS &
RECREATION

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

NEW DEVELOPMENT

PUBLIC BENEFIT

DIRECT PROVISION BY

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

$90,000,000

$10,000,000
$20,000,000

$6,000,000
$836,000,000

$354,000,000

$240,000,000

$220,000,000

$210,000,000

$180,000,000

618

$40,000,000

$26,000,000

$32,000,000

$26,000,000

$32,000,000

$20,000,000

TOTAL (BY
CATEGORY)

%
SHARE

$940,000,000

44%

$500,000,000

23%

$185,000,000

9%

$180,000,000

8%

$110,000,000

5%

$11409,000,00
0

5%

$6570,000,00
0

3%

$64,000,000

3%

$2,160,000,000

100%

EXHIBIT 8:
HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT
DRAFT ORDINANCE (AS AMENDED ON
7/23/18)
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FILE NO.

1

ORDINANCE NO.

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

2
3

Ordinance amending the Business and Tax Regulations and Planning Codes to create

4

the Central South of Market Housing Sustainability District (encompassing an area

5

generally bounded on its western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by

6

Second Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an

7

irregular border that generally tracks Folsom, Howard, or Stevenson Streets), and on

8

its southern portion by Townsend Street) to provide a streamlined and ministerial

9

approval process for certain housing projects within the District meeting specific labor,

10

on-site affordability, and other requirements; creating an expedited Board of Appeals

11

process for appeals of projects within the District; and making approval findings under

12

the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of public convenience, necessity,

13

and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302, and findings of consistency with the

14

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

15
16
17
18

NOTE:

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

19
20

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

21

22

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

23

(a) On _ _ _ _ _ _ , 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

24

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

25

SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. _ _ _ _ _ _ , finding the Final EIR reflects
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1

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

2

accurate and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content

3

of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and

4

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

5

(Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

6

Sections 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the Planning

7

Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File

8

No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

9

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes proposed amendments to the

10

Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as amendments to the General

11

Plan to adopt the Central South of Market ("Central SoMa") Area Plan and other related

12

amendments. The proposed Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations

13

Code amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project evaluated in

14

the Final EIR.

15

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

16

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

17

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

18

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

19

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. _ _ _ _ __

20

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _ _ _ __

21

recommended the proposed Planning Code amendments for approval and adopted findings

22

that the actions contemplated in this ordinance creating the Central South of Market Housing

23

Sustainability District are consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and eight

24

priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as its own.

25
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1

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.

2
3

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

4

Planning Code amendments and Business and Tax Regulations Code amendments will serve

5

the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning

6

Commission Resolution No. _ _ _ _ _, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein

7

by reference.

8
9

(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

10

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

11

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth herein.

12

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

13

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

14

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by

15

other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

16

agenci~s

(h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

17

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

18

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

19

identified significant effects; no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

20

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

21

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

22

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

23

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available that indicates that (1)

24

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

25

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3} mitigation measures or
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1

alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become

2

feasible or (4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in

3

the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

4
5
6

Section 2. The Business and Tax Regulations Code is hereby amended by revising
Sections 8 and 26, to read as follows:

7
8

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

9

&Except for variance decisions and permits issued by the Entertainment Commission

10

or its Director, and as otherwise specified in this Section 8. appeals to the Board of Appeals shall

11

be taken within 15 days from the making or entry of the order or decision from which the

12

appeal is taken. Appeals of variance decisions shall be taken within 10 days.

13

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

14

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

15

Sunset Date o[Planning Code Section 343. as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration ofthis

16

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

17

Regulations Code.

18

&Appeals of actions taken by the Entertainment Commission or its Director on the

19

granting, denial, amendment, suspension, or revocation of a permit, or on denial of exceptions

20

from regulations for an Extended-Hours Premises Permit, shall be taken within 10 days from

21

the making of the decision. Nothing in this Section

22

Board of Appeals if any provision of Article 15, Article 15.1 (Entertainment Regulations Permit

23

and License Provisions)!. or Article 15.2 (Entertainment Regulations for Extended-Hours

24

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

~is

intended to require an appeal to the

25
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1
2

@_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:

3
4

(ttl) Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, Director of Planning..
and Planning Commission.

(.J-A) For each appeal from the Zoning Administrator's variance decision..

5
6

the fee shall be $600.

7

(:2-JJ.) For each appeal from any order, requirement, decision.. or other

8

determination (other than a variance) made by the Zoning Administrator, the Planning

9

Department or Commission or the Director of Planning, including an appeal from disapproval

10

of a permit which results from such an action, the fee shall be $600.

11

(h2.) Department of Building Inspection.

12

(.J-A) For each appeal from a Department of Building Inspection denial,

13

conditional approval.. or granting of a residential hotel or apartment conversion permit.. the fee

14

shall be $525.

(:2-JJ.) For each appeal from the granting or denial of a building demolition,

15
16

or other permit (other than residential hotel conversion):. the fee shall be $175.

17
18

19
20

(JC) For each appeal from the imposition of a penalty only.. the fee shall

be $300.
(eJ) Police Department and Entertainment Commission.

(.J-A) For each appeal from the denial or granting of a permit or license

21

issued by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the

22

Entertainment Commission.. to the owner or operator of a business.. the fee shall be $375; for

23

each such permit or license issued to an individual employed by or working under contract to

24

a business, the fee shall be $150.

25
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1

(2-]1.) For each appeal from the revocation or suspension of a permit or

2

license by the Police Department, Entertainment Commission, or the Director of the

3

Entertainment Commission!. the fee shall be $375 for an entity or individual.

4

(d1.) Department of Public Works. For each appeal from the decision of the

5

Director of the Department of Public Works concerning street tree removal by a City agency,

6

commission, or department_ the fee shall be $100.

7

(e.:!) For each appeal from any other order or decision!. the fee shall be $300.

8

(fQJ For requests for rehearing under Section 16 of this Article LJhe fee shall

9

be $150.

10

(gZ) For requests for jurisdiction!. the fee shall be $150.

11

(h~)

An exemption from paying the full fee specified in

S~ubsections

@111

12

through (7)(s), (h), (c), (d), (e), (f), and (g) herein may be granted upon the filing under penalty of

13

perjury of a declaration of indigency on the form provided and approved by the Board. All

14

agencies of the City and County of San Francisco are exempted from these fees.

15

16
17
18

(i2.) Additional Requirements.

(.J.4) Notice of appeal shall be in such form as may be provided by the
rules of the Board of Appeals.
(JB) On the filing of any appeal, the Board of Appeals shall notify in

19

writing the department, board, commission, officer or other person from whose action the

20

appeal is taken of such appeal. On the filing of any appeal concerning a structural addition to

21

an existing building, the Board of Appeals shall additionally notify in writing the property

22

owners of buildings immediately adjacent to the subject building.

23

(J.Q Except as otherwise specified in this subsection (d){9)(C). tThe Board of

24

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

25
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1

45 days after the filing of said appeal, and shall act thereon not later than 60 days after such

2

filing or a reasonable time thereafter.

3

{il_ln the case of a permit issued by the Entertainment

4

Commission or its Director, the Board of Appeals shall set the hearing not less than 15 days

5

after the filing of said appeal, shall act thereon not more than 30 days after such filing, and

6

shall not entertain a motion for rehearing.

7

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

8

Planning Code Section 343. the Board ofAppeals shall set the hearing not less than 10 days afler the

9

filing o[said appeal. shall act thereon not more than 30 days afler such filing. and shall not entertain a

10

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

11

Section 343. as defined in that Section. Upon the expiration o[this subsection. the CityAttorney shall

12

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

13

(4D) With respect to any decision of the Board of Appeals related to any

14

"dwelling" in which "protected class members" are likely to reside (each as defined in

15

Administrative Code Chapter 87), the Board of Appeals shall comply with the requirements of

16

Administrative Code Chapter 87 which requires, among other things, that the Board of

17

Appeals not base any decision regarding the development of such units on information which

18

may be discriminatory to any member of a "protected class."

19

(J.fJ Pending decision by the Board of Appeals, the action of such

20

department, board, commission, officer or other person from which an appeal is taken, shall

21

be suspended, except for: (i) actions of revocation or suspension of permit by the Director of

22

Public Health when determined by the Director to be an extreme public health hazard; {ii)

23

actions by the Zoning Administrator or Director of the Department of Building Inspection

24

stopping work under or suspending an issued permit; (iii) actions of suspension or revocation

25

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

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

626

Page7

1

suspending or revoking authority determines that ongoing operation of the activity during the

2

appeal to the Board of Appeals would pose a serious threat to public safety; and (iv) actions of

3

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

4
5

SEC. 26. FACTS TO BE CONSIDERED BY DEPARTMENTS.

6

(a) Subject to S~ubsection (b) bel:aw, in the granting or denying of any permit, or the

7

revoking or the refusing to revoke any permit, the granting or revoking power may take into

8

consideration the effect of the proposed business or calling upon surrounding property and

9

upon its residents, and inhabitants thereof; and in granting or denying said permit, or revoking

10

or refusing to revoke a permit, may exercise its sound discretion as to whether said permit

11

should be granted, transferred, denied,_ or revoked.

12

* * * *

13

(e) Notwithstanding subsection (a). the provisions ofPlanning Code Section 343 shall govern

14

actions taken on the granting. denial. amendment. suspension. and revocation o(permits regulated

15

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

16

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

17

California Department ofHousing and Community Development under California Government Code

18

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

19

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

20

be removed from the Business and Tax Regulations Code.

21
22
23
24
25

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

SEC. 343. CENTRAL SOMA HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT.
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1

(a) Purpose. This Section 343 establishes a Housing Sustainability District within the Central

2

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

3

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

4

Sustainability District is to encourage the provision of on-site af]Ordable housing in new residential

5

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

6

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

7

within the Plan Area will be permanently affordable to households ofvery low, low. or moderate

8

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

9

approval procedures (or projects seeking approval pursuant to the requirements o[the Central SoMa

10
11

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

12

within the Central SoMa Special Use District, which is defined in Section 249. 78(b). The entirety o[the

13

Central SoMa Special Use District is an "eligible location. " as that term is defined in California

14

Government Code Section 66200(e).

15

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

16

Section 343. all provisions ofthe Planning Code, including Section 249. 78. that would be applicable to

17

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

18

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

19

20

(d) Eligibility. Projects seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 shall meet all o[the
hllowing requirements:

21

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

22

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

23

24
25

dwelling units per acre.
(3) A majority o[the project's gross square footage is designated (or residential uses.
All non-residential uses must be principallypermitted in the underlying zoning district and any
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1

applicable special use district(s), and may not include greater than 24.999 gross square feet ofo(fice

2

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

3

(4) The project does not exceed a height o[160 feet. except that any project whose

4

principal use is housing. where all such housing is restricted for a minimum o[55 years as affordable

5

fOr ''persons and (Qmilies oflow or moderate income. " as defined in California Health & Safety Code

6

Section 50093. shall be deemed to satisfY this subsection (c){4) regardless o[height.

7

{5) l[the project sponsor seeks a density bonus pursuant to California Government

8

Code Section 65915 et seq.. the project sponsor demonstrates to the satis(Qction ofthe Planning

9

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

10

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

11

landmark pursuant to Article 10 o[the Planning Code or a contributory or significant structure

12

pursuant to Article 11 o[the Planning Code.

13

(7) The project provides no less than 10% of its d'A'elling units as units affordable

14

to very lovt' or lm\' income families, using one ofcomplies with the following methodsaffordabilitv

15

requirements. as applicable:
UL~f!rojects

16

subject to Section 415, by electing to shall comply with

17

Section 415 by choosing the On-Site Affordable HousingAlternative under Sections 415.5(g){J){A)-eF

18

415.5(g)(1 )(D); or. and shall provide no less than 10% of dwelling units as units affordable to

19

verv low or low income families.
m.L~f!rojects

20

not subject to Section 415 shall provide no less than 10%

21

of dwelling units as units affordable to verv low or low income families. by entering into a

22

regulatory agreement with the City that contains the terms specified in Section 206. 6(j).

23
24

(8) The project does not demolish. remove. or convert to another use any existing
dwelling unit{s).

25
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1

2
3

{9) The project complies with all applicable zoning and any adopted design review

standards.
(1 0) The project sponsor complies with all Mitigation Measures in the Central SoMa

4

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

5

applicable to the project.

6
7

(11) The project sponsor certifies that the project will comply with all applicable
requirements ofCalifornia Government Code Section 66201 (j)(4).

8

{12) The project shall comply with Government Code Section 66201 (0(5).

9

(13) A project is not deemed to be (or residential use ifit is infeasible (or actual use as

10
11
12

13
14

a single or multifamily residence.
(e) ApprovingAuthority. The Planning Department is the approving authority designated to
review permit applications (or compliance with this Section 343.
(0 Application.

(1) Prior to submittal o(an application (or required approvals from the Planning

15

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

16

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

17

(2) In addition to any requirements under other provisions o[this Code (or submittal of

18

application materials. an application under this Section 343 shall be submitted to the Department on a

19

.form prescribed by the Department and shall include at minimum the (allowing materials:

20

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

21

showing total number o(units. and number of and location o(units affordable to very low or low

22

income households:

23
24

25

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

sponsor's previously-submitted PPA application;
(C) Documentation suflicient to support determinations that:
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1

2

(i) the project meets all applicable zoning and any adopted design
review standards;

3

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

4

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

5

including but not limited to the fOllowing:

6

a. An agreement to implement any and all Mitigation Measures

7

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

8

b. Scope(s) ofwork tor any studies required as part o(any and all

9

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

10

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

11

studies are completed to the satisfaction o[the Environmental Review Officer.

14

(g) Decision and Hearing. The Department shall exercise ministerial approval o(projects that

15

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

16

are approved pursuant to this Section 343.

17

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

18

for all projects that are subject to this Section 343 within 100 days o[receipt ofa complete application,

19

as defined in subsection (j).

20

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

21

subsection (j), the Planning Director or the Director's designee shall issue a written decision

22

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

23

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

24

120 days ofthe Department's receipt o[a complete application, or within the period mutually agreed

25

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

Mayor Breed; Supervisor Kim

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

631

Page 12

1

or the Director's designee shall include anv certifications required by CalifOrnia Government Code

2

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

3

4

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

project application only (Or one or more ofthe fOllowing reasons:

5

(A) The proposed project does not fitlly comply with this Section 343. including

6

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

7

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

8

applicable to the project.

9

(B) The project sponsor has not submitted all o[the infOrmation or paid any

10

application fee required by this Section 343 and necessary (Or an adequate and timely design review or

11

assessment o(potential impacts on neighboring properties.

12

(C) The Department determines. based upon substantial evidence in light o[the

13

whole record ofthe public hearing on the project. that a physical condition on the site o(development

14

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

15

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

16

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

17

in this subsection (g){3){C). "specific adverse impact" means a significant. quantifiable. direct. and

18

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

19

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

20

(4) Appeal. The procedures (Or appeal to the Board o(Appeals o(a decision by the

21

Department under this Section 343 shall be as set fOrth in Section 8 o[the Business and Tax

22

Regulations Code.

23

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

24

the Planning Department or heard by the Planning Commission or Board of Appeals .tor projects

25

subject to this Section 343. As long as the Planning Commission has delegated its authority to
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1

the Planning Department to review applications for projects subject to this Section 343. the

2

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

3

subject to this Section 343.

4

{Ql__progress Requirement. The project sponsor of any project approved

5

pursuant to this Section 343 shall obtain the first site or building permit for the project from the

6

Department of Building Inspection V.'ithin 36 months of the Department's issuance of a written

7

decision pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this Section 34 3. If the project sponsor has not

8

obtained the first site or building permit from the Department of Building Inspection within 36

9

months, then as soon as is feasible after 36 months has elapsed, the Planning Director shall

10

hold a hearing requiring the project sponsor to report on the status of the project, to determine

11

whether the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its effort to obtain the first site or

12

building permit for the project. If the Planning Director finds that the project sponsor has not

13

demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or building permit for the project,

14

the Planning Director shall revoke the approvals for the project. Factors in determining

15

whether the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its efforts include, but are not

16

limited to, V.'hether any delays are the result of conditions outside the control of the project

17

sponsor and whether changes in the financing of the project are necessary in order for

18

construction to proceed.Expiration of approval. Approval of a project pursuant to this

19

Section 343 shall expire if the project sponsor has not procured a building permit or site permit

20

for construction of the project within 30 months of the date of the Department's issuance of a

21

written decision pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this Section 343. If the Planning Director finds

22

that the project sponsor has demonstrated good faith in its efforts to obtain the first site or

23

building permit for the project. the Planning Director may extend the approval for the project

24

for a maximum of six additional months. Such deadline shall additionally be extended in the

25
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1

event of any appeal of such approval for the duration of the appeal. and in the event of

2

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

3

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

4

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

5

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

6

approved by the California Department ofHousing and Community Development.

7

(i) District Affordahility Requirement. At the request ofthe California Department ofHousing

8

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

9

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

10

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

11

households and subject to a recorded affordability restriction for at least 55 years.

12

aJ

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

13

approval ofall projects approved pursuant to this Section 343. monitoring and enforcement provisions

14

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

15

applicable mitigation measures. Projects found to be in violation ofany ofthese conditions shall be

16

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

17

initiation ofabatement proceedings or referral to the City Attorney or District Attorney (or prosecution.

18

ifnot corrected within 90 days ofservice ofany notice ofviolation issued under Section 176.1 (c).

19

Conditions ofapproval shall include, but are not limited to:

20

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

21

Enforcement. certifYing that a project approved pursuant to this Section 343 is complying with

22

subsections (d)(l1) and (d)(l2), if applicable to the project. Projects found to be in violation of

23

subsections (d)(l1) and (d){J2) shall be subject to penalties pursuant to Section 1741 ofthe Labor

24

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

25

be paid prior to issuance ofthe project's First Certificate of Occupancy.
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1

2

(2) The Planning Department shall monitor compliance with Central SoMa EIR
Mitigation Measures.

3

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

4

housing units under the Central SoMa Housing Sustainability District in its annual Housing Inventory.

5

which shall include the following information:

6

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

7

(B) Number o[projects under construction pursuant to approvals obtained

8

under this Section 343.

9
10

11
12
13

14
15
16

(C) Number o[projects completed pursuant to approvals obtained under this
Section 343.
(D) Number o[dwel/ing units within projects completed pursuant to approvals
obtained under this Section 343.
(E) Number ofdwelling 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 o[preliminary approval by

17

the California Department ofHousing and Community Development under California Government

18

Code Section 66202 ("Operative Date").

19

(2) This Section 343 shall expire by operation of/aw seven years from the Operative

20

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

21

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

22

(3) Upon the expiration ofthis Section 343. the City Attorney shall cause this Section

23

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

24

Section 343 shall govern the processing and review ofany complete application submitted pursuant to

25

this Section 343 prior to the Sunset Date.
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1
2

Section 4. Effective Date; Operative Date.

3

(a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs

4

when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not

5

sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

6

Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

7

(b) Consistent with Section 343(k)(1) of the Planning Code, this ordinance in its

8

entirety shall become operative upon receipt of preliminary approval by the California

9

Department of Housing and Community Development under California Government Code

10

Section 66202.

11
12

Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

13

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

14

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

15

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

16

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

17

the official title of the ordinance.

18
19
20
21
22
23

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

/~

P~T~R.MILJANICH
Deputy City Attorney

n:\legana\as2018\1200444\01291535.docx

24
25
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EXHIBIT 9:
PLANNING CODE, ADMINISTRATIVE
CODE, ZONING MAP, IMPLEMENTATION
PROGRAM, AND HOUSING
SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT - ISSUES FOR
CONSIDERATION

637

Planning Code, Administrative Code, Zoning Map,
Implementation Program, and Housing
Sustainability District – Issues for Consideration
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 13, 2018
Project Name:

Date:
Record Number:
Staff Contact:
Reviewed By:

Central SoMa Plan: Approval of Amendments to the Planning
Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map
Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing
Sustainability District Ordinance
September 6, 2018

2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA

Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager,
Citywide Planning; (415)-575-6815; joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

This document includes a list of issues for Planning Commission consideration related to the
Central SoMa Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map Ordinance,
Housing Sustainability Ordinance, and Implementation Program. These issues were brought to
the attention of the legislative sponsors and/or Planning Department staff since adoption of the
Plan at the May 10th Planning Commission hearing, but have not been included in the
amendments to the legislation as of the July 23rd Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing
at the Board of Supervisors.
Section

Request

263.33

If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 elects to build
residential instead of a hotel, require that it exceed the affordable housing
requirement pursuant to Section 415 in order to receive the special height
exception.
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(F) (Flower Mart), allow exception to
the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky in Section 138(d)(2)(E)(i).
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C) (2nd & Harrison), allow an
exception to the bulk controls in Section 270(h) to allow the project to
include a rooftop bar. 1
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(E) (Park Block), allow an exception
to the controls in Section 270.2 to allow the project to install security gates
at the sidewalk entrances to the proposed mid-block alleys.

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

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

1 Per Exhibit 3, (“Environmental Analysis Addressing Amendments to the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan”)
this proposed Issue for Consideration 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, staff recommend that the
exception only be allowed if the project does not cause any new or substantially increased significant impacts that cannot
be mitigated to less than significant levels.

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: September 13, 2018

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

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

329(e)(3)(A)

413.7

434

Case Number 2011.1356TZU
Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(H) (Creamery), allow an exception
to the controls in Section 138(d) to allow the project to include an indoor
POPOS that does not meet the minimum height of 20’.
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(H) (Creamery), allow an exception
to the permitted obstructions in Section 136 to allow the project to include
architectural projections over the right-of-way.
Permit land dedication that is valued at less than the subject project’s JobsHousing 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.
Specify that the land value for land dedication sites in fulfillment of JobsHousing 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. The sponsor
shall submit to the Department, with a copy to MOHCD and the Director
of Property, documentation to substantiate the acquisition cost of land and
any additional information that would impact the value of the property.
Reduce the Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) rates for
residential projects. Consider applying the CFD to Tier B nonresidential
projects in order to maintain CFD revenues.

2
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EXHIBIT 10:
AUGUST 1, 2018 LETTER FROM HISTORIC
PRESERVATION COMMISSION

640

September 6, 2018
Land Use and Transportation Committee of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Re: Central SoMa Public Benefits Package and the Old U.S. Mint
Chair Katy Tang and Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee,
At its August 1, 2018 hearing the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) discussed the proposal to
reduce the amount of potential funding from the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program towards the
rehabilitation of the Old U.S. Mint (Old Mint), City Landmark No. 236. While a much greater
investment is needed to realize the full potential of the Old Mint, the HPC strongly encourages the
Land Use Committee to recommend retention of the 1% allocation (potentially $20,000,000)
considering its potential as a facility that supports the community and the City’s history.
Built in 1874, The Old Mint is not only a locally-designated Landmark; it is listed as a National
Historic Landmark, the highest recognition bestowed upon only the most significant places in
America. In 1997, the federal government sold the Old Mint to the City of County of San Francisco for
one dollar on the condition that it would be rehabilitated for public use. In 2015 the Old Mint was
listed by the National Trust for Historic Preservation on its America’s eleven most endangered places
due to lack of investment. Despite stops and starts to revive the Old Mint, the City Family has made
significant progress over the last three years by actively working with community partners to
reposition the structure as one that represents the activity, safety, and stability of the surrounding
neighborhood.
The HPC supports the many goals of the Public Benefits Package and agrees that the Central SoMa
Plan should not shoulder the entire cost of rehabilitating the structure. The 1% allocation is a fraction
of the total resources required to bring the Old Mint to current safety standards but remains a critical
contribution to realizing its potential. As one of the most significant public buildings in the West, our
community partners, along with the City family, are committed to sharing the financial
responsibilities to reimagine the Old Mint as an anchor of safety, utility, and in service to the many
communities that make up Central SoMa. The HPC strongly urges the Land Use Committee and the
Board of Supervisors to retain the opportunity for the Old Mint to potentially capture $20,000,000
from the Public Benefits Package commitment.
Sincerely,

Andrew Wolfram
President
Historic Preservation Commission
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cc:

Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Historic Preservation Commission
Planning Commission
Jonas Ionin, Office of Commission Affairs
Jon Lau, Mayor’s Office of Employment and Workforce Development
John Rahaim, Planning Department
Timothy Frye, Planning Department
Josh Switzky, Planning Department
Lisa Chen, Planning Department
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Central SoMa Plan – Additional Staff
Recommendations and Issues for Consideration
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 27, 2018
Project Name:

Date:
Record Number:
Staff Contact:
Reviewed By:

Central SoMa Plan: Approval of Amendments to the Planning
Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map
Ordinance, Implementation Program Document, and Housing
Sustainability District Ordinance
September 27, 2018

2011.1356TZU and 2018-004477PCA

Lisa Chen, Senior Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 575-9124; lisa.chen@sfgov.org
Joshua Switzky, Land Use & Housing Policy Program Manager,
Citywide Planning; (415)-575-6815; joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

This document includes additional staff recommendations and issues for Planning Commission
consideration that were not included in the September 6th case packet, related to the Central
SoMa Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance, Zoning Map Ordinance, Housing
Sustainability Ordinance, and Implementation Program. These issues were brought to the
attention of the legislative sponsors and/or Planning Department staff since adoption of the Plan
at the May 10th Planning Commission hearing, but have not been included in the amendments to
the legislation as of the July 23rd Land Use & Transportation Committee hearing at the Board of
Supervisors.

ADDITIONAL STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS ON SEPTEMBER 27, 2018
Section

Request

Rationale

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

On the Key Site identified in Section
329(e)(2)(vi) (the Creamery), allow
exception to the requirement for
protected street frontages in Section
155(r) (not 155.1 as stated in the
September 6th case packet).
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.

Corrects code reference error.

138(e)(2)

To ensure that POPOS will provide
a broad range amenities to serve the
diverse open space and recreational
needs in the Plan Area.

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: September 27, 2018

Case Number 2011.1356TZU & 2018-004477PCA
Approval of Amendments
to the Central SoMa Plan

ADDITIONAL ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION ON SEPTEMBER 27, 2018
Section

Request

249.78

Require “green” and/or “living” walls on new developments, subject to
further exploration on feasible locations for these amenities.
Allow the project 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.
Require that Key Sites provide on-site child care facilities in satisfaction of
their fee requirements under Sections 414, 414A, and 423 unless the project
can demonstrate that it is infeasible to provide such facilities due to state
licensing requirements that cannot be met on the site, or the Commission
determines there is no need for additional childcare facilities in the area.
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C) (2nd & Harrison), allow an exception
to the controls in Section 135(h), to allow the project to include indoor POPOS
in satisfaction of its residential publicly-accessible usable open space
requirement.
On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(H) (Creamery), allow an exception to
the controls in Section 138, subsection (d), to allow the project to include
indoor POPOS that do not meet the minimum area of 2,500 square feet and
minimum floor-to-ceiling height of 20’, and to allow POPOS under
inhabitable portions of buildings that have a clearance height of less than 20’.
Require a Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail uses.
Prohibit market-rate Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units and group housing
uses.
Add language specifying that if the City is unable to apply any new
development requirement that would generate revenue for the Public
Benefits Program, the other provisions of the Planning and Administrative
Code amendments would not apply.

263.34

329

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

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

848
848
Uncodified
section
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102:.,4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April13, 2018

File No. 180184-2

Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Ms. Gibson:
On April 10, 2018, Mayor Farrell introduced the following substitute legislation:

File No. 180184-2
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.
This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

1t>\'L-By:
Environmental Impact Report Certified by the SF

Attachment

Planning Commission on May 10, 2018, Planning
Department Case no. 2011.1356E.

c:

Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning

Joy Navarrete
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DigitallysignedbyJoyNavanete
ON: cn=Joy Navarrete. o=Planning,
ou=EnvironmentaiPianning,
emall=joy.navarrete@sfgov.org, c=US
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING. DEPARTMENT
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1650 MisSion St
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103·2479

May 14,2018
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Mayor Farrell
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:

RecePtion:
415.558.£378
Fax:.
415.558.6409
Planning
Information: ..
415.558.~377

Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2011.1356EMTZU:
CEQA Findings, Central SoMa Amendments to the General Plan, Planning
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps, and Implementation Program
BOS File No: _ _ _ _ _ (pending)
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with modWcMiotts

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Farrell, and Supervisor Kim,
On May 10, 2018 the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted
a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the General Plan
Amendment, Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendment, Zoning Map Amendment,
and Implementation Program 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.
Also at the May 10 hearing, the Commission heard the proposed CEQA Findings, setting forth the
basis for approving the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions, and the economic, social
and other policy considerations, which support the rejection of alternatives in the EIR, which were
not incorporated into the project: The Findings also provide for adoption by the Planning
Commission· all of the mitigation measures in the EIR. The Findings also identify the significant
adverse environmental impacts of the project that have not been mitigated to a level of
insignificance by adoption of mitigation measures and contain a Statement of Overriding
Considerations, setting forth the specific reasons in support of the approval of the implementing
actions and the rejection of alternatives not incorporated into the project.
1

At the May 10 hearing, the Commission voted to recommend adovtion of the proposed CEQA
Findings.
Please find attached documents relating to the Commission/s actions. The redlined version of the
General Plan Amendment, along with two photo copies will be delivered to the Clerk of the Board

wwv.J.sfp!anning . org
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CASE NO. 2011.1356EMTZU
Central SoMa Legis'lative Amendments

Transmittal Materials

following this transmittal. If you have any questions or require further information please do not
hesitate to contact me.

~~

Sincerely,

~--~
Steve Wertheim
Principal Planner
cc:
Andres Power, Senior Advisor, Mayor's Office,
Barbara Lopez, Aide to Supervisor Kim
Moses Corrette, Aide to Supervisor Kim
Vicky Wong, Deputy City Attorney
Peter Miljanich, Deputy City Attorney
Attachments (one copy of the following):
• Planning Commission Motion No. M-20182 (Case No. 2011.1356E- CEQA Findings)
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20183 (Case No. 2011.1356£- CEQA Findings)
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20184 (Case No. 2011.1356M - General Plan
Amendments)
• Planning Commission Resoiution No. R-20185 (Case No. 2011.1356T ~Planning Code and
Administrative Code Amendments)
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20186 (Case No. 2011.1356Z - Zoning Map
Amendments)
• Planning Commission Resolution No. R-20187 (Case No. 2011.1356U - Implementation
Program)
• Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356EMTZU
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356E
• Planning Cotnmissiori Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356M
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356T
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356Z
• Planning Commission Case Report for Case No. Case No. 2011.1356U
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Planning Commission Motion No. 20182
HEARING DATE: MAY 10; 2018

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,

CA 94103·2479
Reception:

Case No.:
Project Address:
Zoning:
Block/Lot:
Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact:

2011.1356£
Central SoMa Plan
Various
Various
San Francisco Planning Department
Steve Wertheim- (415) 558-6612
steve. wertheim®sfgov .org
Elizabeth White- (415) 575-6813
elizabeth. white@sfgov .org

415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning
Information:
415.558~6377

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE PROPOSED CENTRAL SOMA PLAN.
MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the
final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.1356E, the "Central SoMa Plan"
(hereinafter "Project"), based upon the following findings:
1.

The City and County of San Francisco, acting through the Planning Department (hereinafter
"Department") fulfilled all procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Cal. Pub. Res. Code section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal.
Admin. Code Title 14, section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31").
A. The Department determineci that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was
required and provided public notice of that determination by publication in a newspaper of
general circulation on April 24, 2013.
B. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 15, 2013 in order. to solicit public comment
on the scope of the Project's environmental review.
C. On December 14, 2016, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report

(hereinafter "DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the
availability of the DEIR for public review and comment and of the date and time of the Planning
Commission public hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Department's list of
persons requesting such notice.
D. On December 14, 2016, copies of the DEIR were mailed or otherwise delivered to a list of persons
requesting it, to those noted on the distribution list in the DEIR, and to government agencies, the
latter both directly and through the State Clearinghouse.
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Motion No. 20182
May 10,2018

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Central S~Ma Plan ·

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse
on December 14,2016.
2.

The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on January 26, 2017 at which
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEill. The
period for acceptance of written comments ended on February 13, 2017.

3.

The Department prepared responses to comments on environmental issues received at the public
hearing and in Writing during the 60-day public review period, prepared revisions to the text of the
D.EIR in responses to comments received or based on additional information that became available
during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material was presented in the
Responses to Comments document, published on March 28, 2018, distributed to the Commission and
all parties who commented on the DEIR, and made available to others upon request at the
Department.

4.

A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department,
consisting of the DEill., any consultations and comments received during the review process, any
additional information that becaine available, and the Responses to Comments document all as
required by law.

5.

Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the
record before the Cornffiission,

6.

On May 10, 2018, the Commission reviewed and considered the. information contained in the FEIR

and hereby does find that the contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR wa5
prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.
7.

The project sponsor has indicated that the presently preferred alternative is the Central SoMa Plan.

S. The Planning Commission hereby does find that the FEill concerning File No. 2011.1356£: Central
SoMa Plan reflects the independent judgement and analysis of the City and County.of San Francisco,
is adequate, accurate and objective, and that the Responses to Comments document and the errata
dated April 5. 2018 and May 9. 2018 contains no significant revisions to the DEIR that would require
recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA Guideline section 15088.5, and hereby does
CERTIFY 1HE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code.
9.

The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEill, hereby does find that the project
described in the Environmental Impact Report:
A. Will result in the following signifi~;:ant and unavoidable project-specific environmental impacts,
which cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance:

2
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CASE NO. 2011.1356E
Central SoMa Plan

a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. Specifically, the Plan could result in
traffic noise along Howard Street (under the hvo~way option for Howard and Folsom
streets) that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan's Environmental Protection
Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantial alteration
of individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic
district or conservation district, including as~yet unidentified resources, a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.5.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transmit demand that
would not be accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial
increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would result in crosswalk overcrowding at the following
intersections:
i. Third/Mission

ii. Fourth/Mission
iii. Fourth/Townsend
e.

Central SoMa Plan development would result in an increased demand for on-street
commercial and passenger loading and a reduction in on-street loading supply such that
the loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities would not be
accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact existing passenger
loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that
may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.

f.

Construction activities associated with Central SoMa Plan development, including the
proposed open space improvements and street network changes, would result in
substantial interference with pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to
adjoining areas, and would result in potentially hazardous conditions.

g.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street netwotk changes, would
generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of
sta.'1dards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article .'29 of the Pnlice
Code), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise above
existing levels.
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h. · Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements, would result in construction activities in the Plan Area that
could expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic increase in noise levels
substantially in excess of ambient levels.
i.

The operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Central SoMa Plan
Area and the proposed street network changes (but not the proposed open space
improvements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or
projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainmeri.t under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard.

j.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes, would
result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.s) and toxic air
contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantiai pollutant
concentrations.

k. Subsequent future development under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas.
B. Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which cannot be
mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development; including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes; would contribute considerably to significant cumulative land use
impact. Specifically, one-way and twO--way options for Folsom and Howard Streets could
make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed
the noise standards in the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
historical. resources impacts because the Plah could result in demolition and/or alteration
of historical resources.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit
impacts on local and regional transitproviders.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network. changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts.
e.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space improvements and
street network changes, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative loading
impacts.
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f.

CASE NO. 2011.1356E
. Central SoMa Plan

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and open
space improvements, wquld result in cumulative noise impacts.

g. Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes, but not open
space improvements, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts
under cumulative 2040 conditions.
h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes but not
open space ii:nprovements, would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (Plvhs) and toxic air contaminants under 2040 cumulative
conditions.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular
meeting of May 10, 2018.
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\"'Jonas
". . . .A:~:~lc;;~
P. Io.tl,in
Commission Secretary

AYES:

Moore, Koppel, johnson, Richards, Hi!lls, Melgar, and Fong

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May10, 2018
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Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20183
HEARING DATE MAY 10, 2018

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco;

CA 94~03·2479
Reception:

415.558.6378
Fax:
415.558.6.409

Project Name:.
Record No.:
Staff Contact:

CentraL SoMa Plan- CEQA Findings
2011.1356:EMTZU
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org

ADOPTING ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS PURSUANT TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, INCLUDING FINDINGS OF FACT, FINDINGS
REGARDING SIGNIFICANT IMP ACTS AND · SIGNIFICANT Al'JD UNA VOIDABLE
IMPACTS, EVALUATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND ALTERNATIVES, AND A
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO APPROVALS FOR
THE CENTRAL SOUTH OF MARKET AREA PLAN ("CENTRAL SOMA PLAN").
PREAMBLE
The San Francisco Planning Department; the Lead Agency responsible for the implementation of
the California Environmental . Quality Act ("CEQA"), has undertaken a planning ar\d
environmental review process for the proposed Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions
("Project") and provided appropriate public hearings before the Planning Commission,
The desire for a Central SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process.
In 2008 the City adopted the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including new land use controls and
proposed community improvemei1ts for the eastern part of the South of Market neighborhood
(SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront, Mission, ai.1d Showplace Square/Potrero Hill
neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the
industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit to be provided by the
Central Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the
city's growth needs and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is the
result of that subsequent process.
The Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013,. also explicitly recognized the need to increase
development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should "Support
continued evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of citywide and
regional sustainable growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes that "The
City must continue evaluating how it can best meet cityWide and regional objectives to direct
gwwth to transit-oriented locations and whether current controls are meeting identified needs."
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CEQA Findings

The Objective's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City should "Continue to explore and
re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any future evaluation along
the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western SoMa Plan's
Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1.
The process of creating the Central SoMa Plan began in 2011. 1hroughout the process, the Central
SoMa Plan has been developed based on robust public input, including ten public open houses;
ten public hearings at the Planning Commission; two public hearings at the Board of Supervisor's
Land Use &. Transportation Committee; additional hearings at the Historic Preservation
Commission, Arts. Commission, and Youth Commission; a "technical advisory committee"
consisting of multiple City and regional agencies; a "storefront charrette" (during which the
Planning Department set up shop in a retail space in the neighborhood to solicit community
input on the formulation of the plan); two walking tours, led by community members; two
community surveys; an online discussion board; meetings with over 30 neighborhoods groups
and other community stakeholders; and thousands of individual. meetings, phone calls, and
emails with stakeholders.
·The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street,
exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan that comprise much of the area north
of Folsom Street. The vision of the Central SoMa Plan .is to create a sustainable neighborhood by
2040, where the needs of the presen.t are met without· compromising the ability of future
generations to meet their own needs. The Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve sustainability in
each of its aspects- social~ economic, and environmental. The Plan's philosophy is to keep what
is already successful about the neighborhood; and improve what is not. Utilizin15 the Plan's
philosophy to achieve the Plan's vision will require implementing the following three strategies:
•
•
•

Accommodate growth;
Provide public benefits; and
Respect and enhance neighborhood character.

Implementing the Plan's strategies will require addressing all the facets of a sustainable
neighborhood. To do so, the Plan seeks to achieve eight Goals:
L
2,
3.
4.
5.
.6.
7.
8.

Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing
Maintain the Diversity of Residents
Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center
Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and
Transit
Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities
Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood
Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage
Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and
the City.

The Plan would implement its vision, philosophy, and goals by:
SAN FRANCISCO
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•

•

•
•

•

•

•

'Record Number 2011.1356£MiZU
CEQAFindings

Accommodating development capacity for up to 33~000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by
removing much of the area's industrially-protective zoning and increasing height limits
on many of the area's parcels;
Maintaining the diversity of residents by requiring that over 33% of new housing units
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households and requiring that these new
units are built in SoMa;
Facilitating 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;
Providing safe and convenient transportation by funding capital projects that would
improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit;
Offering an abundance of 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;
Creating an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood by requiring green
roofs and use of non-greenhouse gas energy sources, while funding projects to improve
air quality, provide biodiversity, and help manage stormwater;
Preserving and celebrating the neighborhood's cultural heritage by helping fund the
rehabilitation and maintenance of historic. buildings and funding social programs for the
neighborhood's existing residents and organizations; and
Ensuring 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 im1ovative yet contextual architecture.

These core policies and supporting discussion have been incorporated into the Central SoMa
Plan, which is proposed to be added as an Area Plan in the General Plan. The Central SoMa Plan
and conforming amendments to the General Plan, together with proposed Planning Code,
Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments and an Implementation Document, provide
a comprehensive set of poliCies and implementation programming to realize the vision of the
Plan. The Implementation Document describes how the Plan's policies will be implemented,
outlines public improvements, funding mechanisms, and interagency coordination that the City
must pursue to implement the Plan, and provides controls for key development sites and key
streets and design guidance for new development.
Since the Central SoMa Plan process began in 2011, the Planning Department has undertaken the
environmental review process required by CEQA. Pursuant to and in accordance with the
requirements o£ Section 21083.9 o£ the Public Resources Code and Section 15082 of the CEQA
Guidelines, the Department, as lead agency, published and circulated a Notice of Preparation
("NOP") on April 24, 2013, which notice solicited comments regarding the scope of the
environmental impact report ("EIR") for the proposed project. The NOP and its 30-day public
review comment period were advertised in a newspaper of general circulation in San Francisco
and mailed to governmental agencies, organizations and persons interested in the potential
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impacts of the proposed project. The Department held a public scoping meeting on May 15, 2013
at The Mendelson House; located at 737 Folsom Street, San Francisco, CA 94107.
During the approximately 30-day public scoping period that ended ort May 24, 2013, the
Department accepted comments from agencies and interested parties that identified
environmental issues that should be addressed in the Eilt Conu.nents received dt1ring the
scoping process were considered in preparation of the Draft EIR.
Pursuant to Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Department published an Initial Study on
February 12, 2014 in order to focus the scope of the EIR. The Department made the Initial Study
available for a 30-day public review period beginning on Fel.Jruary 12, 2014 and ending onlviarc;h.
14, 2014. The Department considered the comments received on the Initial Study when preparing
the DraftEIR.
The Department prepared the Draft EIR, which describes the Draft EIR Project and the
environmental setting, analyzes potential impacts, identifies mitigation measures for impacts
found to be significant or potentially significant, and evaluates alternatives to the. Draft EIR
Project. The Draft EIR assesses the potential construction and operational impacts of the Draft
EIR Project on the environment, and the potential cumulative impacts associated with the Draft
EIR Project in combination with other past, present; and future actions with potential for impacts
ori the same resources. The analysis of potential envirorimental impacts in the Draft EIR utilizes
significance criteria that are based on the guidance prepared by Department's Environmental
Planning Division regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant The
Environmental Planning Division's guidance is, in tum, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G,
with some modifications.
The Department published a DraftEffi on December 14, 2016, and circulated the Draft EIR to
local, state, and federal agencies and to interested organizations and individuals for .public
review. On December 14, 2016, the Department also distributed notices of availability of the Draft
EIR; published notification of its availability in a newspaper of general circulation in San
Francisco; posted the notice of availability at the San Francisco County Clerk's office; and posted
notices at locations within the project area. The Commission held a public. hearing on January 26,
2017, to solicit testimony on the Draft EIR during the public review period. A court reporter,
present at the public hearing, transcribed the oral comments verbatim, and prepared written
transcripts. The Department also received written comments on the Draft EIR, which were sent
through mait fax, hand delivery, or emaiL The Department accepted public comment on the
Draft EIR until February 13,2017.
The Department then prepared the Comments an<;i Responses to. Comments on Draft EIR
document ("RTC"), The RTC document was published on March 28, 2018, and includes copies of
all of the comments received on the Draft EIR and written. responses to each comment. In
addition to·describirig and analyzing the physical, environmental impacts of the revisions.to the
Project, the RTC document provided additional, updated information, clarification, and
modifications on issues raised by cornmenters, as well as Planning Department staff-initiated text
changes to the Draft ElK
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The Final Environmental Impact Report ("Final EIR''), which includes the Draft EIR, the RTC
doCU:ment, the errata dated May 3, 2018, the Appendices to the Draft EIR and RTC document,
and all of the supporting information, has been reviewed and considered. The RTC documents
and appendices and all supporting information do not add significant new information to the
Draft EIR that would individually or collectively constitute significant new information within
the rneaning of Public Resources Code Section 21092.1 or CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 so as
to require recirculation of the Final EIR (or any portion thereof) under CEQA. The RTC
documents and appendices and all supporting information contain no information revealing (1)
any new significant environmental impact that would result from the Project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented, (2) any substantial increase in the severity of a
previously identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible project alternative or mitigation
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed that would clearly lessen the
environmental impacts of the Project, but that was rejected by the project sponsor, or (4) that the
Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
On May 10, 2018, by Motion No. 20182, the Commission reviewed and considered the Final EIR
for the Project and found the contents of said report and the procedures through which the Final
EIR was prepared, publicized, and reviewed complied with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and
Chapter 31 of the. San Francisco Administrative Code.
On May 10, 2018, by Motion No. 20182, the Commission found that the Final EIR was adequate,
accurate, and objective, that it reflected the independent analysis and judgment of the
Department and the Planning Commission, and that the summary of comments and responses
contained no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and certified the completion of the Final EIR
for the Project in compliance with CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31.
The Planning Department prepared proposed Findings, as required by CEQA, regarding the
alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant impacts analyzed in the Final EIR, and
overriding considerations for approving the Project and a proposed mitigation monitoring and
reporting program ("MMRP"), attached as Exhibit B, which material was made available to the
public and this Planning Commission for the Planning Commission's review, consideration, and
actions.
The Commission, in certifying the Final EIR, found that the Project described in the Final EIR:

A. Will result in the following significant and unavoidable project-specific environmental
impacts, which cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect. Specifically, the
Plan could result in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option
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for Howard and Folsom streets) that exceeds the noise standards in the General
Plan's Environmental Protection Element.
h.. Central SoMa Plan development would result in the demolition or substantial
alteration of individually identified historic architectural resources and/or
contributors to a historic district or conservation district located in the Plan area,
including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines section
15064.5,
Central SoMa Plan development, including the propos~d open space
improvements and street network changes, would result in a substantial increase
in transmit demand that would not be accommodated by local transit capacity,
and would cause a substantial increase in delays resulting in adverse impacts on.
local and regional transit routes.

c.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space
improvements and street. network chang-es, would result in crosswalk
overcrowding at the following intersections:
i. Third/Mission
ii. Fourth/Mission
iii. Fourth/Townsend

e.

Central SoMa Plan development would resuit in an increased demand for onstreet commercial and passenger loading and a reduction in on-street loading
supply such that the loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities
would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact
existing passenger loading/unloading· zones, and may create hazardous
conditions or significant delay that may affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or
pedestrians.

f.

Construction activities associated with Central SoMa Plan development,
including the proposed open space improvements and street .network changes,
would result in substantial interference with pedestrian; bicycle, or vehicle
circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and would result in potentially
hazardous conditions.

g. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes,
would generate noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in
excess of standards in the San Francisco General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article
29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise above existing levels.
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h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street netw·ork changes
and open space improvements~ would result in construction activities in the Plan
Area that could expose persons to substantial temporary or periodic increase in
noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels.
i.

The operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Central
SoMa Plan Area and the proposed street network changes (but not the proposed
open space improvements) would violate an air quality standard, contribute to
an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.

j.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes,
would result in operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.s) and toxic
air contaminants that would result in exposure of sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations.

k. Subsequent future development under the Plan could alter wind in a manner
that substantially affects public areas.
B. Will contribute considerably to the following cumulative environmental impacts, which
cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance:
a.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space
improvements and street network changes, would contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative land use impact. Specifically, one-way and two-way
options for Folsom and Howard Streets could make a considerable contribution
to cumulative traffic noise levels, which would exceed the noise standards in the
General Plan's Environmental Protection Element.

b.

Central SoMa Plan development would contribute considerably to significant
cumulative historical resources impacts because the Plan could result in
demolition and/or alteration of historical resources.

c.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space
improvements and street network changes, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative transitimpacts on local and regional transit providers.

d. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space
improvements and street network changes, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.
e.

Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed open space
improvements and street network changes, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative loading impacts.
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£:

Central SoMa development, including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements, would resultin curnu1ative noise impacts.

g.

Central SoMa development, including the proposed streetnetwork changes, but
not open space improvements, would. contribute considerably. to diteda air
pollutant impacts under cumulative 2040 conditions.

h. Central SoMa Plan development, including the proposed street network changes
but not open space improvements, would result in exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of fine partiCulate matter (PM:i.s) and toxic air
contaminants under 2040 cumulative conditions.
The Planning Commission. Secretary is the custodian of records for the Planning Department
materials, located in the File for Case No. 2011.1356EMTZU, at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor,
San Francisco1 California, 94103.
On May 10, 2018, the Commission conducted a duiy noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on Case No. 2011.1356EMTZU to consider the various approvals necessary to
implement the Project; including approvals of General Plan; Planning Code, Administrative
Code1 and Zoning Map Amendments, and approval of the Implementation Program. The
Commission has heard. and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and
has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the Project,
the Planning Department staff, expert consultants, and other interested parties,
MOVED, that the Planning Commission has reviewed and. considered the Final EIR and the
entire record of this proceeding, including the comments and submissions m.ade ·to the
Commissionand the Departmenes responses to those comments and submissions, and, b;Ised on
substantial evidence, hereby adopts these Environmental Findings required by CEQA attached
hereto as Exhibit' A, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations and rejecting
alternatives as infeasible, and adopts the MMRP, included as Exhibit B, as a condition of approval
for each and all of the approval actions described above.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on May 10, 2618.

\
•;

Commission Secretary

AYES:

Hillis, Melgar, Pong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 10,2018
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SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION
In deternrining to approve the Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions (referred to herein as the Plan

or Project), the San Francisco Planning Commission (Commission) makes and adopts the following findings of
fact and decisions regarding mitigation measures and alternatives and a statement of overriding
considerations based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding and under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), California Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., particularly
Sections 21081 and 21081.5, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA, 14 California Code of Regulations
Sections 15000 et seq. (CEQA Guidelines), particularly Sections 15091 through 15093, and Chapter 31 of the
San Francisco Administration Code.

SECTION I
Introduction
This document is organized as follows:
•

Section I provides a description of the Project, the environmental review process for the Project, the
Planning Commission actions to be taken, and the location of records;

•

Section II identifies the impacts found not to be significant that do not require mitigation;

•

Section III identifies potentially significant impacts that can be avoided or reduced to less-thansignificant levels through mitigation;

•

Section IV identifies significant impacts that cannot be avoided or reduced to less-than significant levels;
1
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•

Section V discusses why a subsequent or supplemental environmental impact report is not required,
including to address changes to the Plan that have evolved during the environmental review process
and any issues that were raised during the public comment period;

•

Section VI discusses and evaluates the different project alternatives and the economic, legal, social,
technological, and other considerations that support the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives
analyzed; and

•

Section VII presents a statement of overriding considerations setting forth specific reasons in support of
the actions for the Project and the rejection as infeasible of the alternatives not incorporated into the
Project.

•

Section VIII contains a statement of incorporation by reference to incorporate the Final EIR into these
Findings.

Attached to these findings as Exhibit B is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the
mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. The MMRP is required by Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. It provides a table setting forth each mitigation measure
listed in the Final EIR that is required to reduce or avoid a significant adverse impact. Exhibit B also specifies the
agency responsible for implementation of each measure and establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring
schedule.
These findings are based upon substantial evidence in the entire record before the Planning Commission. The
references set forth in these findings to certain pages or sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIR) or Responses to Comments Document (RTC) are for ease of reference and are not intended to
provide an exhaustive list of the evidence relied upon for these findings.

I.A

Project Description

The Central SoMa Plan is a comprehensive plan for the area surrounding much of southern portion of the
Central Subway transit line, a 1.7-mile extension of the Third Street light rail line that will link the Caltrain Depot
at Fourth and King Streets to Chinatown and provide service within the South o£Market (SoMa) area. The Plan
Area includes roughly 230 acres that comprise 17 city blocks, as well as the streets and thoroughfares that
connect SoMa to its adjacent neighborhoods: Downtown, Mission Bay, Rincon Hill, and the Mission District.
The Plan Area is bounded by Second Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south,
and by an irregular border that generally jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets to the north that
represents the border of the Downtown Plan Area. The project analyzed in the EIR includes street network
changes throughout the Plan Area, including specific designs within, and in some cases beyond, the Plan Area
. for the following streets: Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. In addition,
open space improvements would also occur within and outside of the Plan Area.
The Plan envisions Central SoMa becoming a sustainable neighborhood, one in which the needs of the present
may be met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Plan's
sponsor, the City and County of San Francisco (the City), endeavors to address the social, economic, and
environmental aspects of sustainability through a planning strategy that accommodates anticipated
population and job growth, provides public benefits, and respects and enhances neighborhood character. That
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strategy has informed the current draft of the Central SoMa Plan, which comprehensively addresses a wide
range of topics that include: land use; transportation infrastructure; parks, open space and recreation facilities;
ecological sustainability; historic preservation; urban design and urban form; and financial programs and
implementation mechanisms to fund public improvements.
The Plan seeks to encourage and accommodate housing and employment growth by (1) removing land use
restrictions to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in portions of the Plan Area;
(2) amending height and bulk districts to allow for taller buildings; (3) modifying the system of streets and
circulation within and adjacent to the Plan Area to meet the needs and goals of a dense, transit-oriented, mixuse district; and (4) creating new, and improving existing, open spaces.
The Plan also proposes project-level changes to certain individual streets analyzed in this EIR, including
Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, Third, and Fourth Streets. The EIR analyzes two different
options for the couplet of Howard Street and Folsom Street. Under the One-Way Option, both streets would
retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street, which would retain its existing
two-way operation). Under the Two-Way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation,
and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur.
Plan policies include a call for public realm improvements, including planning for new open spaces; changes
to the street and circulation system; policies to preserve neighborhood character and historic structures; and
strategies that aim to improve public amenities and make the neighborhood more sustainable. The Plan also
includes financial programs to support its public improvements through the implementation of one or more
new fees, in addition to taxes or assessments on subsequent development projects.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124, an EIR must present a statement of objectives sought by

the proposed project. Objectives define the project's intent, explain the project's underlying purpose, and
facilitate the formation of project alternatives. In this EIR, the Plan's eight goals are used as the project
objectives. The eight goals are:
1.

Accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing;

2.

Maintain the diversity of residents;

3.

Facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center;

4.

Provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit;

5.

Offer an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities;

6.

Create an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood;

7.

Preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage; and

8.

Ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city.

Consistent with its goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (Goal1), the Plan includes the objective
of increasing the area where space for jobs and housing can be built (Objective 1.1). The Plan would
accomplish this by retaining existing zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing, and replacing
existing zoning that restricts the capacity for office and residential development with zoning that enables
office and residential development.
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The Plan would result in the following land use zoning changes (as shown in Figures 1A and 1B of the
legislative packet's Exhibit N.1- Zoning Map Amendments Case Report):
•

North of Harrison Street, the Mixed Use, Residential (MUR) use district west of Fifth Street would be
converted to Mixed Use General (MUG). The MUR, Western SoMa-Mixed Use General (WS-MUG),
and Light Industrial (M-1) use districts east of Fifth Street would be converted to Central SoMa Mixed
Use Office (CMUO). The existing zoning districts either limit or do not permit office uses, whereas the
MUG and CMUO zoning designations would allow for greater flexibility in the mix of land uses,
including office development as well as new all-commercial buildings in the CMUO use district.

•

The parcels in the block bounded by Third, Folsom, Hawthorne, and Harrison Streets currently
designated C-3-0 (Downtown Office) would retain this designation.

•

South of Harrison Street, existing use districts would all be converted to CMUO, except for parcels
currently designated South Park District (SPD) and the West SoMa Service, Arts, Light Industrial (WSSALI) area west of Fourth Street between Harrison and Bryant Streets, which would retain their current
zoning designations. Use districts in this area that would be converted to CMUO include Residential
Enclave (RED), Service/Light Industrial (SLI), M-1, Public (P), West SoMa Mixed Use Office (WS-MUO),
and Service Secondary Office (SSO), as well as the area south of Bryant Street currently designated WSSALI. These existing use districts either limit or restrict office uses or, when office uses are allowed,
restrict other uses, such as entertainment or residential uses. Converting these use districts to CMUO
would permit a mix of land uses that allow for greater flexibility, as the CMUO district generally allows
office, residential, and most other uses without limitation.

Changes to height limits under the Plan would include the following (as shown in Figures 2A and 2B of the
legislative packet's Exhibit N.1- Zoning Map Amendments Case Report)::
•

Within the Plan Area north of Harrison Street, height limits on most parcels would remain between 45
and 85 feet, though there would be several adjustments, both higher and lower, within this range.

•

The Plan would substantially increase the height limit for the north side of Harrison Street between
Second and Third Streets, from the current range of 85--130 feet to a range of 130-200 feet.

•

Other substantial height increases north of Harrison Street would include the southwest comer of
Fourth and Clementina Streets, which would increase from the current range of 55--130 feet to 180 feet;
and the southwest comer of Fifth and Howard Streets, which would increase from the current range
of 45-85 feet to 180-300 feet.

•

South of Harrison Street, proposed amendments to permitted height limits are concentrated on the
south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, where current height limits would
be increased from 40-85 feet to 130-350 feet.

•

Substantial height increases would also be concentrated south of Bryant Street, from east of
Fourth Street to Sixth Street. Many sites within this area would increase from the current height limit
of 30-85 feet to 130-400 feet.

•

Lower height limits would be maintained around South Park, along the west side of Fourth Street between
Bryant and Brannan Streets, along most of the neighborhood's alleys, and along the south side of the 1-80
freeway between Fourth and Sixth Streets.
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Based on the change in zoning and height limits, the Plan includes capacity for approximately 16 million
square feet of new development within the Plan Area. This includes nearly capacity for 8,300 units and
approximately 33,000 new jobs.
To ensure that the proposed zoning changes foster the development of a neighborhood that is consistent with
the Plan's other goals, the Plan contains numerous objectives, policies, and implementation measures that
limit and condition development. In particular, these relate to Goal2, maintain the diversity of residents;
Goal3, facilitate an economically diversified and lively jobs center; Goal7, preserve and celebrate the
neighborhood's cultural heritage; and GoalS, ensure that new buildings enhance the character of the
neighborhood and the city.
To ensure that removal of protective zoning proposed by the Plan does not result in a loss of Production,
Distribution, and Repair (PDR) uses in the Plan Area (Plan Objective 3.3), the Plan would maintain a portion
of the current SALI use district. The Plan also contains policies and implementation measures that would limit
conversion of PDR space in former industrial districts, require PDR space as part of large commercial
developments, and provide incentives to fund, build, and protect PDR uses. The result would be the
protection of approximately 3 million square feet of PDR space.
To implement the circulation and streetscape principles in the Plan, the EIR studied changes in the street
network to support an attractive pedestrian and cycling environment and to lessen the impact of traffic on
transit performance, while accommodating regional and through traffic on a limited number of streets where
necessary. Specific proposals have been developed for Folsom, Harrison, Third, Fourth, Bryant, and Brannan
Streets, extending as far west as Eleventh Street (in the case of Howard and Folsom Streets) and east to The
Embarcadero (Folsom Street only). The proposals include widening sidewalks on all of the neighborhood's
major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating signalized midblock crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating protected bicycle on
Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5th Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom, Brannan, 3rd, and 4th
Streets. Under the two-way option, Howard and Folsom Streets would be converted from one-way traffic to
two-way operations.
The Plan also includes proposals to upgrade existing parks and create new parks and open spaces, including a
new one-acre park in the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan Streets, and a new 1h acre linear park
on Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th Streets, and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and
basketball courts) underneath the I-80 freeway between 4th and 6th Streets. The Plan also helps fund
construction of a new recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space.
The Plan also includes proposals to create a more sustainable and resilient neighborhood (through such
strategies as requiring living roofs and use of 100% renewable electricity), preserve important historical and
cultural features (such as landmarking important individual resources and districts), and promote highquality urban design (through the Plan's architectural requirements and the Central SoMa Guide to Urban
Design, as shown in the legislative packet Exhibit V.3C).
In addition, pursuant to Assembly Bill 73, which took effect January 1, 2018, the City is analyzing the

possibility of including a Housing Susta.Lnability District (HSD) in the Plan Area. The Final EIR analyzes the
potential creation of an HSD based on the assumption that all or part of the Plan Area could be included in an
HSD.
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I.B

Environmental Review

The Planning Department determined that an Em was required for the Project. The Planning Department
published the Draft Em and provided public notice of the availability of the Draft Em for public review and
comment on December 14,2016.
On December 14, 2016, a Notice of Completion and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State

Clearinghouse. Notices of availability for the Draft Em of the date and time of the public hearings were posted
on the Planning Department's website on December 14, 2016.
The Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing on the Draft Em on January 26, 2017. At this
hearing, public comment was received on the Draft Em. The Planning Department accepted public comments on
the Draft Em from December 14, 2016, to February 13, 2017.
The Planning Department published the Response to Comments on the Draft Em on March 28, 2018. This
document includes responses to environmental comments on the Draft Em made at the public hearing on
January 26, 2017, as well as written comments submitted on the Draft Em from December 14, 2016, to
February 13,2017. The Response to Comments document also contains text changes to the Draft Em made by
Em preparers to correct or clarify information presented in the Draft Em, including changes to the Draft Em
text made in response to comments. The Response to Comments document was distributed to the Planning
Commission and to all parties who commented on the Draft Em, was posted on the Planning Department's
website, and was available to others upon request at the Planning Department's office.
A Final Em has been prepared by the Planning Department consisting of the Draft Em, background studies
and materials, all comments received during the review process, the Responses to Comments document and
all errata memoranda. The Draft Em, the Responses to Comments document, and all appendices thereto
comprise the Em referenced in these findings.
In certifying the Em, the Planning Commission found that none of the information added after the publication

of the Draft Em, including an analysis of the Plan refinements, triggered the need for recirculation of the Em
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Nor does the adoption of the Plan with the revisions of the Final Em
trigger the need for a supplemental or subsequen~ EIR under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, as discussed in
Section VI.

I.C

Approval Actions

Implementation o~ the Plan would require the following approvals and other action:
•

Amendments to the General Plan (various elements and figures} to conform to the concepts of the
Central SoMa Plan. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

•

Determination of consistency of the proposed General Plan amendments and rezoning with the
General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1 Priority Policies. Planning Commission;

•

Amendment of the Planning Code to conform to the concepts of the Central SoMa Plan. Planning
Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval;

6

667

•

Amendment of the Plannillg Code and Zoning Maps to change mapped use districts and height limits
throughout the Plan Area. Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; and

•

Approval of the Implementation Program to implement the concepts in the Central SoMa Plan.
Planning Commission recommendation; Board of Supervisors Approval; and

•

Approval of alterations to street rights-of-way, including, for example, the configuration of travel
lanes, sidewalk widths, and bicycle lanes, addition of crosswalks, and alley way improvements that
are part of the Plan's proposals for the street network and public realm. San Francisco Transportation

Agency; Department of Public Works.

I.D

Location of Records

The record upon which all findings and determinations related to the Project are based includes the following:
•

Central SoMa Plan.

•

The EIR, and all documents referenced in or relied upon by the EIR.

•

All information (including written evidence and testimony) provided by City staff to the Planning
Commission relating to the EIR, the proposed approvals and entitlements, the Project, and the
alternatives (Options) set forth in the EIR.

•

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the Planning Commission by
the environmental consultant and subconsultants who prepared the EIR, or incorporated into reports
presented to the Plannillg Commission.

•

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented to the City from other public
agencies relating to the Project or the EIR.

•

All applications, letters, testimony and presentations presented to the City by the project sponsor and
its consultants in connection with the Project.

•

All information (including written evidence and testimony) presented at any public hearing or
workshop related to the Project and the EIR.

•

For documentary and information purposes, all locally-adopted land use plans and ordinances,
including, without limitation, General Plans, specific plans and ordinances, together with
environmental review documents, findings, mitigation monitoring programs and other
documentation relevant to planned growth in the area.

•

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

•

All other documents comprising the record pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 2116.76(e)

The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Final EIR received during the public review
period, the entire administrative record, including all studies and submitted materials and background
documentation for the Final EIR, are located at the Plannillg Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary, is the custodian of these documents and materials.
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I.E

Findings About Significant
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation
Measures

The following Sections ll, ill, and IV set forth the findings about the determinations of the Final EJR regarding
significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures proposed to address them. These findings
provide written analysis and conclusions regarding the environmental impacts of the Project and the
mitigation measures included <J.S part of the Final EJR and adopted as part of the Project.

In making these findings, the opinions of the Planning Department and other City staff and experts, other
agencies and members of the public have been considered. These findings recognize that the determination of
significance thresholds is a judgment within the discretion of the City and County of San Francisco; the
significance thresholds used in the Final EJR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the
expert opinion of the Final EJR preparers and City staff; and the significance thresholds used in the Final EJR
provide reasonable and appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects
of the Project.
These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final
EJR. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be fowi.d in the Final EJR
and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EJR supporting the
determination regarding the Project impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In
making these findings, the determinations and conclusions of the Final EJR relating to environmental impacts
and mitigation measures, are hereby ratified, adopted and incorporated in these findings, except to the extent
any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings.
As set forth below, the mitigation measures set forth in the Final EJR and the attached MMRP are hereby
adopted and incorporated to substantially lessen or avoid the potentially significant impacts of the Project.
Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EJR has inadvertently been omitted
in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is nevertheless hereby adopted and incorporated in
the findings below by reference. In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set
forth in these findings or the MMRP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measure in the Final EJR due to a
clerical error, the language of the mitigation measure as set forth in the Final EJR shall control. The impact
numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the numbers contained in the Final
EJR.

In Sections ll, ill, and IV below, the same findings are made for a category of environmental impacts and
mitigation measures. Rather than repeat the identical finding dozens of times to address each and every
significant effect and mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the need for such repetition because in no
instance are the conclusions of the Final EIR, or the mitigation measures recommended in the Final EJR for the
Project, except as specifically set forth in Section VI below, being rejected.
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SECTION II

Impacts Found Not to Be Significant, thus Requiring
No Mitigation
Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the Commission finds that the
implementation of the Plan would not result any significant environmental impacts in the following areas:
Aesthetics; Population and Housing; Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Shadow; Recreation; Utilities and Service
Systems; Public Services; Geology and Soils; Hydrology and Water Quality (except sea level rise and
combined sewer system); Mineral and Energy Resources; and Agricultural and Forest Resources. Each of these
topics is analyzed and discussed in detail including, but not limited to, in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV .I; and
Appendix B (the Initial Study). Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less
than significant (Pub. Res. Code§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines§§ 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091).
As more fully described in the Final EIR and based on the evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, it is
hereby found that implementation of the Plan would not result in any significant impacts in the following
areas and that these impact areas therefore do not require mitigation. The statements below provide a brief
summary of the analyses and explanations contained in the Final EIR, and do not attempt to include all of the
information that is provided in the Final EIR. Such information can be found in EIR Chapters: IV.B; IV.H; IV.I;
and Appendix B (the Initial Study), which is incorporated herein by this reference and in the summaries
below.

II. A

Land Use and Land Use Planning

Impact LU-1: Development under the Plan, and proposed open space improvements and street network
changes would not physically divide an established community.

II.B

Aesthetics

Impact AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the Plan Area or
substantially damage scenic resources.
Impact AE-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would alter public views of the Plan Area from short-, mid-, and long-range vantage points
and alter views into the surrounding neighborhoods from within the Plan Area, but would not adversely
affect public views or have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vistas.
Impact AE-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not create a new source of substantial light or glare in the Plan Area that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views or substantially impact other people or properties.
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Impact C-AE-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space
improvements, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would alter the
visual character and public views of and through SoMa, but would not adversely affect visual character, scenic
vistas, or scenic resources or substantially increase light and glare.

II.C

Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Impact CP-2: Neither the proposed open space improvements nor street network changes would adversely
affect historic architectural resources in a: way that would result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Impact CP-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature.
Impact CP:.7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.
Impact C-CP-2: The proposed open space improvements and street network changes within the Plan Area, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not
contribute considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts.
Impact C-CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity,
would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature,
and would not disturb human remains, induding those interred outside of formal cemeteries.

II.D

Transportation and Circulation

Impact TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not cause substantial additional VMT or substantially increase automobile travel.
Impact TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not result in traffic hazards.
Impact TR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility.
While the Plan's impacts on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant,
Improvement Measure I-TR-Sa: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign, and
Improvement Measure I-TR-Sb: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation Surveys, may be
recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the less-than-significant
impacts related to potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit, trucks, and autos.

10

671

Impact TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, would not result in a substantial parking deficit that would create hazardous conditions or
significant delays affecting transit, bicycles, or pedestrians, and where particular characteristics of the Plan
demonstrably render use of other modes infeasible.
Impact C-TR-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to VMT.
Impact C-TR-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in
San Francisco, would not result in significant impacts related to traffic hazards.
Impact C-TR-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in cumulative bicycle impacts.
Impact C-TR-7: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in cumulative parking impacts.
Impact C-TR-9: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and the street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would not result in significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts.

II.E

Air Quality

Impact AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and proposed
street network changes, would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan.
Impact AQ-2: The Plan would not violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.
Impact AQ-7: Implementation of the Plan would not expose a substantial number of people to objectionable
odors affecting a substantial number of people.

II.F

Wind

Impact C-WI-1: Development under the Plan, combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, would not result in cumulative significant impacts related to wind.

II.G

Shadow

-Impact SH-1: Development under the Plan would not create new shadow in a manner that substantially
affects existing outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas.
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Impact C-SH-1: Implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity, would not contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact on
shadow conditions.

II.H

Population and Housing

Impact PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not induce
substantial population growth, either directly or indirectly.
Impact PH-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not generate housing
demand beyond projected housing forecasts.
Impact PH-3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not displace a large
number of housing units or people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing outside of the Plan
Area.
Impact C-PH-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not make a
considerable contribution to any cumulative impact on population or housing.

11.1

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Impact C-GG-1: The Plan and development pursuant to the Plan would generate greenhouse gas emissions,
but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with the City's GHG
reduction strategy, Plan Bay Area, or AB 32, and would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG
emissions.
Impact C-GG-2: The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would generate
greenhouse gas emissions during construction, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on
the environment, and the proposed changes would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy,
·Plan Bay Area, .and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The proposed street network changes and open spaces therefore
would not result in cumulatively considerable GHG emissions.

II.J

Recreation and Public Space

Impact RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would result in an
increase in the use of existing parks and recreational facilities, but would not result in substantial deterioration
or physical degradation of such facilities, and would result in the expansion of recreational facilities and
enhance existing recreational resources.
Impact C-RE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts on recreational resources.
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II.K

Utilities and Service Systems

Impact UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not require or result
in the construction of substantial new water treatment facilities and the City would have sufficient water
supply available from existing entitlements.
Impact UT-2: Development under the Plan could require or result in the expansion or construction of new
wastewater treatment or stormwater facilities, exceed capacity of the wastewater treatment provider when
combined with other commitments, or exceed the wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional Water
Quality Control Board.
Impact UT -3: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would continue to be served
by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate solid waste generated by subsequent
development in the Plan Area and would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste.
Impact_C-UT-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could contribute considerably to a
significant cumulative impact on wastewater facilities, but would not contribute to cumulative impacts on
other utilities and services.

II.L

Public Services

Impact PS-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not increase the
demand for police service or fire protection service such that new or physically altered facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required in order to maintain
acceptable levels of service.
Impact PS-2: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not directly or
indirectly generate school students and increase enrollment in public schools such that new or physically
altered facilities would be required.
Impact C-PS-1: Development under the Plan and. proposed street network changes, combined with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on police, fire, and school district services such that new or physically
altered facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, would be required
in order to maintain acceptable levels of service.

II.M

Biological Resources

Impact Bl-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could interfere with the
movement of migratory or native resident bird species.
Because all development in the Plan Area would be required to comply with Planning Code Section 139,
Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings, development under the Plan would ensure that potential impacts related to
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bird hazards would be less than significant. Neither the proposed street network changes nor the proposed
open spaces would result in a substantial increase in the potential for bird strikes, as neither would result in
the construction of large structures or structures that would constitute bird hazards. None of the proposed
open spaces in the Plan area, including the potential park on SFPUC property, would be large enough to be
considered an Urban Bird Refuge.
Although development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would have a less-thansignificant effect, implementation of Improvement Measure 1-BI-2 would further reduce the Plan's less-thansignificant impacts related to bird strikes, and the effect would be less than significant.
Impact Bl-3: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes, would not
substantially interfere with the movement of fish or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
Impact BI-4: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes would not conflict with the
City's local tree ordinance.
Impact C-BI-1: Development under the Plan and proposed street network changes, in combination with other
past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects, would not result in a considerable contribution to cumulative
impacts on biological resources.

II.N

Geology and Soils

Impact GE-l: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people
or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic groundshaking, seismically induced ground failure; or
landslides.
Impact GE-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in
substantial erosion or loss of top soil.
Impact GE-3: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would be located
on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the project.
Impact GE-4: Neither development under the Plan nor the proposed street network changes would create
substantial risks to life or property as a result of location on expansive soils.
Impact C-GE-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in a considerable contribution
to cumulative impacts related to geologic hazards.

11.0

Hydrology and Water Quality

Impact HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes could violate water
quality standards or otherwise substantiaJly degrade water quality.
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Water quality impacts related to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to
discharge of construction related stormwater runoff during implementation of individual development
projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant with implementation of erosion control measures
in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Where the proposed street network
changes require excavation of soil, they would be also be required to implement erosion control measures in
accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code. Therefore, water quality impacts related
to violation of water quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of construction related
stormwater runoff would also be less than significant for the proposed street network changes and open space
improvements.
Construction-Related Groundwater Dewatering
If any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer
system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as
supplemented by Order No. 158170, which regulates the quantity and quality of discharges to the combined
sewer system. The discharge permit would contain appropriate discharge standards and may require
installation of meters to measure the volume of the discharge. Although the groundwater could contain
contaminants related to past site activities, as well as sediment and suspended solids, the groundwater would
be treated as necessary to meet permit requirements prior to discharge. With discharge to the combined sewer
system in accordance with regulatory requirements, water quality impacts related to a violation of water
quality standards or degradation of water quality due to discharge of groundwater during construction of
individual development projects pursuant to the Plan would be less than significant.

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow
excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more
below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion .of the Plan area (south of
Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). In the event that groundwater dewatering would be required, the
amount of dewatering would be minimal and the groundwater would be discharged to the combined sewer
system in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public Works Code, supplemented by Order No.
158170, as discussed above. Therefore, impacts related to discharges of groundwater during construction of
the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would also be less than significant.
Long-Term Groundwater Dewatering
Likewise, if any groundwater produced during other dewatering required discharge to the combined sewer
system, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with Article 4.1 of the Public Works Code, as
supplemented by DPW Order No. 158170. As an alternative to discharge to the combined sewer system, the
extracted groundwater could be used on-site for non-potable purposes under the City's voluntary non-potable
water program, if it is of suitable quality. With reuse of the groundwater produced during permanent
dewatering for individual development projects implemented pursuant to the Plan, or discharge to the
combined sewer system in accordance with regulatory requirements, long-term groundwater discharges
would not violate water quality standards or degrade water quality and this impact would be less than
significant. Further, reuse of groundwater for non-potable purposes such as landscape irrigation, toilet and
urinal flushing, and custodial uses wouid reduce the potable water demand of individual development
projects, thereby incrementally reducing potable water use.

15

676

The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would likely require only shallow
excavation and thus would not extend to the groundwater table that is generally encountered 5 feet or more
below ground surface, with the possible exception of the southwestern portion of the Plan area (south of
Harrison Street and west of Fourth Street). Further, the proposed street network changes would not include
construction of any facilities that would require long-term dewatering to relieve hydrostatic pressure.
Therefore, the proposed street network changes and open space improvements would have less-thansignificant water quality impacts.
Impact HY-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a .
net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level.
Impact HY-3: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not alter the
existing drainage pattern of the area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation, or flooding
on- or off-site.
Impact HY-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not contribute
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.
Impact HY-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose
people, housing, or structures, to substantial risk of loss due to existing flooding risks and would not redirect
or impede flood flows.
Impact HY-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not exacerbate future flood hazards in a manner that could expose people or
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death.
Impact HY-7: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow..
Impact C-HY-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, could result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts on hydrology and water quality.
Impact C-HY-2: Operation of individual development projects through implementation of the Plan, in
combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in San Francisco, would not exceed the
wastewater treatment requirements of the Southeast Treatment Plant (SEP); violate water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements; otherwise substantially degrade water quality; or result in an increase in the
frequency of combined sewer discharges from the City's combined sewer system.
Impact C-HY-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not
exacerbate future flood hazards that could expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death.
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II.P

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Impact HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not create a

significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
Impact HZ-2: Development under the Plan and construction of the proposed street network chahges could

occur on site(s) identified on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5. Excavation could also require the handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater,
potentially exposing workers and the public to hazardous materials, or resulting in a release into the
environment during construction.
Impacts related to closure of hazardous materials handling facilities (including underground storage tanks)
would be less than significant due to compliance with Article 21 of the San Francisco Health Code, which
specifies procedures ensure that must be followed when a hazardous materials handling facility is closed.
Implementation of the requirements of the Maher Program (Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code),
Voluntary Remedial Action Program (California Health and Safety Code Sections 101480 through 101490) and
the Local Oversight Program (Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, Chapter 16) would ensure that
impacts associated with construction within contaminated soil and groundwater would be less than
significant. In addition, a generator of hazardous wastes would be required to follow state and federal
regulations for manifesting the wastes, using licensed waste haulers, and disposing the materials at a
permitted disposal or recycling facility. With implementation of these regulatory requirements, impacts
related to disposal of hazardous wastes would be less than significant.
Furthermore, if any groundwater produced during construction dewatering required discharge to the
combined sewer system, the discharge would be conducted in compliance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco
Public Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170, which specifies conditions and criteria for
discharge of groundwater. This article also prohibits discharge of hazardous wastes into the combined sewer
system. The discharged water would have to be sampled during dewatering to demonstrate that discharge
limitations in the ordinance are met. If the groundwater does not meet discharge requirements, on-site
pretreatment may be required before discharge to the sewer system. If standards could not be met with on-site
treatment, off-site disposal by a certified waste hauler would be required. Long-term dewatering could also be
required to alleviate hydrostatic pressure on below-ground features such as parking garages. Much of the
groundwater produced during this dewatering could be put to beneficial reuse in the buildings for nonpotable
purposes (such as toilet flushing) as described in Topic 15, Hydrology and Water Quality. However, some of it
could also be discharged to the combined sewer in accordance with Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Public
Works Code, as supplemented by Order No. 158170. With implementation of the regulatory requirements
described above, impacts related to the discharge of contaminated groundwater would be less than significant.
Impact HZ-4: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in

adverse effects related to hazardous emissions or handling of acutely hazardous materials within one-quarter
mile of an existing school.
Impact HZ-5: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not impair

implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan.
Impact HZ-6: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not expose people

or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving fires.
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Impact C-HZ-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the site vicinity, would not result in a considerable
contribution to cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials.

II.Q

Mineral and Energy Resources

Impact ME-l: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the
loss of availability of a known mineral resource or locally-important mineral resource recovery.
Impact ME-2: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not result in the
use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a wasteful manner.
Impact C-ME-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with

other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would result in less-than significant impacts to mineral
and energy resources.

II.R

Agricultural and Forest Resources

Impact AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes would not (a) convert
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; (b) conflict with existing zoning for

agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract; (c) conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest
land or timberland; (d) result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use; or (e)
involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or nature, could result in
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.
Impact C-AF-1: Development under the Plan and the proposed street network changes, in combination with
other past, present or reasonably foreseeable projects would not result ill impacts to agricultural and forest
resources.

SECTION III
Findings of Potentially Significant Impacts That Can Be
A voided or Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level
CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitigation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen a project's
identified significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are feasible.
The findings in this Section ill and in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR. These
findings discuss mitigation measures as proposed in the Final EIR and recommended for adoption by the Board
of Supervisors, which can be implemented by City agencies or departments.
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As explained previously, Exhibit B, attached, contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. The full text
of the mitigation measures is contained in the MMRP, which also specifies the agency responsible for
implementation of each measure, establishes monitoring actions and a monitoring schedule.
The Planning Commission finds that, based on the record before it, the mitigation measures proposed for
adoption in the Final EIR are feasible, and that they can and should be carried out by the identified agencies at
the designated time. This Planning Commission urges other agencies to adopt and implement applicable
mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR that are within the jurisdiction and responsibility of such
entities. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if such measures are not adopted and implemented, the
Project may result in additional significant unavoidable impacts. For this reason, and as discussed in
Section VI, the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of Overriding Considerations as set forth in
Section VII.
All mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR and MMRP are agreed to and adopted by the Planning
Commission.

III.A
III.A.l

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact CP-3

Impact CP-3: Construction activities in the Plan Area would result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, through indirect
. construction damage to historic architectural resources.
Construction activities such as pile driving can generate vibration that could cause structural damage in
nearby buildings. Pile driving, and possibly other construction activity could damage historical resources,
particularly unreinforced masonry structures. Should the damage materially impair an historic resource, this
effect would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource and would
be a potentially significant impact under CEQA.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities and M-CP-3b: Construction
Monitoring Program for Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as
provided therein.

III.A.2

Impact CP-4

Impact CP-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Significant prehistoric and historic-period archeological resources are present, or likely to be present, in the
Plan Area and vicinity and currently unknown resources are also likely to be in the Plan Area and vicinity.
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The entire Plan Area and vicinity is within the part of San Francisco that burned following the 1906
earthquake and is generally covered by up to 5 feet of artificial fill consisting of earthquake debris. Therefore,
in general, any project-related ground disturbance deeper than 5 feet has the potential to affect archaeological
resources. Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by
subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape
improvements) that would require deeper foundations due to poor underlying soils and/or taller structures
being proposed could damage or destroy prehistoric or historic-period archeological resources. The grounddisturbing construction activities could adversely affect the significance of an archeological resource under
CRHR Criterion 4 (has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history
of the local area, California or the nation) by impairing the ability of such resources to convey important
scientific and historical information. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archeological resource and would therefore be a potentially significant impact under CEQA.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessments and M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental
Discovery of Archeological Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as
provided therein.

III.A.3

Impact CP-5

Impact CP-5: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3.
Earthwork, ground stabilization, or other subsurface construction activities undertaken by subsequent
individual development projects allowed under the Plan (including open space and streetscape
improvements) could damage or destroy tribal cultural resource sites. These effects would be considered a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource and would therefore be a potentially
significant impact under CEQA.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to-a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will
be implemented as provided therein.

III.A.4

Impact C-CP-4

Impact C-CP-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5 or a tribal cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3.
Ground-disturbing activities of projects allowed under the Plan, including the proposed open space
improvements and street network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
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projects in the vicinity, could encounter previously recorded and unrecorded archeological resources (which
may also be considered tribal cultural resources), or human remains, resulting in a significant cumulative impact
on archeological resources. These effects would be considered a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21084.3. There~ore, development under the Plan could
contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the Plan's contribution to
cumulative archeological and tribal cultural resource impacts listed above would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-4a, M-CP-4b, and M-CP-5, as set forth in
the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.

III.B
III.B.l

Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-8

Impact TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, could result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access.
Development under the Plan, in combination with the proposed street network changes, has the potential to
impact emergency vehicle access primarily by creating conditions that would substantially affect the ability of
drivers to yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles, or preclude the ability of emergency vehicles to access
streets within the transportation study area. Plans for development projects are required to undergo
multidepartmental City review to ensure that proposed vehicular access and streetscape improvements do not
impede emergency vehicle access to the proposed project's site or surrounding areas. The proposed street
network changes would be required to undergo more detailed design and review. As part of that work, there
is a preliminary review conducted by SFMTA's Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) and the San
Francisco Fire Department, along with other City agencies. The TASC review ensures that any safety issues,
including emergency vehicle access, are resolved prior to permit issuance.
The Plan's proposed street network changes would result in fewer mixed-flow travel lanes on a number of
streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles and thereby increase the number of vehicles in the
remaining travel lanes, reduce the roadway width available for drivers to pull over to allow emergency vehicles
to pass (e.g., due to raised buffers associated with cycle tracks), and result in additional vehicle delay on these
streets. It is likely that the increased number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and increased levels of
traffic congestion would occasionally impede emergency vehicle access in the Plan Area during periods of peak
traffic volumes, and would be a significant impact on emergency vehicle access.
Based on the Final E)R and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures MTR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation; M-NO-la: Transportation
Demand Management for New Development Projects, and M-AQ-Se: Central SoMa Air Quality
Improvement Strategy, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.
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III.B.2

Impact C-TR-8

Impact C-TR-8: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, could contribute considerably to significant cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts.
Cumulative growth in housing and employment within Central SoMa and San Francisco would result in an
increased demand of emergency response calls, and would also increase the number of vehicles on Central
SoMa streets, and result in increased vehicle delays. The Plan's proposed street network changes, in
combination with street network changes of other cumulative projects, would result in fewer mixed-flow
travel lanes on a number of study area streets, which would reduce the available capacity for vehicles, and
would thereby increase the number of vehicles in the remaining travel lanes and result in additional vehicle
delay on these streets. This would be a significant cumulative impact cin emergency vehicle access.
Implementation of the Plan could contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access conditions
in Central SoMa.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant
cumulative emergency vehicle access impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-8, M-NO-la as modified herein, and M-AQ-Se, as
set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.

III.C
III.C.l

Noise and Vibration
Impact N0-3

Impact N0-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would result
in construction activities that could expose persons to temporary increases in vibration substantially in
excess of ambient levels.
Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan
(including street network changes) could potentially expose people to the impacts of excess groundbome.
vibration or noise levels. With the exception of pile driving, most construction activities would generate
ground-borne vibration levels that would not exceed the FTA criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage
to typical construction (reinforced concrete), a less-than-significant vibration impact. If pile driving is required,
vibration levels at adjacent buildings could exceed the FTA's criterion of 0.5 in/sec PPV for structural damage,
resulting in a significant vibration impact. Potential effects of groundbome vibration on historic resources is
discussed in Section ill.A.l, Impact CP-l.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-N0-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a: Protect Historical
Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities, and M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for
Historical Resources, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein

a
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III.D
III.D.l

Air Quality
Impact AQ-4

Impact AQ-4: Development under the Plan, but not the proposed street network changes and open space
improvements, would result in construction activities that could violate an air quality standard, contribute
to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard.

a) Street Network Changes and Open Space Improvements
Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would be
subject to the Construction Dust Control Ordinance. Compliance with the regulations and procedures set forth
in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance would ensure that potential dust-related construction air quality
'
impacts from the
street network changes and open space improvements would be less than significant.

Construction activities to implement the street network changes and open space improvements would not
generate emissions of criteria air pollutants that exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. Therefore,
construction criteria pollutant emissions from street network changes and open space improvements would be
less than significant.

b) Subsequent Development
Implementation of the Plan would allow for development of new office, residential, retail, and other uses, at a
greater intensity than is currently allowed under existing land use controls. Most development projects in the
Plan Area would entail demolition and removal of existing structures and/or parking lots, excavation, and site
preparation and construction of new buildings.
Construction Dust
Construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed under the Plan
that generate dust include building and parking lot demolition, excavation, and equipment movement across
unpaved construction sites. Subsequent development would be subject to the regulations and procedures set
forth in the San Francisco Dust Control Ordinance. Therefore, potential dust-related construction air quality
impacts would be less than significant.
Construction Emissions
Emissions generated during construction activities would include exhaust emissions from heavy duty
construction equipment, trucks used to haul construction materials to and from sites, and worker vehicle
emissions. Construction activities of the larger projects in the Plan Area could potentially generate emissions of
criteria air pollutants that would exceed criteria air pollutant significance thresholds. An analysis of construction
emissions using CalEEMod showed that high rise residential developments in excess of 500 units and general
office developments in excess of 825,000 square feet would have the potential to result in construction-related
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ROC emissions in excess of 54 pounds per day. The amount of construction period emissions would vary
depending on project characteristics. For example, a project proposing less than 500 units or 825,000 square feet
of non-residential use that requires substantial excavation (e.g., due to contaminated soils and/or to
accommodate below-grade parking) may also exceed the construction significance criteria. Therefore,
construction of subsequent individual development projects that exceed the criteria air pollutant significance
thresholds would result in a significant impact. Iinplementation of Mitigation Measures M-AQ-4a:
Construction Emissions Analysis and M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, would reduce
construction-related emissions to a less-than-significant level.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-4a and M-AQ-4b, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.

III.D.2

lmpactAQ-6

Impact AQ-6: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in construction activities that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of fine particulate matter (PM2.s) and toxic air contaminants generated by construction equipment.
Within the APEZ, construction activities undertaken by subsequent individual development projects allowed
under the Plan would adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term
health risks from existing sources of air pollution. The Plan would also indirectly generate additional vehicle
trips that would result in additional parcels meeting the APEZ criteria. Construction activities using off-road
diesel equipment and vehicles in these areas would expose sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air
pollution, and would be a significant impact.
The proposed street network changes and open space improvements would be publicly-funded projects and
therefore subject to the conditions of the Clean Construction Ordinance to reduce diesel emissions, and
thereby reduce related potential health risks. However, the Plan would indirectly generate additional vehicle
trips that would result in additional areas meeting the APEZ health risk criteria. Construction activities on, or
adjacent to, these parcels would adversely affect populations already at a higher risk for adverse long-term
health risks, and would be a significant impact.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impacts
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measures
M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan, and M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction
Requirements, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as provided therein.
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III.E
III.E.l

Biological Resources
Impact BI-1

Impact BI-1: Development under to the Plan and the proposed street network changes has the potential to
adversely affect special-status species and to interfere with the movement of wildlife species.
Given the limited quality of potential habitat, neither development withln the Plan area nor the proposed
street network changes would interfere substantially with migratory corridors. The proposed street network
changes may require the relocation or removal of trees withln the existing sidewalk of these streets; and
demolition or renovation of existing buildings and construction of new buildings could also result .in removal
of existing trees. Tree removal at the start of construction could result in impacts on nesting birds, however
this impact would be less than significant with compliance with the California Fish and Game Code and the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
The Plan area provides limited potential roosting habitat for two special- status bat species, western red bat
(Lasiurus blossevillii) and Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii). Wrule the potential for their
occurrence withln the Plan area is low, it is possible that these bat species could be found in trees or
underutilized buildings. Development under the Plan including the proposed street network changes and
open space improvements could result in a potentially significant impact on special-status bats.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be implemented as
provided therein.

III.F
III.F.l

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact HZ-3

Impact HZ-3: Demolition and renovation of buildings as part of individual development projects
implemented pursuant to the Plan could potentially expose workers and the public to hazardous building
materials including asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), bis
(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and mercury, or result in a release of these materials into the environment
during construction.
The Plan area was nearly completely rebuilt during by the first two decades of the 20th century, after the 1906
earthquake and fire. Many of the existing buildings may contain hazardous building materials, including
asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, and electrical equipment containing PCBs. Most of the
existing buildings could also include fluorescent light ballasts containing PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light
tubes containing mercury vapors. All of these materials were commonly employed until the second half of the
20th century. If a building is demolished or renovated as part of a development project implemented pursuant
to the Plan, workers and the public could be exposed to hazardous building materials if they were not abated
prior to demolition. Compliance with regulatory requirements and implementation of required procedures
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would ensure that potential impacts due demolition or renovation of structures with asbestos-containing
materials and lead-based paint would be less than significant.
Other hazardous building materials that could be present within the Plan CJ.rea include electrical transformers
that could contain PCBs, fluorescent light ballasts that could contain PCBs or DEHP, and fluorescent light
tubes that could contain mercury vapors. Disruption of these materials could pose health threats for
construction workers if not properly disposed of and would be a potentially significant impact.
Based on the Final EIR and the entire administrative record, the City finds the potentially significant impact
listed above would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement, as set forth in the attached MMRP and will be
implemented as provided therein.

SECTION IV
Significant Impacts That Cannot Be A voided or
Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level
Based on substantial evidence in the whole record of these proceedings, the City finds that, where feasible,
changes or alterations have been required, or incorporated into, the Plan and proposed street network changes
to reduce the significant environmental impacts listed below as identified in- the Final EIR. Although all of the
mitigation measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP), attached as Exhibit B,
are adopted, for some of the impacts listed below, despite the implementation of feasible mitigation measures,
the effects remain significant and unavoidable.
It is further. found, as described in this Section IV below, based on the analysis contained within the Final EIR,

other considerations in. the record, and the significance criteria identified in the Final EIR, that because some
aspects of the Project could cause potentially significant impacts for which feasible mitigation measures are
not available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, those impacts remain significant and
unavoidable. It is also recognized that although mitigation measures are identified in the Final EIR that would
reduce some significant impacts, certain measures, as described in this Section IV below, are uncertain or
infeasible for reasons set forth below, and therefore those impacts remain significant and ·unavoidable or
potentially significant and unavoidable.
Thus, the following significant impacts on the environment, as reflected in the Final EIR, are unavoidable. As
more fully explained in Section VII, below, under Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and (b), and
CEQA Guidelines 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, it is found and determined that legal, environmental,
economic, social, technological and other benefits of the Project override any remaining significant adverse
impacts of the Project for each of the significant and unavoidable impacts described below. This finding is
supported by substantial evidence in the record of this proceeding.This finding is supported by substantial
evidence in the record of this proceeding.
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IV.A
IV.A.l

Land Use and Land Use Planning
Impact LU-2

Impact LU-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed open space improvements and street network
changes, would conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, orregulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Specifically, the Plan
could result in traffic noise along Howard Street (under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets)
that exceeds the noise standards in the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element.
The Plan would not conflict substantially with the great majority of policies inthe General Plan, Planning Code,
Plan Bay Area, Climate Action Plan, Bicycle Plan, Bet.ter Streets Plan, or Transit First Policy, and other regulations
that were adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
Implementation of the Plan could result in siting sensitive receptors in close proximity to noise sources by
changing zoning to allow uses that may generate high noise levels, such as PDR and Places of Entertainment,
in proximity to new and existing residences. This may conflict with the General Plan's Environmental
Protection Element, Policy 11.1: Discourage new uses in areas in which the noise level exceeds the noise
compatibility guidelines for that use.
Implementation of the Plan could result in increased traffic noise levels, which could conflict with the General
Plan's Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6: Discourage changes in streets which will result in greater
traffic noise in noise-sensitive areas. This impact relates specifically to the potential for implementation of the
Plan to result in increased traffic noise levels on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and
Folsom Streets.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for
New Development Projects and M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR
finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-1b would reduce noise from noise-generating uses to
less-than-significant levels. However, while implementation of Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a would reduce
traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets, it may not be
sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, the potential for a significant conflict
with the General Plan's Environmental Protection Element Policy 9.6 would remain significant and
unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.A.2

Impact C-LU-1

Impact C-LU-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative land use impact. Specifically, the Plan,
under both the one-way and two-way options for Folsom and Howard Streets, could make a considerable
contribution to cumulative traffic :rloise levels l-'.ihich l"Jou!d exceed the noise standards in the General
Plan's Environmental Protection Element.

27

688

In general, the Plan, and particularly the proposed street network changes and open space improvements,
would improve linkages within the Plan Area and serve to enhance the physical connection between and
through various parts of the Plan Area. None of the individual projects in the Plan Area is expected to
preclude or. interfere with proposed public realm improvements, and many would contribute positively to
pedestrian connections, new infrastructure, and/or include open space enhancements. Therefore, the Plan
would not combine with these projects and plans and so as to result in significant cumulative impacts related
to dividing established communities.
However, implementation of the Plan could result in a significant unavoidable impact with respect to
increased traffic noise, which would conflict with a General Plan policy adopted for the purpose of mitigating
or avoiding an environmental effect. The Plan, including both the onecway and two-way operation of Folsom
and Howard Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative traffic noise levels. The EIR
identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-N0-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New
Development Projects to address this impact, and concludes that no additional mitigation measures for new
development projects have been identified to reduce this impact to less than significant. Therefore, the
project's contribution to cumulative traffic noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

IV.B
IV.B.l

Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Impact CP-1

Impact CP-1: Development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of
individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or
conservation district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet unidentified resources, a substantial adverse
c;::hange in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
The EIR finds that development under the Plan would result in the demolition or substantial alteration of
individually identified historic architectural resources and/or contributors to a historic district or conservation
district located in the Plan Area, including as-yet unidentified resources, causing a substantial adverse change
in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. The EIR concludes
that such ?mpacts could occur as a result of individual development projects under the Plan. The EIR also
concludes that development under the Plan in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects in the vicinity could result in the demolition and/or alteration of historical resources, thereby
contributing considerably to a cumulative historical resources impact.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-CP-1a: Mandatory Consultation Regarding
Avoidance or Minimization of Effects on Historical Resources; M-CP-1b: Documentation of Historical
Resource(s); M-CP-1c: Oral Histories; M-CP-1d: Interpretive Program; and M-:CP-1e: Video Recordation to
address this impact. The EIR finds that, while the foregoing mitigation measures would reduce the adverse
impacts of the Plan on historical resources, they would not reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level
because it cannot be stated with certainty that no historical resources would be demolished or otherwise
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adversely affected in the Plan Area with implementation of the Plan. Therefore, the impact would remain
significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.B.2

Impact C-CP-1

Impact C-CP-1: Development under the Plan, in combination with past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects in the vicinity, could result in demolition and/or alteration of historic resources,
thereby contributing considerably to significant cumulative historical resources impacts.
The EIR finds that development under the Plan may contribute to the loss of individual historic resources and
contributors to historic districts by encouraging demolition and alteration of such resources in the Plan Area.
These impacts could combine with similar impacts in areas outside the Plan Area to result in significant
cumulative impacts in the number of individually eligible historic resources within the SoMa neighborhood
and cumulative effects to historic districts that overlap within the Plan Area and adjacent areas. The proposed
· Plan could contribute considerably to this impact, and several mitigation measures have been identified and
analyzed that could mitigate this impact to less than significant, including Mitigation Measures M-CP-la
through M-CP-le, as noted above. However, because it is uncertain whether or not these mitigation measures
could reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.

IV.C
IV.C.l

Transportation and Circulation
Impact TR-3

Impact TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that would not be
accommodated by local transit capacity, and would cause a substantial increase in delays resulting in
adverse impacts on local and regional transit routes.
Development associated with the Plan would generate 4,160 transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and 4,430
transit trips during the p.m. peak hour. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and street network changes, would result in significant adverse transit impacts on
Muni capacity and East Bay regional transit screenlines, and would result in transit delays for Muni, Golden
Gate Transit, and SamTrans buses. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit
Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements, and M-TR-3c, Signalization and Intersection Restriping
at Townsend/Fifth Streets to address this impact. The EIR finds that even with implementation of these
mitigation measures, impacts would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures M-TR-3a, M-TR-3b, and M-TR-3c would reduce the effect of increased ridership and could reduce the
travel time impacts or mitigate them to less-than-significant levels. However, because it is not known how much
additional funding would be generated for transit service as part of these mitigation measures, or whether
SFMTA would provide additional service on the impacted routes to fully mitigate the Plan's impacts, the
impacts remain significant and unavoid<Ible with mitigation.
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IV.C.2

Impact TR-4

Impact TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would not result in pedestrian safety hazards nor result in a substantial overcrowding on
sidewalks or at comer locations, but would result in overcrowding at crosswalks.
Development associated with the Plan would generate about 10,550 pedestrian trips (4,430 transit and 6,120
walk and other modes trips) during the p.m. peak hour. New development under the Plan would result in a
substantial increase in pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle trips in Central SoMa, which could increase the
potential for conflicts between modes. However, some of the development projects would include pedestrian
improvements, as required under the Better Streets Plan, and ongoing City projects such as the Vision Zero
effort focused on eliminating traffic deaths by 2024. The proposed street network changes include numerous
improvements to the pedestrian network including sidewalk widening to meet the standards in the Better
Streets Plan where possible, comer sidewalk extensions, pedestrian signal timing upgrades, signalized
midblock pedestrian crossings, and opening currently closed crosswalks. Impacts of the Plan related to
pedestrian safety hazards would be less than significant.
Implementation of the street network changes, in combination with the additional pedestrians generated by
development under the Plan, would result in significant pedestrian LOS impacts at the west and east crosswalks
at the intersections of Third/Mission and Fourth/Mission, and at the west crosswalks at the intersections of
Fourth/Towns~nd and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and analyzes
Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The EIR finds
that even with implementation of this mitigation measure, because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening
beyond the current width is uncertain due to roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or
platforms), the pedestrian impact at the crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant
and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.C.3

ImpactTR-6

Impact TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, would result in an increased demand of on-street commercial and passenger loading and
a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply such that the loading demand during the peak hour of
loading activities would not be accommodated within on-street loading supply, would impact existing
passenger loading/unloading zones, and may create hazardous conditions or significant delay that may
affect transit, other vehicles, bicycles, or pedestrians.
Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial
loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during
peak periods. The EIR finds that development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements
and street network changes, would result in significant impacts on commercial vehicle loading/unloading
activities and passenger loading/unloading activities.
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan
(DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones to address this impact.
The EIR finds that these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for disruption to traffic and transit
circulation, and impacts on pedestrians and bicycles in the Plan Area as a result of commercial loading
activities. However, replacement of on-street loading and passenger loading/unloading zones may not always
be possible due to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or availability of general on-street spaces
that could be converted to commercial loading spaces, or pedestrian circulation area on adjacent sidewalks.
Thus, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces of similar length on the same block
and side of the street or within 250 feet on adjacent side streets cannot be assured in every situation where
loading spaces are removed as a result of the street network changes. Locations adjacent to transit-only lanes
would also not be ideal for loading spaces because they may introduce new conflicts between trucks and
transit vehicles. Given these considerations, the potential locations for replacing all on-street commercial
loading spaces on streets where circulation changes are proposed (i.e., Folsom, Howard, Harrison, Bryant,
Brannan, Third and Fourth Streets) are limited, and it is unlikely that a sufficient amount of spaces could be
provided to offset the net loss in supply and ensure that conflicts between trucks, bicyclists, and other vehicles
do not occur. Similarly, for passenger loading/unloading zones, replacement may not always be possible due
to conditions such as existing parking prohibitions or lack of general on-street spaces that could be converted
to passenger loading spaces. As such, the feasibility of providing replacement passenger loading/unloading
zones of similar length that would serve the affected properties, particularly the Moscone Center, hotels, and
the Bessie Carmichael School/Filipino Education Center, cannot be assured. For these reasons, loading
impacts, particularly during peak hour of loading activities, would remain significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

IV.C.4

Impact TR-9

Impact TR-9: Construction activities associated with development under the Plan, including the proposed
open space improvements and street network changes, would result in substantial interference with
pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas, and would result in
potentially hazardous conditions.

In general, the analysis of construction impacts is specific to individual projects, and includes a discussion of
temporary roadway and sidewalk closures, relocation of bus stops, effects on roadway circulation due to
construction trucks, and the increase in vehicle trips, transit trips and parking demand associated with
construction workers. Construction-related transportation impacts associated with individual development,
open space, or transportation projects are temporary and generally of short-term duration (e.g., 'typically
between two and three years), and are conducted in accordance with City requirements to ensure that they do
not substantially affect transit, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions or circulation in the area. However, given the
magnitude of projected development anticipated to occur, and the uncertainty concerning construction
schedules, construction activities associated with multiple overlapping projects under the Plan could result in
multiple travel lane closures, high volumes of trucks in the local vicinity, and travel lane and sidewalk closures.
These in turn could disrupt or delay transit, pedestrians, or bicyclists, or result in potentially hazardous
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conditions (e.g., high volumes of trucks turnillg at intersections). As such, the EIR finds that construction-related
transportation impacts would be significant.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and
Construction Coordination to address this .impact. The EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure
M-TR-9 would minimize, but would not eliminate, the significant impacts related to conflicts between
construction activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and vehicles. Other measures, such as imposing
sequential (i.e., non-overlapping) construction schedules for all projects in the vicinity, were considered but
deemed infeasible due to potentially lengthy delays in implementation of subsequent projects. As such,
construction-related transportation impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.

IV.C.S

Impact C-TR-3

Impact C-TR-3: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative transit impacts on local and regional
transit providers.
Implementation of the Plan would result in significant cumulative impacts, or contribute considerably to
cumulative impacts, on capacity utilization on multiple Muni downtown screenlines and corridors, and
Central SoMa cordons and corridors. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, development under the Plan would
contribute considerably to BART ridership for travel from the East Bay during the a.m. peak hour and to the
East Bay during the p.m. peak hours, and the BART East Bay screenlines would operate at more than the
100 percent capacity utilization standard. All other regional screenlines and transit providers ware not
projected to exceed the capacity utilization standard under 2040 cumulative conditions. Implementation of the
Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative impacts, as a result of increased congestion and
transit delay on Muni, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans routes that operate within the Central SoMa
transportation study area.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements, M-TR-3b: Boarding
Improvements, and M-TR-3c: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets) to
address this impact. The EIR finds that the feasibility of identified mitigation measures is uncertain and may
not be adequate to mitigate cumulative impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, implementation of
the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would
contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative local and regional
transit impacts.

IV.C.6

Impact C-TR-4

Impact C-TR-4: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian impacts.
The Plan's proposed street network changes, in cmnbination with other cumUlative projects would improve the
pedestrian network in Central SoMa and enhance pedestrian safety, including for seniors and persons with
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disabilities. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, impacts related to cumulative pedestrian safety hazards would
be less than significant.
Under year 2040 cumulative conditions, the Plan would contribute considerably to significant cumulative
pedestrian impacts at one or more crosswalks at the intersections of Third/Mission, Third/Howard,
Fourth/Mission, Fourth/Howard, Fourth/Folsom, Fourth/Harrison, Fourth/Bryant, Fourth/Brannan,
Fourth/Townsend, and Fourth/King during the midday and/or p.m. peak hours. The EIR identifies and
· analyzes Mitigation Measure M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks, to address this impact. The
EIR finds that because the feasibility of the crosswalk widening beyond the current width is uncertain due to
roadway or other physical constraints (e.g., presence of bus stops or platforms), the pedestrian impact at the
crosswalks due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore,
implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San
Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative
pedestrian impacts.

IV.C.7

Impact C-TR-6

Impact C-TR-6: Development under the Plan, including the proposed open space improvements and street
network changes, and the associated increased demand of on-street loading in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to
significant cumulative loading impacts.
Implementation of the street network changes associated with the Plan would remove on-street commercial
loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones on a number of streets either permanently or during
peak periods. These conditions would worsen with cumulative projects that also remove on-street commercial
loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones, resulting in significant cumulative impacts. The EIR
identifies and analyzes The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-TR-6a: Driveway and
Loading Operations Plan (DLOP) and M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-Street Commercial Loading Spaces
and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones to address this impact. The EIR finds that because the feasibility of
providing replacement commercial loading spaces and passenger loading/unloading zones of similar lengths
is uncertain, loading impacts due to implementation of the Plan would remain significant and unavoidable.
Therefore, implementation of the Plan, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to the significant and unavoidable with
mitigation cumulative loading impacts.

IV.D
IV.D.l

Noise and Vibration
Impact t~0-1

Impact N0-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes, would generate
noise that would result in exposure of persons to noise levels in excess of standards in the San Francisco
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General Plan or Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Code), and would result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise above existing levels.
Traffic Noise hnpacts
Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between existing
conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan;
(2) Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street hnprovements (Folsom/Howard one-way); and
(3) Existing+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street hnprovements (Folsom/Howard two-way). The results
of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated growth on the existing noise environment
would be relatively limited.
Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic increases would result in noise increases
of 2.5 dB A or less. Therefore, traffic generated by anticipated Plan Area development alone would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels, and would not expose persons to noise levels in excess of
standards in the San Francisco General Plan. When compared to the three dB A perceptibility threshold, a 2.5 dB A
noise increase would have a less-than-significant impact on existing residential and other noise-sensitive uses.
The proposed open space improvements would generate little, if any, new vehicular traffic and, accordingly,
would result in little or no increase in indirect traffic-generated noise.
Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street hnprovements (Folsom/Howard one-way)
scenario, traffic increases would result· in would result in noise increases of 2.4 dB A or less along study
segments; these increases of less than three dB A would not be noticeable and would be less than significant.
Under the Existing + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street hnprovements (Folsom/Howard two-way)
scenario, two street segments would experience an increase in traffic noise of three dBA or more. The two-way
Folsom and Howard Street network changes would result in noise increases of 3.1 dBA and 5.2 dBA along
Howard Street between lOth and 11th Streets and Howard Street west of 11th Street, respectively. This would
be a significant impact. At all other locations under this scenario, traffic noise increases would be less than
three dBA and thus would be less than significant.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for
New Development Projects to reduce this impact. The EIR finds that while implementation of Mitigation
Measure M-NO-la would reduce traffic noise on Howard Street under the two-way option for Howard and
Folsom Streets, it rri.ay not be sufficient to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, noise
impacts associated with implementation of the Plan and the two-way option for Howard and Folsom Streets
would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-la requires project sponsors to develop and implement a Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) Plan pursuant to the Planning Department's TDM Program. One of the benefits of the
TDM Program is to provide more certainty to project sponsors in the development review process. Under the
TDM program, because a project sponsor knows its TDM requirements before submitting a development
application, it can take those requirements into account when designing and financing the project. However,
the TDM requirements proposed in the Central SoMa Plan legislation are substantially greater than those
originally adopted in Planning Code Section 169. As a result, many development projects that submitted a
development application prior to the introduction of the Central SoMa legislation were designed and financed
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in ways that make it infeasible for those projects to meet the Central SoMa TDM requirements. Construction
of these projects is integral to achieving the goals of the Central SoMa Plan.
For these reasons, the Commission hereby finds that Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a is infeasible to the extent it
applies to projects with completed development applications or environmental evaluation applications on file
with the Planning Department before January 1, 2018.
The Commission hereby adopts Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a as modified below. With these modifications,
the Commission finds that Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a is feasible.

Mitigation Measure M NO la: Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects. To
reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan Area, the project sponsor and
subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent affordable housing projects) shall develop and implement
a TDM Plan for a proposed project's net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces) as part of
project approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be in accordance
with Planning Department's TDM Program Standards for the type of development proposed, and
accompanying appendices, except that projects with complete development applications or Environmental
Evaluation Applications (EEAs) on file with the Planning Department before January 1. 2018 shall meet a
minimum of 75% of the TDM requirements in the Planning Department's TDM Program Standards. The TDM
Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as planning for the proposed
TDM Ordmance continues. Each subsequent development project's TDM Plan for proposed net new uses shall
conform to the most recent version of the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at
the time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco
Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and approve the TDM Plan, as well as any
subsequent revisions to the TDM Plan. The TDM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) rate (i.e., VMT per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and adjust TDM
measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is applicable to all projects within
the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This
measure is superseded for those projects that are already required to fully comply with the TDM Program
Standards (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TDM Plan shall be developed
in consultation with the Planning Department and rely generally on implementation of measures listed in the
Planning Department TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the
Project Approval Action. The TDM program may include, but is not limited to the types of measures, which
are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual development project TDM measures shall
be applied from the TDM Program Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and
applicability of candidate measures in detail:
1.
Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking, secure bicycle
parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share memberships for project occupants,
bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other bicycle-related services;
2.

Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for project occupants;

3.

Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project occupants;
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4.
Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to support the use of
sustainable transportation modes by families;
5.

High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle bus service;

6.
Information: Provision of multimodal wayfinding signage, transportation information displays, and
tailored transportation marketing services;
7.
Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in underserved
areas; and
8.
Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking cash out offers,
and reduced off-street parking supply.
Noise Generating Sources
Development of certain commercial uses in proximity to existing residential uses would increase the potential
for noise disturbance or conflicts. Depending on the type of commercial activities, noise generated from the
sources such as loading/unloading activities, delivery trucks, garbage trucks, PDR and light industrial uses,
could result in a substantial permanent, temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels, creating noise
conflicts between residential and commercial uses. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure
M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of
Mitigation Measure M-NO-Ib and compliance with the Section 2909 of the Noise Ordinance would render
impacts less than significant with respect to potential conflicts between new noise-generating uses and noisesensitive land uses.
Noise Compatibility of Future Uses
The Plan proposes to permit nighttime entertainment uses within a limited area, south of Harrison Street
between Fourth and Sixth Streets, where the Plan would establish a new Central SoMa SUD. Because
entertainment uses typically generate nighttime noise and residential uses require quieter nighttime noise
levels, noise conflicts could result where these land uses are in proximity to one another and where buildings
may not be sufficiently insulated to· prevent the intrusion of excessive noise. The EIR identifies and analyzes
Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses to address this impact. The EIR finds that
implementation of Mitigation Measure M-NO-lb and compliance with the San Francisco Building Code,
Administrative Code, Planning Code, and Police Code, and Regulation of Noise from Places of Entertainment
would reduce noise impacts to the maximum extent feasible, consistent with the General Plan, and would
reduce the potential for noise conflicts between new entertainment and residential uses to a less-thansignificant level.

IV.D.2

ImpactN0-2

Impact N0-2: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open space
improvements, would result in construction activities in the Plan Area that could expose persons to
substantial temporary or periodic increases in noise levels substantially in excess of ambient levels.
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Development that could result from implementation of the Plan would result in construction of new
buildings, demolition, or retrofitting (if applicable) near existing residential or other noise-sensitive uses. The
noise levels associated with construction equipment such as pile driving and concrete saws would exceed the
ambient noise levels of approximately 70 to 75 dBA, and, absent noise controls, would exceed the limit
specified in the Police Code of 80 dBA at 100 feet. This would be a significant impact. Similar noise levels could
be reached with operation of multiple pieces of construction equipment, on the same site or on multiple sites,
depending on their distance from sensitive receptors. Similarly, the duration of noise experienced by receptors
may be increased due to overlapping construction projects. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation
Measures M-N0-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures and M-N0-2b: Noise and Vibration
Control Measures during Pile Driving to address this impact.
The EIR finds implementation of Mitigation Measures M-N0-2a and M-N0-2b would reduce the noise impact
from future construction throughout the Plan Area to a less-than-significant level from individual construction
sites. However, a number of projects have environmental applications on file and are dependent upon the
Central SoMa Plan's proposed zoning. It is possible that such projects, some of which are located in close
proximity to each other, could be under construction at the same time. The combined effect of these noise
impacts may result in noise levels for which available feasible mitigation measures may not be sufficient to
reduce the impact to less than significant. Therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable with
mitigation.

IV.D.3

Impact C-N0-1

Impact C-N0-1: Development under the Plan, including the proposed street network changes and open
space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would
result in cumulative noise impacts.
Noise modeling was undertaken for 149 street segments to evaluate changes in traffic noise between 2040
conditions and each of the three development scenarios: (1) 2040 Cumulative+ Growth Attributed to the Plan;
(2) 2040 Cumulative+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard one-way);
and (3) 2040 Cumulative + Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard twoway). The results of the traffic noise modeling revealed that effects of Plan-generated and cumulative traffic
growth would be relatively minimal overall.
Under the 2040 Cumulative+ Growth Attributed to the Plan scenario, traffic noise increases would generally
be less than three dBA. One street segment on Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets would
experience a noise increase greater than three dBA; this would be a significant cumulative impact. However,
the Plan contribution would be minimal (less than 0.5 dBA) and thus not a considerable contribution to the
significant cumulative impact.
Under the 2040 Cumulative+ Growth Attributed to the Plan with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard oneway) scenario, a significant cumulative impact would occur on Fourth Street between Bryant and Brannan
Streets and on Bryant Street east of Fourth Street. Under the 2040 Cumulative + Growth Attributed to the Plan
with Street Improvements (Folsom/Howard two-way) scenario, significant cumulative impacts would occur
on Howard Street west of Fifth Street, Fourth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets, and on Bryant Street
east of Fourth Street. Therefore, the Plan growth plus the street network changes with both one-way and two-
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way options for Folsom and Howard. Streets would make a considerable contribution to cumulative significant
traffic noise impacts. Therefore, this impact remaills significant and unavoidable.

IV.E

Air Quality

Impact AQ-3: Operation of subsequent individual development projects in the Plan Area and street
network changes, but not proposed open space improvements, would violate an air quality standard,
contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, and/or result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of criteria pollutants for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal
or State ambient air quality standard.
Development of individual development projects within the Plan Area could generate vehicle trips and other
operational emissions, such as emissions from natural gas combustion, landscape maintenance activities, and
painting that would result in a significant increase in criteria air pollutants. With regard to proposed street
network changes, these projects would include conversion of Howard and Folsom Streets to accommodate
additional travel modes including bicycles and transit, reduction in travel lanes and installation of transit only
lanes and bicycle facilities on Third Street and Fourth Street, creation of transit only lanes on Bryant Street and
Harrison Street and minor reconfiguration to Brannan Street. Given the number of proposed street network
changes, it is conservatively judged that the street network changes would result in significant criteria air
pollutant emissions as a result of slower moving vehicle speeds, which would result in an increase in vehicle
emissions. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand
Management for New Development Projects, M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants
Concerning Low-VOC Consumer Products, and M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions, to address this
impact.
The EIR finds that implementation of these mitigation measures is required for future individual development
projects in the Plan Area that would exceed BAAQMD screening criteria. However, without specific detail on
the size and extent of these projects, it is not possible to estimate emissions or the effectiveness or feasibility of
the mitigation measures. Additionally, local government has no authority over vehicle emissions standards,
which are established by federal and state law. Existing emissions laws and regulations, including the federal
Corporate Average Fuel Economy requirements and California's Clean Car (Pavley) Standards to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, would result in declining vehicle emissions over time. However, no feasible
mitigation exists for criteria air pollutant emissions resulting from slower vehicle speeds (and increased idling
times) that may occur as a result of the proposed street network changes. Therefore, this impact remains
significant and unavoidable with mitigation. It should be noted that the identification of this significant impact
does not preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent projects that comply with
applicable screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.
Impact AQ-5: Development under the Plan; including proposed street network changes, would result in
operational emissions of fine particulate matter (PM2.s) and toxic air contaminants that would result in exposure
of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
The EIR finds that Plan traffic would incrementally expand the geographic extent of the Air Pollutant Exposure
Zone (APEZ), adding to the APEZ all of the approximately 40 parcels north of the l-80 freeway that are currently
outside the zone (these parcels are largely concentrated near Second and Folsom Streets and along Shipley Street
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between Fifth and Sixth Streets), and also adding to the APEZ a large number of parcels south of the freeway,
including South Park. As a result of Plan-generated traffic, including the proposed street network changes,
excess cancer risk within the APEZ would increase by as much as 226 in a million and PMl.s concentrations
would increase by up to 4.54 flg/m3 at individual receptor points, which substantially exceed the thresholds
identified in the EIR. The EIR also finds that both existing and new stationary sources, as well as other nonpermitted sources in the Plan Area, could result in potential health risks (primarily lifetime cancer risk) to
sensitive receptors, which would be expected to consist mostly of persons living in residential projects
developed in the Plan Area, particularly if these projects were to include sources of TACs. Among these
sources would be diesel-powered emergency generators, which are generally required to be installed in
buildings with occupiable floors above 75 feet in height. Finally, the EIR finds that indirect traffic generated by
the Plan, as well as the reconfiguration of the street network in the Plan Area, would add and relocate vehicle
emissions that would change the geographic extent and severity of the APEZ, significantly exacerbating
existing localized air quality conditions. With Plan traffic, the additional parcels that would be added to the
· APEZ are not currently subject to Health Code Article 38; therefore, new sensitive use projects proposed on
these lots would be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations resulting from Plan-generated traffic,
which would result in a significant impact. The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-NO-la:
Transportation Demand Management for New Development Projects, to address the impact associated with
Plan-generated traffic. Additionally, the EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-AQ-Sa: Best
Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit
Particulate Matter (PM2.s), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; M-AQ-Sc: Update
Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Article 38; M-AQ-Sd: Land Use Buffers around
Active Loading Docks; and M-AQ-Se: Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy, to address these
impacts.
The EIR notes that Mitigation Measures M-AQ-5a and M-AQ-5b would reduce emissions of PMl.s and other
TACs from new stationary sources to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5c and M-AQ-5d
would protect new sensitive land uses from emissions associated with truck activity areas and on sites not
currently subject to Article 38, thereby reducing exposure of new sensitive land uses from Plan-generated
traffic emissions to less than significant. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-5e would establish a strategy to reduce the
exposure of residents and other sensitive land uses to TACs generated by the Plan. However, mobile sources
generated by the Plan would significantly affect the geography and severity of the Air Pollutant Exposure
Zone. Mitigation Measure M-NO-la would reduce the number of vehicle trips generated by the Plan, but
because the degree to which trips (and thereby emissions) could be reduced by these measures cannot be
reliably estimated. In addition, vehicle emissions are regulated at the state and federal level, and local
jurisdictions are preempted from imposing stricter emissions standards for vehicles. For this reason, and
because no other feasible mitigations are available, the impact of traffic-generated TACs on existing sensitive
receptors remains significant and unavoidable with mitigation.
Impact C-AQ-1: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open
space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts.
BAAQMD considers criteria air pollutant impacts to be cumulative by nature. Operational criteria air
pollutant emissions of the Plan (assessed using the Plan-level thresholds from the BAAQMD), addressed
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individually and cumulatively in the EIR, would not make a considerable contribution to regional emissions of
criteria air pollutants, given the Plan's consistency with the Clean Air Plan and the modest growth in VMT
compared to population growth, and would not result in intersection volumes that would trigger a concern
with regard to localized CO concentrations. However, as discussed above, subsequent individual
development projects and proposed street network changes could emit criteria air pollutants or result in
increased vehicle delays, thereby increasing vehicle emissions in excess of the project-level significance
criteria, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. Potential open space
improvements in the Plan Area would be considerably smaller in size and less than 20 acres, and would
therefore not ni.ake a considerable contribution to criteria pollutant emissions. Therefore, cumulative
operational criteria air pollutant impacts from open space improvements would be less than significant.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for
New Development Projects, M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning
Low-VOC Consumer Products, M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions, M-AQ-Sa: Best Available
Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Se: Central SoMa
Air Quality Improvement Strategy, M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis, and M-AQ-4b:
Construction Emissions Minimization Plan to address this impact.
The EIR · finds that even with implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts with respect to
subsequent development projects in the Plan Area and the proposed street network changes under 2040
cumulative conditions would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. However, the identification
of this significant impact does not preclude the finding of future less-than-significant impacts for subsequent
projects that comply with applicable screening criteria or meet applicable thresholds of significance.
Impact C-AQ-2: Development under the Plan, including proposed street network changes, but not open
space improvements, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the
vicinity, under cumulative 2040 conditions, would contribute considerably to criteria air pollutant impacts.
(Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)
The EIR finds that the Plan would indirectly result in traffic emissions and emissions from stationary sources
that would have a significant effect on sensitive receptors. These emissions would contribute considerably to
cumulative health risk effects within the Plan Area and vicinity. Therefore, the Plan would result in a
significant cumulative impact with respect to PM 2.5 and TAC emissions. In addition, the results of the .
cumulative health risk assessment indicate that Plan-generated traffic would increase the geographic extent of
the APEZ under 2040 cumulative conditions, as compared to existing conditions. Within the APEZ, Plangenerated traffic would increase excess cancer risk by more than seven per one million persons exposed, while
PM2.s concentrations would increase by up to 0.17 ~-J.g/m3 at individual receptor points. Therefore, Plangenerated traffic would significantly affect both the geography and severity of health risks within the Plan
Area under 2040 cumulative conditions, resulting in a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk
impacts. The proposed street network changes would not generate new vehicle trips but would relocate
vehicle trips, thereby potentially exacerbating this impact. The proposed open space improvements would not
be of sufficient magnitude to draw large numbers of users from outside the immediate neighborhood and
would be expected to generate little, if any, motor vehicle travel. Therefore, the proposed open space
improvements would not make a considerable contribution to cumulative health risk impacts.
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The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-N0-1a: Transportation Demand Management for New
Development Projects, and Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis, to address this
impact. The EIR also identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measures M-AQ-Sa: Best Available Control
Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps; M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate Matter
(Pl\12.s), Diesel Particulate Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants; and M-AQ-Sc: Update Air Pollution
Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code Article 38, to address this impact as well. Finally, the EIR
identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements, to
address this impact.
The EIR finds that even With implementation of these mitigation measures, cumulative impacts with respect to
subsequent development projects and proposed street network changes, and emissions of TACs generated by
development occurring pursuant to the Plan under 2040 cumulative conditions would result in significant
cumulative impacts to existing sensitive receptors; therefore, this impact remains significant and unavoidable
with mitigation.

IV.F
IV.F.l

Wind
Impact WI-1

Impact WI-1: Subsequent future development anticipated under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that
substantially affects public areas.
Wind tunnel testing was performed to generally define the pedestrian wind environment that currently exists,
and would exist with Plan implementation, on sidewalks and open spaces around the Plan Area. For this
program-level wind testing, wind tunnel models did not include detailed landscape features in open areas or
specific building articulation beyond basic setbacks. The results indicate that the Plan could result in four new
exceedances of the 26 mph hazard criterion, resulting in a significant impact. Because building designs, large
street trees, and street furniture were not included in the wind tunnel modet the test results reported are
conservative and likely to indicate higher wind speeds than would actually occur. It is expected that the
landscaping features and building articulation would be expected to eliminate the five hazard criterion
exceedances that were identified in the Plan model.
The EIR identifies and analyzes Mitigation Measure M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area to
address this impact. The EIR finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure M-WI-1 would reduce the
potential for a net increase in wind hazard exceedances and the hours of wind hazard exceedances. However,
it cannot be stated with certainty that each subsequent development project would be able to meet the onehour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance standard without
substantial modifications to the project's design and program such that the project would not be able to be
developed to allowable building heights proposed by the Plan. Therefore, this impact remains significant and
unavoidable with mitigation. This determination does not preclude the finding that specific development
projects would result in less-than-significant wind impacts depending on the design and site conditions.
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SECTIONV
Why Subsequent Environmental Analysis or
Recirculation Is Not Required
For the reasons set forth below and elsewhere in the Adm:inistrative R~cord, none of the factors are present
that would necessitate recirculation of the Final EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15088.5 or the preparation
of a subsequent or supplemental EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162. The Response to Comments
document thoroughly addressed all public comments that the Planning Department received on the Draft EIR.
In response to these comments, the Department added new and clarifying text to the EIR and modified some
mitigation measures.
The Response to Comments document, which combined with the Draft EIR and the Errata comprise the Final
EIR, analyzed all of these changes, including the Project, and determined that these changes did not constitute
new information of sigrll.ficance that would alter any of the conclusions of the EIR. Further, additional changes to
the Project have been incorporated into the project after publication of the Response to Comments document.
These changes have been addressed orally by staff or in staff reports, which statements and reports are
incorporated herein by reference, and based on this information, the Planning Department has determined that
these additional changes do not constitute new information of significance that would alter any of the
conclusions of the EIR.
Based on the information set forth above and other substantial evidence in light of the whole record on the
Final EIR, the Commission determines that (1) the Project is within the scope of the project description
analyzed in the Final EIR; (2) approval of Project will not require important revisions to the Final EIR due to
the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects; (3) taking into account the Project and other changes analyzed in the Final EIR, no
substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the Project are undertaken
which would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects, or a substantial increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR; and (4) no new information
of substantial importance to the Project has become available which would indicate (a) the Project or the
approval actions will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (b) significant environmental
effects will be substantially more severe; (c) mitigation measures or alternatives found not feasible which
would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible; or (d) mitigation measures or alternatives
which are considerably different from those in the Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects on the environment. Consequently, there is no need to recirculate the Final EIR under CEQA
Guideline 15088.5 or to prepare a subsequent or supplement~ EIR under CEQA Guideline Section 15162.
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SECTION VI
Evaluation of Project Alternatives
This section describes the EIR alternatives and the reasons for rejecting the Alternatives as infeasible. This
Article also outlines the Project's purposes and provides the rationale for selecting or rejecting alternatives,
and describes the Project alternative components analyzed in the EIR.
CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, which would "feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen effects of the project,
and evaluate the comparative merits of the project" (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)).
CEQA requires that every EIR evaluate a "No Project" alternative as part of the range of alternatives analyzed
in the EIR. The Central SoMa Plan EIR's No Project analysis was prepared in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15126.6(e)(3)(A) and (C).
Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of beneficial, significant, and unavoidable
impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options for minimizing
environmental consequences of the Preferred Project.

VI.A

Alternatives Rejected and Reasons for Rejection

The Alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and listed below are hereby rejected as infeasible based upon
substantial evidence in the record, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations described in this Section, in addition to those described in Section VII below, which are hereby
incorporated by reference, that make these alternatives infeasible. These determinations are made with the
awareness that CEQA defines "feasibility" to mean "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and
technological factors." (CEQA Guidelines § 15364.) Under CEQA case law, the concept of "feasibility"
encompasses (i) the question of whether a particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives
of a project; and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to the extent
that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and
technological factors.

VI.A.l

No Project Alternative ·(Alternative 1)

Under the No Project Alternative, development within the Plan area would proceed consistent with existing
land use controls, including the East SoMa Area Plan and existing use and height and bulk districts. The No
Project Alternative would not include implementation of the Plan's proposed street network changes, nor
would the open spaces or open space improvements set forth in the Plan be expected to be implemented
Although both the East SoMa Plan and the Western SoMa Plan call for increasing the amount of open space in
their respective plan areas, neither adopted area plan identifies specific park sites or open space improvements
to facilitate these plans' respective policy objectives. Therefore, no specific open space or street network
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improvements are assumed.under the No Project Alternative other than efforts currently under way or
recently completed, such as the proposed Sixth Street Improvement Project along the western boundary of the
Plan Area (which would include widened sidewalks and street tree planting), and the new Annie Alley Plaza
(off of Mission Street between Second and third Streets) and portions of San Francisco Public Works' SoMa
Alleyway Improvement Project that are located in the western portion of the Plan Area, along Minna, Natoma,
Tehama, Clemen tina, Shipley, and Clara Streets. Individual development projects under the No Project
Alternative are assumed to meet Better Streets Plan requirements. The No Project Alternative has been
identified as the environmentally superior alternative.
If the No Project Alternative were implemented, in the area of Land Use and Land Use Planning, changes in
land use would be expected to occur more slowly under the No Project Alternative, compared to those with
implementation of the Plan because, without changes in use districts (e.g., SLI to CMUO) and increased height
limits, there would be less incentive to redevelop many of the parcels in the Plan Area. Moreover, as shown in
Table VI-1, less overall development would occur in the Plan Area, compared with that forecast under the
Plan. This alternative would not involve any construction within, or alter the physical or operational
characteristics of, current public rights of way or open space areas. Consequently, the No Project Alternative
would not include new mid-block crosswalks or other improvements that would improve connectivity within
and adjacent to the Plan Area.

Under this alternative, impacts would be the same in the topic area of Cultural and Paleontological Resources,
although less than significant construction-related impacts on architectural historical resources and impacts to
human remains and tribal cultural resources would be lessened, and significant but rnitigable impacts to
archeological resources would be avoided.
Transportation and Circulation impacts would differ somewhat from the Plan. VMT and traffic hazard
impacts would be the same as under the Plan, while regional transit capacity utilization under this alternative
would be less than significant and transit capacity impacts would be significant and unavoidable. Pedestrian
impacts under this alternative would remain significant and bicycle impacts would remain less than
significant, as under the Plan. Loading impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level under this
alternative; parking impacts would remain less than significant; and emergency vehicle access impacts would
be less than significant as compared to the less than significant with mitigation under the Plan. Construction
impacts to transit would be expected to be less than significant with project-specific mitigation.
Noise and Vibration impacts from traffic would be lessened, but overall cumulative traffic noise impacts
would be significant and unavoidable, as with the Plan. It is anticipated that construction noise and vibration
impacts would be less than significant with project-specific mitigation, similar to the Plan.
In the area of Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, this alternative would have similar impads to the
Plan, including significant and· unavoidable impacts related to traffic-generated toxic air contaminants.
Furthermore, to the extent that development under this alternative that is precluded in the Plan Area occurs in
less dense areas and areas less well-served by transit, this development could generate substantially greater
air quality and greenhouse gas impacts than under the Plan.
This alternative would avoid the Plan's impacts in the topic areas of Aethetics (less than significant under the
Plan) and Wind (significant and unavoidable under the Plan). The Plan's less than significant Shadow impacts
would also be reduced. Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined sewer system) impacts
would remain less than significant, as under the Plan.
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The No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because, although it would eliminate some of the
Project's significant and unavoidable impacts, it would fail to meet most of the basic objectives of the Project.
The No Project Alternative would not accommodate a substantial amount of growth, allowing up to
approximately 2,400 residential units, and thus would not alleviate the demand for housing or pressure on
rents. Nor would this alternative allow the Plan Area to accommodate a substantial amount of new jobs.
Increasing housing and jobs capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial
demand for growth in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. While any development under the
current zoning would still pay the City's applicable development impact fees for any new development, the
reduced development would pay lower total fees, which would not be enough to support the same level of
improvements for the neighborhood. Under the No Project Alternative, the City would generate only a small
percentage of the funding necessary to improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit.
As a result, the City would be unable to improve pedestrian conditions by widening sidewalks, creating new
crosswalks, and improving existing crossings as envisioned by the Plan. Nor would the No Project Alternative
allow the City to fund protected bicycle lanes on many of the neighborhood's streets, as envisioned by the
Plan. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood to the same extent.
Under the No Project Alternative the City would generate much less funding necessary to offer parks and
recreational opportunities in this neighborhood compared to the Plan. And under the No Project Alternative,
reduced development in this transit-rich location would result in a lesser reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions from driving as well as a lesser reduction of pressure on undeveloped greenfield locations that have
high environmental benefit. Furthermore, under the No Project Alternative, existing historic buildings would
not be able to sell Transferable Development Rights to fund their rehabilitation and maintenance, which could
result in less preservation of historic resources. Nor would the No Project Alternative support the designation
of historically significant and contributory buildings under Planning Code Articles 10 and 11. Under the No
Project Alternative there would be no funding to build new facilities for community services such as health
care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible alternative.
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 towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and
operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as
neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the
Old Mint; and funding for cultural and sodal programming. The No Project Alternative would not include
this CFD, and thus not provide for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this additional
reason, the No Project Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible economically, socially and from an urban
planning perspective because it does not meet the City's goals to create an economically diversified and lively
jobs center, provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit, offer an
abundance of parks and recreational opportunities, create an environmentally sustainable and resilient
neighborhood, and accommodate a substantial amount of jobs and housing.

VI.A.2

Reduced Heights Alternative (Alternative 2)

The Reduced Heights Alternative would result in implementation of the same land use districts and General
Plan amendments as under the Plan, except for text and height amendments that relate to maximum
permitted building heights as well as building bulk (regulated through the use of floor-plate size restrictions
and required setbacks) within Plan Area height districts. The Reduced Heights Alternative would permit
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fewer tall builclings south of the elevated Interstate 80 freeway than would be allowable under the Plan. Both
the Reduced Heights Alternative and the Project would increase height limits along much of Fourth, Harrison,
and Bryant Streets from 65 feet to 85 feet. However, the Reduced Heights Alternative would allow for four
towers of 160 feet or more in height south of the freeway, whereas the Plan would allow up to 10 towers in
this area. Also, on the south side of Harrison Street between Second and Fourth Streets, the Reduced Heights
Alternative would allow future builclings at heights no greater than 130 feet, whereas the Plan would allow for
four towers 160 feet tall and greater. The Reduced Heights Alternative would include the same street network
changes and open space improvements that are proposed under the Plan. This alternative assumes that most
of the same sites would be developed as under the Plan, although the reduced heights make some
development infeasible, and on other sites the development would occur at a lower intensity, resulting in less
development than that assumed under the Plan. Overall, the Reduced Heights Alternative would result in a
decrease. of development potential of approximately 25% within the Plan Area. 1
If the Reduced Heights Alternative were implemented, it would not reduce to a less-than-significant level any

of the significant impacts of the Project. Land use and land use planning impacts would be similar to the Plan,
inclucling a significant and unavoidable conflict with General Plan policy regarcling traffic noise. The
alternative's impacts on would be the same as under the Plan. Although the Reduced Heights Alternative
would have a somewhat lesser impact than the Plan in the topic area of Transportation and Circulation, none
of the signifnicant impacts would be reduced to less-than significant levels. Shadow impacts, which were less
than significant under the Plan, would be substantially lessened under this alternative. The Reduced Heights
Alternative would ·have the same impacts as the Plan in the topic areas of Aesthetics, Cultural and
Paleontological Resources,· Noise and Vibration, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind and
Hydrology and Water Quality (combined sewer system and sea level rise).
The Reduced Heights Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because it would not eliminate any of the
significant and unavoidable effects associated with the Plan, and it would not meet several of the basic project
objectives to the same extent that the Project would. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative, the capacity of
the Plan Area to accommodate jobs and housing would be increased from the current capacity, but would be
approximately 75% of the amount allowed by the Plan. Therefore, this alternative would not alleviate the
demand for housing or pressure on rents to the same degree as the Plan. Nor would this alternative allow the
Plan Area to support the creation of as many jobs as the Plan would. Increasing housing and jobs capacity is
necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich,
walkable, and bike-able location. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative, while new development would still
pay the City's applicable development impact fees, the reduced development would pay a lower total amount
of fees, which would not be enough to support the same level of improvements for the neighborhood. The
City would not generate the funcling necessary to improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and
taking transit to the same extent as the Plan. As a result, the City would be unable to improve pedestrian
conditions by widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks, and improving existing crossings to the extent

Calculation based on the PlarnUng Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (accessed January 25,2018, on file and
available for public review as part of Case File No. 2011.1356£ at the PlarnUng Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA, 94103), which includes a parcel-level analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the
Eill.. For purposes of this analysis, the parcel-level development potential of the proposed Reduced Heights Alternative was
compared against the proposed project.
1
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that the Plan would. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood to
the same extent. Under the Reduced Heights Alternative the City would not be able to generate funding
necessary to offer parks and recreational opportunities in this neighborhood in the same abundance as the
Plan. And under the Reduced Heights Alternative, reduced development in this transit-rich location would
result in a lesser reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from driving as well as a lesser reduction of pressure
on undeveloped greenfield locations that have high environmental benefit. Furthermore, under the Reduced
Heights Alternative there would be reduced funding to build new facilities for community services such as
health care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the No Project Alternative is not a feasible
alternative.
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 towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and
operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as
neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the
Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. As the CFD would be expected to apply to the
tallest buildings, which will be particularly limited under the Reduced Heights Alternative, it can be expected
that under the Reduced Height alternative, the CFD would provide substantially less funding compared to the
Plan for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this additional reason, the Reduced
Heights Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible.

VI.A. 3

Modified TODCO Plan (Alternative 3)

The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would result in a substantial amount of zoning that would not allow
housing south of the freeway, as well reduced heights in some areas where housing would be anticipated.
Of the total of 15 million square feet of office development that this alternative assumes would occur in San
Francisco over the next 20 years, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes that up to about five million square feet
be accommodated in the southern portion of the Plan Area (from the north side of Harrison Street south), with
the remainder foreseen to be developed in the Financial District, including the Transit Center District east of
the Plan Area and the existing C-3 use districts northeast of the Plan Area; Mission Bay and the Central
Waterfront, including Pier 70 and the Seawall Lot 337/Pier 48 site where large mixed-use developments are
proposed; and, to a lesser extent, in the Civic Center/Mid-Market area. Thus, assuming these other
neighborhoods could accommodate this level of growth, the Modified TODCO Plan envisions that the Plan
Area would be anticipated to accommodate less growth in office employment, but citywide office job growth
would likely be comparable to city and regional forecasts.
The Modified TODCO Plan would have a somewhat different boundary than the Plan. In particular, the
Modified TODCO Plan would exclude the SoMa Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) parcels within the
Plan Area fronting along the east side of Sixth Street between Stevenson Street and just north of Folsom Street
and would include certain additional parcels outside the Plan Area south of Mission Street, east of Sixth Street,
and west of Third Street, including, but not limited to, the SM development site, Moscone Center, and Yerba
Buena Gardens.
In addition, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a number of use district changes within its plan boundary.

The primary difference would be that the Modified TODCO Plan would extend the Western SoMa Plan's
Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (F-NCT} district two blocks east to Fourth Street. The
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Modified TODCO Plan would also slightly vary the distribution of CMUO and MUG use districts between
Folsom and Harrison Streets and Fourth and Sixth Streets. Between Harrison and Bryant Streets, south of
where the elevated I-80 freeway passes, the Modified TODCO Plan would designate the blocks between
Second and Fourth Streets as Western SoMa MUO (WMUO), rather than the Central SoMa Plan's CMUO
allowing office use but prohibiting residential units on parcels abutting the freeway. Between Fourth and Sixth
Streets, both the Modified TODCO Plan and the Central SoMa Plan would retain the Western SoMa Plan's
Service-Arts-Light Industrial (SALI) zoning.
In contrast to the Central SoMa Plan, between Bryant and Townsend Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan would
retain nearly one-half of the existing SALI use district between Fourth and Sixth Streets, and retain all of the
existing Residential Enclave (RED) use district parcels between Fourth and Fifth Streets. The Modified TODCO
Plan would convert the remainder of the existing SALI use district between Bryant and Townsend Streets to
CMUO (allowing office use and residential), with the exception of one parcel along the west side of Fifth Street
between Brannan and Bluxome Streets that would be converted to WMUO, but which would p1=rmit student
housing. Between Second and Fourth Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan would, like the Plan, designate most of
the area CMUO (retaining the South Park District), but would also create a new Fourth Street Neighborhood
Commercial (4-NCT) use district, similar to the F-NCT but allowing office and other commercial uses above the
second story while requiring that second-story commercial uses be neighborhood-serving.
The Modified TODCO Plan also proposes a number of use district changes within the Modified TODCO Plan
Area, but outside the Central SoMa Plan Area. North of the Central SoMa Plan Area between Fourth and Sixth
Streets, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes to convert a number of parcels currently designated C-3-S to
MUG. The Modified TODCO Plan also would convert the existing C-3-S portions of the two blocks of Yerba
Buena Gardens and Moscone Center, bounded by Mission, Third, Folsom and Fourth Streets as a new Yerba
Buena Gardens Special Use District (SUD). South of the boundary of the Central SoMa Plan Area (and the
Modified TODCO Plan Area), the Modified TODCO Plan would designate a parcel located at the southeast
comer of Fourth and Townsend Streets (the site of the Caltrain station) as WMUOz.
In addition, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a number of PDR/Arts protections. Specifically, the Modified
TODCO Plan proposes to incorporate all the provisions of Proposition X (passed by the voters in November
2016), which will require, among other provisions, Conditional Use authorization in the Central SoMa Plan
Area (among other plan areas) for conversion of at least 5,000 square feet of a PDR use, or at least 2,500 square
feet of an Arts Activity use; and in addition, in SALI, SLI, CMUO and MUG districts would require
replacement of the space proposed for conversion on-site as part of the new project. The Modified TODCO
Plan would also extend its requirements for MUG districts to the current and future WS-MUG and CMUO
districts within the Central SoMa Plan Area, as well as a number of other areas within SoMa.
Within the Modified TODCO Plan Area, including that encompassed by the Central SoMa Plan Area, the
Modified TODCO Plan proposes no height limit increases for any new development above the existing height
limits currently in effect, except as specified for certain major development sites within the Central SoMa Plan
Area. At those major development sites, the Modified TODCO Plan would increase height limits to the same
heights limits proposed at those sites under the Central SoMa Plan.

The Cal train station is the subject of a separate Plamring Department plamring process, the Fourth and King Streets Railyards
Study.

2
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Like the proposed Plan, the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a new park in the area of Fifth and Bryant
Streets. While the Plan proposes evaluating park use of a mid-block property owned by the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC), the Modified TODCO Plan proposes a park that would occupy both
sides of Fifth Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets, providing about 1.4 acres of parkland on either side
of Fifth Street (2.8 acres total)-twice the size of the SFPUC parcel.
Additional components of the Modified TODCO Plan include a proposal to modify the existing SoMa Youth
and Family Zone by incorporating into the zone provisions regarding senior citizens, expanding the area
subject to the zone's inclusionary housing provisions, and increasing the emphasis on the provision of
affordable housing (the Plan does not propose any changes to the existing SoMa Youth and Family Zone); as
well as a specific proposal for affordable senior housing atop the Central Subway Moscone Center station
being built at the northwest comer of Fourth and Folsom Streets.
The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would have the same impacts as the Plan in the topic areas of Land
Use and Land Use Planning, Aesthetics, Transportation and Circulation, and Noise and Vibration.
The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would, like the Plan, have significant and unavoidable impacts on
Cultural and Paleontological Resources, but unlike the Plan would not provide protection for identified
historic resources under Articles 10 and 11. This alternative would avoid some of the Plan's constructionrelated impacts to architectural historic resources, which were less than significant under the Plan. The
Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would have many of the same impacts as the Plan in the topic area of Air
QUality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions. It would have a somewhat lesser but still significant and
unavoidable impact on operational criteria air pollutants and could have a substantially greater impact on air
quality and greenhouse gases due to the shift of development from the Plan Area to other parts of the Bay
Area that are less dense and less well-served by transit.
The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative would avoid the Plan's significant and unavoidable Wind impacts in a
majority of the Plan Area. However, wind effects at major development sites in the Plan Area would remain
significant and unavoidable.
This alternative's Shadow impacts, which under the Plan would be less than significant, would be lessened
near major development sites and therefore, as under the Plan, would be less than significant. The Modified
TODCO Plan Alternative would also lessen the less-than-significant Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level
rise and combined sewer system) effects of the Plan.
The Modified TODCO Plan Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because it would not avoid any of the
significant and unavoidable effects associated with the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project
objectives to the same extent that the Project would. Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to
accommodate jobs and housing would be increased, but development capacity would be approximately 80%
of the amount allowed by the Plan because of the increase in industrially-protective zoning and reduced
heights, as discussed above. 3 By accommodating less growth in this high-demand area, this alternative would
not alleviate the demand for housing or pressure on rents to the same degree as the Plan. Nor would this
alternative allow the Plan Area to support the creation of as many jobs as the Plan would. Increasing housing
Calculation based on the Planning Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018), which includes a parcellevel analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the Em.. For purposes of this analysis, the parcellevel development potential of the proposed Modified TODCO Alternative was compared against the proposed project.
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and jobs capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth
in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location. In addition, under the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative,
while any development would still pay the City's applicable development impact fees, the reduced
development would pay lower total fees, which would not support the same level of improvements for the
neighborhood. The City would not generate the fqnding necessary to improve conditions for people walking,
bicycling, and taking transit to the same extent. This lower level of funding would not allow the City to
improve pedestrian conditions to the same extent by widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks, and
improving existing crossings. Nor would it allow the City to fund protected bicycle lanes on many of the
neighborhood's streets. Nor would it allow the City to fund transit improvements to serve this neighborhood
to the same extent. Furthermore, under the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative the City would not be able to
generate funding necessary to offer parks and recreational opportunities in this neighborhood in the same
abundance as the Plan. Additionally, reduced development in this transit-rich location will not result in the
same benefit of reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from driving as well as reduction of pressure on
undeveloped greenfield locations that have high environmental benefit. Under the Modified TODCO
Alternative there would also be reduced funding to build new facilities for community services such as health
care clinics and job training centers. For these reasons, the Modified TODCO Plan Alternative is not a feasible
alternative.
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 towards regional transit; funding for maintenance and
operations of parks and open space; funding for environmental sustainability and resilience strategies such as
neighborhood greening, air quality improvements, and stormwater management; funding to help preserve the
Old Mint; and funding for cultural and social programming. The Modified TODCO Alternative would
provide less funding compared to the Plan for these public services and quality of life improvements. For this
additional reason, the Modified TODCO Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible.

VI.A. 4

Land Use Variant (Alternative 4)

The Land Use Variant is a variant of the Plan that would not permit residential uses in the WS-SALI and WS
MUO use districts in the area roughly bounded by Bryant, Townsend, Fourth and Sixth Streets. Although this
area would be zoned CMUO as proposed under the Plan, the prohibition on new housing adopted as part of
the Western SoMa Plan would remain in effect. The intention of the Land Use Variant is to minimize potential
land use conflicts in this approximately four-block area between new housing and existing and future
commercial and entertainment uses. The Land Use Variant would allow for development at the same heights
and same locations as under the Plan; only the above-described land use changes would be different within
the area covered by the Land Use Variant. All other aspects of theLand Use Variant would be the same as
under the Plan, including the street network changes proposed under the Plan. This would not result in a
decrease of overall development potential within the Plan Area, but would reduce potential for housing by
approximately 1,500 units, representing 18% of the Plan's potential. 4
The Land Use Variant's impacts would be the same as the Plan's in the topic areas of Land Use and Land Use
Planning, Aesthetics, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality and

4 Calculation based on the Planrring Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018), which includes a parcellevel analysis of development potential in the Plan Area that was utilized for the Eill.. For-purposes of this analysis, the parcellevel development :potential of the proposed Land Use Variant was compared against the proposed project.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Wind, Shadow, and Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined
sewer system). Noise and Vibration impacts would also be similar, although under this variant there would be
less potential for conflicts between entertainment and residential uses, although that impact would remain less
than significant with mitigation, as under the Plan.
The Land Use Variant is hereby rejected as infeasible for because it would not avoid any of the significant and
unavoidable effects associated with the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project objectives to the
same extent that the Plan would. Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to accommodate
housing would be increased from the current zoning, but would be approximately 82% of the amount allowed
by the Plan. By accommodating less housing in this high-demand area, this alternative would not alleviate the
demand for housing or pressure on housing rents to the same degree as the Plan. Increasing housing capacity
is necessary to accommodate some of the City and region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich,
walkable, and bike-able location. By not permitting housing in a large portion of the Plan Area, this alternative
would not help facilitate a fully mixed-use community that provides a diversity of amenities to fully serve the
neighborhood's needs.

VI.A.S

Land Use Plan Only Alternative (Alternative 5)

The Land Use Plan Only Alternative assumes the same policies and Planning Code and General Plan
amendments would be implemented as with the Plan, except that this alternative would exclude
implementation of the Plan's proposed street network changes. As such, development assumptions for this
alternative would be the same as those for the Plan, including the addition, by 2040 in the Plan Area, of
approximately 8,300 households, 14,700 residents and approximately 33,000 jobs. Total floor area developed
by 2040 in the Plan Area under this alternative would also be the same as the Plan, at 16 million square feet.
Aside from the No Project Alternative, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative has been identified as the
environmentally superior alternative.
The impacts of the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would be the same as under the Plan in the topic area of
Hydrology and Water Quality (sea level rise and combined sewer system). This alternative would avoid the
Plan's significant and unavoidable conflict with General Plan policy regarding traffic noise in the Land Use
and Land Use Planning topic area. In the Cultural and Paleontological Resources topic area, this alternative
would lessen the Plan's less-than-significant impacts on in the areas of archeological resources, human
remains and tribal cultural resources, and would avoid the Plan's less-than-significant construction-related
impacts on architectural historical resources. Other Cultural and Paleontological Resources would remain the
same.
Transportation and Circulation impacts would differ somewhat from under the Plan. This alternative's
impacts would be lessened compared to the Plan in that the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would avoid
increased delays on some transit lines. However, this alternative would cause significant delays on other lines
during both AM and PM peak hours. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would result in significant bicyclerelated impacts, as compared to the less-than-significant with mitigation impacts of the Plan. This is because
the Land Use Plan Only Alternative would exclude the Plan's bicycle improvements and could result in
greater potential for bicycle conflicts with vehicles and pedestrians. In addition, the Land Use Plan Only
Alternative would result in a greater number of significant impacts at a number of crosswalk locations under
existing plus Plan and under 2040 conditions. The Land Use Plan Only Alternative's impacts on loading
would, -imlike the Plan, be less than significant with mitigation, and its impacts on emergency vehicle access
would be less than significant, unlike the Plan's impacts, which would be less than significant with mitigation.
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The Land Use Plan Only Alternative would avoid the Plan's significant and unavoidable traffic noise impact
on Howard Street west of Tenth Street under existing plus Plan conditions for the Howard and Folsom Streets
two-way option. This alternative would also result in a significant cumulative increase in traffic noise on Fifth
Street between Bryant and Brannan Streets that woUld not occur under the Plan. This alternative would avoid
significant cumulative traffic noise impacts of the Plan on Howard St (west of Fifth St), on Fourth Street
between Bryant and Brannan Streets, on Fifth Street between Brannan and Townsend Streets and on Bryant
Street east of Fourth Street. Other noise impacts would be similar to the Plan. ·
In addition, the Land Use Plan Only Alternative's Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions impacts would
vary somewhat from the Plan's. This alternative would reduce congestion-related omissions to a less-thansignificant level, but emissions from subsequent development would remain significant and unavoidable. The
overall impact of this alternative on operational criteria air pollutants would .also remain significant and
unavoidable, although this alternative, unlike the Plan, would not reduce the number of mixed-flow travel
lanes and therefore would not have the Plan's potential to result in increased vehicle congestion. Impacts from
construction emissions of criteria pollutants would be marginally less than the Plan's less than significant
Impacts. As under the Plan, impacts from vehicle-generated particulates and toxic air contaminants would be
significant and unavoidable and construction-related toxic air contaminant impacts would be marginally less
and remain less than significant with mitigation.

The Land Use Plan Only Alternative is hereby rejected as infeasible because under the Land Use Plan Only
Alternative, the City would not fulfill its goal to provide safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes
walking, bicycling, and transit. The City would not improve pedestrian conditions by making improvements
associated with the Plan's street network changes, including widening sidewalks, creating new crosswalks,
and improving existing crossings. Nor w:ould it allow the City to provide protected bicycle lanes on many of
the neighborhood's streets. Finally, the City would not facilitate transit enhancements in the neighborhood,
such as transit-only lanes.

VI.A.6 Alternatives Considered but Rejected
The TODCO Group submitted its TODCO Plan to the City for consideration in October 2016 after the draft
Central SoMa Plan was revised in August 2016. All aspects of the October 2016 TODCO Plan were included
and analyzed as the "Modified TODCO Plan" in the Alternatives Chapter of the Draft EIR, with the exception
of the TODCO Plan's proposed height limits. The October 2016 TODCO Plan proposed changes in height
limits at certain major development sites within the Central SoMa Plan Area that would be greater than that
proposed for those same sites in the Central SoMa Plan. Specifically, under the TODCO Plan, the proposed
250-foot height limits at the Academy of Art Student Housing site and the Fourth and Harrison Streets site
would be greater than the height limit for those sites proposed under the Central SoMa Plan (160 feet, and 240
feet, respectively). In addition, at the Second and Harrison Street site, the proposed height limits of .400 feet
under the TODCO Plan would be greater than the 350-foot height limit for that site proposed under the
Central SoMa Plan.
The TODCO Plan alternative was not selected because it could result in greater shadow and wind impacts
than the Plan, the No Project Alternative, and the Reduced Heights Alternative. Specifically, given that the
TODCO Plan proposes higher height limits on two parcels on Harrison Street as compared to the Plan,
shadow effects on Yerba Buena Gardens, Alice Street Community Gardens, Jessie Square, Yerba Buena Lane,
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and Mmt Plaza may be greater than under the Plan. These higher heights could also result in greater
pedestrian-level Winds.
Furthermore, this alternative would not avoid any of the significant and unavoidable effects associated with
the Plan and would not meet several of the basic project objectives to the same extent that the Project would.
Under this alternative, the capacity of the Plan Area to accommodate jobs and housing would be increased,
but would be approximately 80% of the amount allowed by the Plan. By accommodating less growth in this
high-demand area, this alternative would not alleviate the demand for housing or the pressure on rents to the
same degree as the Plan. Increasing housing capacity is necessary to accommodate some of the City and
region's substantial demand for growth in a transit-rich, walkable, and bike-able location.

SECTION VII
Statement of Overriding Considerations
Pursuant to CEQA Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the City hereby finds, after
consideration of the Final EIR and the evidence in the record, that each of the specific overriding econornk
legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set forth below independently and collectively
outweighs these significant and unavoidable impacts and is an overriding consideration warranting approval
of the Project. Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify approval of the Project.
Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, this
determination is that each individual reason is sufficient. The specific reasons for this finding, based on
substantial evidence in the record, constitute the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The
substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the Final EIR and the preceding findings,
which are incorporated by reference into this Section, and in the documents found in the administrative
record, as described in Section I.
On the basis of the above findings and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding, the

Planning Commission specifically finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in spite of the
unavoidable significant impacts. The Commission further finds that, as part of the process of obtaining project
approval, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have been eliminated
or substantially lessened where feasible. The Planning Commission acknowledges that if any of the mitigation
measures identified in Exhibit B herein that fall within the authority of other City agencies are not adopted
and implemented, the Project may result in other significant unavoidable impacts, in addition to those
identified in Section IV, above. For these reasons the Planning Commission is adopting a Statement of
Overriding Considerations.
Furthermore, the Commission has determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment
found to be unavoidable are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legat
social, and other considerations:
A.

Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and
contains a substantial amount of developable land. As such, the neighborhood is well positioned to
accommodate needed employment, housing, and visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It
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is also a neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and
evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital
neighborhood without losing what makes it special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan (the "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.
B.
The Plan is an important evolution in the planning of this neighborhood. The desire for a Central
SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process. In 2008 the City adopted the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan, including new land use controls and proposed community improvements for the eastern
part of the South of Market neighborhood (SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace
Square/Potrero Hill neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the
industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit to be provided by the Central
Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the city's growth needs
and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is the result of that subsequent process,
and is an important tool to guide development in the Central SoMa area.
Similarly, the Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013, explicitly recognized the need to increase
development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should "Support continued
evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of citywide and regional sustainable
growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes that "The City must continue evaluating how
it can best meet citywide and regional objectives to direct growth to transit-oriented locations and whether
current controls are meeting identified needs." The Objective's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City
should "Continue to explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any
future evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western SoMa
Plan's Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1 and is important to allow development near major transit infrastructure.
The Plan accommodates a substantial amount of jobs and housmg. Specifically, the Plan would enable
up to 8,300 new housing units and approximately 30,000 new jobs. Currently, the City and region are
undergoing tremendous growth pressure. Economically, there is the continuing national and regional shift
from an economy based on things to one based on ideas. These knowledge sector businesses tend to cluster in
regions - and the Bay Area is the world's leading knowledge region. The result is that job growth in the Bay
Area the past several years has nearly doubled that of the rest of the nation, and commensurately so has the
demand for housing. Simultaneously, there is increasing demand among both younger and older generations
to live in walkable, transit-oriented, amenity-rich locations. In this largely suburban and auto-dependent
region, many of the accessible and dynamic urban neighborhoods are in San Francisco. This Plan facilitates
this kind of development in the Central SOMA area.
C.

D.
Cumulatively, demands for urban neighborhoods have created an ongoing and strong demand for
space in San Francisco -one that outstrips _the supply of new space. When demand is high relative to supply,
the price inevitably goes up. In 2018, prices have risen to a level that is socially unsustainable - rents for
housing are the highest in the country, and greatly exceed what can be afforded by the majority of today' s San
Franciscans. Rents for commercial space are similarly unaffordable, pushing out non-profit organizations,
mom-and-pop businesses, artists and industrial businesses. Fortunately, Central SoMa is an appropriate
location for such development. The area is served by some of the region's best transit, including BART and
Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition to the Central Subway currently under construction.
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Flat streets and a regular grid pattern can make destinations easy to reach for people walking and bicycling.
There is already an incredibly strong cluster of technology companies that new and growing companies want
to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including thousands of residential units, local- and
regional-serving retail, cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/distribution/repair
businesses. Simultaneously, there is substantial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa. There are
numerous undeveloped or underdeveloped sites, such as surface parking lots and single-story commercial
buildings. Recognizing this opportunity, the Plan facilitates approximately 16 million square feet in new
development, relatively evenly split between space for housing and jobs. Such an increase in development, at
this appropriate location, is an important and necessary step towards accommodating the demand for growth
in San Francisco. By doing so, the Plan can help increase the upward pressure on rents for for residential and
non-residential uses and thereby foster a more economically and socially sustainable neighborhood, city, and
region.
E.
The Plan strives to maintain the existing diversity of residents and encourage continuing diversity.
SoMa already has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race, income, unit size, and ownership status.
Implementation of this Plan would maintain that diversity by ensuring that at least 33% of new units are
affordable to low- and moderate-income families. In doing so, the Plan meets the City's target for provision of
such units established in 2014's Proposition K. The Plan would enable production of at least 2,700 affordable
units. Such units would be expected to be provided through a range of mechanisms, including direct
provision by new development on-site and off-site, and provision by the City through in-lieu and JobsHousing Linkage Fees. Whereas typically City-funded projects could be built anywhere within the City, the
Plan requires that these units would be built within SoMa, therefore supporting the diversity of residents. The
Plan maintains the City's requirements that a mix of unit sizes be created in new development, thus
supporting a range from smaller units to family-sized units. Finally, the Plan includes strategies meant to
create a balance of rental and for-sale units.
F.
The Plan facilitates an economically diversified and lively jobs center. By requiring its large sites to be
commercially-oriented, the implementation of this Plan would create a jobs center in this location, expected to
result in at least 30,000 new jobs. Locating jobs in this transit-rich location is a more effective use of our transit
investments, given jobs are of greater density than housing, that people are more likely to walk from transit to
their jobs than to their homes, and because lower-paid workers can save on not having to purchase their own
vehicles. Locating jobs here can also support the economic synergies of co-location by bridging the job centers
of Downtown and Mission Bay. Locating jobs in new buildings will also relieve pressure on other spaces
citywide - particularly for non-profit offices and other organizations that cannot compete for rent with
technology companies. It is also important to locate jobs at this location because only ten percent of San
Francisco's land is zoned to allow office, whereas 90 percent can accommodate housing. While many of these
jobs would be expected to be for office workers, the Plan would support the diversity of jobs by requiring
Production, Distribution, and Repair uses in many new developments, requiring ground floor retail and other
commercial uses on many of the major streets, and allowing hotel and entertainment uses that facilitate a 24hour neighborhood with accompanying amenities.
G.
The Plan provides safe and convenient transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit.
The neighborhood's streets were built to accow.modate i_ndustrial uses and move trucks and cars through
quickly by having many lanes of fast-moving traffic, narrow sidewalks, limited street crossings, and almost no
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bicycle lanes and transit-protected lanes. Implementation of this Plan would redistribute the street right-ofway to better serve people walking, bicycling, and taking transit by widening sidewalks on all of the
neighborhood's major thoroughfares, increasing the number of and safety of street crossings by facilitating
signalized mid-block crossings and sidewalk bulbouts that shorten the length of crosswalks, creating
protected bicycle on Howard, Folsom, Brannan, Townsend, and 5th Streets, and transit-only lanes on Folsom,
Brannan, 3rd, and 4th Streets.
H.
The Plan offers parks and recreational opportunities. Implementation of the Plan would facilitate a
variety of improvements to offer additional public parks and recreational opportunities, from improving and
expanding Gene Friend Recreation Center to creating multiple new parks, including a new one-acre park in
the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan Streets; a new 1h acre linear park on Bluxome Street
between 4th and 5th Streets; and new recreational amenities (such as skate ramps and basketball courts)
underneath the I-80 freeway between 4th and 6th Streets. The Plan also helps fund construction of a new
recreation center, and up to four acres of privately-owned public open space.
I.

The Plan creates an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood. Implementation of this
Plan will result in a substantial number of new buildings, infrastructure investment, and public benefits
within the Plan Area, leading to dramatic opportunities for significant improvements to environmental
quality. Given current State and City regulations, new buildings are requ:iied to be greener and more resilient
than buildings from earlier eras. The Plan would further require additional cost-effective regulations for new
development, such as living roofs and the use of 100 percent greenhouse gas-free electricity. Implementation
of the Plan's street improvements would shift mode share away from personal vehicles. Finally, directing
regional development to this central, transit-rich location will result in a reduction· of greenhouse gas
emissions from driving as well as reduction of pressure on undeveloped greenfield locations that have high
environmental benefit.

J.

The Plan ensures that new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the city. The
Plan's height and bulk requirements ensure that the area largely maintain the feel of a mid-rise district, where
the perceived height of the building is similar to the width of the street it faces. Towers wouJ.d be allowed in
sel~ct locations along the edge of Downtown/Rincon Hill and around the Caltrain station, and would ensure
that the overall development pattern is complementary to the overall city skyline. Where towers are
permitted, they will be required to be slender and appropriately spaced from other towers. Design guidance
contained in the Plan is intended to ensure that new buildings are in keeping with the best aspects of SoMa's
design heritage.
K.

The Plan preserves and celebrates the neighborhood's cultural heritage by supporting the designation
and protection of historically significant and contributory buildings under Planning Code Articles 10 and 11.
Pursuant to Article 10, the following buildings are under consideration for City landmark status: 228~248
Townsend Street, and 457 Bryant Street, 500-504 Fourth Street. In addition, pursuant to Article 10, creation of
the Clyde and Crooks Warehouse Historic District and the designation of numerous properties in that district
as contributory is being considered. Pursuant to Article 11, expansion of the boundaries of the Kearny-MarketMason-Sutter Conservation District and designation of 55 Fifth Street as a contributory building in that district
are being considered; and.creation of the Mint-Mission Conservation District and designation of a number of
properties in that district as contributory and significant are being considered. In addition, the designation of
27 other properties as significant and contributory pursuant to Article 11 is being considered. Eligible historic
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properties will be able to sell their Transferable Development Rights, which would help . to fund the
rehabilitation and preservation of those properties.
L.

If the City decides to include a Community Facilities District, implementation of the Plan will result in

are-envisioning of the streets, sidewalks, and open spaces of the Plan Area-not only to be more vibrant and
safer, but also to complement the neighborhood's environmental health and resilience. Strategies include
supporting maintenance and operations of Victoria Manalo Draves park and other new parks and recreation
centers in the Plan Area and the incorporation of elements beneficial to environmental sustainability and
resilience, such as trees, green infrastructure for stormwater management, and energy efficient street lights.
With the CFD, the Plan would also preserve and celebrate the neighborhood's cultural heritage.
Implementation of the Plan will help preserve the neighborhood's tangible heritage by helping fund the
rehabilitation of the Old Mint. It will also help the neighborhood's intangible resources continue to thrive by
funding ongoing social and cultural programming, helping fund the rehabilitation and/or creation of new
cultural facilities, and require space for industrial and arts uses.
Having considered these Project benefits and considerations, the Planning Commission finds that the Project's
benefits outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects
that cannot be mitigated to insignificant levels are therefore acceptable.

SECTION VIII
Incorporation by Reference
The Final EIR is hereby incorporated into these Findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this incorporation
is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of the mitigation measures, the basis for determining the
significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the reasons for approving the Project in
spite of the potential for significant and unavoidable adverse environmental effects.
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Motion No._ _ _ __
May10, 2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
Page 1 of 46

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

A. Land Use
No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.
B. Aesthetics

'

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

..

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

..

D. Transportation and Circulation
*M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements 1. The following are City and County and sponsors of
subsequent development projects actions that would reduce the transit impacts associated
with implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.

San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency
(SFMTA).

Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other
City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital
funding, including through the following measures:
Establish fee-based sources of revenue .
Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a
portion of the revenue collected going to support improved local and regional
transit service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.
Area Plan funding for transit enhancements .

Ongoing

..

..

SFMTA, San Francisco
County Transportation
Agency, and Planning
Department.

Ongoing

..
.

Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review
eacl1 street network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where
significant transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, SAX
Bayshore Express, BBX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission
Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this
review, SFMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that
would meet the performance criteria of maintaining accessible transit service,

1 M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the
project sponsor).
·
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Motion No. _ _ _ _ __
MaylO, 2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
Page 2 of 46

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished Within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such features could
include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue
jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, corner or sidewalk bulbs, and
transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times
and offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be
subject to a similar review process.

Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the
SFMTA shall establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and
development in Central SoMa to transit and other sustainable transportation mode
planning. This shall be achieved through some or all of the following measures:
Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to
make the pedestrian environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips
throughout the day, especially in areas where sidewalks and other realms of
the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and intimidating for
pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation This
includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic,
long blocks, narrow sidewalks and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much
of the Central SoMa area.
Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings
from transit stops and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary
access points to buildings through parking lots and other auto-oriented
entryways.
Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage
and direct resources brought in through pricing programs and developmentbased fee assessments, as outlined above, to further the multimodal
implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements.
Sponsors of development projects with off-street vehicular parking facilities
with 20 or more vehicular parking spaces shall ensure that recurring vehicle
queues do not substantially affect public transit operations on the public
right-of-way near the off-street vehicular parking facility . A vehicle queue is
defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking
any portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period
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Status/Date Completed

Motion No. _ _ _ _ __
May10, 2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
Page 3 of46

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk ( *).

I Mitigation Measures

I

Responsibility for
Implementation

I

Mitigation
Schedule

I

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

I Status/Date Completed

SFMTA and Planning
Department.

Considered complete with
implementation of boarding
improvements.

of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.
If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall
employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of
the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the
street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if
applicable).

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following:
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or ·onsite queue
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared
parking with nearby uses;. use of parking occupancy sensors and signage
directing drivers to available spaces; transportation demand management
strategies such as those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM
Program.
If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue
is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon
request, the owner/operator shall hire· a qualified transportation consultant to
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant
shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for
review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the
facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written
determination to abate the queue.·

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit
vehicles needed to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa,
the SFMTA shall provide maintenance and storage facilities.
*M-TR-3b: Boarding Improvements. The SFMTA shall implement boarding
improvements, such as the construction of additional bus bulbs or boarding islands
where appropriate, that would reduce the boarding times to mitigate the impacts on
transit travel times on routes where Plan ridership increases are greatest, such as the 8
Bayshore, 8AX/8BX Bayshore Expresses, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission Rapid,

SFMTA
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Upon submittal of
a Planning
entitlement
application for any
size project that
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
{TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Union-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness routes. These boarding
improvements, which would reduce delay associated with passengers boarding and
alighting, shall be made in combination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-3c,
Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets, which would
serve to reduce delay associated with traffic congestion along the transit route.

*M-TR-3c: Signalization and Intersection Restriping at Townsend/Fifth Streets. The
SFMTA shall design and construct a new traffic signal at the intersection of
Townsend/Fifth Streets, and reconfigure the Townsend Street eastbound approach to
provide one dedicated left-tum lane (with an exclusive left tum phase) adjacent to a
through lane. This reconfiguration would require restriping of the two existing travel
lanes at the eastbound approach to this intersection.

Status/Date Completed

would result in the
approval under the
Plan of a total of
75,000 square feet
of residential
and/or commercial
development in the
area bounded by
Townsend, Fifth,
Brannan, and
Fourth Streets,
SFMTAshall
identify and
initiate planning
for boarding
improvements to
be made.
SFMTA
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a Planning
entitlement
application for any
size project that
would result in the
approval under the
Plan of a total of
75,000 square feet
ohesidential
and/or commercial
development in the
area bounded by
Townsend, Fifth,
Brannan, and

SFMTA and Planning
Department.

Considered complete with
the signal installation and
implementation of
restliping at Fifth/
Townsend Streets.
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

Tllis table identifies Plan-level nlitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

Fourth Streets,
SFMTAshall
initiate planning
for signalizing and
intersection
restriping at
Townsend/Fifth
Streets. If infeasible
due to construction
coordination and
timing for
SFMTA's
streets cape
projects, then upon
theSFMTA or
Public Works
completion of
construction of
major streetscape
changes along
Townsend or Fifth
streets.
*M-TR-4: Upgrade Central SoMa Area Crosswalks. As appropriate and feasible, the
SFMTA shall widen and restripe the crosswalks to the continental design when there
is a street network improvement that upgrades sidewalk widths.

SFMTA

With either the Howard/Folsom One-Way Option or Howard/Folsom Two-Way
Option street network changes, the SFMTA shall, as feasible, widen the following
crosswalks:
• At the intersection of Third/Mission widen the east and west crosswalks.
• At the intersection of Fourth/Mission widen the east crosswalk, and widen the west
crosswalk.
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Included in the
design of any
SFMTA streetscape
improvement
project and
implemented as
part of streetscape
construction.

SFMTA and Planning
Department.

Considered complete with
the implementation of
crosswalk upgrades.
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncetiain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

• At the intersection of Fourth(Townsend widen the west crosswalk.
*M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones. 2 The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy
(strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that
articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely managing
loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial
and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency's
development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network
changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible.

SFMTA

Prior to final
design of eacl-1
SFMT A street
network project.

SFMTA and Planning
Department.

Considered complete upon
completion of plans for each
segment of the street
network project and
following that an evaluation
of any affected loading
zones has occurred.

The SFMTA and the Planning Department shall develop protocols for ongoing
assessment of commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, anc\ for
review of new development projects along the affected street segments to identify
needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a
development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and
passenger loading spaces.
Sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of
residential or commercial uses with frontages along a public right-of-way identified on
the High Injury Network, with an existing or proposed bicycle facility, or a public
right-of-way that includes public transit operations shall develop a Passenger Loading
Plan. The plan shall address passenger loading activities and related queueing effects
associated with for-hire services (including taxis, and Transportation Network
Companies) and vanpool services, as applicable. Elements of this Passenger Loading
Plan may include but would not be limited to the following measures:
•

Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request passenger loading
zones are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better guide
passengers and drivers where to pick up or drop off.

•

Designated on-site and on-street loading zones that are clearly marked with
adequate signage to permit passenger loading space and allow no other

2M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County
of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the project sponsor).
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
vehicles to stop/park for any duration of time. For these zones, set specific
time limits restricting vehicles to stopped/parked over a certain period of
time (e.g., three minutes) and alert passengers that their driver wUl
depart/arrive within the allotted timeframe.
•

Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger
loading activities and operations, including detailed information on
vanpool services and locations of pick-up/drop-off of for-hire services.

•

Detailed roles and responsibilities for managing and monitoring the
passenger loading zone(s) and properly enforcing any passenger vehicles
that are in violation (e.g., blocking bicycle lane, blocking a driveway, etc.).

The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer -or
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee
of the SFMTA. The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional,
retained by the Project Sponsor after a building(s) reaches 50% occupancy and once a
year going forward until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is
no longer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the
evaluation report shall be determined by SFMTA staff, in consultation with the
Planning Department, and generally shall include an assessment of on-street loading
conditions, including actual loading demand, loading operation observations, and an
assessment of how the project meets this mitigation measure. The evaluation report
may be folded into other mitigation measure reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts
are occurring based on the assessment, the evaluation report shall put forth additional
measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with loading operations. The
evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff, which shall make the final
determination whether ongoing conflicts are occurring. In the event that ongoing
conflicts are occurring, the above plan requirements may be altered (e.g., the hour and
day restrictions listed above, number of loading vehicle operations permitted during
certain hours listed above).

E. Noise and Vibration
No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.

725

Status/Date Completed

Motion No. _ _ _ _ __
May 10,2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
Page 8 of46

TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

F. Air Quality
M-AQ-Sc: Update Air Pollution Exposure Zone for San Francisco Health Code
Article 38. The Deparhnent of Public Health is required to update the Air Pollution
Exposure Zone Map in San Francisco Health Code Article 38 at least every five years.
The Planning Deparhnent shall coordinate with the Deparhnent of Public Health to
update the Air Pollution Exposure Zone taking into account updated health risk
methodologies and traffic generated by the Central SoMa Plan.

Planning
Deparhnent
and Deparhnent of
Public Health (DPH).

Ongoing at 5-year
intervals.

Planning Deparhnent and
Deparhnent
of Public
Health.

Ongoing at 5-year intervals.

M-AQ-5e Central SoMa Air Quality Improvement Strategy.
The Central SoMa Plan is expected to generate $22 million in revenue dedicated to
greening and air quality improvements. A portion of these monies shall be dedicated
to identifying and exploring the feasibility and effectiveness of additional measures
that would reduce the generation of, and/or exposure of such emissions to persons
whose primary residence is within the Plan Area and whose residence does not
provide enhanced ventilation that complies with San Francisco Health Code Article 38.
Objective 6.5 of the Plan calls for improvements to air quality, with specific strategies
to support reduced vehicle miles traveled, increased greening around the freeway to
improve air quality and use of building materials and technologies that improve
indoor and outdoor air quality. The Planning Department, in cooperation with other
interested agencies or organizations, shall consider additional actions for the Central
SoMa Plan Area with the goal of reducing Plan-generated emissions and population
exposure including, but not limited to:
• Collection of air quality monitoring data that could provide decision makers
with information to identify specific areas of the Plan where changes in air
quality have occurred and focus air quality improvements on these areas
• Additional measures that could be incorporated into the City's
Transportation Demand Management program with the goal of further
reducing vehicle. trips
• Incentives for replacement or upgrade of existing emissions sources
• Other measures to reduce pollutant exposure, such as distribution of

Planning Deparhnent,
in cooperation with
other interested
agencies or
organizations.

Strategy will be
developed within
four years of the
Central SoMa Plan
adoption.

Planning Deparhnent, in
cooperation with other
interested agencies or
organizations.

Ongoing for the duration of
the Central SoMa Plan.
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TABLE A: MITIGATION MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level mitigation measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects within the Central SoMa Plan
area, street network changes, and open space improvements would be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures listed in Table B. Measures with uncertain feasibility
of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an
asterisk (*).
Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
portable air cleaning devices
Public education regarding reducing air pollutant emissions and their health
effects
The Department shall develop a strategy to explore the feasibility of additional air
quality improvements within four years of plan adoption.

•

G. Wind

.

.

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.
H. Shadow
No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.
I. Hydrology and Water Quality (Combined Sewer System and Sea Level Rise)
No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.
Biological Resources (from Initial Study)

·.

No mitigation measures required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.
Hazardous Materials (from Initial Study)
No mitigation measures. required to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

A. Land Use

•.

M-LU-2: Conflict with General Plan Environmental Protection Element Noise
Standards.

See Mitigation Measures NO-la and NO-lb.

Implement Mitigation Measures NO-la, Transportation Demand Management, and
Mitigation Measure NO-lb, Siting of Noise-Generating Uses, for new development
projects.

B. Aesthetics

.

No mitigation measmes required to be implemented by the Project Sponsor.

C. Cultural and Paleontological Resources
Mitigation Measure M-CP-la: Mandatory Consultation Regarding Avoidance or
Minimization of Effects on-Historical Resources. The project sponsor of a subsequent
development project in the Plan Area shall consult with the Planning Department at
the time of submittal of an· environmental evaluation application or consolidated
development application to determine whether there are feasible means to avoid a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historic architectural resource
(including historic districts), whether previously identified or identified as part of the
project's historical resources analysis. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(b), "[s]ubstantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
means physical demolition,. destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be
materially impaired." If avoidance is not feasible, the project sponsor shall consult
with Planning Department staff to determine whether there are feasible means to
reduce effects on historic architectural resource(s). Avoidance and minimization
measures shall seek to retain the resource's character-defining features, and may
include, but are not limited to: retention of character-defining features, building
setbacks, salvage, or adaptive reuse. In evaluating the feasibility of avoidance or
reduction of effects, the Planning Department shall consider whether avoidance or

·.

Project sponsor and
qualified historic
preservation expert for
each subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.
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Prior to approval
of project
environmental
document.

Planning Department

Considered complete when
environmental document
approved by Environmental
Review Officer.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

reduction can be accomplished successfully within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, legal, social and technological factors, along
with the Central SoMa Plan policies and project objectives. The applicability of each
factor would vary from project to project, and would be determined by staff on a caseby-case basis.
Should Planning Department staff determine through the consultation process that
avoidance or reduction of effects on historic architectural resources is infeasible,
Measures M-CP-1b, M-CP-1c, M-CP-1d, and/or M-CP-1e, shall be applicable.
M-CP-lb: Documentation of Historical Resource(s). Where avoidance of effects to a
less-than-significant level is not feasible, as described inM-CP-1a, the project sponsor
of a subsequent development project in the Plan Area shall undertake historical
documentation prior to the issuance of demolition or site permits. To document the
buildings more effectively, the sponsor shall prepare Historic American Buildings
Survey (HABS)-level photographs and an accompanying HABS Historical Report,
which shall be maintained on-site, as well as in the appropriate repositories, including
but not limited to, the San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Architectural
Heritage, the San Francisco Public Library, and the Northwest Information Center. The
contents of the report shall include an architectural description, historical context, and
statement of significance, per HABS reporting standards. The documentation shall be
undertaken by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history,
architectural history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the
Interior's Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61).
HABS documentation shall provide the appropriate level of visual documentation and
written narrative based on the importance of the resource (types of visual
documentation typically range from producing a sketch plan to developing measured
drawings and view camera (4x5) black and white photographs). The appropriate level
of HABS documentation and written narrative shall be determined by the Planning
De]Jartment's Preservation staff. The report shall be reviewed by the Planning

Project sponsor <!Tid
qualified historic
preservation expert for
each subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.
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Prior to the start of
any demolition or
adverse alteration
on a designated
historic resource.

Planning Department
(Preservation Technical
Specialist).

Considered complete upon
submittal of final HABS
documentation to the
Preservation Technical
Specialist.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

Department's Preservation staff for completeness. In certain instances, Department
Preservation staff may request HABS-level photography, a historical report, and/or
measured architectural drawings of the existing building(s).
M-CP-lc: Oral Histories. For projects that would demolish a historical resource or
contributor to a historic district for which Planning Department preservation staff
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor
shall undertake an oral history project prior to demolition or adverse alteration of the
resource that includes interviews of people sudt as residents, past owners, or former
employees. The project shall be conducted by a professional historian in conformance
with
the
Oral
History
Association's
Principles
and
Standards
(http://alpha.dickinson/edu/oha/pub_eg.htrnl). In addition to transcripts of the
interviews, the oral history project shall include a narrative project summary report
containing an introduction to the project, a methodology description, and brief
summaries of each conducted interview. Copies of the completed oral history project
shall be submitted to the San Francisco Public Library, Planning Department, or other
interested historical institutions.

Project sponsor and
qualified historic
preservation expert for
each subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.

Prior to the start of
any demolition or
adverse alteration
on a desi)?;l1ated
historic resource.

Professional historian,
Planning Department
(Preservation Tedmical
Specialist).

Considered complete upon
submittal of completed oral
histories to the San
Francisco Public Library or
other interested historical
institution.

M-CP-ld: Interpretive Program. For projects that would demolish a historical
resource or contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation staff
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor
shall work with Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional to
institute an interpretive program on-site that references the property's history and the
contribution of the historical resource to the broader nei?;hborhood or historic district.
An example of an interpretive pro)?;fam is the creation of historical exhibits,
incorporating a display featuring historic photos of the affected resource and a
description of its historical si)?;nificance, in a publicly accessible location on the project
site. This may include a website or publically-accessible display. The contents of the
interpretative pro ?;Tam shall be determined by the Planning Department Preservation
staff. The development of the interpretive displays should be overseen by a qualified
_professional who meets the standards for history, architectural history, or architecture

Project sponsor and
qualified historic
preservation individual
for each subsequent
project undertaken in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area.

Prior to the start of
any demolition or
adverse alteration
of a desi)?;l1ated
historic resource.

Plannin?; Department
(Preservation Tedmical
Specialist).

Considered complete upon
installation of display.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*):

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

(as appropriate) set forth by the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). An outline of the format, location
and content of the interpretive displays shall be reviewed and approved by the San
Francisco Planning Department's Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition
permit or site permit. The format, location and content of the interpretive displays
must be finalized prior to issuance of any Building Permits for the project.
M-CP-le: Video Recordation. For projects that would demolish a historical reso.urce
or contributor to a historic district for which Department Preservation staff
determined that such a measure would be effective and feasible, the project sponsor
shall work with Department Preservation staff or other qualified professional, to .
undertake video documentation of the affected historical resource and its setting. The
documentation shall be conducted by a professional videographer, preferably one
with experience recording architectural resources. The documentation shall be
narrated by a qualified professional who meets the standards for history, architectural
history, or architecture (as appropriate), as set forth by the Secretary of the Interior's
Professional Qualification Standards (36 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 61). The
documentation shall use visuals in combination with narration about the materials,
construction methods, current condition, historic use, and historic context of the
historical resource.

Project sponsor and
qualified historic
preservation individual
for each subsequent
project undertaken in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area.

Archival copies of the video documentation shall be submitted to the Planning
Department, and to repositories including but not limited to the San Francisco Public
Library, Northwest Information Center, and California Historical Society. This
mitigation measure would supplement the traditional HABS documentation, and
would enhance the collection of reference materials that would be available to the
public and inform future research.
The video documentation shall be reviewed and approved by the San Francisco
Planning Department's Preservation staff prior to issuance of a demolition permit or
site permit or issuance of any Building Permits for the project.
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Prior to the start of
any demolition or
adverse alteration
of a designated
historic resource.

Qualified videographer,
Planning Department
(Preservation Technical
Specialist).

Considered complete upon
submittal of completed
video documentation to the
San Francisco Public
Library or other interested
historical institution.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would dete1mine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

M-CP-3a: Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent Construction Activities. The
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall consult with Planning
Department Environmental Planning/Preservation staff to determine whether
buildings constitute historical ·resources that could be adversely affected by
construction-generated vibration. For purposes of this measure, nearby historic
buildings shall include those within 100 feet of a construction site for a subsequent
development project if pile driving would be used at that site; otherwise, it shall
include historic buildings within 25 feet if vibratory and vibration-generating
construction equipment, such as jackhammers, drill rigs, bulldozers, and vibratory
rollers would be used. If one or more historical resources is identified that could be
adversely affected, the project sponsor shall incorporate into construction
specifications for the proposed project a requirement that the construction
contractor(s) use all feasible means to avoid damage to adjacent and nearby historic
buildings. Such ·methods may include maintaining a safe distance between the
construction site and the historic buildings (as identified by the Planning Department
Preservation staff), using construction techniques that reduce vibration (such as using
concrete saws instead of jackhammers or hoe-rams to open excavation trenches, the
use of non-vibratory rollers, and hand excavation), appropriate excavation shoring
methods to prevent movement of adjacent structures, and providing adequate security
to minimize risks of vandalism and fire. No measures need be applied if no vibratory
equipment would be employed or if there are no historic buildings within 100 feet of
the project site.

Project sponsor and
qualified historic
preservation individual
for each applicable
subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.

Prior to the start of
any demolition,
construction or
earth movement.

Planning Department
(ERO and, optionally,
Preservation Technical
Specialist).

Considered complete upon
acceptance by Planning
Department of construction
specifications to avoid
damage to adjacent and
nearby historic buildings.

M-CP-3b: Construction Monitoring Program for Historical-Resources. For those
historical resources identified in Mitigation Measure M-CP-3a, and where heavy
equipment would be used on a subsequent development project, the project sponsor of
such a project shall undertake a monitoring program to minimize damage to historic
buildings and to ensure that any such damage is documented and repaired. The
monitoring program, which shall apply within 100 feet where pile driving would be
used and within 25 feet otherwise, shall include the following components, subject to
access being granted by the owner (s) of adjacent properties, where applicable. Prior to

Project sponsor and
construction contractor
for each applicable
subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.

Prior to and during
construction
activity identified
by Planning
Department as
. potentially
damaging to
historic

Planning Department
(Preservation Technical
Specialist).

Considered complete upon
submittal to Planning
Department of postconstruction report on
construction monitoring
program and effects, if any,
on proximate historical
resources.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, ·social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
the start of any ground-disturbing activity, the project sponsor shall engage a historic
architect or qualified historic preservation professional to undertake a preconstruction survey of historical resource(s) identified by the San Francisco Planning
Department within 125 feet of planned construction to document and photograph the
buildings' existing conditions. Based on the construction and condition of the
resource(s), the consultant shall also establish a standard maximum vibration level
that shall not be exceeded at each building, based on existing condition, characterdefining features, soils conditions, and anticipated construction practices (a common
standard is 0.2 inch per second, peak particle velocity). To ensure that vibration levels
do not exceed the established standard, the project sponsor shall monitor vibration
levels at each structure and shall prohibit vibratory construction activities that
generate vibration levels in excess of the standard. Should owner permission not be
granted, the project sponsor shall employ alternative methods of vibration monitoring
in areas under control of the project sponsor.
·

Status/Date Completed

building(s ).

Should vibration levels be observed in excess of the standard, construction shall be
halted and alternative construction techniques put in practice, to the extent feasible.
(For example, pre-drilled piles could be substituted for driven piles, if feasible based
on soils conditions; smaller, lighter equipment might be able to be used in some cases.)
The consultant shall conduct regular periodic inspections of each building during
ground-disturbing activity on the project site. Should damage to either building occur,
the building(s) shall be remediated to its pre-construction condition at the conclusion
of ground-disturbing activity on the site.
M-CP-4a: Project-Specific Preliminary Archeological Assessment. This archeological
mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving any soils-disturbing or soilsimproving activities including excavation, utilities installation, grading, soils
remediation, compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of 5 feet or greater below
ground surface, for which no archeological assessment report has been prepared.
Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be subject to Preliminary
Archeology Review (PAR) by the San Francisco .Planning Department archeologist.

Project sponsor,
Planning Department's
archeologist or qualified
archaeological
consultant, and
Planning Department
Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) for each
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During the
environmental
review of
subsequent
projects.

Planning Department
(ERO; Department's
archeologist or qualified
archaeological consultant).

Considered complete upon
submittal of PAR to ERO.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
Based on the PAR, the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) shall determine if there is
a potential for effect to an archeological resource, including human remains, and; if so,
what further actions are warranted to reduce the potential effect of the project on
archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. Such actions may include
project redesign to avoid the potential to affect an archeological resource; or further
investigations by an archeological consultant, such as preparation of a project-specific
Archeological Research Design and Treatment Plan (ARDTP) or the undertaking of an
arclceological monitoring or testing program based on an archeological monitoring or
testing plan. The scope of the ARDTP, archeological testing or archeological
monitoring plan shall be determined in consultation with the ERO and consistent with
the standards for archeological documentation established by the Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP) for purposes of compliance with CEQA (OHP Preservation
Planning Bulletin No.5). Avoidance of effect to an archeological resource is always the
preferred option.

subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.

M-CP-4b: Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources. This
mitigation measure is required for projects that would result in soil disturbance and
are not subject to Mitigation Measure M-CP-4a.

Project sponsor,
contractor, Planning
Department's
archeologist or qualified
archaeological
consultant, and
Planning Department
Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) for each
subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.

Should any indication of an archeological resource, including human remains, be
encountered during any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project head
foreman and/or project sponsor shall· immediately notify the ERO and shall
immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery
until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken.
If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project
site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from
the pool of qualified archeological consultants maintained by the San Francisco
Planning Department archeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO
as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity,
and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource
is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological
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During soildisturbing
. activities.

Status/Date Completed

Planning Department
(ERO; Planning
Department archeologist) .

Considered complete upon
ERO's approval ofFARR.
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what
action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if
warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.
Measures might include preservation in situ of the archeological resource, an
archeological monitoring program, an archeological testing program, or an
archeological treatment program. If an archeological treatment program, archeological
monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent
with the Planning Department's Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for
such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately
implement a site security program if the arch€ological resource is at risk from
vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. If human remains are found all
applicable state laws will be followed as outlined in Impact CP-7 and an archeological
treatment program would be implemented in consultation with appropriate
descendant groups and approved by the ERO.
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources
Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered
archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods
employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken.
Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a
separate removable insert within the final report.
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once
approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California
Archeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one
copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC.
The Environmental Planning Division of the San Francisco Plaiming Department shall
receive one bound copy, one unbound copy, and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy
on a CD of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR
523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest
or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

distribution from that presented above.
Mitigation Measure M-CP-5: Project-Specific Tribal Cultural Resource Assessment.
This tribal cultural resource mitigation measure shall apply to any project involving
any soils-disturbing or soils-improving activities including excavation, utilities
installation, grading, soils remediation, compaction/chemical grouting to a depth of 5
feet or greater below ground surface.
Projects to which this mitigation measure applies shall be reviewed for the potential to
affect a tribal cultural resource in tandem with the preliminary archeology review of
the project by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist. For projects
requiring a mitigated negative declaration or environmental impact report, the
Planning Department "Notification Regarding Tribal Cultural Resources and CEQA"
shall be distributed to the department's tribal distribution list. Consultation with
California Native American tribes regarding the potential of the project to affect a
tribal cultural resource will occur at the request of any notified tribe. For all projects
subject to this mitigation measure, if staff determines that the proposed project may
have a potential significant adverse effect on a tribal cultural resource, then the
following shall be required as determined warranted by the ERO.

Planning Department's
archeologist, California
Native AmeriCan tribal
representative, Planning
Department-qualified
archeological
consultant.

If staff determines that preservation-in-place of the tribal cultural resource is both
feasible and effective, based on information provided by the applicant regarding
feasibility and oti1er available information, then the project archeological consultant
shall prepare an archeological resource preservation plan. Implementation of the
approved plan by the archeological consultant shall be required when feasible. If staff
determines that preservation.:..in-place of the Tribal Cultural Resource is not a
sufficient or feasible option, then the project sponsor shall implement an interpretive
program of the resourGe in coordination with affiliated Native American tribal
representatives. An interpretive plan produced in coordination with affiliated Native
American tribal representatives, at a minimum, and approved by the ERO shall be
required to guide the interpretive program. The plan shall identify proposed locations
for installations or displays, the proposed content and materials of those displays or

736

During the
environmental
review of
subsequent
projects.

Planning Department
archeologist, Planning
Department-qualified
archeological consultant,
project sponsor.

Considered complete if no
Tribal Cultural Resource is
discovered or Tribal
Cultural Resource is
discovered and either
preserved in-place or
project effects to Tribal
Cultural Resource are
mitigated by
implementation of Planning
Department approved
interpretive program.
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

installation, the producers or artists of the displays or installation, and a long-term
maintenance program. The interpretive program may include artist installations,
preferably by local Native American artists, oral histories with local Native Americans,
artifacts displays and interpretation, and educational panels or other informational
displays.

D. Transportation and Circulation
*M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements 3• The following are City and County and sponsors of
subsequent development projects that would reduce the transit impacts associated with
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan.

Enhanced Transit Funding. To accommodate project transit demand, the SFMTA, and other
City agencies and departments as appropriate, shall seek sufficient operating and capital
funding, including through the following measures:
Establish fee-based sources of revenue.
Establish a congestion-charge scheme for downtown San Francisco, with all or a
portion of the revenue collected going to support improved local and regional
transit service on routes that serve Downtown and the Central SoMa Plan Area.
Area Plan funding for transit enhancements.
Transit Corridor Improvement Review. During the design phase, the SFMTA shall review
each street network project that contains portions of Muni transit routes where
significant transit delay impacts have been identified (routes 8 Bayshore, SAX
Bayshore Express, SBX Bayshore Express, 10 Townsend, 14 Mission, 14R Mission
Rapid, 27 Bryant, 30 Stockton, 45 Uriion-Stockton, and 47 Van Ness). Through this
review, SFMTA shall incorporate feasible street network design modifications that
would meet the performance criteria of maintaining accessible transit service,
enhancing transit service times, and offsetting transit delay. Such features could

Sponsors of subsequent
development projects
with off-street vehicular
parking facilities with
20 or more vehicular
parking spaces shall
ensure that recurring
vehicle queues do not
substantially affect
public transit operations
on the public right-ofway near the off-street
vehicular parking
facility.

Ongoing

Planning Department and
project sponsor.

Ongoing

3 M-TR-3a: Transit Enhancements is identified in both Table A (Mitigation measures to be implemented by City and County of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented
by the project sponsor).
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
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adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
include, but shall not be limited to, transit-only lanes, transit signal priority, queue
jumps, stop consolidation, limited or express service, comer or sidewalk bulbs, and
transit boarding islands, as determined by the SFMTA, to enhance transit service times
and offset transit delay. Any subsequent changes to the street network designs shall be
subject to a similar review process.

Transit Accessibility. To enhance transit accessibility, the Planning Department and the
SFMTA shall establish a coordinated planning process to link land use planning and
development in Central SoMa to transit and other sustainable transportation mode
planning. This shall be achieved through some or all of the following measures:
Implement recommendations of the Better Streets Plan that are designed to
make the pedestrian environment safer and more comfortable for walk trips
throughout the day, especially in areas where sidewalks and other realms of
the pedestrian environment are notably unattractive and intimidating for
pedestrians and discourage walking as a primary means of circulation. This
includes traffic calming strategies in areas with fast-moving, one-way traffic,
long blocks, narrow sidewalks and tow-away lanes, as may be found in much
of the Central SoMa area.
Implement building design features that promote primary access to buildings
from transit stops and pedestrian areas, and discourage the location of primary
access points to buildings through parking lots and other auto-oriented
entryways.
Develop Central SoMa transportation implementation programs that manage
and direct resources brought in through pricing programs and developmentbased fee assessments, as outlined above, to further the multimodal
implementation and maintenance of these transportation improvements.
Sponsors of development projects with off-street vehicular parking facilities
with 20 or more vehicular parking spaces shall ensure that recurring vehicle
queues do not substantially affect public transit operations on the public
right-of-way near the off-street vehicular parking facility. A vehicle queue is
defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking
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adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

any portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period
of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.
If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall
employ abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate
abatement methods will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of
the recurring queue, as well as the characteristics of the parking facility, the
street(s) to which the facility connects, and the associated land uses (if
applicable).

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following:
redesign of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or onsite . queue
capacity; employment of parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs
with active management by parking attendants; use of valet parking or other
space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking facilities or shared
parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage
directing drivers to available spaces; transportation demand management
strategies such as those listed in the San Francisco Planning Code TDM
Program.
If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue
is present, the Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon
request, the owner/operator shall hire a qualified transportation consultant to
evaluate the conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant
shall. prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for
review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the
facility owner/operator shall have 90 days from the date of the written
determination to abate the queue.

Muni Storage and Maintenance. To ensure that Muni is able to service additional transit
vehicles needed to serve increased demand generated by development in Central SoMa,
the SFMTA shall provide maintenance and storage facilities.
M-TR-6a: Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (DLOP). Sponsors of development
projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of residential, office, industrial, or

Project sponsors of
subsequent projects
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Prior to the
approval of any

SFMTA and Planning
Department.
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each subsequent
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
commercial uses shall prepare a DLOP, and submit the plan for review and approval
by the Planning Department and the SFMTA in order to reduce potential conflicts
between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles
and vehicles, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new
loading demand. The DLOP shall be submitted along with a building permit and
approval should occur prior to the certificate of occupancy.
Prior to preparing the DLOP, the project sponsor shall meet with the Planning
Department and the SFMTA to review the proposed number, location, and design of
the on-site loading spaces, as well as the projected loading demand during the
entitlement/environmental review process. In addition to reviewing the on-site
loading spaces and projected loading demand, the project sponsor shall provide the
Planning Department and SFMTA a streetscape plan that shows the location, design,
and dimensions of all existing and proposed streetscape elements in the public rightof-way. In tl1e event that the number of on-site loading spaces does not accommodate
the projected loading demand for the proposed development, the project sponsor shall
pursue with the SFMTA conversion of nearby on-street parking spaces to commercial
loading spaces, if determined feasible by the SFMTA.

undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan Area
of more than 100,000
square feet of
residential or
commercial uses;
SFMT A; Planning
Department

The DLOP shall be revised to reflect changes in accepted technology or operation
protocols, or changes in conditions, as deemed necessary by the Planning Department
and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall include the following components, as appropriate to
the type of development and adjacent street characteristics:

•

Loading Dock Management. To ensure that off-street loading facilities are
efficiently used, and that trucks that are longer than can be safely
accommodated are not permitted to use a building's loading dock, the project
sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall develop a plan for
management of the building's loading dock and shall ensure that tenants in the
building are informed of limitations and conditions on loading scl1edules and
huck size. The management plan could include strategies sum as the use of an
attendant to direct and guide trucks, installing a "FulY' sign at the
garage/loading dock driveway, limiting activity durin_g peak hours, installation
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

.

.

.

of audible and/or visual warning devices, and other features. Additionally, as
part of the project application process, the project sponsor shall consult with the
SFMI"A concerning the design of loading and parking facilities.
Garage/Loading Dock Attendant. If warranted by project-specific conditions' the
project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that
building management employs attendant(s) for the project's parking garage
and/or loading dock, as applicable. The attendant would be stationed as
determined by the project-specific review analysis, typically at the project's
driveway to direct vehicles entering and exiting the building and avoid any
safety-related conflicts with pedestrians on the sidewalk during the a.m. and
p.m. peak periods of traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian activity, with extended
hours as dictated by traffic, bicycle and pedestrian conditions and by activity
in the project garage and loading dock. Each project shall also install audible
and/or visible warning devices, or comparably effective warning devices as
approved by the Planning Department and/or the SFMI"A, to alert pedestrians
of the outbound vehicles from the parking garage and/or loading dotk, as
applicable.
Large Truck Access. The loading dock attendant shall dictate the maximum size
of truck that can be accommodated at the on-site loading area. In order to
accommodate any large trucks (i.e., generally longer than 40 feet) that may
require occasional access to the site (e.g., large move-in trucks that need
occasional access to both residential and commercial developments), the
DLOP plan shall include procedures as to the location of on-street
accommodation, time of day restrictions for accommodating larger vehicles,
and procedures to reserve available =bside space on adjacent streets from the
SFMI"A.
Trash/Recycling/Compost Collection Design and Management. When designs for
buildings are being developed, the project sponsor or tepresentative shall
meet with the appropriate representative from Recology (or other trash
collection firm) to determine the location and type of

-
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

trash/recycling/compost bins, frequency of collections, and procedures for
collection activities, including the location of Recology trucks during
collection. The location of the trash/recycling/compost storage room(s) for
each building shall be indicated on the building plans prior to submittal of
plans to the Building Department. Procedures for collection shall ensure that
the collection bins are not placed within any sidewalk, bicycle facility,
parking lane or travel lane adjacent to the project site at any time.

•

Delivery Storage. Design the loading dock area to allow for unassisted
delivery systems (i.e., a range of delivery systems that eliminate the need for
human intervention at the receiving end), particularly for use when the
receiver site (e.g., retail space) is not in operation. Examples could include
the receiver site providing a key or electronic fob to loading vehicle
operators, which enables the loading vehicle operator to deposit the goods
inside the business or in a secured area that is separated from the business.

The final DLOP and all revisions shall be reviewed and approved by the
Environmental Review Officer or designee of the Planning Department and the
Sustainable Streets Director or designee of the SFMTA. The DLOP will be
memorialized in the notice of special restrictions on the project site permit.
*M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger
Loading/Unloading Zones. 4 The SFMTA shall develop a curb management strategy
(strategy) for Central SoMa or within proximity of the street network changes that
articulates curb use priorities for different types of streets, while safely managing
loading demands. This strategy should guide the approach to any affected commercial
and passenger loading/unloading zones (loading zones) during any City agency's
development of detailed plans for each segment of the proposed street network

SFMTA, Planning
Department, and
sponsors of subsequent
development projects
that provide more than
100,000 square feet of
residential or
commercial uses with

Prior to receipt of
final Certificate of
Occupancy.

SFMTA, Planning
Department, and project
sponsor.

Plan considered complete
upon approval by SFMTA
and the Planning
Department. Monitoring
ongoing.

4 M-TR-6b: Accommodation of On-street Commercial Loading Spaces and Passenger Loading/Unloading Zones is identified in Table A (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by City and County
of San Francisco) and Table B (Mitigation Measures to be implemented by the project sponsor) as the responsibility for implementation is shared by both parties.
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I

Mitigation Measures
changes. Replacement of loading zones will be considered, to the extent feasible.

The SFMTA and the Planning Department should develop protocols for ongoing
assessment of commercial and passenger loading needs on the affected streets, and for
review of new development projects along the affected street segments to identify
needed changes to the street network design (e.g., when a new driveway to a
development site is required), or need for additional on-street commercial and
passenger loading spaces.
Sponsors of development projects that provide more than 100,000 square feet of
residential or commercial uses with frontages along a public right-of-way identified on
the High Injury Network, with an existing or proposed bicycle facility, or include
public transit operations shall develop a Passenger Loading Plan. The plan shall
address passenger loading activities and related queueing effects associated with forhire services (including taxis, and Transportation Network Companies) and the
vanpool services, as applicable. Elements of this Passenger Loading Plan may include
but would not be limited to the following measures:
•

Coordination with for-hire vehicle companies to request passenger loading
zones are incorporated into companies' mobile app device to better guide
passengers and drivers where to pick up or drop off.

•

Designated on-site and on-street loading zones that are clearly marked with
adequate signage to permit passenger loading space and no other vehicles to
stop/park for any duration of time. For these zones, set specific time limits
restricting vehicles to stopped/parked over a certain period of time (e.g.,
three minutes) and alert passengers that their driver will depart/arrive
within the allotted timeframe.

•

Notifications and information to visitors and employees about passenger
loading activities and operations, including detailed information on the
vanpool services and locations pick-up/drop-off of for-hire services.

•

Detailed roles and responsibilities of managing and monitoring the
passenger loading zone(s) and to properly enforce any passenger vehicles

Responsibility for
Implementation
frontages along a public
right-of-way identified
on the High Injury
Network, with an
existing or proposed
bicycle facility, or public
right-of-way that
includes public transit
operations, shall
develop a Passenger
Loading Plan.
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

that are in violation (e.g., blocking bicycle lane, blocking a driveway, etc.).
The plan shall be reviewed and approved by the Environmental Review Officer or
designee of the Planning Department and the Sustainable Streets Director or designee
of the SFMTA. The plan shall be evaluated by a qualified transportation professional,
retained by the Project Sponsor after a building(s) reaches 50% occupancy and once a
year going forward until such time that the SFMTA determines that the evaluation is
no longer necessary or could be done at less frequent intervals. The content of the
evaluation report shall be determined by SFMTA staff, in consultation with the
Planning Department, and generally shall include an assessment of on-street loading
conditions, including actual loading demand, loading operation observations, and an
assessment of how the project meets this mitigation measure. The evaluation report
may be folded into other mitigation measure reporting obligations. If ongoing conflicts
are occurring based on the assessment, the plan evaluation report shall put forth
additional measures to address ongoing conflicts associated with loading operations.
The evaluation report shall be reviewed by SFMTA staff, which shall make the final
determination whether ongoing conflicts are occurring. In the event that the ongoing
conflicts are occurring, the above plan requirements may be altered (e.g., the hour and
day restrictions listed above, number of loading vehicle operations permitted during
certain hours listed above, etc.).
Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Emergency Vehicle Access Consultation.

SFMTA

For street network projects that reduce the number of available vehicle travel lanes for
a total distance of more than one block where transit-only lanes are not provided:
Street network projects shall be designed to comply with adopted city codes regarding
street widths, curb widths, and turning movements. To the degree feasible. while still
accomplishing safety-related project objectives, SFMTA shall design street network
projects to include features that create potential opportunities for cars to clear travel
lanes for emergency vehicles. Examples of such features include: curbside loading
zones, customized sigr1al timing, or other approaches developed through ongoing
consultation between SFMTA and the San Francisco Fire Deparhnent.
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Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure M-TR-9: Construction Management Plan and Construction
Coordination. Construction Management Plan-For projects within the Plan Area, the
project sponsor shall develop and, upon review and approval by the SFMTA and
Public Works, implement a Construction Management Plan, addressing
transportation-related circulation, access, staging and hours of delivery. The
Construction Management Plan would disseminate appropriate information to
contractors and affected agencies with respect to coordinating construction activities to
minimize overall disruption and ensure that overall circulation in the project area is
·maintained to the extent possible, with particular focus on ensuring transit, pedestrian,
and bicycle connectivity. The Construction Management Plan would supplement and
expand, rather than modify or supersede, any manual, regulations, or provisions set
forth by the SFMTA, Public Works, or other City departments and agencies, and the
California Department of Transportation.

Project sponsor of each
subsequent project
undertaken in the
Central SoMa Plan
Area.

If construction of the proposed project is determined to overlap with nearby adjacent
project(s) as to result in transportation-related impacts, the project sponsor or its
contractor(s) shall consult with various Oty departments such as the SFMTA and
Public Works, and other interdepartmental meetings as deemed necessary by the
SFMTA, Public Works, and the Planning Department, to develop a Coordinated
Construction Management Plan. The Coordinated Construction Management Plan, to
be prepared by the contractor, would be reviewed by the SFMTA and would address
issues of circulation (traffic, pedestrians, and bicycle), safety~ parking and other project
construction in the area. Based on review of the construction logistics plan, the project
may be required to consult with SFMTA Muni Operations prior to construction to
·
review potential effects to nearby transit operations.

The Construction Management Plan and, if required, the Coordinated Construction
Management Plan, shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
• Restricted Construction Truck Access Hours- Limit construction truck movements
during the hours between 7:00 and 9:00 a.m. and between 4:00 and 7:00 p.m., and
other times if required by the SFMTA, to minimize disruption to vehicular traffic,
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Prior to the start of
each project's
construction, and
throughout the
construction
period.

Status/Date Completed
SFMTA, SF Public Works,
and Planning Department.

Considered complete upon
approval of each
construction management
plan and completion of each
project's construction.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

.

including transit during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods.
Construction Truck Routing Plans-Identify optimal truck routes between the
regional facilities and the project site, taking into consideration truck routes of other
development projects and any construction activities affecting the roadway
network.
Coordination of Temporary Lane and Sidewalk Closures- The project sponsor shall
coordinate travel lane closures with other projects requesting concurrent lane and
sidewalk closures through interdepartmental meetings, to minimize the extent and
duration of requested lane and sidewalk closures. Travel lane closures shall be
minimized especially along transit and bicycle routes, so as to limit the impacts to
transit service and bicycle circulation and safety.
• Maintenance of Transit, Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access- The project
sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with Public Works, SFMTA, the Fire
Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible
measures to include in the Coordinated Construction Management Plan to maintain
access for transit, vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. This shall include an
assessment of the need for temporary transit stop relocations or other measures to
reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation
effects during construction of the project.
Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers- The construction
contractor shall include methods to encourage carpooling, bicycling, walk and
transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit
subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces,
participating in free-to-employee ride matcl1ing program from www.511.org,
participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco
(www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers).
• Construction Worker Parking Plan- The location of construction worker parking shall
be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for monitoring_the implementation

.

-

.

746

Motion No . _ _ _ _ __
May 10,2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
Page 29 of46

TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be·
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period.oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

of the proposed parking plan. The use of on-street parking to accommodate
construction worker parking shall be discouraged. All construction bid documents
shall include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed
location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking
spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site shall be required. If
off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of
the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how
workers would travel between off-site facility and project site shall be required.
• Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents- To minimize
c<_mstruction impacts on access for nearby institutions and businesses, the project
sponsor shall provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularlyupdated information regarding project construction, including construction
activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane
closures, and lane closures. At regular intervals to be defined in the Construction
Management Plan and, if necessary, in the Coordinated Construction Management
Plan, a regular email notice shall be distributed by the project sponsor that shall
provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact
information for s ecific construction in uiries or concerns.
Mitigation Measure M-NO-la: Transportation Demand Management for New
Development Projects. Transportation Demand Management for New Development
Projects. To reduce vehicle noise from subsequent development projects in the Plan
Area, the project sponsor and subsequent property owners (excluding 100 percent
affordable housing projects) shall develop and implement a TDM Plan for a proposed
project's net new uses (including net new accessory parking spaces) as part of project
approval. The scope and number of TDM measures included in the TDM Plan shall be
in accordance with Planning Department's TDM Program Standards for the type of
development proposed, and accompanying appendices in the Planning Department's
TDM Pro arns and Standards, exce t that ro"ects with corn lete develo rnent

Project sponsor and
subsequent property
owners of development
projects in the Central
SoMa Plan Area.
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Project sponsor to
submit TDM Plan
to Planning
Department for
review prior to
project
consideration for
approval.

Planning Department

TDM Plan to be approved
as part of project approval;
implementation to continue
on ongoing basis, with
reporting as required by
text of TDM Plan.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare- a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
applications- or Environmental Evaluation Applications (EEAs) on file with the
Planning Department before January 1, 2018 shall meet a minimum of 75% of the TOM
requirements in the Planning Department's TOM Program Standards. The TOM
Program Standards and accompanying appendices are expected to be refined as
planning for the proposed TOM Ordinance continues. Each subsequent development
project's TOM Plan for proposed net new uses shall conform to the most recent
version of the TOM Program Standards and accompanying appendices available at the
time of the project Approval Action, as Approval Action is defined in Section 31.04(h)
of the San Francisco Administrative Code. The Planning Department shall review and
approve the TOM Plan, as well as any subsequent revisions to the TOM Plan. The
TOM Plan shall target a reduction in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rate (i.e., VMT
per capita), monitor and evaluate project performance (actual VMT), and adjust TOM
measures over time to attempt to meet VMT target reduction. This measure is
applicable to all projects within the Plan Area that do not otherwise qualify for an
exemption under Article 19 of the CEQA Guidelines. This measure is superseded for
those projects that are already required to fully comply with the TOM Program
Standards (i.e., without reductions in target requirements) in the Plan Area. The TOM
Plan shall be developed in consultation with the Planning Department and rely
generally on implementation of measures listed in the Planning Department TOM
Program Standards and accompanying appendices in effect at the time of the Project
Approval Action. The TOM program may include, but is not limited to the types of
measures, which are summarized below for explanatory example purposes. Actual
development project TOM measures shall be applied from the TOM Program
Standards and accompanying appendices, which describe the scope and applicability
of candidate measures in detail:

1. Active Transportation: Provision of streetscape improvements to encourage walking,
secure bicycle parking, shower and locker facilities for cyclists, subsidized bike share
memberships for project occupants, bicycle repair and maintenance services, and other
bicycle-related services;
2. Car-Share: Provision of car-share parking spaces and subsidized memberships for
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

project occupants;
3. Delivery: Provision of amenities and services to support delivery of goods to project
occupants;
4. Family-Oriented Measures: Provision of on-site childcare and other amenities to
support the use of sustainable transportation modes by families;
5. High-Occupancy Vehicles: Provision of carpooling/vanpooling incentives and shuttle
bus service;
6. Information: Provision of multirnodal wayfinding signage, transportation information
displays, and tailored transportation marketing services;
7. Land Use: Provision of on-site affordable housing and healthy food retail services in
underserved areas; and
8. Parking: Provision of unbundled parking, short-term daily parking provision, parking
cash out offers, and reduced off-street parking supply.
M-NO-lb: Siting of Noise-Generating Uses. To reduce potential conflicts between
existing sensitive receptors and new noise-generating uses, for new development
including PDR, Place of Entertainment, or other uses that may require the siting of
new emergency generators/fire pumps or noisier-than-typical mechanical equipment,
or facilities that generate substantial nighttime truck and/or bus traffic that would
potentially generate noise levels substantially in excess of ambient noise (either shortterm during the nighttime hours, or as a 24-hour average), the Planning Department
shall require the preparation of a noise analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site
survey to identify potential noise-sensitive uses within 900 feet of, and that have a
direct line-of-sight-to, the project site, and including at least one 24-hour noise
measurement (with maximum noise level readings taken so as·to be able to accurately
describe maximum levels reached during nighttime hours), prior to the first project
approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in acoustical
analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate that the proposed use would meet
the noise standard identified in San Francisco Police Code Article 29. Should any
concerns be present, the Department shall require the completion of a detailed noise
assessment by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering, and the

Planning Department;
project sponsor of each
subsequent noisegenerating project, as
specified in mitigation
measure, in the Central
SoMa Plan Area;
acoustical consultant
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Analysis to be
completed during
environmental
review of
subsequent
projects in the Plan
Area.

Planning Department and
Department of Building
Inspection (OBI).

Considered complete upon
project approval of
subsequent development
projects by Planning
Department/ Planning
Commission or approval of
final plan set by DBI if
Planning Department
identifies project-sp'ecific
noise reduction measures.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

incorporation of noise reduction measures as recommended by the noise assessment
prior to the first project approval action.
M-N0-2a: General Construction Noise Control Measures. To ensure that project noise
from construction activities is reduced to the maximum extent feasible, the project sponsor
of a development project in the plan area that is within 100 feet of noise-sensitive receptors
shall undertake the following:
• Require the general contractor to ensure that equipment and trucks used for project
construction utilize the best available noise control techniques (e.g., improved
mufflers, equipment redesign, use of intake silencers, ducts, engine enclosures and
acoustically-attenuating shields or shrouds), wherever feasible.
• Require the general contractor to locate stationary noise sources (such as
compressors) as far from adjacent or nearby sensitive receptors as possible, to
muffle such noise sources, and to construct barriers around such sources and/or the
construction site, which could reduce construction noise by as much as 5 dBA. To
further reduce noise, the contractor shall locate stationary equipment in pit areas or
excavated areas, if feasible.
• Require the general contractor to use impact tools (e.g., jack hammers, pavement
breakers, and rock drills) that are hydraulically or electrically powered wherever
possible to avoid noise associated with compressed air exhaust from pneumatically
powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on
the compressed air exhaust shall be used, along with external noise jackets on the
tools, which could reduce noise levels by as much as 10 dBA.
• Include noise control requirements in specifications provided to construction
contractors. Such requirements could include, but are not limited to, performing all
work in a manner that minimizes noise to the extent feasible; use of equipment with
effective mufflers; undertaking the most noisy activities during times of least
disturbance to surrounding residents and occupants, as feasible; and selecting haul
routes that avoid residential buildings to the extent that such routes are otherwise

Project sponsor of each
subsequent project in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area; construction
general contractor.
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During
construction
period.

Planning Department,
Department of Building
Inspection (as requested
and/or on complaint
basis), Police Department
(on complaint basis).

Considered complete at the
completion of construction
for each subsequent project.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)_

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

feasible.
• Prior to the issuance of each building permit, along with the submission of
construction documents, submit to the Planning Department and Department of
Building Inspection (OBI) a list of measures that shall be implemented and that shall
respond to and track complaints pertaining to construction noise. These measures
shall include (1) a procedure and phone numbers for notifying OBI and the Police
Department (during regular construction hours and off-hours); (2) a sign posted onsite describing noise complaint procedures and a complaint hotline number that
shall be answered at all times during construction; (3) designation of an on-site
construction complaint and enforcement manager for the project; and (4)
notification of neighboring residents and non-residential building managers within
300 feet of the project construction area at least 30 days in advance of extreme noise
generating activities (defined as activities generating anticipated noise levels of
SO dBA or greater without noise controls, which is the standard in the Police Code)
about the estimated duration of the activity.
M-N0-2b: Noise and Vibration Control Measures During Pile Driving. For
individual projects that require pile driving, a set of site-specific noise attenuation
measures shall be prepared under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant.
These attenuation measures shall be included in construction of the project and shall
include as many of the following control strategies, and any other effective strategies,
as feasible:
• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the
construction contractor to erect temporary plywood or similar solid noise barriers
along the boundaries of the project site to shield potential sensitive receptors and
reduce noise levels;
• The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the
construction contractor to implement "quiet" pile-driving technology (such as predrilling of piles, sonic pile drivers, and the use of more than one pile driver to
shorten the total pile drivinR duration), where feasible, with consideration of

Project sponsor of each
subsequent project in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area and construction
general contractor.
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Prior to and during
the period of piledriving.

Project sponsor; Planning
Department and
construction contractor;
Department of Building
Inspection (as requested
and/or on complaint
basis).

Considered complete after
implementation of noise
attenuation measures
during pile-driving
activities and submittal of
final noise monitoring
report to Planning
Department.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

•

.

Status/Date Completed

geotechnical and structural requirements and soil conditions (including limiting
vibration levels to the FTA's 0.5 inches per second, PPV to minimize architectural
damage to adjacent structures);
The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require the
construction contractor to monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures
by taking noise measurements, at a distance of 100 feet, at least once per day during
pile-driving; and
The project sponsor of a development project in the Plan Area shall require that the
construction contractor limit pile driving activity to result in the least disturbance to
neighboring uses.
See Mitigation Measures M-N0-2b, M-CP-3a, and M-CP-3b.

M-N0-3: Construction-Generated Vibration.
Implement Mitigation Measures M-N0-2b, Noise and Vibration Control Measures
during Pile Driving, M-CP-3a, Protect Historical Resources from Adjacent
Construction Activities, and M-CP-3b, Construction Monitoring Program for
Historical Resources.
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M-AQ-3: Violation of an Air Quality Standard, Contribute to an Existing or Projected
Air Quality Violation, and/or Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase in
Criteria Air Pollutants.

See Mitigation Measure
M-N0-1a.
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Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management for
Development Projects.
M-AQ-3a: Education for Residential and Commercial Tenants Concerning LowVOC Consumer Products. Prior to receipt of any certificate of final occupancy and
every five years thereafter, the project sponsor shall develop electronic coiTespondence
to be distributed by email or posted on-site annually to tenants of the project that
encourages the purchase of consumer products and paints that are better for the
environment and generate less VOC emissions. The correspondence shall encourage

Project sponsor of each
subsequent project in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area; subsequent
project owner;
Homeowners'
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Prior to receipt of
final Certificate of
Occupancy and
every five years
thereafter.

Planning Deparhnent and
Department of Building
Inspection (DBI).

Project sponsor to submit
written information to
Planning Deparhnent prior
to DBI issuance of
Certificate of Occupancy;
Sponsor or Owner to
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

I

Mitigation Measures

I

Responsibility for
Implementation

I

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

I

Status/Date Completed
continue submittals at 5year intervals (ongoing).

environmentally preferable purchasing and shall include contact information and
links to SF Approved.

Association (for
condominium projects).

M-AQ-3b: Reduce Operational Emissions. Proposed projects that would exceed the
criteria air pollutant thresholds in this ElR shall implement the additional measures, as
applicable and feasible, to reduce operational criteria air pollutant emissions. Such
measures may include, but are not limited to, the following:
For any proposed refrigerated warehouses or large (greater than 20,000 square feet)
grocery retailers, provide electrical hook-ups for diesel trucks with Transportation
Refrigeration Units at the loading docks.
• Use low- and super-compliant VOC architectural coatings in maintaining buildings.
"Low-VOC" refers to paints that meet the more stringent regulatory limits in South
Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1113; however, many manufacturers
have reformulated to levels well below these limits. TI1ese are referred to as "SuperCompliant" architectural coatings.
• Implement Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Sa, Best Available Control Technology for
Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps.
• Other measures that are shown to effectively reduce criteria air pollutant emissions
onsite or offsite if emissions reductions are realized within the SFBAAB. Measures
to reduce emissions onsite are preferable to offsite emissions reductions.

Project sponsor of each
subsequent project in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area; subsequent
project owner, as
applicable based on
mitigation measure;
Homeowners'
Association (for
condominium projects).

M-AQ-4a: Construction Emissions Analysis. Subsequent development projects that
do not meet the applicable screening levels or that the Planning Department otherwise
determines could exceed one or more significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants
shall undergo an analysis of the project's construction emissions. If no significance
thresholds are exceeded, no further mitigation is required. If one or more significance
thresholds are exceeded, Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b would be applicable to the
project.

Project sponsors of
projects in Central SoMa
Plan Area that do not
meet applicable
screening levels;
Planning Department

During
environmental
review.

Planning Department
(ERO, Air Quality
technical staff).

Considered complete upon
approval of analysis by
ERO.

M-AQ-4b: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. If required based on the
analysis described in Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4a or as required in Impact AQ-6 the

Project sponsor of
applicable projects in

Prior to the start of
diesel equipment

Planning Department
(ERO, Air Quality

Considered complete upon
Planning Department

.

For warehouses
and large grocers,
prior to issuance of ·
building permit.

Planning Department and
Department of Building
Inspection.

For warehouses and large
grocers, considered
complete upon approvitl of
final construction plan set.
Ongoing for maintenance
use of architectural
coatings.

Ongoing for
maintenance use of
architectural
coatings .

For generators and fire
pumps, see Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-5a.

For generators and
fire pumps, see
Mitigation
Measure M-AQ-5a.

For other measures,
schedule to be determined
by Planning Department.

For other.
schedule
to be determined
by Planning
Department.

measure~
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) for review and approval by an Environmental
Planning Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall be designed to reduce air pollutant
emissions to the greatest degree practicable.

Central SoMa Plan
Area; Planning
Department.

The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:
1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20
total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the
following requirements:
a) Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel
engines shall be prohibited;
b) All off-road equipment shall have:
i. Engines that meet or exceed either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or
California Air Resources Board Tier 2 off-road emission standards (or Tier 3
off-road emissions standards if NOx emissions exceed applicable
thresholds), and
ii. Engines that are retrofitted with an ARB Level3 Verified Diesel Emissions
Control Strategy (VDECS), and
iii. Engines shall be fueled with renewable diesel (at least 99 percent renewable
diesel or R99).
c) Exceptions:
i. Exceptions to 1(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted
information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that an
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site and
that the requirements of this exception provision apply. Under this
circumstance, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with
1(b) for onsite power generation.
ii. Exceptions to 1(b)(ii) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted
information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the ERO that a
particular piece of off-road equipment with an ARB Level3 VDECS(1) is
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use on site.

Status/Date Completed
technical staff).

review and acceptance of
Construction Emissions
Minimization Plan.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
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This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
'
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions
due to expected operating modes, (3) installing the control device would
create a safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a
compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not
retrofitted with an ARB Level3 VDECS and the sponsor has submitted
documentation to the ERO that the requirements of this exception provision
apply. If granted an exception to l(b)(ii), the project sponsor shall comply
with the requirements of l(c)(iii).
iii. If an exception is granted pursuant to l(c)(ii), the project sponsor shall
provide the next-cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the
step down schedule in Table M-AQ-4:

TABLE M-AQ-4B:
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP DOWN SCHEDULE*

Compliance
Alternative

Engine Emission
Standard

Emissions
Control

1

Tier 2**

ARB Level2 VDECS

2

Tier 2

ARB Levell VDECS

• How to use the table. If the requirements of1(b) cannot be met, then the project
sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor
not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then
Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be mel Should the project sponsor not be
able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then
Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.
*"Tier 3 off road emissions standards are required if NOx emissions exceed applicable
thresholds.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
2. The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road
equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in
exceptions to the applicable State regulations regarding idling for off-road and onroad equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages
(English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site
to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.
3. The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and
tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications.
4. The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a
description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction
pl}ase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but is not
limited to, equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification
number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine
serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For the VDECS
installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB
verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on
installation date. For off-road equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.
5. The Plan shall be kept on-site and available for review by any persons requesting it
and a legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site indicating
to the public the basic requirements of the Plan and a way to request a copy of the
Plan. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan as requested.
6. Reporting. Quarterly reports.shall be submitted to the ERO indicating the
construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase
including the information required in Paragraph 4, above. ln addition, for off-road
equipment not using renewable diesel, reporting shall indicate the type of
alternative fuel being used.
Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor
shall submit to the ERO a final report summarizing construction activities. The final
report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in
Paragraph 4. In addition, for off-road equipment not using renewable diesel,
reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.
7. Certification Statement_and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of
construction activities, the project sponsor shall certify (1) compliance with the Plan,
and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract
specifications.
M-AQ-5: Operational Emissions of Fine Particulate Matter and Toxic Air
Contaminants that would Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant
Concenh·ations

See Mitigation Measure
M-N0-1a.

Implement Mitigation Measure M-NO-la, Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) for Development Projects.
M-AQ-5a: Best Available Control Technology for Diesel Generators and Fire Pumps
All diesel generators and fire pumps shall have engines that (1j meet Tier 4 Final or
Tier 4 Interim emission standards, or (2) meet Tier 2 emission standards and are
equipped with a California Air Resources Board Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions
Control Strategy. All diesel generators and fire pumps shall be fueled with renewable
diesel, R99, if commercially available. For each new diesel backup generator or fire
pump permit submitted for the project, including any associated generator pads,
engine and filter specifications shall be submitted to the San Francisco Planning
Department for review and approval prior to issuance of a permit for the generator or
fire pump from the San Francisco Deparhnent of Building Inspection. Once
operational, all diesel backup generators and Verified Diesel Emissions Control
Strategy shall be maintained in good working order in perpetuity and any future
replacement of the diesel backup generators, fire pumps, and Level3 Verified Diesel
Emissions Control Strategy filters shall be required to be consistent with these
emissions specifications. The operator of the facility shall maintain records of the
testing schedule for each diesel backup generator and fire pump for the life of that
diesel backup generator and fire pump and provide this information for review to the

Project sponsors of
projects in the Central
SoMa Plan Area with
new diesel generators
and/or fire pumps;
Planning Deparhnent.
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For specifications,
prior to issuance of
building permit for
diesel generator or
fire pump.
For maintenance,
ongoing.

Planning Deparhnent
(ERO, Air Quality
technical staff).

Equipment specifications
portion considered
complete when equipment
specifications approved by
ERO.
Maintenance portion is
ongoing and records are
subject to Planning
Deparhnent review upon
request.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

Planning Department within three months of requesting such information.
M-AQ-Sb: Siting of Uses that Emit Particulate matter (PM2.s), Diesel Particulate
Matter, or Other Toxic Air Contaminants. To minimize potential exposure of
sensitive receptors to diesel particulate matter or substantial levels of toxic air
contaminants as part of everyday operations from stationary or area sources (other
than the sources listed in M-AQ-Sa), the San Francisco Planning Department shall
require, during the environmental review process of such projects, but not later thim
the first project approval action, the preparation of an analysis by a qualified air
quality specialist that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify residential or
other sensitive receptors within 1,000 feet of the project site. For purposes of this
measure, sensitive receptors are considered to include housing units; child care
centers; schools (high school age and below); and inpatient health care facilities,
including nursing or retirement homes and similar establishments. The assessment
shall also include an estimate of emissions of toxic air contaminants from the source
and shall identify all feasible measures to reduce emissions. These measures shall be
incorporated into the project prior to the first approval action.

Project sponsors of
projects in the Central
SoMa Plan Area with
stationary equipment
other than diesel
generators and fire
pumps that emit PM>.s,
.diesel particulate, or
other toxic air
contaminants, as
determined by the
Planning Department.

Mitigation Measure M-AQ-Sd: Land Use Buffers around Active Loading Docks.
Locate sensitive receptors as far away as feasible from truck activity areas including
loading docks and delivery areas.

Project sponsor of any
project in the Central
SoMa Plan Area with
sensitive receptors.

M-AQ-6a: Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. All projects within the Air
Pollutant Exposure Zone and newly added Air Pollutant Exposure Zone lots identified
in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with M-AQ-4b, Construction Emissions Minimization
Plan.

Project sponsor of
applicable projects in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area identified by the
Planning Department.

M-AQ-6b: Implement Clean Construction Requirements. Construction of street
network changes and open space improvements adjacent to newly added air pollution
exposure zone lots identified in Figure IV.F-2 shall comply with the Clean
Construction requirements for projects located within the APEZ.

Planning Department,
San Francisco Public
Works, for sites in the
Central SoMa Plan Area
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Prior to first
project approval
action.

Prior to approval
of final plan set.

Planning Department
(ERO, Air Quality
technical staff).

Considered complete upon
ERO review and approval
of air quality analysis and
implementation of any
required measures to
reduce emissions.

Planning Department and
Department of Building
Inspection.

Considered complete upon
approval of final plan set.

See Mitigation Measure M-AQ-4b.

During
construction of
each applicable
street network and

Planning Department

Considered complete at the
end of construction for each
applicable street network
and open space
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures
identified by the
Planning Department.

open space
improvement
project.

Project sponsors of
projects in the Central
SoMa Plan Area in
excess of 85 feet in
rooftop height.

During the
environmental
review process for
subsequent
development
projects.

Status/Date Completed
improvement project.

G. Wind
*M-WI-1: Wind Hazard Criterion for the Plan Area. In portions of the Central SoMa
Plan area outside the C-3 Use Districts, projects proposed at a roof height greater than
85 feet shall be evaluated by a qualified wind expert as to their potential to result in a
new wind hazard exceedance or aggravate an existing pedestrian-level wind hazard
exceedance (defined as the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles· per hour
equivalent wind speed). If the qualified expert determines that wind-tunnel testing is
required due to the potential for a new or worsened wind· hazard exceedance, the
project shall adhere to the following standards for reduction of ground-level wind
speeds in areas of substantial pedestrian use:
0
New buildings and additions to existing buildings shall be shaped (e.g., include
setbacks, or· other building design techniques), or other wind baffling measures
shall be implemented, so that the development would result in the following with
respect to the one-hour wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind
speed:
o No increase, compared to existing conditions, in the overall number of hours
during which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded (the number of exceedance
locations may change, allowing for both new exceedances and elimination of
existing exceedances, as long as there is no net increase in the number of
exceedance locations), based on wind-tunnel testing of a representative number
of locations proximate to the project site; OR
o Any increase in the overall number of hours during which the wind hazard
criterion is exceeded shall be evaluated in the context of the overall wind effects
of anticipated development that is in accordance with the Plan. Such an
evaluation shall be undertaken if the project contribution to the wind hazard
exceedance at one or. more locations relatively distant from the individual project
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Planning Department

Considered complete upon
approval of final
construction plan set.
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TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review, the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period oftime, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk(*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

'

Status/Date Completed

site is minimal and if anticipated future Plan area development would
substantively affect the wind conditions at those locations. The project and
foreseeable development shall ensure that there is no increase in the overall
number of hours during which the wind hazard criterion is exceeded.
o New buildings and additions to existing buildings that cannot meet the one-hour
wind hazard criterion of 26 miles per hour equivalent wind speed performance
standard of this measure based on the above analyses, shall minimize to the
degree feasible the overall number of hours durihg which the wind hazard
criterion is exceeded.
H. Shadow
No mitigation measures identified to be implemented by the Project Sponsor.
I. Hydrology (Sea Level Rise and Combined Sewer System)

.

No mitigation measures identified to be implemented by the Project Sponsor.
Biological Resources ifrominiticilStudy)
M-BI-1: Pre-Construction Bat Surveys: Conditions of approval for building permits
issued for construction within the Plan Area shall include a requirement for preconstruction special-status bat surveys when trees with a diameter at breast height
equal to or greater than 6 inches are to be removed or vacant buildings that have been
vacant for six months or longer are to be demolished. If active day or night roosts are
found, a qualified biologist (i.e., a biologist holding a CDFW collection permit and a
Memorandum of Understanding with the CDFW allowing the biologist to handle and
collect bats) shall take actions to make such roosts unsuitable habitat prior to tree
removal or building demolition. A no disturbance buffer shall be created around
active bat roosts being used for maternity or hibernation purposes at a distance to be
determined in consultation with CDFW. Bat roosts initiated during construction are
presumed to be lmaffected, and no buffer would necessary.

Project sponsor of
subsequent
development projects in
Central SoMa Plan Area
with large trees to be
removed and/or vacant
buildings to be
demolished; and
qualified biologist,
CDFW.
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Prior to issuance of
demolition or
building permits
when trees would
be removed or
buildings
demolished as part
of an individual
project.

Planning Department;
CDFW if applicable

Considered complete upon
issuance of demolition or
building permits.

Motion No . _ _ _ __
May 10,2018
Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program
Central SoMa Plan
Case No. 2011.1356E
Page 43 of46

TABLE B: MITIGATION MEASURES TO BE ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED
TO BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies mitigation measures that may be applicable to subsequent development projects, street network changes, and open space improvements. During subsequent
project review; the Planning Department would determine the applicability of each measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be
adopted with each subsequent project. Measures with uncertain feasibility of being accomplished within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, operational, social, and technological factors, are denoted with an asterisk (*).

Mitigation
Schedule

Mitigation Measures

Status/Date Completed

Hazardous Materials <from Initial Study)
M-HZ-3: Hazardous Building Materials Abatement. The project sponsor of any
development project in the Plan Area shall ensure that any building planned for
demolition or renovation is surveyed for hazardous building materials including,
electrical equipment containing polychlorinated biphenyl (PCBs), fluorescent light
ballasts containing PCBs or bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), and fluorescent light
tubes containing mercury vapors. These materials shall be removed and properly
disposed of prior to the start of demolition or renovation. Light ballasts that are
proposed to be removed during renovation shall be evaluated for the presence of PCBs
and in the case where the presence of PCBs in the light ballast cannot be verified, they
shall be assumed to contain PCBs, and handled and disposed of as such, according to
applicable laws and regulations. Any other hazardous building materials identified
either before or during demolition or renovation shall be abated according to federal,
State, and local laws and regulations.

Project sponsor of
subsequent
development projects in
Central SoMa Plan Area
with buildings to be
demolished.
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Prior to issuance of
demolition permit.

Planning Department

Considered complete upon
ERO review and acceptance
of hazardous materials
building survey report and
remediation plan.
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TABLE C: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level improvement measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects, street network changes, and
open space improvements within the Central SoMa Plan area would be required to comply with the applicable improvement measure listed in Table D.

Improvement Measures

Responsibility for
Implementation

Mitigation
Schedule

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

SFMTA

Prior to Planning
Department
approval of
20 percent of the
Central SoMa Plan
development, as
estimated in the
EIR.

SFMTA and Planning
Department.

Considered complete with
the implementation of cycle
track public education
campaign.

SFMTA

Within one year of
installation of one
or more cycle
tracks specified in
the mitigation
measure.

SFMTA and Planning
Department.

Considered complete with
the implementation of Cycle
Track Surveys.

Status/Date Completed

D. Transportation and Circulation
Improvement Measure I-TR-Sa: Protected Bicycle Lane Public Education Campaign.
To further reduce potential conflicts between bicyclists and pedestrians, transit and
other vehicles, the SFMTA could develop and implement a protected bicycle lane
public education campaign to develop safety awareness by providing information to
the public through outreach channels such as media campaigns, brochures, and
websites. This campaign would be in addition to the existing SFMTA bicycle safety
outreach, specifically geared to Central SoMa and protected bicycle lanes. Elements of
the education campaign could include:
• Clarifying rules of the road for protected bicycle lanes.
• Improving pedestrian awareness about where to wait and how to cross the
protected bike lane (i.e., on the sidewalk or buffer zone, rather than in the separate
lane or adjacent to parked vehicles).
• Ensuring that the San Francisco Police Department officers are initially and
repeatedly educated on traffic law as it applies to bicyclists and motorists.
• Providing safety compliance education for bicyclists coupled with increased
enforcement for violations by bicyclists.
The public education campaign could include a webpage, as well as instruction videos
with information for cyclists, motorists, and pedestrians. The public education should
be coordinated, to the extent possible, with community organizations including South
of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN), San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(SFBC), and neighborhood business groups.
Improvement Measure I-TR-Sb: Protected Bicycle Lane Post-Implementation
Surveys. Following implementation of the protected bicycle lanes on Howard, Folsom,
Brannan, Tiurd and Fourth Streets, the SFMTA could conduct motorist, pedestrian,
bicycle, and business surveys to understand how the protected bicycle lanes are
performing, and to make adjustments to the design and supplemental public
education campaign. In addition to the user surveys, the post-implementation
assessment could include before/after photos, bicyclist ridership and traffic volume
counts, video analysis of behavior of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers, assessment of
vehicle queuing, and compliance with new signs/signals. The information would be
used as input for subsequent design and implementation of protected bicycle lanes on
other streets in San Francisco, as well as documenting the effectiveness of the
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TABLE C: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES ADOPTED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO)

This table identifies Plan-level improvement measures to be implemented by the City and County of San Francisco. Subsequent development projects, street network changes, and
open space improvements within the Central SoMa Plan area would be required to comply with the applicable improvement measure listed in Table D.

I Improvement Measures

I

Responsibility for
Implementation

protected bicycle lane.
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I

Mitigation
Schedule

I

Monitoring/Report
Responsibility

Status/Date Completed
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TABLED: PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT MEASURES TO BE IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF SUBSEQUENT PROJECTS WITHIN THE PLAN AREA, AS DETERMINED TO
BE APPLICABLE DURING SUBSEQUENT PROJECT REVIEW.
(TO BE IMPLEMENTED BY PROJECT SPONSOR)

This table identifies improvement measures applicable to subsequent development projects. During subsequent project review, the Planning Department would detennine the
applicability of the improvement measure and prepare a project-specific Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Program to be adopted with each subsequent project.

Mitigation
Schedule

Improvement Measures
Biological Resources <from Initial Study)
1-BI-2: Night Lighting Minimization. In compliance with the voluntary San Francisco
Lights Out Program, the Planning Department could encourage buildings developed
pursuant to the draft Plan to implement bird-safe building operations to prevent and
minimize bird strike impacts, including but not limited to the following measures:
Reduce building lighting from exterior sources by:
o Minimizing the amount and visual impact of perimeter lighting and fa~ade uplighting and avoid up-lighting of rooftop antennae and other tall equipment, as
well as of any decorative features;
o Installing motion-sensor lighting;
0 Utilizing minimum wattage fixtures to achieve required lighting levels.
• Reduce building lighting from interior sources by:
o Dimming lights in lobbies, perimeter circulation areas, and atria;
o Turning off all unnecessary lighting by 11:00 p.m. through sunrise, especially
during peak migration periods (mid-March to early June and late August
through late October);
o Utilizing automatic controls (motion sensors, photo-sensors, etc.) to shut off
lights in the evening when no one is present;
o . Encouraging the use of localized task lighting to reduce the need for more
extensive overhead lighting;
o Scl<eduling nightly maintenance to conclude by 11:00 p.m.;
o Educating building users about the dangers of night lighting to birds.

.

Status/Date Completed

·.

Planning Department,
working with project
sponsors of each
subsequent
development project in
the Central SoMa Plan
Area.
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Prior to issuance of
building permit,
and during project
operation.

Planning Department

Considered complete upon
approval of building plans
by Planning Department.
Planning Department may
engage in follow-up
discussions with project
sponsors, as applicable.
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL PLAN
TO ADD 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, Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco mandates that
the Planning Commission ("Commission") shall periodically recommend to the Board of
Supervisors for approval or rejection proposed amendments to the General Plan in response to
changing physical, social, economic, environmental, or legislative conditions.
WHEREAS, the Commission, at a duly noticed public hearing on March 1, 2018 and in
accordance With Planning Code Section 340(c), initiated the G.eneral Plan Amendment~> for the
Central South of Market Area Plan ("Central SoMa Plan") by Planning Commission Resolution
No. 20119.
WHEREAS, this Resolution adopting and recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve
the General Plart Amendments is a companion to other legislative approvals relating to the
Central SoMa Plan, inc:luding recommendations that the Board of Supervisors approve Plai:ming
Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map Amendments.
WHEREAS, the desire for a Central SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods
planning process. ill 2008 the City adopted the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, inclmiing new land
use controls and proposed community improvements for the eastern part of the South of .Market
neighborhood (SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the
industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit to be provided by the
Central Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the
city's growth needs and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is the
result ofthat subsequent process.

www.sfplanning.org
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WHEREAS, the Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013i also explicitly recognized the need to
increase development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should
"Support continued evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of
citywide and regional sustainable growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes
that "The City must continue evaluating how it can best meet citywide and regional objectives to
direct growth to transit-oriented locations and whether current controls are meeting identified
needs." The Objective's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City should "Continue to
explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any future
evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western
SoMa Plan's Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1.
WHEREAS, the process of creating the Central SoMa Plan began in 2011. Since that time, the
Planning Department released a draft Plan and commenced. environmental review as required by
the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA'') in April 2013, released an Initial Study in
February of 2014, released a revised Draft Plan and Implementation Strategy in August 2016,
released the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December2016, and released Responses to
Comments on the Draft Envirorunentallmpact Report in March 2018.
WHEREAS, throughout the process, the Central SoMa Plan has been developed based on robust
public input, including ten public open houses; fourteen public hearings at the Planning
Commission; two public hearings at the Board of Supervisor's Land Use & Transportation
Committee; additional hearings at the Historic Preservation Commission, Arts Commission, and
Youth Commission; a "technical advisory committee" consisting of multiple City arid regional
agencies; a ;'storefront charrette" (during which the Planning Department set up shop in a retail
space in the neighborhood to solicit community input on the formulation of the plan); two
walking toursi led by community members; two community surveys; an online discussion board;
meetings with over 30 neighborhoods groups and other community stakeholders; and thousands
of individual meetings, phone calls, and emails with stakeholders.
WHEREAS, the Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to
Townsend Street, exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan that comprise
much of the area north of Folsom Street. TI1e vision ·of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a
sustainable neighborhood by 2040, where the needs of the present are met without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve
sustainability in each of its aspects - social, economic, and environmental. The Plan's philosophy
is to keep whatis already successful about the neighborhood, and improve what is not. Utilizing
the Plan's philosophy to achieve the Plan's vision will require implementing the following three
strategies:
•
•
"'

Accommodate growth;
Provide public benefits; and
Respect and enhance neighborhood character.

WHEREAS, implementing the Central SoMa Plan's strategies will require addressing all the
facets of a sustainable neighborhood. To do so, the Plan seeks to achieve eight Goals:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing
Maintain the Diversity of Residents
Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center
Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, BicyCling; and
Transit
5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities
6~ Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood
7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage
8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character · of the Neighborhood and
the City
WHEREAS, these core policies and supporting discussion have been incorporated into the
Central SoMa Plan, which is proposed to be added as an Area Plan in the General Plan. The
General Plan Amendments, together with proposed Planning Code, Administrative Code, and
Zoning Map Amendments and an Implementation Document, provide a comprehensive set of
policies and implementation programming to realize the vision of the Plan. The Implementation
Document describes how the Plan's policies will be implemented, outlines public improvementS,
funding mechanisms, and interagency coordination that the City must pursue to implement the
Plan, and provides controls for key development sites and key streets and design guidance for
new development.
WHEREAS, policies envisioned for the Central SoMa Plan ate consistent with the existing
General Plan. However, a number of conforming amendments to the General Plan are required to
.further achieve and clarify the vision and goals of the Central SoMa Plan, to reflect its concepts
throughout the General Plan, and to generaily update the General Plan to reflect changed
physical, social, and economic conditions in this area.
WHEREAS, a draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit ll.3, and
approved as. to form by the City Attorney's office; would add the Central SoMa Area Plan to the
General Plan and make a number of conforming amendments to various elements of the General
Plan, including the East SoMa Area Plan, Western SoMa Area Plan, Co:mmerce and Industry
Element, Housing Element, and Urban Design Element. The Central SoMa Plan is attached
hereto as Exhibit II.4. An updated map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas is attached
hereto as EXhibit Il.5. A memo summarizing proposals to amend the Central SoMa Plan since
consideration by the Planning Cotn:mission on March 1, 2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit II.6.
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 ("FEIR") and found
the FEIR 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 FEIR 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 Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation
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Monitoring and Reporting Program (":MMRP"), under Case No. 2011. 1356E, for approval of the
Central SoMa Plan.
WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on General Plan Amendments.
WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting the
General Plan Amendments.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(d), the
Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, and general
welfare require the proposed General Plan Amendments for the following reasons:
1.

The General Plan Amendments would add the Central SoMa Plan, which will
accommodate. development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs. and 8,300 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 General Plan Amendments would add the Central SoMa Plan, which will maintain
the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33o/o 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 General Plan Amendments would add the Central SoMa Plan, which will facilitate
an economically diversified and lively jobs center by requiring most large sites to be jobsoriented, by requiring production, distribution, and repair uses in many projects, and by
allowing retail, hotels, and entertainment uses mmuch of the Plan Area.
4.

The General Plan Amendments would add 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 General Plan Amendments would add 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 General Plan Amendments would add 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
stonnwater. The CFD would also help to create an environmentally sustainable and
resilient neighborhood.
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7.

The General Plan Amendments would add 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 in the Central SoMa
Plan would provide funding to help preserve the Old Mint 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 General Plan Amendments would add the Central SoMa Plan, which will ensure that
new buildings enhance the character of the neighborhood and the City by implementing
design cohtrols that would generally help protect the heighborhood'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 General Plan Amendments,
on balance, consistent with the General Plan· as proposed for amendment and with the eight
priority policies of Planning Code Section lOl.l(b), as follows (note, staff comments are in italics):
1.

That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and
future opportunities for resident employment in or ownership of such businesses
enhanced.

The Plan will have positive effects on neighborhood-serving retail uses. The Plan will provide a
large market for existing and new businesses by supporting the creation of ne:w office space, hotel
uses, and housing units in a high-density
environment. The Plan will support
pedestrian traffic
.
.
by facilitating improvements to walking conditions by widening sidewalks, increasing and
improving crossings, and limiting curb cuts. The Plan will require ground floor commercial uses
on mcmy of the Plan Area's major streets, and will prohibit competing non-neighborhood serving
uses, such as office, from the ground floor. The Plan will increase opportunity for neighborhoodserving retail in retail space by limiting formula retail uses and requiring "micro-retail" uses of
1, 000 sqi~are feet or less in large ne:w developments~
2.

That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The Plan will not affect existing City regulations and programs to protect existing housing,
including the City's substantial existing restrictions on evictions and demolitions. Additionally,
the Plan will ensure that at least 33% of allne:w housing developed in the Central SoMa Plan area
is affordable to low- and moderate-income households, thereby helping to maintain the arears
economic diversity. The Plan will further protect the neighborhood's economic diversity by
reinforcing the area's existing mixed land use pattern. The Plan will facilitate the development of a
mix of residential and non-residential buildings whose ground floors will consist of a mix of retail,
community services, and production, distribution, and repair uses. The CFD wider consideration
for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would provide funding for cultural programming and the
creation and rehabilitation of important cultural facilities, such as Yerba' Buena Gardens, which
will help protect the cultural diversity of the neighborhood.
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The Plan will protect neighborhood character by imposing physical development standards, such
as the creation of height and bulk limits that maintain a largely mid-rise neighborhood. Under the
Plan, the perceived height of most buildings· will be the same as the width of the street, and a
limited number of towers will. be permitted in appropriate locations at important intersection
nodes, such as adjacent to Downtown/Rincon Hill and near the Caltrain Station. The Plan will
also direct development away from existing historic districts in the southeastern part ofthe Plan
Area (e.g., South Park and the South End Historic District) and the established residential
neighborhood in the northwestern part of the Plan Area. The Plan will also protect neighborhood
character by preserving historic buildings and restricting consolidation of small lots on "finegrained blocks" containing character-enhancing buildings.
3.

That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

The Plan will ensure that over 33% of new or rehabilitated housing built in the Plan Area would
be affordable to low- and moderate-income households by directing nearly $1 billion in public
benefits towards this need, including $400 million in direct funding to the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development, This will result in construction of more than 2,500
affordable housing units within SoMa. Up to 10% of the fee revenue collected from in-lieu and
Jobs-Housing Linkage fees may be spent on acquisition and rehabilitation of existing affordable
housing.
4.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our
streets or neighborhood parking ..

On balance, the Plan will not result in commuter traffic impeding Muni transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. Given the expected density of jobs, commuter
traffic is expected to increase in the Plan Area. However, the Plan Area is served by a wealth of
local and regional transit, including BART, Caltrain, and Muni Metro (including the new
Central Subway). The City expects to allocate as much as $500 million to transit improvements to
support the area. The City will allocate approximately two-thirds of this funding to Muni. If
adopted, the CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would provide
approximately one-third of this funding to enhance regional transit systems and support extensive
improvements to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. The Plan is designed to shift the way
people travel away from use of private vehicles to more sustainable modes of transportation.
In addition to supporting the development of public transit, the Plan substantially decreases the
amount of parking required for both residential and office uses, which will discourage commuter
traffic, in conjunction with the City's existing Transportation Demand Management
requirements.
The Plan will also support growth in one of the most transit-oriented locations in the region,
thereby accommodating growth in a place where people can take transit in lieu of driving. If this
growth is not accommodated in Central SoMa, it will occur in areas of the region that are not as
well served by transit systems. This would increase citywide and regional auto traffic, congestion;
and related impacts on safety, public health, and environmental quality.
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That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our: industrial and
service sectors from displacement due to commercial office development, and
tha.t future oppmtunities for resilient employment and ownership in these
sectors be enhanced.

The Plan 'o/ill protect the industrial or seroice sectors. The Plan includes a "no net loss" policy for
production, distn"bution, and repair (PDR) uses in those areas where .the industriaUy protective
zoning is be_ing removed. The Plan requires that large office projects provide new PDR space,
either· on-site, off-site, or by preservation of exis·ti1tg sp~ces otherwiSe at risk of displacement. The
Plan also includes incentives for new developments to provide PDR space at below-market rents;
thereby serving a wider range of businesses and employees.
6.

That the City achieves the greatest possible preparedn~ss to protect against
injury and loss of life in an earthquake.

The Pl4n u.n1l ~mprove preparedne.s11 to prqtect against injury a.nc!.lqss of life in an earthquake. The
Plan will facilitate a substantial-amount of new construction that- will comply_ with all current
Building Code, Fire Code, and other applicable safoty standards. The Plan will also facilitate the
sale of Transferable Development Rights from historic buildings, which will generate funding that
may be used to upgrade the structural resilienr:;y of those buildings.

7.

'fl\at landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The Plan will support preservation of over. sixty structures ·not currently protected by local
ordinance through designation under Articles 10 and 11 of the Planning Code; The buildings
proposed for protection under the Central SoMa Plan are the beilt representation of the
architer:;t4tal, historical, and cultural contributions of the people of Central SoMa, today and of
generatio:ns past Recognition and pre~erv/'ltion of these properHes supports the distinct vibrancy
and· economy of Central SoMa's built environment and its residents. The Plan will provide access
to pror;:ess~ tmd financial-based incentives Jar designated properties to help maintain the historic
character of the Plan Area. Local designation will require the Historic Preservation Commissimt
and other decision-making entities to review changes that affect the historic character of these
buildings and ensure that only appropriate, compatible alterations are made. The CFD under
consi,Iera,tiort for inclusion in· the Central SoMa Plan would provide funding for rehabilitation of
the Old Mint.

8.

That our parks and open space and ·their access to sunlight and vistas be
protecj:ed from development,

On balance, the Plan would not negatively affect the area's existing parks and apen space or their
access to sui1light. The Plan imposes height limits to direct the construction of the highest new
buildings away from the existing parks irt and around the Plan Area, includ-ing Yerba Buena
Gardens, South Park, Gene Friend Recreation Center, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park. Any
new shadow will be limited and would not substantially affect the use and enjoyment of parks and
open spaces in the Plan Area. Because the area is flat,· there are no long-range City vistas Jram the
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area's parks and open spaces, and the Plan will not adversely affect public views. The Plan would
require large, non-residential projects to provide publicly-accessible open space, and will result in
a net increase of public open space and recreational facilities in an area of the city substantially
lacking such amenities. The CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan
would provide an estimated $25 million towards the creation and enhancement of open space and
recreational facilities.
AND BE IT FURTIIER RESOLVEDr that the Commission finds that the General Plan
Amendments, including the Central SoMa Plan and associated approvals, are in general
conformity with the General Plan. as it is proposed to be amended. The General Plan
Amendments, including the new Central SoMa Plan and proposed amendments to applicable
zoning controls, will articulate and implement many of the Goals, Objectives, and Policies
described in the General Planr including the Air Quality, Commerce and Industry, Environmental
Protection, Housing, Recreation and Open Space, Transportation, and Urban Design Elements.
The General Plan Amendments are. consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the
General Plan, as it is proposed to be amended, as follows (note, staff comments are in italics):
AIR QUALITY ELEMENT
•

Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of
land use and transportation decisions.
o Policy 3.1: Take advantage of the high density development in San
Francisco to improve the transit infrastructure and also encourage high
density and compact development where an extensive transportation
infrastructure exists.
o Policy 3.2: Encourage mixed land use development near transit lines and
provide retail and other types of service oriented uses within walking
distance to minimize automobile dependent development.
o Policy 3.4: Continue past efforts and existing policies to promote new
residential development in and close to the downtown area and other
centers of employment, to reduce the number of auto commute trips to
the city and to improve the housing/job balance within the city.
o Poiicy 3.6: Link land use decision making policies to the availability of
transit and consider the impacts of these policies ori the local and
regional transportation system.

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by directing substantial growth to an area
with some of the region's best transit/ including BART, Caltrain, and Muni Metro (including the
new Central Subway).

CO!vliviERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
•

Objective 1: Manage economic growth and change to ensure enhancement of the
total city living and working environment.
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Policy 1.3: Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a
generaiized coinmercial and industrial land use plan.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by continuing to locate commercial and industrial
activity in an area of the City where such activities ha<?e historically occurred and been permitted
by zoning controls, in an area that is accessibie by many modes of transportation from throughout
the City and region.
•

Objective 2: Maintain and enhance a sound and diverse economic base and fiscal
structure for the City.
o Policy 2.1: Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and
to attract new such activity to the city.
o Policy 2.3: Maintain a favorable social and cultural climate in the city in
order to enhance its attractiveness as a firm location.

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by enabling the growth of commercial activity,
the preservation of industrial activity, and a range of other economic activities, all in a socially
and culturally diverse and attractive area.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ELEMENt

•

•

•

Objective 12: Establish the City and County of San Francisco as a model for
energy management.
o Policy 12.1: Incorporate energy management practices into building,
facility, and fleet maintenance and operations.
Objective 15: Increase the energy efficiency of transportation and encourage land
use patterns and methods of transportation which use less energy.
o Policy 15.1: Increase the use of transportation alternatives to the
automobile.
o Policy 15.3: Encourage an urban design pattern that will minimize travel
requirements among working, shopping, recreation, school and
childcare areas.
Objective 16: Promote the use of renewable energy sources .
o Policy 16.1: Develop land use policies that will encourage the· use of
renewable energy source.s.

The Plan supports these Objectives and Policies by facilitating the efficient and intelligent use of
energy for both of buildings and transportation. For buildings, the Plan requires that 100% of
their electricity comes from renewable sources, and increases the number of buildings that are
required to utilize solar power. For transportation, the Plan locates new development in an area
where a high percentage of trips will be taken by energy efficient modes of transportation,
including walking, bicycling, and transit.
HOUSING ELEMENT
•

Objective 1: Identify and make available for development adequate sites to meet
the City's housing needs, especially permanently affordable housing.
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Policy 1.1: Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and
County of San Francisco, especially affordable housing.
Policy 1.2 Focus housing growth and infrastructure-necessary to support
growth according to community plans.
Policy 1.3: Work proactively to identify and secure opportunity sites for
permanently affordable housing.
Policy 1.4: Ensure community based planning processes are used to
generate changes to land use controls.
Policy 1.8: Promote mixed use development, and include housing,
particularly permanently affordable housing, in new commercial,
institutional or other single use development projects.
Pblicy 1.10: Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing,
where households can easily rely on public transportation, walking and
bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by substantially increasing the amount of
housing potential through a community based planning process, msuring that over 33% of new
units created pursuant to the Plan are affordable to low- and·moderate-income households, and
doing so in a location where new residents can rely on public transportation, walking, and
bicycling for the majority of daily trips~ Additionally, ·the Plan includes multiple strategies to
secure permanently affordable housing sites, including as part of new large commercial
developmmts.
•

•

•

Objective 2: Retain existing housing units, and promote safety and maintenance
standards, without jeopardizing affordability.
o Policy 2.1: Discourage the demolition of sound existing housing, unless
the demolition results in a net increase in affordable housing.
Objective 3: Protect the affordability of th~ existing housing stock, especially
rental units.
o Policy 3.2: Promote voluntary housing acquisition and rehabilitation to
protect affordability for existing occupants.
Objective 7: Secure funding and resources for permanently affordable housing,
including innovative programs that are ·not solely reliant on traditional
mechanisms or capital.
o Policy 7.4: Facilitate affordable housing development through land
subsidy programs, such as land trusts and land dedication.
o Policy 7.6: Acquire and rehabilitate existing housing to maximize
effective use of affordable housing resources.

The Plan supports these Objedives and Policies by maintaining existing prohibitions and
limitations on housing demolition, facilitating and funding acquisition and rehabilitation of
existing housing to create permanently affordable housing, and facilitating land dedication for
affordable housing.
•

Objective 10: Ensure a streamlined, yet thorough, and transparent decisionmaking process,
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Policy 10.1: Create certainty in the development entitleme.nt process, by
providing clear community parameters for development and con~istent
application of these regulations;
Policy 10.2: Implement planning process improvements to both reduce
undue project delays and provide clear information to support
community review.
Policy 10.3: Use best practices to reduce. excessive time or redundancy in
local application of CEQA.

The Plan supports this Objective and these Po~icies by creating clear controls for housing, by
limiting discretionary actions and streamlining the approval processfor typical code-conforming
projects, removing some requirements for Conditional Use permits, and enabling projects to
utilize Community Plan Evaluations under CEQA.
·
•

Objective 11: Support and respect the diverse and distinct character of San
Francisco's neighborhoods.
o Policy 11.1: Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed
housing that emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and
respects existing neighborhood character.
o Policy 11.7: Respect San Fi:andsco' s historic fabric, by preserving
landmark buildings and ensuring consistency with historic districts.

The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by including design requirements and
guidelines for n~WJ droelopment, as well as protections for both historic buildings and districts.
The Plan also restricts consolidation of small lots in "fine-grained" areas containing character~
enhancing buildings.
•

•

Objective 12: Balance housing growth with adequate infrastructure that serves
the City's growing population.
o Policy 12.1: Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and
environmentally sustainable patterns of movement.
Objective 13: Prioritize sustainable development in planning for and constructing
new housing.
o Policy 13.1: Support "smart'' regional growth that locates new housing
close to jobs and transit.
o Policy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing
with transportation in order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle
mode share.
o Policy 13.4: Promote the highest feasible level of" green" development in.
both private and municipally-supported housing;

The Plan supports these Objectives and Policies by locating housing a11d job growth in an area
with some of the best transit access in the region, by funding improvements for people walking
and bicycling; and by proactively supporting environmental sustainability and resilience in new
buildings and on publicly-owned rights-of-way and par/q;. The CFD under consideration for
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inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would also help fund these environmental sustainability and
resilience improvements on publicly-owned rights of way.
RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
•

•

Objective 1: Ensure awell-maintained, highly utilized, and integrated open space
system.
o Policy 1.1: Encourage the dynamic and flexible use of existing open
spaces and promote a variety of recreation and open space uses, where
appropriate.
o Policy 1.2: Prioritize renovation in highly-utilized open spaces and
recreational facilities and in high needs areas.
Objective 2: Increase recreational and open space to meet the long-term needs of
the City and Bay region.
o Policy 2.1: Prioritize acquisition of open space in high needs areas.
o Policy 2.12: Expand the Privately-owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)
requirement to new mixed-use development areas and ensure that
spaces are truly accessible, functional and activated.

The Plan supports these Objectives and Policies by helping to fund the operations and
improvement of existing parks and recreation centers while facilitating the development of new
parks, recreation centers, and POPOS in this high-need area. 11ze CFD under consideration for
inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would provide $25 million to ftmd the development of new
parks, recreation centers, and open spaces and would provide $20 million to fund the
rehabilitation, operations, and maintenance of existing parks and recreation centers.
•

Objective 3: Improve access and connectivity to open space.
o Policy 3.1: Creatively develop existing publicly-owned right-of-ways and
streets into open space.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by transforming part of an existing public right-ofway (Bluxome Street) into open space. The Plan requires mid-block alleys that will facilitate the
creation of a network of new pedestrian connections that are not accessible to m6tot vehicles.
•

Objective 5: Engage communities in the stewardship of their recreation programs
and open spaces.
o Policy 5.1: Engage communities in the design, programming and
improvement of their local opert spaces, and in the development of
recreational programs.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by continuing to ensure the role of community
members in the desig-a and programming of local open spaces; as well as creating new open spaces
that would require community stewardship.
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•

Objective 6: Secure long-term resources and management for open space
acquisition, and renovation, operations, and maintenance of recreational facilities
and open space.
o Policy 6.1: Pursue and develop innovative long-term funding
mechanisms for maintenance, operation, renovation and acquisition of
open space and recreation.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by using impact fees to fund the acquisition,
construction, and improvement of new open space and recreational facilities. If adopted, the CFD
under consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would also help fund the acquisition,
construction, programming, and maintenance of these open spaces and recreational facilities.
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
•

•

•

Objective 1: Meet the needs of all residents and visitors for safe, convenient and
inexpensive travel within San Francisco and between: the city and other parts of
the region while maintaining the high quality living environment of the Bay
Area.
o Policy 1.3: Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the
private automobile as the means of meeting San Francisco's
transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.
o Policy 1.6: Ensure choices among modes of travel and accommodate each
mode when and where it is most appropriate,
o Policy 1.8: Develop a flexible financing system for transportation in
which funds may be allocated according to priorities and established
policies without unnecessary restriction.
Objective 2; Use the transportation system as a means for guiding develop111ent
and improving the environment.
o Policy 2.1: Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in
the city and region as the catalyst for desirable development, and
coordinate new facilities with public and private development.
Objective 11: Establish public transit and the primary mode of transportation in
San Francisco and as a means through which to guide future development and
improve regional mobility and air quality.
o Policy 11.2: Continue to favor investment in transit infrastructure and
services over investment in highway development and other facilities
that accommodate the automobile.
o Policy 11.3: Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use
with transit service, requiring that developers address transit concerns as
well as mitigate traffic problems.

· The Plan supports these Objectives and Policies by direCting development to an area with one of
the region's best transit networks, including BART, Caltrain, and Muni Metro (including the
new Central Subway), as well as myriad bus lines serving all parts of the City and region. The
City expects to allocate an estimated $500 million in revenues collt;!cted under the Plan to
enhancement and further expansion of the transit system. If adopted, the CFD under
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consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would provide approximately one-third of
this funding to enhance regional transit systems and support extensive improvements to
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. The Plan supports walking and bicycling by facilitating
improvements to all of the neighborhood's major streets. The Plan discourages driving by reducing
lanes and giving priority for the limited rights-of-way to other modes of transportation.
•

Objective 16: Develop and implement programs that will efficiently manage the
supply of parking at employment centers throughout the city so as to discourage
single-occupant ridership and encourage ridesharing, transit and other
alternatives to the single-occupant automobile.
o Policy 16.5: Reduce parking demand through limiting the absolute
amount of spaces and prioritizing the spaces for short-term and rideshare uses.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by strictly limiting parking in new resideiztial and
non-residential development and requiring the full implementation of the City's Transportation
Demand Management strategies, which will discourage parking and prioritize other means of
transportation.
•

•

•

$AN fRANCISCO

Objective 18: Achieve street safety for all.
o Policy 18.1: Prioritize safety in decision making regarding transportation
chokes, and ensure. safe mobility options for all in line with the City's
commitment to eliminate traffic fatalities and severe injuries.
Objective 19: Establish a street hierarchy system in which the function and design
of each street are consistent with the character and use of adjacent land.
o Policy 19.2: Design streets for a level of traffic that serves, but will not
cause a detrimental impact on adjacent land uses, nor eliminate the
efficient and safe movement of transit vehicles and bicycles.
Objective 24: Design every street in San Francisco for safe and convenient
walking.
o Policy 24.1: Every surface street in San Francisco should be designed ·
consistent with the Better Streets Plan for safe and convenient walking,
including sufficient and continuous sidewalks and safe pedestrian
crossings at reasonable distances to encourage access and mobility for
seniors, people with disabilities and chlldren.
o Policy 24.2: Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational,
or institutional activity is present, sidewalks are congested, where
sidewalks are less than adequately wide to provide appropriate
pedestrian amenities, or where residential densities are high.
o Policy 24.6: Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by
· minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to cross a street.
o Policy 24.7: Ensure safe pedestrian crossings at signaled intersections by
providing sufficient time for pedestrians to cross streets at a moderate
pace.
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The Plan supports these Objectives and Policies by facilitating improvements that will transform
an area that is unpleasant and often unsafe for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit into
an area that is safe and comfortable for all. This includes strategies to widen sidewalks, add midblock crossings, decrease the length of crosswalks, create protected bicycle lanes, and create
protected bus lanes. The CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central SoMa Plan would
also help fund improvements to pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. Tile Plan also includes the
"Key Streets Guidance" that helps prioritize street improvements where they are most needed.
•

Objective 25: Improve the ambience of the pedestrian environment.
o Policy 25.2: Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the
infrastructure to support them.
o Policy 25.3: Install pedestrian-serving street furniture where appropriate.
o Policy 25.4: Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

Tile Plan supports this Objective and these Policies hy requiring street trees and funding other

greening and street furniture improvements. The CFD under consideration for inclusion in the
Central SoMa Plan would provide additional funding for these improvements. Additionally, the
Plan includes multiple strategies to preserve and enhance pedestrian-oriented building frontages,
including requiring active commercial uses on many streets, banning and limiting curb cuts, and
restricting lot consolidation in fine~grained, pedestrian-oriented areas.
•

Objective 29: Ensure that bicycles can be used safely and conveniently as a
primary means of transportation, as well as for recreational purposes.
o Policy 29.1: Expand and improve access for bicycles on city streets and
develop a well-marked, comprehensive system of bike routes in San
Francisco,

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by facilitating the creation of a number of protected
bicycle lanes within and adjacent to the Plan Area, thereby helping to expand and increase .the
safety of the City's bicycle network. The CFD under consideration for inclusion in the Central
SoMa Plan would provide additional funding for improvements to pedestrian and bicycle
infrastructure.
•

Objective 42: Enforce a parking and loading strategy for freight distribution to
reduce congestion affecting other vehicular traffic and adverse impacts on
pedestrian circulation.
o Policy 42.1: Provide off-street facilities for freight loading and service
vehicles on the site of new buildings sufficient to meet the demands
generated by the intended uses. Seek opportunities to create new offstreet loading facilities for existing buildings.
o Policy 42.5: Loading docks and freight elevators should be located
conveniently and sized sufficiently to maximize the efficiency of loading
and unloading activity and to discourage deliveries into lobbies or
ground floor locations except at freight-loading facilities.

15
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The Plan supports this Objective and these Policies by requiring new development to plan for
parking and loading through development of a Driveway and Loading Operations Plan and
coordinating with City agencies on management strategies for movement of goods and people,
both on-site and off-site.
URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

•

Objective 1: Emphasis of the characteristic pattern which gives to the city and its
neighborhoods an image, a sense of purpose, and a means of orientation.
o Policy 1.3: Recognize that buildings, when seen. together, produce a total
effect that characterizes the city and its districts.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy through establishment of height and bulk limits that
harmoniZe and reinforce the larger City context - including the evolving skyline, centers of
activity and access, and natural and manniade landmarks- by supporting the area's existing midrise form with the addition of a limited number of towers in appropriate locations. Additionally,
the Plan supports maintaining the neighborhood character through. guidance on form and
materials provided in the "Guide to Urban Design."
•

Objective 2: Conversation of resources which provide a sense of nature,
continuity with the past, and freedom from overcrowding.
o Policy 2.4: Preserve notable landmarks and areas of historic, architectural
or aesthetic value, and promote the preservation of other buildings and
features that provide continuity with past development.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy by supporting the preservation of notable landmarks
and restricting lot consolidation in areas where buildings are historic or are otherwise deemed to
enhance neighborhood character.
•

Objective 3: Moderation of major new development to complement the city
pattern, the resources to be conserved, and the neighborhood environment.
o Policy 3.6: Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of
development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in
new ·construction.
o Policy 3.7: Recognize the special urban design. problems posed in
development of large properties.

The Plan supports this Objective and Policy through establishment of height and bulk limits that
harmonize and reinforce the larger City context - including the evolving skyline, centers of
activitlj and access, and natural and manmade landmarks- by supporting the area's existing midrise form with the addition of a limited number of towers in appropriate locations. Additionally,
the Plan specifically addresses development on the area's largest sites through the ,;Key
Development Sites Guidelines."

SAN fRANCISCO
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AND BE IT FUR1HER RESOLVED, that the Comin.ission adopts and incorporates by reference as
though fully set forth herein the CEQA Fii1dings set forth in Coi)1mission Motion No. 20182.
AND BE IT FUR1HER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference as
though fully set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the requirements
of which are made conditions of this approval.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to Planning Code Section 340(d), the Planning
Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience, and general
welfare require the proposed amendments to the General Plan.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the General Plan Amendments,
the Central SoMa Plan, and the updated map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas as
reflected in an ordinance approved as to form by the City Attorney attached hereto as Exhibits
II.3, II.4, and II.S, respectively, and incorporated herein by reference, and recommends their
approval by the Board of Supervisors.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on

May 10,2018.

f\ ·\· . .

·.
r

k} ' ~··

"~~~b0.

Jonas P. Ionln
Commission Secretary

AYES:

Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 10,2018
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1

ORDINANCE NO.

[General Plan Amendments - Central South Of Market Area Plan]

2
3

Ordinance amending the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa)

4

Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern

5

portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area,

6

and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; making conforming amendments to

7

the Commerce and Industry Element, the Housing Element, the Urban Design Element,

8

the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans; and making

9

environmental findings, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations,

10

and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of

11

Planning Code Section 101.1.

12
13
14
15

NOTE:

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

16
17

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

18
19

Section 1. Findings.

20

(a) Section 4.105 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco provides that

21

the Planning Commission shall periodically recommend to the Board of Supervisors, for

22

approval or rejection, proposed amendments to the General Plan.

23
24

(b) On _ _ _ _ _ _ , 2018, the Board of Supervisors received from the Planning
Department the proposed General Plan amendments, i'ncluding the addition of the Central

25
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1

South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan. These amendments are on file with the Clerk of the Board

2

of Supervisors in File No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

3
4
5
6
7

(c) Section 4.105 of the City Charter further provides that if the Board of Supervisors
. fails to Act within 90 days of receipt of the proposed General Plan amendments, then the
proposed amendments shall be deemed approved.
(d) San Francisco Planning Code Section 340 provides that the Planning Commission

8

may initiate an amendment to the General Plan by a resolution of intention, which refers to,

9

and incorporates by reference, the proposed General Plan amendments. Section 340 further

10

provides that Planning Commission shall adopt the proposed General Plan amendments after

11

a public hearing if it finds from the facts presented that the public necessity, convenience and

12

general welfare require the proposed amendment or any part thereof. If adopted by the

13

Commission in whole or in part, the proposed amendments shall be presented to the Board of

14

Supervisors, which may approve or reject the amendments by a majority vote.

15

(e) After a duly noticed public hearing on _ _ _ _ _ _ , 2018, by Resolution

16

No. ______ , the Planning Commission initiated amendments to the proposed General

17

Plan. Said motion is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in Board File No.

18

and incorporated herein by reference.

19

(f) On _ _ _ _ _ _ , 2018 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

20

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

21

SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. _ _ _ _ _ _ , finding the Final EIR reflects

22

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

23

accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of

24

the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and

25

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
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1

(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

2

Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of

3

the Planning Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

4

No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

5

(g) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

6

General Plan as well as Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments related to the Central

7

SoMa Area Plan. The proposed General Plan amendments are within the scope of the Project

8

evaluated in the Final EIR.

9

(h) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

10

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

11

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

12

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

13

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution _ _ _ _ __

14

(i) The Planning Commission then adopted the proposed General Plan amendments

15

by Resolution _ _ _ _ _ _ , finding in accordance with Planning Code Section 340 that the

16

public necessity, convenience, and general welfare required the proposed amendments.

17

U) The letter from the Planning Department transmitting the proposed General Plan

18

amendments to the Board of Supervisors, the Final EIR, the CEQA Findings, the MMRP, the

19

Central SoMa Area Plan and all other related General Plan amendments, and the Planning

20

Commission's Resolution approving the proposed General Plan Amendments are on file with

21

the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _ _ _ _ _ _ . These and any and all other

22

documents referenced in this Ordinance have been made available to the Board of

23

Supervisors and may be found in either the files of the Planning Department, as the custodian

24

of records, at 1650 Mission Street in San Francisco, or in File No. _ _ _ _ _ _ with the

25
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1

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, and are

2

incorporated herein by reference.

3

(k) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

4

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

5

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

6

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance.

7

(I) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

8

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

9

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

10

other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

11

(m) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

12

proposed Projectthat would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

13

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

14

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

15

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

16

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

17

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

18

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

19

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

20

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

21

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

22

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final

23

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

24
25

(n) The Board of Supervisors finds, pursuant to Planning Code Section 340, that the
proposed General Plan amendments will serve the public necessity, convenience and general
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1
·2
3

welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. _____ and
incorporates those reasons herein by reference.
(o) The Board of Supervisors finds that the proposed General Plan amendments are,

4

on balance, in conformity with the General Plan, as amended by this Ordinance, and the

5

priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Planning

6

Commission Resolution No. _ _ _ _ _ _ , and the Board hereby adopts those findings as

7

its own.

8
9

Section 2. The Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Central SoMa Area Plan, an

10

amendment to the General Plan, as recommended to the Board of Supervisors by the

11

Planning Commission in Resolution No. ______ and as on file with the Clerk of the

12

Board in File No. ______.

13

14
15
16
17 .

Section 3. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the East SoMa Area Plan,
as follows:
(a) Map 1, "Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas" is hereby amended by revising it
in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.

18
19

(b) The East SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows:

20

* * * *

21

1. LAND USE

22

* * * *

23

Recently, this area has seen a vast amount of change, especially in housing

24

development. BefltJeen 2002 and2006, approximately 1,550 new residential units were constructed,

25

primarily as market rate

m~·nership

and live/work lafts. Additionally, "dot com" businesses moved
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1

into the area, many of which displaced existing jobs and residences. On occasion conflicts

2

have arisen between some of these new office or residential uses and previously existing

3

industrial uses, due to noise or other by-products of industrial businesses. This section

4

addresses the need to retain space for existing businesses and residential uses, while

5

allowing space for new development, especially affordable housing, to be built.

6

OBJECTIVE 1.1

7

ENCOURAGE PRODUCTION OF HOUSING AND OTHER MIXED-USE

8

DEVELOPMENT IN EAST SOMA WHILE MAINTAINING ITS EXISTING SPECIAL MIXED-

9

USE CHARACTER

10

* * * *

11

Service Light Industrial (SLI)

12

The existing SLI district generally centered around 3rd and 4th Streets between To~vnscnd and

13

Harrison, was designed to protect and:facilitate the expansion of commercial, mamifacturing and other

14

light industrial activities, as well as arts acti-;ities.

15

mar!wt rate live/work development, which formerly was not subject to the prohibition on market rate

16

housing in tl1is district. This mix of: high end ownership housing and industrial uses has created a

17

rrumber o.flend use conflicts.

Ho~~·ever,

the area has seen a significant amount of

18

An importaJ?t ne'!l>' factor in thinking about the future oftlzis area is the planned new Central

19

Subway. The Central Subway, expected to be in operation by 2016, ·will extend the new surfoce light

20

rail serving Visitacion Valley, Bayview, Central Waterfront and},{ission Bay north u!'lderneath Fourth

21

Str~et through

22

Streets, Howard/Folsom Streets and }r/arket Street/Union Square.

23

SoA{a, Union Square and Chinatown. Stations will be developed at Brarman/Bryant

For several reasons, it is difficult at present to an·i'oJe at appropriate new lend use controls for

24

this part o.fEast So},{a: 1) The coming ofthe Central Subway gives new importance to the Fourth Street

25

corridor as apotentiallocationfor higher density uses. More iHjormation is needed
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1

about the city's (}ffice space needs into the future

2

for this area. 2) .Vew development envisioned along ,_1ifJl{r#z Street around the planned new rail stations

3

should be planned llefY' specifically to integrate wit."z the stations. },fore information is needed on the

4

exact locations and attributes of these stations. 3) The W1:!stern So}rfa planning process will not be

5

compktedfor between one and two years after expected adoption o.fthis Ea:st So1!Ja Plan. ,_1ifJurth Street

6

ser,;es as the boundary between the two planning areas and SL! zoning currently exists on both sides o.f

7

the boundaries. This part (}}the East So},fa Plan should be better integrated ·with the emerging

8

So},fa Plan.

9

before moving fonYard on new kmd use controls

W~stern

Rather t."zan replacing t."ze existing SU zoning in East So},fa, this P Zan kaves the existing zoning

10

in place to allow the Planning Department to develop a strTJtegic set o.f'land use controls better suited

11

to 1.%urth Street's future rok as a major north south transit corridor. The process to develop ne·w land

12

use controls for this area should commence after adoption o.fthe Eastern 1'leighborhood P fans, but be

13

coordinated ·with the J41Cstern SoAfa Plan as well as a comprehensille study o.f#w future grmvth needs

14

of downtown.

15

* * * *

16

llfixed Use Residen:tial (llfU R)

17

The existing "RSD " district, primarily between 5th and 6th and Folsom and Howard Streets,

18

exte79ding along Folsom to 3rd Street, currently ser,;es as a significant housing opportu79ity area

19

between t."ze higher density Yerba Buena area and the low scale, light industrial area o.f w~stern So},fa.

20

The new land use controls proposed in t."zis pkm, designated as "},fixed Use Residential, " ·will replace

21

the existing RSD district and continue to emphasize residential as a required conponent o_fall new

22

development; Additionally,

23

for additional housing will be remo..,ed. Instead, heights will be increased, where appropriate, and the

24

anWU79t of additional s.ffordabk housing required will be defined. (See the Housing Chapter for

25

additional information.)

cm~ditional

use requirements t."zatpreviously allmved a 40 foot height bonus
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1

* * * *

2

Sout!t Padi District (SPD)

3

The South PaJ·k District is a small seal£ mixed use district surrounding South Park. The SPD is

4

charactericed by small seal£, continuous frontage commercial, retail and residential structures that

5

ring tlw park. The SPD will retain the majority o.ft"ze existing controls, but in addition ·will allow small

6

scak offices uses.

7

* * * *

8

POLICY 1.1.1

9

Retain the existing zoning in the SLI zoned area afEast So},fa. Re•·isit land use controls in t"zis

10

area once more is known about future needs for downtown San Francisco, the specific configuration of'

11

the Central Sub'ii>'ay and the outcome o.f'the

12

considering the context o{East SoMa at multiple geographic scales, including the immediate

13

neighborhood, all o{SoMa, the city, and the region.

w~stern

So},{aplanningprocess. Make land use decisions

14

* * * *

15

POLICY 1.1.3

16

Encourage housing development, especially affordable housing, by requiril'lg housing

17

and an increased inclusionary requirement in the area betweeJ? 5th and 6th and 1.%/som and Howard

18

Streets, extendiJ'Ig aloJ'Ig Folsom to 3rd Street by allowing residential uses everywhere in the Plan Area

19

and requiring substantial amounts of affordable housing.

20

POLICY 1.1.4

21

Retain the existing flexible zoning in the area currently zoned SbRMUG, but also allow

22

small offices.

23

* * * *

24

POLICY 1.1.9

25
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1

2

Require active commercial uses and encourage a more neighborhood commercial
character along 4th and 6th Streets.

3

2. HOUSING

4

East SoMa has historically been

avaluable source of sound, low-cost housing, due to

5

its older housing stock and large number of rental properties. The area is, however, becoming

6

less affordable- rents are rising, and the new housing being added to the area has been

7

almost exclusively market-rate and owner-occupied. The 2000 census counted nearly 40% of

8

households as financially burdened, meaning they pay housing costs equal to or exceeding

9

30% of their household income, more than any other portion of the Eastern Neighborhoods

10

and much more than across the City as a whole. Renters

11

So},fa's households at the last census and households composed of people new to the city such

12

as immigrants, young people, artists and students, are especially financially burdened.

who made up almost 90% o.f:East

13

* * * *

14

OBJECTIVE 2.1

15

ENSURE THAT A SIGNIFICANT PERCENTAGE OF NEW HOUSING CREATED IN

16

THE EAST SOMA IS AFFORDABLE TO PEOPLE WITH A WIDE RANGE OF INCOMES

17

* * * *

18

East So1Va has two roning districts ·which cl:ff'l'ently require greater a.ffordability than other

19

districts in the City, .and these greater qffordability requirements should be not only continued, but

20

strengthened.

21

1) In the existing RSD district, height increases are enabled in exchange for additional

22

affordable units. Ho-wever, the current controls do not specify hov,; much additional housing is

23

appropriate, and as a result, developments in the RSD often do not maximize effordability within their

24

project. Tightened requirements in the RSD would enable some certainty around the number of·

25

affordable housing units t."tat ·would be produced.
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1

2) In the existing SLI district, residential development is mqfy permitted if it is I 00 percent

2

affordable. An exception ispro;'id-edfor SRO units, whic-lt are may be dewlopedfor sale or rent at

3

market rate. Eliminating tltis exceptimq would help to increase opportunities for affordable housilqg

4

de·,;elopment in the SLI district ofEast SoMa.

5

Single Resident Occupancy (SRO) units- defined by the Planning Code as units

6

consisting of no more than one room at a maximum of 350 square feet- represent an

7

important source of affordable housing in East SoMa, representing 25% of its housing stock.

8

(As o(2008 there wereThere are an estimated 457 SRO Hotels in San Francisco with over

9

20,000 residential units, with most located in the Mission, Tenderloin, Chinatown, and South

10

of Market). SRO units have generally been considered part of the city's stock of affordable

11

housing, and as such, City law prohibits conversion of SROs to tourist hotels. SROs serve as

12

an affordable housing option for elderly, disabled, and single-person households, and in

13

recognition of this, the Plan adopts several new policies to make sure they remain a source of

14

continued afford ability. In recognition of the fact that SROs serve small households, the Plan

15

exempts SRO developments from meeting unit-mix requirements. In recognition of the fact

16

that SROs truly are living spaces, and to prevent the kind of sub-standard living environments

17

that can result from reduced rear yards and open spaces, this Plan requires that SROs

18

adhere to the same rear yard and exposure requirements as other types of residential uses.

19

Finally, the Plan calls for sale and rental prices of SROs to be monitored regularly to ensure

20

that SROs truly remain a source of affordable housing, and that policies promoting them

21

should continue.

22

* * * *

23

POUC¥2.1.3

24

Eliminate tlte provision in tlw existing SLI zoning which permits marlfCt rate SRO units.

25

POLIC¥2.1.4
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1

2

Ensure areas that were rened to ensure greeter affordability~ such as the SL! and RSD, ere held
to higher stendards o.fa.ffordability then traditional housing areas.

3

* * * *

4

OBJECTIVE 2.3

5

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF

6
7

HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX and COMMUNITY SERVICES.
The need for housing in East SoMa covers the fuli range of te'nure type (ownership

8

versus rental) and unit mix (small versus large units). While there is a market for housing at a

9

range of unit types, recent housing construction has focused on the production of smaller,

10

ownership units. Yet !)()!}{,a high percentage of residents in East SoMa are renters. The Housing

11

Element of the City's General Plan recognizes that rental housing is more immediately

12

accessible, and often more affordable than for-sale housing, and existing city policies regulate

13

the demolition and conversion of rental housing to other forms of occupancy. New

14

development in the East Soma area should provide rental opportunities for new residents.

15

* * * *

16

3. BUlLT FORM

17

* * * *

18

Along with these challenges, East SoMa also has many unique places, including So-uth

19

Park, the South End historic district, and intimate neighborhood alleys that deserve

20

celebration. The entire plan area is quintessentially mixed use, with housing and retail side by

21

side with PDR and offices. The vision for development in East SoMa builds on this established

22

pattern, emphasizing rather than diminishing its mixed use character, its definable

23

development patterns, and its many historical structures. At the same time, the vision

24

foresees a more pedestrian friendly environment, with new buiJdings framing the street that

25

enhance the neighborhood's character and are constructed of quality and ecologically
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1

sustainable materials. Fostering pedestrian interest is paramount-- dictating how buildings

2

should meet the street, as well as their perceived size, scale and mass. An enjoyable,

3

walkable, friendly, green, and definable urban fabric for residents and visitors alike should be

4

the standard against which all proposals are weighed.

5

* * * *

6

POLICY 3.1.4

7

Heights should reflect the importance of key streets in the city's overall urban

8

pattern, while respecting the lower scale development that surrounds South Park and the

9

residential enclaves throughout the plan area.

10

* * * *

11

South Park is an oasis in an othen;,·ise very urbarl environment t.7at is transitioningfrom its

12

industrial past to its increasingly residential and mixed use future. It is a prime example of how an

13

intimate relationship between buildings, t.7e street, and open spaces, can meld into a truly enjoyable

14

pedestrian enYironment. Because oft.7is, building heights around South Park are kept lower,

15

maximizing sun access to t.7e park, and preserving the existiJqg relationship between building height

16

and street widt.7. Similar logic dictates that dDevelopment along the many alleys, both in the

17

Residential Enclaves and throughout the rest of East SoMa, should reflect the more intimate

18

scale of these rights-of-way, ensuring a pedestrian-friendly, neighborhood-friendly,

19

environment.

20

* * * *

21

POLICY 3.1.12

22

Establish and require height limits and upper story setbacks to maintain

23
24

adequate light and air to sidewalks and frontages along alleys.
* * * *

25
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1

Alley controls will apply to all the following streets and alleys within the plan area:=-

2

Clementina, Tehama, },t{inna, I'-latoma, },t{oss, Russ, Harriet, Shipley, Celumbia Square, Gara,

3

Fabnouth,

4

Str-eets; Vamey, Talber, and Bryant ,_Dfaces; Jack London and Clyde Alleys.

},far)~

Welsh, Fredon, Zoe, Ritch, Clyde, South Park, Stanford, Federal, and De Boom

* * *

5

·*

6

8. HISTORIC RESOURCES

7

* * * *

8

The South of Market Area has developed an eclectic niix of commerce, industry, and

9

increasingly, entertainment and residential living spaces. Within this diverse mix of land uses,

10

East SoMa is distinguished by the existence of individually significant properties. Within the

11

East Soma Area Plan there are a number of City Landmarks, ineluding the South End Historic

12

District, the James Lick Baths/People 's Laund1y, Saint Patrick's Church, the Audif.fred Building,

13

Oriental

14

a number ofprivate residerwes. Various other significant properties and districts relating to the

15

Filipino and gay "leather" community have been identified through informational surveys and

16

context statements. It is expected that additional historic surveys in the East Soma Area Plan

17

will document a substantial number of previously unknown resources.

Wt~reho'blSe,

Rincon Annex, St. Joseph's Church, Edwin KlocktirS Blackt;:mith, Rincon Hill, and

18

* * * *

19

Significant and Contributory Buildings in the Sout!t End Historic District

20

L LIST OFSIGNIFICANTBUILDINGSLOG4TED OUTSIDE OF THE DESIGNATED

21

SQ.U+Jl.END HI.SI+JRlb. DISTlflb.T..

22

Assesso1· 's Bleck/I:,ot

E el' WSOAlA ~

24ddl'es-s

23

Jf87iJl:

E

4f.J. Brannan St.

24

Jf.'l.e/41

E

~J9

25

Jf.'7.7l48

w

6'7J Bry·ant St.
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1

3520/30C

w

1477 1479 EmberlyAUey (City
£e+uim££r,f(; }/e. !. f).9)

2
3

3517,43

4

3520/30B

w
w

140() ,fi:e.tsem $t.
1477 ~%tsem $t. (Gil)'
'

Ltmdmark,\'fe . .Jf).9)

5

6

3520/54 59

w

!. 48f). Folsem St. (City

7

.fandmal"k }"/e. 1f).9)
1275 Herl"isen $t.

3755/27-

w
w
w

12

3731/94

E

1()35 Hevr-eni St .

13

3731/-7-4

E

1 () 4f). He·wal"d St.

15

3731,428 14f).

E

1()9 7 Heward $t.

16

3727,44

112(i.Ffe·wardSt.

17

3728,44

w
w
w

8

3757,!67-

9

352()/51

10

1 44() lle1'Fisen St.
f.Hef'f:mSt.

11

14

18

3517/35

123 4 Heward $t.
I 401 Hewal"d St. (City

19

20
21

22
23
24

I

3517,1.34
3728,!89
3f.8(i.l2(}3 307378(}/15
37-85/2:,4

w
w
w
w
w

.fandmark .\'fe.12())
1415 Heward $t.
1235 Atfissien St.
310 'Fewnsend&t.
35() 'Fewnsend St.
41 () 'Fevmsend St.

25
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1

37-7-f,q

2

3~7,t.~:J

3

,_fZeurth &.

E

~00

E

MU ,_fZeur-th &

3~G,q:j

E

18:6 &ct.'i &.

4

3~G,Q

E

1: 06 &cth &f.

5

37-J:J,qJ4

E

:601: &ct.'i &.

6

378~i7

E

66J &ct.'i &.

7

3B4,q8

E

33~

8

3~9l8J

w

JOl Ninth&.

9

3~09/14

w

1: 6~ Tenth St. (City Landmark

B9

10

}le. :646)

11

3~:6-J/93

12

3~:60/29

1: u

w

4g Tenth $t.

w

31:9 Ek'>'enth St. (City

13
14

&'>'enth $t.

Lamimar,~ }le.
3~J0/28A

w

1:99)

333 Ek'>'enth $t. (City

15

:bandmar-k }le. 1:99)

16
17
18

19
20

21
22

23
24

IL UST OF CONTRIBUTORYBUILDINGSLOG4TED WITHIN THE DESIGNATED SOUTH
BlVD HlS:roRIG .J)JSTR:J(;;F..

Assessel' 's Bleek!I:,ei

ln el' eut e:l·SE HD?-

,4dih·ess

3774,t.7-J

In

:674 Eram~an $t.

3~9/9

In

J B :Br-am'lan $t.

37B/8

300 Branna~~ &.

300 &·anna~~&.

3788/37

In

301: &·annan &.

3774,/.8

In

333 :B:ry•tmt &.

25
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1

J 7-74/7-~ !:1 g.

In

J~~

:Bry·tmt &

2

J7-74/-67-

In

J8~

:Bry•tmt &f.

3

J'l-89/.J()

In

~;]

4

J'l-94/23

In

1;58 Kirzg Sf. (City Landmark

5

GeliH P. Kelly• &f.

l'J:Jle. ;5;59)

6

J'l-94/.J~

In

1()!: 'l!em9send Sf.

7

37-94/.14

In

!:11 'l!ewnsend&

9

J'l-94/.J()

In

!:!:~

'J!ewnsend&

10

3 7-9 4,1.;5;5

In

H~

'J!ewnsend Sf.

11

J7-88l9-

In

!:J{j. 'J!ewnsel'ld &f.

12

37-94l2!:

In

!:39

13

3 7-88,{!)., 4

In

!: 44 'H11mse1'ld Sf.

14

J'l-88-,LJ:()

In

148 'J!ewnsend &f.

15

J 7-8-&LJ:;]

In

!: 66 HJ'misend &f.

J 7-Mll-!: !: 9- 7-

In

46!: &eend&.

J7-7-~LJ:

In

~()()

37-7-M;]

In

~n&eend&.

J7-Bl4

In

~;];]

&eend &f.

37-7-4,LJ:;]J !:J;]

In

~33

&em'ld &f.

J7-7-4,~44

In

~36-&eend&

J7-~~

In

M4&eend&

J7-7-4,LJ:I).!:

In

M~&ee1'ld&f.

37-7-4,!.4~

In

~~~&eend&

8

16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23

24

'l!e~~·nsend Sf.

&eend Sf.

25

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 16

798

1

Jf-74/Jl:

In

.J-99 &eend St.

2

Jf89/8

In

MU &eend St.

3

J789/7

In

62-3- &eend St.

4

Jf88l.J8

In

· 6J 4 &eend St.

5

Jf.8&G

In

64{) &eend St.

6

Jf8&49 7-J

In

§J{)

7

Jf.8&L4J,44

In

(i.f.{) &eend St.

8

Jf-881{;

In

§.98 &eend St.

9

Jf.89l8.J-8 971

In

§.99 &eend St.

Jf8&4.J-

In

£~

J787/~

In

(i.(i.{) 'Fhird St.

Jf8&L4l:

In

(}(}~

'Fhi1'd St.

Jf8&LJ:.J-

In

§.8~

'Fhi1'd St.

10
11

12
13

&eend St.

':fhipfi Sf.

14
15

16

Section 4. The General Plan is hereby amended by deleting the map of the South End
Historic District found in Chapter 8 of the East SoMa Area Plan.

17
18

19

20
21

Section 5. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Western SoMa Area
Plan as follows:
(a) Map 1, "Eastern Neighborhoods Planning Areas" is hereby amended by revising it
in accordance with the map found on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No.

22
23
24

25

(b) The Western SoMa Area Plan is further revised, as follows:

* * * *
LAND USE
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1

OBJECTIVE 1.5

2

SUPPORTCONTINUEDEVALUATJ(ji"l0FL4IVD USESNEARllfA,lOR TRANSIT

3

INFRASTRUCTURE INRECOGlviTION OF CITYWIDE AND REGIONAL SUSTAINABLE

4

GROWTHNEEDS.

5

The easternmost portion o.fthe plan area is rich with existing andplannedpuhlic transit

6

infrastructure, including the SFM:TA 's Central Suh~Pa)' project, Caltrain (plannedfor imp·o,'ed High

7

Speed Rail like ser..,,ice through electrification), and myriad muni transit services plannedjor

8

enhancement. This area is also adjacent to existing hurgemqingjoh, housiJqg, and '.'isitor areas in East

9

Soma, Yerha Bue1w, Transit Center, and },fission Bay. The City must contiHue evaluating hmY it cmq

10

hest meet citywide and regional objecti-ves to direct growth to transit oriented locations and whether

11

current controls are meetiNg identified 1weds.

12

POUC¥1.5.1

13

Continue to explore andre examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any

14

future evaluation along the 4th Street corridor.

15

TRANSPORTATION AND THESTREET NETWORK

16

POLICY 4.23.2

17

Create a visible pedestrian network that connects to other areas.

18

It is important that pedestrian facilities not only feature connections within the area, but

19

also links to surrounding areas (e.g., Downtown, East SoMa, Central SoJ,1a, Showplace

20

Square, Mission and Market-Octavia). A network of way-finding sign age should be introduced

21

to help orient the pedestrian.

22
23
24
25

Section 6. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Commerce and
Industry Element as follows:
(a) Amend Map 1, "Generalized Commercial and Industrial Land Use Plan", as follows:
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1

(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area;

2

(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and

3

(3) Add a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Area Plan."

4

(b) Amend Map 2, "Generalized Commercial and Industrial Density Plan," as follows:

5

(1) Add a boundary around the Central SoMa Plan area;

6

(2) Remove the colorization from the Plan Area; and

7

(3) Add a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Area Plan."

8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Section 7. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Housing Element, as
follows:
(a) Amend Part II, Objectives & Policies, Map 1 as follows:
(1) Remove the red boundary of the Central SoMa Plan, replace with a black
boundary showing the adopted Plan area, and fill the area in red; and
(2) In the legend remove the "Pending Adoption" text and icon.

15
16
17
18

Section 8. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Urban Design
Element, as follows:
(a) Amend Map 4 "Urban Design Guidelines for Height of Buildings," as follows: in the

19

notes area below the legend, add a note saying "Add a boundary area around the Central

20

SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Plan."

21

(b) Amend Map 5, "Urban Design Guidelines for Bulk of Buildings," as follows: in the

22

notes area below the legend, add a.note saying "Add a boundary area around the Central

23

SoMa Plan area with a line that leads to a reference that states "See the Central SoMa Plan."

24

25
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1
2

Section 9. The General Plan is hereby amended by revising the Land Use Index as
follows:

3
4

The Land Use Index shall be updated as necessary to reflect the amendments set forth
in Sections 2 through 8, above.

5
Section 10. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after

6

7

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the

8

ordinance unsigned or does

9

10

Section 11. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

11

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

12

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

13

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

14·

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

15

the official title of the ordinance.

16
17
18
19

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

20

VICTORIA WONG
Deputy City Attorney

21

n:\land\as2018\ 1200444\01254018.docx

22

23
24

25
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EXHIBIT 11.4 --

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
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Central SoMa Plan

PLAN PURPOSE
Central SoMa is a 230-acre area that sits adjacent to downtown, has excellent transit access, and contains
a substantial amount of developable land. As such, the neighborhood is well positioned to accommodate
needed employment, housing, and visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a
neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves
over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital
neighborhood without losing what makes it special and unique today. 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.

PLAN AREA BOUNDARY
The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street,
exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan (see Figure A) which comprise much of the
area north of Folsom Street. It is an "Eastern Neighborhoods Plan" comprised entirely of areas formerly
part of the East SoMa Plan Area and Western SoMa Plan Area, whose boundaries shall be adjusted
accordingly. The Central SoMa Plan Area boundaries were created to include areas within easy walking
distance (i.e., two blocks) of the Central Subway's 4th Street alignment.
PLAN VISION
The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a sustainable neighborhood by 2040, where the needs of
the present are met without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The
Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve sustainability in each of its aspects- social, economic, and
environmental. Additionally, achieving sustainability in Central SoMa should complement movements
towards sustainability in the city, region, nation, and planet.
PLAN PHILOSOPHY
Achieving neighborhood sustainability requires keeping what is already successful about the
neighborhood, and improving what is not. On the sustainable side of the ledger, assets include the
diversity of residents (in every sense), its central location complemented by abundant regional and local
transit, the unique character of the collection of buildings that constitute the neighborhood, its rich
economic heritage as an industrial center for a century and more recently a hub of innovation in media
and technology, and the cultural and nightlife amenities that make this a regional and worldwide
destination. On the non-sustainable side of the ledger include an equally impressive and daunting list of
challenges: rents that are unaffordable to the vast majority ofresidents and businesses; streets that are
unsafe and unpleasant for people walking and bicycling; a distinct lack of green coupled with an noisy
and often polluted environment; and land that is not effectively being utilized to provide space for jobs
1
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and housing in a fashion that can greatly reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases per person and add to
the stock of space to help meet demand.
PLAN STRATEGY
Utilizing the Plan's philosophy to achieve the Plan's vision will require implementing the following three
strategies:
•

Accommodate growth

•

Provide public benefits

•

Respect and enhance neighborhood character

This Plan asserts that Central SoMa should play a major role in accommodating the City's share of
anticipated regional growth in jobs and housing. Accommodating substantial growth here can help
address the local and regional issues of high rents, sprawl, and congestion, and the global issue of
greenhouse gas emissions. The addition of millions of square feet of residential and commercial space is
certain to help relieve price pressure. Simultaneously, dense development in this h·ansit-rich, temperate,
and walkable neighborhood can drastically reduce the amount of greenhouse gas emission per person
from both buildings (e.g., for heating and cooling) and transportation (in tenns of the amount of miles
traveled in p1ivate vehicles), while reducing pressures for growth in more outlying areas of the region.
While new growth can have economic and enviromnental benefits, new residents and workers also place a
strain on the neighborhood's infrastructure. In an era where other .levels of govermnent are either
unwilling or unable to fund the needs ofits urban communities, it is necessary that new growth address its
own impacts. Fortunately, Central SoMa includes some of.the world's most valuable land. The rents
cmmnanded by this land enable new development to ameliorate and mitigate its impacts while meeting
other City objectives. New development does so through the direct provision of public benefits, through
the payment of impact fees, and through taxes. The public benefits created by new development can
include affordable housing, transit service, parks and recreational amenities, safe and convenient streets
for people walking and biking, child care, schools, community services, space for production,
distribution, and repair jobs, preservation of cultural resources, and amenities to support enviromnental
sustainability and resilience.
Given the desirability of land in Central SoMa, there's likely demand for buildings of heights currently
only seen in the downtown. While such heights could come with substantial public benefits, they could
also come at the expense of what makes the neighborhood great in the first place- its character. And its
character is a huge part of what makes the neighborhood socially and economically sustainable. Central
SoMa should not be like downtown- just like it should not be like Mission Bay, or the Riclunond, or any
other neighborhood in San Francisco. It should just be the best Central SoMa it can be. Therefore, this
plan attempts to both accommodate a substantial amount of growth and retain much of the character of
the district. Respecting and enhancing the neighborhood's character includes measures such as requiring
active ground floors that promote positive social interactions and commerce, design requirements that
Central SoMa Area Plan
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ensure ample light and air reach all sidewalks, and banning the consolidation of certain lots so as to
maintain the diversity of buildings and building styles in the neighborhood.
PLAN GOALS
Implementing the Plan's strategy will require addressing all the facets of a sustainable neighborhood.
Doing so can be accomplished by meeting all of the Plan's eight Goals:
1.

Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing

2. Maintain the Diversity of Residents
3. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center
4. Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit
5. Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Oppmtunities
6. Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood
7. Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage
8. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and
the City
Each of these eight Goals receives its own chapter in the Central SoMa Plan. For each Goal there is a
context section intended to explain existing conditions- and why meeting the Goal is necessary. There is
also a list of the Objectives and Policies whose implementation would enable the Plan to meet the Goal.
And finally there is a summmy section that shows how meeting the Goal would help fulfill the Plan's
vision.
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Goal #1: Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing

CONTEXT
Since its inception, San Francisco has seen more than its share of tumultuous economic times: the Gold
and Silver Rushes (and busts), the earthquake and fire of 1906, the influx of World War II, population
decline due to suburbanization, the Dot Com boom and bust. They have all left lasting shrines and scars
on this city.
As of the writing of this Plan in 2017, San Francisco is having another one of those "moments". This
moment reflects the culmination of major environmental, economic, and social trends that are
simultaneously working at multiple geographic levels and timeframes.
·Enviromnentally, there is an increasing awareness of the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in
recognition of the consequences of climate change. At the State level, this led to the adoption of Senate
Bill (SB) 375 in 2008. SB 375 mandated the State's regions identify how they would combine
transportation investments and land use policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. At the regional level,
this mandate led to the adoption of Plan Bay Area in 2013, which determined that meeting the State's
targets would require densification and investment in "Priority Development Areas" that exhibit and/or
have the potential to combine density of development with excellent transit service. At the local level, the
City identified a number of such "Priority Development Areas" that span much of the eastem half of the
citx.
Economically, there is the continuing national and regional shift from an economy based on things to one
based on ideas. Nationally, in the aftermath of the Great Recession (2007-2009), job growth has been led
by "knowledge" sector businesses such as high tech. These knowledge sector businesses tend to cluster in
regions- and the Bay Area is the world's leading knowledge region. The result is that job growth in the
Bay Area the past several years has nearly doubled that of the rest of the nation, and commensurately so
has the demand for housing. Bay Area job growth has been pmticularly high in the last six years (20 1020 15), concurrent with the development of this Plm1, as the region moved from the nadir to the peak of
the current business cycle.
After rapid suburbanization in the decades after World War II, cities such as San Francisco have seen
long-term population and job growth since the 1980s, despite temporary peaks and dips along the way.
This trend has accelerated in recent years, as both "Millem1ials" and Baby Boomers have shown a strong
preference for cities. This trend has focused demand on those pmtions of the Bay Area where jobs cm1 be
easily accessed by transit, daily needs can be met by walking; and there are a range of mnenities and
options nearby. In this.largely suburbm1 m1d auto-dependent region, many of the accessible and dynamic
urban neighborhoods are in Sm1 Frm1cisco.
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. Cumulatively, these trends have created an ongoing and strong demand for space in San Francisco.
Accommodating this demand would require building additional space for jobs, housing, and other needed
facilities. However, building in San Francisco is a challenging and time-consuming process. New
buildings often require years ofreview and deliberation before they are even allowed to be constructed,
and construction itself can take one to three years, depending on the size of the building.
When demand is high relative to supply, the price inevitably goes up. In 2017, prices have risen to a level
that is socially W1sustainable

rents for housing are the highest in the country, and greatly exceed what·

can be afforded by the majority oftoday's San Franciscans. Rents for commercial space are similarly
unaffordable, pushing out non-profit organizations, mom-and-pop businesses, aJ.iists and industrial
businesses.
To some degree, the intensity of this "moment" will pass when the current business cycle inevitably
cools. However, the other environmental, economic, and social factors that have created this moment are
likely to persist over a longer time :frame than the typical 5-l 0 year business cycle. They a1·e also national
or even global forces exogenous to San Francisco - a11d thus the demand they exert are beyond the ability
to control locally.
By contrast, what is within om ability to control locally is increasing the capacity for jobs a11d housing in
San Francisco, and to ensme that new growth provides public benefits to improve the lives of residents
a11d workers. The City has been pla1ming for such growth over the last 20 years, through major
Redevelopment and Area Plans as Mission Bay, Hunters Point, Rincon Hill, Eastern Neighborhoods,
Market & Octavia, aJ.ld the Transit Center District. The results ofthese Plans can be seen in the cranes a11d
construction sites dotting San Francisco. However, there is still substantial demand for development of
space for jobs and housing in transit-rich, walkable, a.J.llenity-laden neighborhoods.
FotiW1ately, Central SoMa is an appropriate location for such development. The area is served by some of
the region's best tra11sit, including BART and Caltrain, Muni Metro and many bus lines, in addition to the
Central Subway cunently under construction. Flat streets and a regular grid pattern can make destinations
easy to reach for people walking and bicycling (as facilitated by improvements discussed in Goal #4).
There is already an incredibly strong cluster of technology companies that new and growing companies
want to locate near. There is also a diversity of other uses, including thousands of residential W1its, localaJ.ld regional-serving retail, cultural and entertainment facilities, hotels, and production/distribution/repair
businesses. Simultaneously, there is substa11tial opportunity to increase density in Central SoMa. There
are numerous undeveloped or w1derdeveloped sites, such as surface parking lots and single-story
commercial buildings.
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the Plan's Goal of increasing the capacity for
jobs and housing in Central SoMa.
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Objective 1.1: Ensure that there is sufficient land area where space for jobs and housing can be
built.
Central SoMa includes two types of areas: one that has always allowed development of new residential
and non-residential space (including office), and one that has prevented the creation of new space since
the late 1980s. To be able to increase the capacity for jobs and housing in Central SoMa, it is necessary to
increase the area where new development can occur.
Policy 1.1.1: Retain zoning that supports capacity for new jobs and housing.
Central SoMa has large areas where development has historically been allowed to occur. The City should
maintain the ability for development to occur in these areas.
Policy 1.1.2: Limit zoning that restricts capacity for new jobs and housing.
The Plan Area includes a substantial amount of area whose zoning generally does not allow either new
housing or new commercial space such as office. These districts should be replaced with zoning that
pennits new housing and office uses, except in limited locations as discussed in Goal #3.

Objective 1.2: Ensure that developable land has, collectively, sufficient capacity for jobs and
housing
The amount of development allowed on a piece of land is controlled in a number of ways, foremost being
the limits on how tall and how bulky a building can be, and secondarily through strict density controls.
Policy 1.2.1: Set height limits on parcels as appropriate to fulfill tlli.s Objective.
In Central SoMa, the typical height limit on the major streets has been 65-85 feet, although it has been up
to 130 feet on a handful of parcels adjacent to the downtown. However, there are several areas along
major streets where height linli.ts have been held substantially lower- including as low as 30 feet along
the freeway. Despite this, there are numerous locations where the wide streets and urban context support
higher densities and building heights above 85 feet, as long as they are complemented by appropriate
controls on building massing. To be able to increase the capacity for jobs and housing in Central SoMa, it
is necessary to increase the allowable heights at these locations.
Policy 1.2.2: Allow physical controls for height, bulk, setbacks, and open space to deternli.ne density.
Throughout much of Central SoMa, residential developments are not subject to density controls, and the
controls for non-residential uses are not a substantial impediment to the amount of development that can
occur. However, density controls for non-residential uses would arbitrarily restrict development in excess
of what is necessary to achieve a livable neighborhood and as called for through the Plan's urban design
and building envelope controls. To be able to increase the capacity for jobs in Central SoMa, it is
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necessary to lift these density controls in a way that supports development but still fulfills all of the
design controls for new buildings articulated in Goal #8 of this Plan.

7
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Goal #2: Maintain the Diversity of Residents

CONTEXT
SoMa has always played an important role in housing low- and moderate-income San Franciscans in
various forms, from the single-room occupancy (SRO) hotels that historically primarily housed single
men and residential towers dedicated to housing seniors, to the modest family-oriented housing that has
lined the alleys. In more recent decades, a substantial amount of market-rate housing (generally affordable
to those with higher incomes) has been created, as well as conversions of older warehouses. These
buildings included condominiums, apartment buildings, and live-work lofts. The neighborhood also
includes a homeless population, many of whom come to the neighborhood to use the services available
here, including a large shelter currently located at 5th and Bryant Streets.
The result is that today SoMa has an incredibly diverse population, in terms of race, income, and unit size.
This diversity is a critical part of its neighborhood character. Respecting this neighborhood character
requires that the variety provided by the existing residents should be maintained, and that future
development would replicate this pattern to the highest degree possible. However, doing so will be a
substantial challenge, given current market conditions that favor those with higher incomes in the
competition for both existing units and new units.
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of maintaining the diversity of residents
in Central SoMa.

Objective 2.1: Maintain the existing stocl{ of housing
In the effort to address San Francisco's lack of housing, it is important to preserve as many of the existing
units as possible.
Policy 2.1.1: Continue implementing controls that maintain the existing supply of housing.
The City's current policy is to limit the loss of housing due to the merger or demolition of units and the
conversion of units to non-residential uses. The City should continue to implement these policies, and
seek new strategies that accomplish their goal.

Objective 2.2: Maintain the affordability of the existing housing stock
Central SoMa contains a substantial stock of affordable housing, including 100 percent affordable
buildings (mostly clustered around the Moscone Center in the former Yerba Buena Redevelopment Area)
and rent controlled buildings (including many in the more residentially-focused area west of 5th Street

8
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and north of the freeway). The Plan supports the preservation of this housing and the protection of tenants
who occupy this housing. It also supports programs to expand the stock of affordable housing.
Policy 2.2.1: Continue implementing controls and strategies that help maintain the existing supply of
affordable housing.
The City seeks to maintain the existing supply of affordable housing through measures that keep people
in their homes, such as rent control and eviction protections. The City also seeks to ensure that affordable
units stay both affordable and habitable, through such strategies as the Rental Assistance Demonstration
Program. The City should continue to implement such policies and programs, and seek new strategies that
accomplish their goal.
Policy 2.2.2: Support the conversion of existing housing into pennanently affordable housing.
Through the "Small Sites" program, the City is currently seeking to expand the existing supply of
affordable housing by purchasing units and making them permanently affordable. The City should
continue to implement such programs, and seek new strategies that accomplish their goal.
Objective 2.3: Ensure that at least 33 percent of new housing is affordable to verv low, low, and
moderate-income households
Through the adoption of Proposition Kin 2014, San Francisco has set a target that 33 percent of all new
housing is affordable to very low, low, and moderate income households. The Central SoMa Plan aims to
ensure that new housing development meets this target through a number of mechanisms, including
affordability requirements on new market-rate housing development and non-residential development and
development of publicly-owned sites.
Policy 2.3 .1: Set affordability requirements for new residential development at rates necessary to fulfill
this Objective.
Housing in San Francisco is some of the most expensive in the nation, and new housing is unaffordable to
a large percentage of the population. To promote income diversity ofresidents living in new housing, the
City requires market-rate housing projects to provide affordable housing by paying a fee or, in the
alternative, providing on-site or off-site affordable housing. Within the Plan Area, these affordable
housing requirements should be set to ensure that that market-rate housing projects cot1tribute their fair
share towards meeting the City's overall affordability targets.
Policy 2.3.2: Require contribution to affordable housing from commercial uses.
Commercial uses, such as offices, hotels, and retail, generate a demand for a range of housing types,
including affordable housing. The City already requires commercial development of25,000 square feet or
more to contribute to the development of affordable housing (typically through the payment of a fee). The
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City should continue requiring that these commercial developments
contribute to the development
of
.
.
affordable housing, and facilitate additional mechanisms to do so, such as provision of land for affordable
housing.
Policy 2.3 .3: Ensure that affordable housing generated by the Central SoMa Plan stays in the
neighborhood.
New residential and commercial development in the Central SoMa Plan area will generate a substantial
amount of affordable housing, either by paying a fee to the City, building it directly (within the building
or nearby) or dedicating land for the City to build on. To fulfill the goal of maintaining the diversity of
residents, it is necessary that any fees collected by the City be invested within or near the neighborhood.
Additionally, any land dedicated to the City for affordable housing should similarly be within or near the
neighborhood.
Policy 2.3.4: Allow affordable housing sites to sell any unused development rights.
Affordable housing development typically is built to heights of 85 feet or below, where it can benefit
from cheaper construction costs. In areas where height limits exceed 85 feet, tllis means that the
affordable housing is not utilizing its full development capacity. The City should support the financial
feasibility of affordable housing developments by allowing affordable housing developments to sell their
unused development rights.
Objective 2.4: Support housing for other households that cannot afford market rate housing
There is a large swath of the population whose income disqualifies them from "affordable" housing under
existing programs at the federal, state and local levels, but who often cannot afford prevailing prices for
market-rate housing. The lack of availability and production of housing affordable to these households is
a large factor in the decrease in San Francisco's middle class in recent years.
Policy 2.4.1: Continue implementing strategies that support the development of "gap" housing.
The development of housing above moderate income is challenging, because such housing lacks access to
federal tax incentives -often making it more expensive to build than affordable housing. That being said,
the City has developed strategies to create more housing in this "gap," including through funding created
through 2015's Proposition A, the 2017 revisions to the affordable housing requirements for market-rate
housing development, and down payment assistance loan programs. The City should continue to
implement such strategies, and continue to seek new ways that accomplish their goal.
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Objective 2.5: Support housing for a diversity of household sizes and tenures
The diversity of SoMa's housing is not just about incomes, but the size and tenure of households as well.
The Central SoMa Plan aims to ensure that new units are reflective of this broad mix.
Policy 2.5.1: Continue requiring family-sized units.
Central SoMa has traditionally been a neighborhood with a diverse mix of housing sizes, from small
single-room-occupancy units to larger homes for families. By contrast, new development often wants to
provide mostly smaller units (studios and one-bedrooms) that do not meet the needs of families. The
City's current policy in Central SoMa is to require that new residential development contain a high
percentage of family-sized units with two or more bedrooms. The City should continue to implement this
policy, and seek new strategies that accomplish its goal.
Policy 2.5.2: Continue to incentivize rental units.
Rental housing provides greater access to the housing market than for-sale units, which typically require
large down payments and long bank loans. Much of San Francisco's housing diversity is attributable to
the fact that it is predominantly a rental city- almost two-thirds of households rent their homes. Yet in
new housing, for-sale units are often more profitable, which drives the market to produce more of them.
Recognizing this, the City has created incentives to produce rental housing, including having lower
affordable housing requirements. The City should continue to implement this policy, and seek new
strategies that accomplish its goal.

Objective 2.6: Support services- schools, child care, and community services- necessary to serve
local residents
To maintain a diversity of residents it is necessary to provide tl1e services they need; including schools,
child care, and community services. The Central SoMa Plan aims to ensure that sufficient amenities are
available to residents.
Policy 2.6.1: Help fund public schools.
The San Francisco Unified School District already collects impact fees from new development. This
funding is utilized for capital improvements of existing schools and for new ones, including the proposed
new school in Mission Bay. Development in the Plan Area should continue to contribute to the School
District's funding.
Policy 2.6.2: Help facilitate the creation of childcare facilities.
San Francisco is suffering from a lack of licensed childcare. This is due to a lack of funding and a
difficulty in finding space that meets the strict requirements for childcare centers. From the funding
11
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standpoint, the City currently supports the creation of childcare through both the Child Care Impact Fee
and the Eastem Neighborhoods Impact Fee. Development in the Plan Area should contribute to child care
via these fees. From a space standpoint, the City should work with development in the Plan Area to
promote the creation of new, appropriately designed childcare centers.
Policy 2.6.3: Help facilitate the creation of new community services.
"Community services" include space for non-profit and government organizations that provide services to
the community, such as health clinics and job training. The City should support these uses in Central
SoMa, including creation of an impact fee on new development to help provide community facilities and
working with the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development to site those resources.
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Goal #3: Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center

CONTEXT
SoMa has been a commercial center for San Francisco for well over a century. Historically an industrial
district, such businesses now sit cheek by jowl with offices, retail, hotels, and entertainment venues. This
combination creates an enviromnent that is both incredibly lively and unique in San Francisco.
Moving forward, Central SoMa is also well positioned to be a center for job growth. As discussed in Goal
#1, it is well located, being served by some of the region's best transit and having a lot of developable
land. Much ofthat demand will be for office-oriented jobs, particularly in the "knowledge-sector"
industries that drive our economy. However, in allowing for that growth it is important that the
neighborhood maintains and grows its other sectors. By doing so it can sustain its unique diversity of
economic activities and the liveliness that SoMa is known for.

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of facilitating an economically
diversified and lively jobs center.

Objective 3.1: Ensure the Plan Area accommodates significant space for job growth

As discussed in Goal# 1, San Francisco has an affordability crisis for both residential and nonresidential uses. This crisis is due to robust regional economy and commensurate demand for commercial
space for those jobs and housing for the workers. Previous City plam1ing efforts have attempted to
address the housing crisis by identifying areas to meet our housing needs- including over 100,000 units

by 2040.
By contrast, previous planning efforts have not identified areas to meet the expected jobs growth of at
least another 100,000 jobs in the same timeframe. Accommodating these jobs in transit-rich job centers
has imp01tant social, economic, and environmental benefits. Being in job centers enables the companies
and workers to benefit from the synergies of co-location and infrastructure. Locating jobs near transit
reduces car usage and thus greenhouse gas emissions and traffic congestion- even to a higher degree than
locating housing near transit (commuters are most likely to use transit when stations are very close to
their jobs than when transit is very close to their homes but their jobs are more distant).
Central SoMa is well positioned to accommodate a substantial amount of jobs that would otherwise go to
more suburban, car-oriented locations. The Plan Area has some of the best transit in the region, being
proximal to two regional train lines (BART and Caltrain), Muni Metro (including the under-construction
Central SoMa Area Plan
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Central Subway), and myriad regional and local bus lines. By being located between the existing jobs ·
centers of downtown and Mission Bay, the Plan Area not only is proximal to other jobs, but actually
better ties those two areas together. The 2017 update to Plan Bay Area even more greatly emphasizes San
Francisco as a preferable place regionally to grow jobs as well as housing, and within the City this Plan
Area sits within a regionally-recognized Priority Development Area that is particularly ideal for jobs
compared to other parts of the City and region. The success of the region in meeting its state-mandated
environmental (i.e., GHG) goals and its mobility goals hinges on directing job growth to these transitserved areas.
While accommodating the growth of jobs is important, it is just as important that these are "good jobs"
that pay a living wage. Many of the office jobs in the tech sector and even the PDRjobs are certain to be
good jobs, particularly in that they pay well relative to education. However, it is important that the City
supporis good jobs across all sectors, including construction workers, hotel workers, and other
professions.
Policy 3 .1.1: Require non-residential uses in new development on large parcels.
Many of the parcels of land in Central SoMa are quite large - reflecting its industrial heritage. And like
industrial development of the past, modem companies seek buildings with large floors, which facilitate
flexibility and intra-company communication. Given the limited availability of such large parcels in the
city near excellent local and regional transit, and the need to identify appropriate transit-served space for
job growth, the City should promote non-residential development at these locations. Even if
circumstances, such as market or broader regulatory factors, require forgoing near-term development on
these major parcels, ensuring that these parcels are "land-banked" for significant jobs-oriented
development is a necessary long-term strategy for the economic and environmental health of the city and
region. These large parcels need not be exclusively non-residential, but they should feature a significant
percentage (e.g. at least half) of non-residential and job space.
Policy 3.1.2: Limit restrictions on non-residential development.
Central SoMa includes areas whose zoning precludes non-residential development beyond ground floor
retail, so as to direct new development towards being residential. While housing is still appropriate in
these locations, the City should support the development of significant non-residential uses in these areas
as well, given their adjacency to the downtown and to excellent transit (including Central Subway and
Cal train).
Policy 3 .1.3: Support living wage jobs across all sectors
The City already implements multiple programs that facilitate living wage jobs for workers. This includes
job training programs to help prepare local residents for jobs in growing sectors such as construction, ·
health care, hospitality, and technology. This also includes the City's First Source Hiring Program (which
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requires that developers, contractors, and employers utilize good faith efforts toward employing
economically disadvantaged San Franciscan residents in new ently-level positions on applicable projects)
and Local Hire program (that requires hiring oflocal residents for locally-funded construction projects).
The City should continue to implement such policies and programs, and seek new strategies that
accomplish their goal, such as working to support unionization of hotel workers and implementation of
2017 Assembly Bill 73, which allows streamlined approval of certain residential projects that pay
prevailing wage to construction workers.
Objective 3.2: Support the growth of office space

About 60 percent of all jobs in the city are located in offices- and the percentage is growing (in keeping
with national trends). There is a wide range of jobs that utilize office space, including technology, nonprofits (civic, advocacy, community service, research), legal, finance, and the administrative side of all
industries, just to name a few. Additionally, a lot of other jobs, including many scientific and "hands-on"
kinds of j 0 bs depend on significant amounts of office space as part of their operations to function
effectively.
Policy 3.2.1: Facilitate the growth of office.
The City should support the development of office space in Central SoMa. Office space typically has a
high amount of jobs per square foot, and thus benefits from proximity to the neighborhood's excellent
transit. This office space can also support the success ofthese knowledge-sector companies that are
driving the overall economy (including the need for local-serving jobs throughout the city, like health
care, education, and retail). Increasing the supply of office space will also support non-profits and other
organizations that have been challenged to find space in the city, forcing some to move elsewhere in the
Bay Area (such as Oakland) or out of the region altogether.

Objective 3.3: Ensure the removal of protective zoning does not result in a loss of PDR in the Plan
Area

The production, distribution, and repair (PDR) sector is critical to San Francisco. Companies in the PDR
sector tend to provide high-paying jobs for people without a four-year college degree. PDR also provides
economic diversity and therefore greater ability to weather recessions. PDR companies also serve the
needs of local residents and businesses

after all, you cannot offshore your auto repair or your parcel

delivery service.
As discussed above,. SoMa's legacy is as a home for blue-collar jobs. Over the decades, the nature of the
economy -local, regional and national- has changed, being more service-oriented than productionoriented. The PDR sector in Central SoMa is emblematic ofthe neighborhood's cultural history.
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Policy 3.3 .1: Maintain zoning that restricts non-PDR development in certain locations.
Central SoMa contains substantial areas that protect PDR uses by not allowing office or housing. As
discussed in Goal #1, the Plan is proposing to allow new development in much of this area. However, the
City should maintain some of this PDR-protective zoning along the freeway west of 4th Street, because of
its proximity to other PDR areas to the west and lot configuration and location that is challenging for
other development.
Policy 3.3.2: Limit conversimi ofPDR space in formerly industrial districts.
The Central SoMa Plan is intended to facilitate the development of new construction of housing and
office in areas where they currently are not allowed. However, where existing buildings are to remain in
these areas, the City requires (through approval of Proposition X in 20 16) that some amount of PDR
space are maintained. Similarly, when new buildings are constructed, the City requires that some amount
of replacement PDR space is provided. The City should continue to maintain the requirement to maintain
and/or provide PDR space.
Policy 3.3 .3: Require PDR space as part oflarge commercial development.
Given the amount of new development expected, maintaining the existing PDR presence in Central SoMa
will necessitate requiring PDR space as part of new development, regardless of whether PDR space exists
on the site prior to redevelopment. Such PDR space can be designed to be highly compatible with large
commercial space, given the larger floors, building materials that are less conductive of sound and
vibration, and higher tolerance for truck deliveries at all hours. The City should consider alternative
means of satisfying this requirement, such as allowing off-site construction of PDR space and/or
protection of existing PDR space at risk of displacement due to being located in districts that do not
protect PDR.
Policy 3.3.4: Provide incentives to fund, build, and/or protect PDR.
Existing measures to support PDR include protecting industrial land, providing technical and real estate
assistance to PDR businesses, funding arts organizations and programs through the existing 1% Art
Program's Public Art Trust, and supporting new construction through creative mechanisms that leverage
local and federal funding. The City should continue its commitment to the PDR sector, and explore new
strategies to build and/or protect PDR space, such as requiring higher ceiling heights in development
containing PDR.
Objective 3.4: Facilitate a vibrant retail environment that serves the needs of the community
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Central SoMa already contains a diversity of retail uses, including stores, restaurants, and personal
services like beauty salons and dry cleaners. These help meet the needs of residents, workers, and visitors.
They also provide a level of positive activity on the streets that make them safer and more pleasant.
Policy 3.4.1: Allow retail throughout the Plan Area.
Currently, retail uses can be located anywhere in the Plan Area, and this allowance should continue.
Policy 3.4.2: Require ground-floor retail along important streets.
Retail uses are currently required at the ground floors of buildings on 4th Street between Bryant and
Townsend Streets, and on 6th Street between Market and Folsom Streets. The City should extend this
requirement along impmiant pedestrian thoroughfares, including Folsom Street and the rest of 4th Street.
Policy 3.4.3: Support local, affordable, community-serving retail.
One of the many unique characteristics of the neighborhood is its diversity ofretail offerings, in terms of
types, prices, and independence. By contrast, riew development often will seek to fill its retail space with
chain stores, businesses aimed at higher income clientele, and/or businesses that cater to tourists and other
visitors. While such uses have a place in the neighborhood, the City should ensure that there is also space
for those retail uses that are local, contribute to neighborhood character, affordable, and/or community
serving. This should be done by considering limitations on formula retail and stand-alone big box stores
and by requiring micro-retail in larger development sites.

Objective 3.5: Support development of hotels
Hotels are important to the wellbeing of San Francisco- enabling our tourism sector to flourish while
also supporting impotiant civic functions through room taxes. Simultaneously, hotels can make very good
neighbors, providing lively ground floors, near 24-hour activity, and customers for local shops and
restaurants. Hotels are particularly important in Central SoMa, given the area's proximity to the Moscone
Convention Center and its transit accessibility.
Policy 3.5 .1: Allow hotels throughout the growth-oriented patis of the Plan Area.
Currently, there are patis of the Plan Area where hotels are not pennitted, even ifthey otherwise allow
residential and commercial growth. Where hotels are permitted, they are typically restricted to "boutique"
sizes of 75 rooms or less. However, the City is in need of multiple new hotels to meet demand,
particularly new "conference sized" hotels of at least 500 rooms plus meeting facilities. As such, the City
should support increasing the area where hotels are permissible to include those areas where new growth
is anticipated, and to remove the cap on room count.

Objective 3.6: Recognize the importance of nightlife uses in creating a complete neighborhood
Central SoMa Area Plan
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Nightlife is an essential part of what makes San Francisco a lively, world-class city. SoMa has a long
tradition of being a destination for nightlife, reflecting its central location and industrial legacy with
flexible building types, historically cheaper rents and relatively fewer residential neighbors. Even as the
neighborhood evolves, it is important to ensure that these uses can continue to thrive as a place for people to have fun, while being mindful of the potential for conflicts between these and sensitive uses like
housing.
Policy 3 .6.1: Allow nightlife where appropriate.
Currently, many nightlife uses are permitted in much of the Plan Area, including restaurants, bars, and
venues for arts performances. Nightclubs are permitted in the area west of 4th Street and south of
Har1ison, and are permissible with a Conditional Use Permit in much of the rest of the neighborhood. The
City should support cmitinuing allowances for nightlife uses.
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Goal #4: Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and
Transit

CONTEXT
Central SoMa is served by a widely spaced grid of major streets that form large blocks, often subdivided
by narrow streets and alleys in patterns that vary from block to block. While the narrow streets and alleys
typically serve only very local needs, the continuous grid of major streets connects city neighborhoods
and links the city to the region via Interstates 80, 280 and 101. The major streets in SoMa have multiple
lanes, widely spaced traffic signals, and are often one-way- all strategies to move automobiles and trucks
through the district at rapid speeds.
While the existing street pattern still works for traffic circulation in off-peak hours, as traffic congestion
has worsened over the decades, these streets are now often snarled with automobiles, trucks, transit, and
taxis/ridesharing services. The resulting traffic is a substantial source of air and noise pollution and
dispropmiionate rates of traffic injury, degrading the quality of life for residents, workers and visitors to
the area.
Whether at congested times or not, the present design of the major streets does not serve pedestrians well
and will ce1iainly not accommodate the pedestrian needs of the new residents, workers and visitors
contemplated by this Plan. Design that primarily accommodates the needs of motor vehicles relegates the
needs of people walking to a secondary status. The result is unsafe and unpleasant conditions for
pedestrians: many sidewalks do not meet minimum city standards; signalized or even marked crosswalks
are few and far between; many crosswalks at major intersections are closed to pedestrians; and long
crossing distances increase exposure to traffic. The combination of high traffic speeds and volumes and
poor pedestrian infrastructure is reflected in the high rate of pedestrian injuries seen throughout the Plan
Area.
The existing conditions are also quite poor for people riding bicycles, and discourage others from cycling
in this neighborhood. On most streets, bicycles are expected to share lanes with much heavier and faster
moving motor vehicles. Where bicycle lanes exist, they place cyclists between moving traffic and parked
cars and do not protect cyclists from right-turning vehicles at intersections. Insufficient facilities for
people riding bicycles are reflected in the high rate of injuries to bicyclists seen throughout the Plan Area.
For people on transit, the story is more mixed. The Plan Area is well served by regional transit systems
with dedicated rights-of-way, such as BART and Caltrain. Transit service to the neighborhood will be
greatly improved with the completion of the Central Subway project, providing frequent and rapid northsouth service through the heart of Central SoMa. Myriad local and regional bus lines serve the area.
However, those buses that share the street network with other vehicles are often delayed by traffic.
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As San Francisco continues to grow, conditions will only worsen unless substantial changes are made
both to the design of the streets and to the way people travel. The Central SoMa Plan provides a timely
opportunity to rethink how people get to and move through the neighborhood. Pedestrian improvements
combined with traffic calming could enhance both livability and public health. With a comprehensive
network of high-quality bicycle routes, the area's flat topography and relatively good weather could
encourage more bicycling, relieving some demand on transit and for additional car trips. The dense
network of transit options makes the neighborhood a great candidate for even higher ridership, if proper
measures are put into place to enhance the reliability and speed of transit. As well, while the
neighborhood continues to grow, investment in additional capacity and new connections will be needed to
enhance and expand the existing transit network to meet the needs of the future. All of these
improvements rely on shifting the way people travel from private automobile into these other modes.
The goal of providing safe and convenient transportation in Central SoMa is admittedly daunting,
considering the existing conditions. Fortwmtely, several other complementary strategies being
implemented or undertaken by the City support this effort, in both the near and long term, including:
•

The Better Streets Plan, which facilitates improvements to sidewalks and other pedestrian
amenities;

•

The Bicycle Plan, which delivers improvements in the bicycle network;

•

Vision Zero, which provides infrastructure improvements at key locations designed to minimize
conflicts between motor vehicles and people walking and bicycling;

•

Muni Forward, which implements local transit improvements;

•

The aforementioned Central Subway, which will connect BART and Caltrain (in addition to
running from Chinatown to the Bayview);

•

The electrification of Caltrain, which will facilitate more frequent service;

•

The implementation of High Speed Rail service to San Francisco, creating convenient
connections between the economic centers of the State; and

•

The implementation of the City's Transportation Demand Management program.

Multiple major studies and transportation planning efforts will inform future transportation
investment. These studies will identify future investments necessary to support the continued
evolution of SoMa and prioritize the public benefit resources that come out of the Plan. These
include:
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•

Connect SF: This effort, launched in 2016, will produce a 50-year vision ofthe City's
transportation network and will culminate in a new, updated Transportation Element of the
General Plan and a refreshed set of major investment priorities.

•

Core Capacity Study: This regional study led by the Metropolitan Transpmtation
Commission (MTC) was staJ.ted in 2015. It is investigating near, medium and long-term
strategies to meet the growing needs of tra11sportation connections between San Francisco
and the East Bay (i.e., the Trans bay corridor) as well as core aspects of travel to and from the
"Core" of San Francisco (which includes downtown, SoMa, and Mission Bay).

OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives a11d Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of providing safe and convenient
transportation that prioritizes walking, bicycling, and transit.

Objective 4.1: Pfovide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking environment on all the streets in
the Plan Area
As a major convention and tourism destination, employment center, and residential area, Central SoMa
attracts thousands of people daily, the overwhelming majority of whom will either begin or end their trip
as pedestria11s. And as anticipated development occurs, new workers, visitors and residents will join the
thousands already there and place additional demand on the already inadequate pedestrian infrastructure.
A transformation of the streets and sidewalk will be required to accommodate people on foot and give
them enjoyable paths to travel, linger, shop, and socialize. Streets are not just for movement, but for
slowing down to socialize and take in the rhythms of the City. A complete, high quality, walking network
is necessa1·y to make all aspects of the transportation system function well.
Policy 4.1.1 Ensure streets throughout the Plan Area are designed in accordance with the City's Vision
Zero policy.
Vision Zero is San Fra11cisco's road safety policy. The City adopted Vision Zero as a policy in 2014,
committing to build better and safer streets, educate the public on traffic safety, enforce traffic laws, and
adopt policy changes that save lives. The goal is to create a culture that prioritizes traffic safety and to
ensure that mistakes on roadways do not result in serious injuries or death. The result of this collaborative
citywide effort will be safer more livable streets as San Francisco works to eliminate traffic fatalities by
2024, Vision Zero recommends that streets be improved with safety treatments that include but are not
limited to: new traffic signals; leading pedestrian intervals; paint treatments such as continental
crosswalks; comer sidewalk extensions; turn restrictions; protected bicycle facilities and
audible/accessible pedestrian signals. The City should implement all improvements in Central SoMa in
keeping with the vision and strategies of Vision Zero, with particular focus on any High Injury Corridors.
Policy 4.1.2: Ensure sidewalks on major streets meet Better Streets Plan sta11dards.
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Adequate sidewalk width is an essential ingredient in making walking a safe, convenient, and attractive
transportation option. In addition to accommodating pedestrian movement, sidewalks should be wide
enough for amenities such as trees or other landscaping and fixed or moveable seating. The Better Streets
Plan recommends fifteen feet as the optimal sidewalk width for most major streets in the Plan Area, with
twelve feet as the minimum. Some locations that attract extremely high pedestrian volumes (e.g. next to
transit stops or large office buildings) should have even wider sidewalks than fifteen feet in order to
maintain safe and pleasant walking conditions. Most major streets in the Plan Area do not meet even the
minimum recommended sidewalk width. The City should improve the major streets such that they all
meet Better Streets Plan standards.
Policy 4.1.3: Prohibit new curb cuts on key major streets and limit them elsewhere.

In sensitive places, access to parking and loading degrades the pedestrian experience, transit operations,
bicyclist safety, and general circulation. Additionally, curb cuts remove valuable sidewalk space for trees,
bicycle parking, landscaping, and other amenities. For these reasons, curb cuts should be limited along
major streets, and off-street parking and loading should be accessed from alleys and narrow streets, where
conflicts are reduced.
Policy 4.1.4: Provide signalized crosswalks across major streets.
Long distances between crosswalks inconvenience people walking and reduc.e the viability and
attractiveness of walking as a transportation option. They also provide powerful incentives for some
pedestrians to risk crossing against traffic, and are thus a serious safety concern. The current practice of
providing signalized crosswalks at intersections of two major streets means that crosswalks are usually
over 800 feet apart on major east-west streets, and 550 feet apart on major north-south streets. North of
Market Street, an area renowned worldwide for its walkability, crosswalks are at most 425 feet apart in
the

east~west

direction and not more than 275 feet apart in the north-south direction. To create a more

pedestrian-friendly environment, the City should provide an additional signalized crosswalk roughly
halfway between each major intersection, wherever possible. This would produce distances between
crosswalks roughly equivalent to those found north of Market Street. In addition, providing crosswalks at
the intersections of major and na.J.Tow streets would enhance the role of the na.J.Tow streets in the
pedestrian network.
Policy 4.1.5: Ensure there are crosswalks at all signalized intersections.
Several signalized intersections of major streets in the area prohibit people walking from crossing one leg
of the intersection, resulting in inconvenient and potentially unsafe detours for pedestrians in dense areas
and along major corridors, such as 3rd and 4th Streets. Existing City policy recommends opening such
closed crosswalks. The City should open closed crosswalks in the Plan Area whenever possible.
Policy 4.1.6: Ensure there are safe intersections at freeway ramps.
Central SoMa Area Plan
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The Plan Area has five freeway ramps: four serving I-80 at each intersection of 4th, 5th, Harrison, and
B1yant Streets, and one serving I-280 at 6th and Brannan. Each of these intersections presents challenges,
as cars used to traveling unobstructed at rapid speeds suddenly enter a street grid with more complex
traffic pattems and rrmst be attentive to people walking and bicycling. The City should work with
Caltrans to improve these transitions to better serve the needs of all modes oftranspmiation.
Policy 4.1.7: Provide comer sidewalk extensions to enhance pedestrian safety at crosswalks. in keeping
with the Better Streets Plan.
Sidewalk comer extensions ("bulb-outs") shorten the length of crosswalks and make pedestrians waiting
to cross more visible to drivers. The Better Streets Plan recommends installing sidewalk corner extensions
on certain street types to enhance safety and to provide additional space for amenities such as benches and
landscaping. The City should work to implement this recommendation of the Better Streets Plan.
Policy 4.1.8: Ensure safe and convenient conditions on nanow streets and alleys for people walking.
SoMa's narrow streets and alleys provide an important, quieter alternative to walking on the busier major
streets. Yet many of these streets do not have inviting environments for people on foot, including
insufficient (or even absent) sidewalks. On these streets, the City should enhance and improve the
experience for people walking.
Policy 4.1.9: Ensure there are street trees and street furnishings on sidewalks wherever possible, in
keeping with the Better Streets Plan.
Landscaping and street furnishings, such as fixed or moveable seating, are important in creating an
inviting environment for walking and public life. The Better Streets Plan discusses strategies for locating
amenities to create attractive and functional pedestrian enviromnents. The City should continue
implementing its recommendations in the Plan Area.
Policy 4.1.1 0: Expand the pedestrian network wherever possible through creation of new nanow streets,
alleys, and mid-block connections.
Existing City policy and zoning regulations require midblock paths through large lots in certain zoning
districts. These requirements should be retained where they exist and extended to any new zoning districts
created in Central SoMa.
Policy 4.1.11: Use public art, lighting, and other amenities to improve the pedestrian experience beneath
elevated freeways.
The unwelcoming enviromnent beneath the freeway creates an imposing physical and psychological
bmTier that divides the Plan Area into two halves. This noisy, dark, car-dominated environment makes
walking from one side of the freeway to the other an unpleasant or even intimidating experience. The City
Central SoMa Area Plan
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should use public mi, enhanced lighting, and other streetscape amenities to help improve this dreary
condition. To facilitate the addition of ati, the City should also encourage new development to locate their
required public art in this area.

Objective 4.2: Make cycling a safe and convenient transportation option throughout the Plan Area
for all ages and abilities
As a mode of transportation, bicycles have many advantages: they require no fuel, produce no emissions,
and facilities to accommodate their use are generally less expensive and space intensive than other
transportation modes. Central SoMa (m1d SoMa in general) is flat, smmy, and well situated for bicycle
travel, and thus has a much higher bicycle mode share than other patis ofthe City despite poor cycling
infrastructure. The use of bicycles can be increased with the provision of a comprehensive network of
safe and convenient bike routes, as well as destination a!llenities such as secure parking and shower
facilities.
Policy 4.2.1: Ensure that the bicycle network is in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy atld
Bicycle Strategy.
Within the Plan Area, as of 2017 there are bicycle lanes on 2nd, Howm·d, Folsom, and Townsend Streets.
These bicycle routes within atld leading to the Plan Area should be provided with best-practice safety
features in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and Bicycle Strategy, including but not limited
to protected bicycle lm1es, dedicated signals at signaled intersections, tum boxes, and high-perfonnance
pavement materials and signage.
Policy 4.2.2: Minimize gaps in the existing bicycle network by providing bicycle routes through the Plan
Area, designed for safety in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and Bicycle Strategy.

In order to ensure that cycling is an attractive transpmiation option, people must be able to cycle close to
their destination safely. In the north-south direction, the bicycle network as of2017 includes two-way
facilities on 2nd atld 5th Streets, which are more than half a mile apati. Given the density of housing, jobs
and visitor destinations in the area, this gap should be filled with new routes on 3rd and/or 4th Streets. In
the east-west direction, the bicycle network as of2017 includes two-way facilities on Townsend Street
and on the Folsom/Howm·d couplet, which similarly are more tha11 half a mile apart. This gap should be
filled, potentially with a new two-way route on Brmman Street. All new bicycle routes should be provided
with state-of-the-art safety features in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy and Bicycle
Strategy, with particular focus on any High Injury Corridors, including but not limited to protected cycle
tracks, dedicated signals at signaled intersections, tum boxes, atld high-performance pavement materials
and signage.
Policy 4.2.3: Provide additional bicycle infrastructure, such as bicycle parking, to suppmi ridership.
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In addition to safe and convenient cycling routes, increasing the proportion of trips taken by bicycles
depends on other suppmiive facilities including bicycle parking. The City should study additional
methods for increasing on- and off-street bicycle parking. Space needs for bike-sharing stations should
also be considered a key component in the design of streets as well as major new developments and open
spaces.
Objective 4.3: Ensure that transit serving the Plan Area is adequate, reliable and pleasant
Public transpmiation is fundamental to accommodating the movement of large populations of workers
and residents to, within and through the City. The levels of density and activity proposed for Central
SoMa are possible only when the majority of its workers, visitors, and residents use transit to move about.
A circulation network that prioritizes transit will support the creation of the public spaces, walking
environment and bicycle network that are envisioned for the area. Moreover, several Central SoMa streets
are part of the central hub of San Francisco's and the region's transit network, and service delays or
problems in the Plan Area can radiate throughout the network. For these reasons it is critical to facilitate
transit movements in the area.
Policy 4.3 .1: Provide a robust network oflanes that are exclusively for transit.
Dedicated transit lanes expedite surface transit movement, improve transit traveltime, and support more
efficient operating costs by allowing for more reliable and consistent headways, especially during peak
hours. Existing dedicated transit lanes within the plan area are located along portions of 3rd, 4th and
Mission Streets. The City should provide new dedicated transit lanes on other major streets in the Plan
Area as necessary. Such dedicated transit lanes should be designed with "self-enforcing" elements,
wherever possible, to discourage or prevent use by unauthorized private vehicles. These include curbs,
channelizers and colored or textured pavements.
Policy 4.3.2: Suppmi funding for maintaining a state of good repair of the existing fleet and
infrastructure.
As the Plan Area develops, it will contain a higher percentage of the city's jobs and residents than it does
today. As such, it should contribute commensurately to ensuring that the existing fleet and infrastructure
is able to move those workers and residents throughout the city.
Policy 4.3 .3: Support funding to implement the Muni Forward program.
The Muni Forward program is the City's ongoing effmi to modernize and rationalize the transit system,
including an emphasis on the most heavily traveled lines. Many of these heavily traveled lines serve
Central SoMa. As such, new development in the Plan Area should contlibute their share towards
implementing the Mw1i Forward program.
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Policy 4.3.4: Support funding to meet future needs for local and regional transit service to the Plan Area.
As a jobs center, a substantial pm1ion of workers coming to Central SoMa will do so from the
surrounding counties. Many of these workers will rely on transit systems that even today are facing
capacity constraints- including BART, which is the regional transit workhorse, especially in the
Trans bay corridor. Caltrain too, which directly serves the Plan Area, is straining w1der booming ridership.
As such, development in Central SoMa should support necessary transit investments, serving as a source
of local money to advance critical improvements in expanding service and capacity to serve SoMa and to
leverage larger regional, state, and federal contributions for major projects.
Policy 4.3.5: Study adjustment of transit services to serve the demand from the increase in jobs and
housing in the neighborhood.
As the area develops, transit service needs are likely to evolve as well. As such, the City should study
adjustments to the transit network and levels of service to the Plan Area to ensme that it adequately serves
evolving needs, particularly in the area south of the freeway, which is expected to experience the most
growth and transformation froin low-intensity to high-density uses.
Objective 4.4: Encourage mode shift away from private automobile usage
Implementing the Objectives above can provide the physical improvements necessary to encourage
efficient and enviro111llentally sustainable modes of transportation, and commensmate reduction in private
automobile trips. This mode shift will also require providing only as much parking as is appropriate for
the urban context and availability of transportation alternatives. Other strategies should also provide
incentives to choose more sustainable modes of transportation.
Policy 4.4.1: Limit the amount of parking in new development.
The availability and price of parking play an important role in individual mode choice- plentiful and
cheap parking encourages automobile use. Existing off-street parking maximums should be retained and
strengthened, reflective of the plentiful availability of transit options and investments planned and
underway.
Policy 4.4.2: Utilize Transportation Demand Management strategies to encourage use of alternatives to
the private automobile.
The City has successfully used Transportation Demand Management (TDM) tools in the downtown area
to achieve very high pedestrian, transit and bicycle mode shares, and in 201 7 expanded TDM
requirements to the whole city. Development in Central SoMa should employ TDM measmes for all new
development, such as parking management and pricing, free or discounted transit passes, coordination of
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private shuttle services, and coordination of car sharing and bicycle sharing distribution, discounts, and
related programs.
Objective 4.5: Accommodate regional, through, and delivery traffic where necessary, but mitigate
the impacts of such traffic on local livability and circulation
For the foreseeable future, some streets in Central SoMa will serve as citywide and regional auto
connections, mainly because of their relation to freeway access points. There is also pressure on the
streets caused by demand from ride sharing and e-commerce. These important demands on the street
should be balanced with other necessmy street functions.
Policy 4.5.1: Maintain the ability of certain streets to accommodate through-traffic while ensuring they
meet minimum needs for safety and comfort of all road users.
B1yant and Harrison Street should continue to accommodate through-traffic in SoMa. However,
increasing livability and protecting local circulation on these streets may require some reduction in
vehicle capacity, a reduction that may to a ce1tain extent be balm1ced by shifting local travel to other
modes.
Policy 4.5.2: Design buildings to accommodate delivery of people and goods with a minimum of conflict.
The movement of people and goods will continue to be impmtant in the neighborhood. The rise of ride
sharing has created new demands to accommodate convenient loading at both residential and nonresidential buildings. The uptick in intemet sales means residential buildings will need to accommodate
increased deliveries. Additionally, Central SoMa will continue to be a neighborhood with many
businesses, and these businesses will need loading capacity for goods. All of these trends are supportive
of the goal of enabling people to live without private automobiles. The City should ensure that loading is
considered a11d prioritized in the context of street redesign projects and on-street parking management.
Off-street loading facilities, pmticularly for larger projects, should not compromise the interface of
buildings with the public realm.
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Goal #5: Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities

CONTEXT
Central SoMa currently suffers from a shmiage of public parks and recreational opportunities relative to
number of residents, workers and visitors to the area. This is largely due to its industrial history. Within
the Plan Area there is only one outdoor recreational space: South Park. There are also smaller indoor and
outdoor passive spaces as well as private indoor gyms. Importantly, there are three large public facilities
just outside the Plan Area that serve the people of Central SoMa: Yerba Buena Gardens, Gene Friend
Recreation Center, and Victoria Manalo Draves Park. Given the superior public transit in Central SoMa,
area residents have access to a broad range of other recreational opportunities in the City. However, given
the length of blocks and limited number offacilities, substantial portions of the Plan Area lack easy
access to playgrow1ds, public sports courts, and quiet spaces for more contemplative activities.
By increasing the population in Central SoMa, the need for parks and recreational opportunities will only
increase. Fortunately, the Central SoMa Plan presents an excellent opportunity to build new parks and
recreational facilities, provide the funding to maintain them, and the activity to keep them well used.
Seizing these opportunities will require dedicated and strategic focus.
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of offering an abw1dance of parks and
recreational opportunities in Central SoMa.

Objective 5.1: Maximize the benefit provided by existing parks and recreational facilities
The existing parks in and around Central SoMa, though modest in size, provide important resources.
However, they will need investment to enl1ance their long-tenn viability. It is also likely that new parks
and recreational opportunities will not be built until several years after adoption of the Plan. Therefore, it
is 1iecessary to ensure that existing parks and recreational centers are optimized.
Policy 5 .1.1: Support funding for the rehabilitation of Gene Friend Recreation Center.
The Gene Friend Recreation Center is a park and recreational center at the northwest comer of 6th and
Folsom Streets, just outside the Plan Area. It serves the residents and workers of SoMa with indoor and
outdoor basketball, weight room, lawn area, playground, and indoor space for dancing, art, and events.
The Recreation and Parks Department is currently developing a renovation plan to update the facilities
and increase capacity. As an impmiant resource for the community, new development in Central SoMa
should contribute to the funding of this important prQject.
Policy 5.1.2: Support funding for improved programming at Victoria Manalo Draves Park.
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Victoria Manalo Draves Park lies half a block west of the Plan Area between Folsom and Harrison
Streets. At 2.5 acres, the park is the largest green space in the SoMa neighborhood and enjoys abundant
sunlight due to its southern orientation and wide street frontages. Despite the opportunity, it is currently
not being utilized to its full potential, often due to a lack of programming and other forms of activation.
Added density will increase the demand for outdoor recreation and green spaces. To best utilize this
resource, new development in Central SoMa Plan should contribute funding to the programming and
reconfiguration ofthis park in order to maximize active uses.
Policy 5.1.3: Explore funding for the rehabilitation ofYerba Buena Gardens.
Yerba Buena Gardens the name for a series of parks, recreational spaces, and cultural amenities built atop
the Moscone Convention Center, spanning the two blocks between 3rd Street and 4th Street from Mission
Street to Folsom Street, as well as additional space north on the north side of Mission Street. Recreational
amenities in Yerba Buena Gardens include large plazas, lawns, gardens, a playground, a bowling alley, a
skating rink, and a historic carousel. These amenities directly serve the northern part of the Plan Area, in
addition to being a regional and even international attraction.
At the time ofthe writing of this Plan in 2017, responsibility for maintenance, capital investment, and
operations of Yerba Buena Gardens is being transferred from the Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (successor to the Redevelopment Agency) to other City agencies. This transfer includes the
loss of some existing funding streams and uncertainty about future funding streams. As the City identifies
and implements funding strategies for Yerba Buena Gardens, it should explore the role of new
development in Central SoMa in contributing to the lasting wellbeing ofthis world-class attraction.
Policy 5.1.4: Explore additional strategies to fund existing parks and recreation centers.
In addition to City money, there are often other sources available to fund existing parks and recreation
centers. Tlus includes federal and state funding, as well as other grants and potential partnerships. The
City should explore ways to receive this money in support of the parks and recreation centers that serve
Central SoMa.

Objective 5.2: Create new public parks
New public parks in Central SoMa are needed to provide much needed green space, a respite from the
busy streets, and opportunities for active recreation for children, adults, and even dogs;
Policy 5.2.1: Create a new public park in the highest growth portion ofthe Plan Area.
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Most of the new development of jobs and housing proposed by the Plan is slated to occur in the southwest
portion of the Plan Area, generally between the I-80 freeway and Townsend Street west of3rd Street.
Currently, this area does not have any public parks. The City has identified an opportunity for a park on
the block bounded by 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan Streets making use of the publicly-owned parcel at
639 Bryant Street, which is used by SFPUC as a storage lot. A park on the interior of this site could, like
South Park, be accessed by numerous streets and alleys and activated by adjacent uses such as ground
floor retail and PDR. The City should work towards the creation of a park at this location.
Policy 5.2.2: Create a new linear park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th Street.
Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th Streets offers an opportunity to repurpose underutilized street rightof-way as a new park. Bluxome Street is functionally an alley and does not serve major circulation
purposes, but is extraordinarily wide (70') compared to other SoMa alleys (typically 35'-40'). The wide
street is currently devoted primarily to angled parking. The City should rebalance the right-of-way
allocation by expanding the pedestrian area on one side of the street and consolidating the vehicular area
to two lanes of traffic and one parallel parking lane. Tllis would allow nearly one-half acre of open space
to be created on the block. Coordination with the adjacent development will provide a strong connection
to this space and help make it successful.
Policy 5.2.3: Pursue the creation of a large new park within or near Central SoMa to serve the burgeoning
greater SoMa area.
In many neighborhoods, a large multi-acre park serves as the common gathering and recreational center

for the whole cmmnunity and helps define the neighborhood (e.g., Washington Square for North Beach,
Alamo Square for the Western Addition, Bernal Heights Park for Bernal, and Dolores Park for the
Mission and Castro). These Parks provide relief from the urban enviromnent that only a large space can.
Yerba Buena Gardens and Victoria Manalo Draves currently play that role in SoMa, but as the
neighborhood grows the need for a new large park will also grow. The City should pursue the creation of
such a signature, neighborhood-defining park within the vicinity of Plan Area, such as on a portion of the
Caltrain Railyards.
Objective 5.3: Create new public recreational opportunities
Public recreational facilities, such as spaces for athletics and cultural activities, are essential outlets for
residents and workers to engage in fun, exercise and stimulating activity. Facilities for active recreation,
such as basketball courts and skateparks, can be located in parks, but they can also be in buildings or
other spaces not suitable for traditional neighborhood parks. As such, with forethought and creativity,
there are more opportunities for incorporating recreational facilities into this highly urban area.
Policy 5.3 .1: Increase the amount of public recreation center space, including the creation of a new public
recreation center.
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The Plan Area is presently served by the Gene Ftiend Recreation Center at 6th and Folsom just outside
the Plan boundary. However, as the residential and worker population grows in the greater SoMa
neighborhood, there will likely be demand for an additional Recreation Center. The City should pursue
the creation of such a facility within or near the Plan Area to serve this expected demand and coordinate
the amenities and offerings with those available at Gene Friend.
Policy 5.3.2: Develop public recreational facilities under the I-80 freeway.
There is currently ample unutilized land under I-80 between 4th and 6th Streets. With such projects as the
SoMa West Skatepark and Dog Run, the City has demonstrated that a public recreational facility under a
freeway can simultaneously meet the community's recreational needs and create safer and more pleasant
conditions for pedestrians. As such, the City should work with Caltrans to pursue the potential for
providing similar faciliti\!S underneath I-80.
Objective 5.4: Utilize the street right-of-way for additional green spaces, gathering and recreational
opportunities
In a dense neighborhood such as Central SoMa, it is important to utilize every opportunity to provide
respites and gathering spaces. One oppottunity to do so is by utilizing space on the narrow streets and
alleys, including new mid-block cmmections.
Policy 5.4.1: Where appropriate, promote pedestrian-only or shared-street design concepts for narrow
streets, alleys, and mid-block cotmections.
Central SoMa's narrow-streets and alleys are important for pedestrian circulation, but often carty a low
volume of cars. Even more of these public rights-of-way will be created as part of the development of
large parcels in the Plan Area. Where appropriate, these areas should be designed to be pedestrian-only or
"shared streets," where vehicular use is minimized. On such streets, the City should increase green spaces
and provide amenities for gathering, such as benches and tables. Where streets are fully pedestrian-only,
the City could provide additional recreational amenities, such as playgrounds.
Policy 5.4.2: Improve 2nd and Folsom Streets as Green Connections per the City's Green Connections
Plan.
The Green Connections plan aims to increase access to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront by
envisioning a network of "green connectors"- city streets that will be upgraded to make it safer and more
pleasant to travel to parks by walking, biking, and other forms of active transportation. Within the Central
SoMa plan area, 2nd and Folsom Streets are identified as Green Connections. These streets should be
improved in accordance with the Green Connections Design Toolkit.
Objective 5.5: Augment the public open space and recreation network with privately-owned public
open spaces (POPOS)
Central SoMa Area Plan
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Planning Code requirements adopted in the Eastern Neighborhoods in 2008 require all non-residential
development to provide open space, but unlike the Downtown, none of tllis space has been required to be
publicly accessible. By contrast, privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) have been a staple of the
downtown for over 30 years, providing impmtant gathering places and interesting public spaces.
However, by nature of their upper-floor location and limited hours, their primary function has been to
serve the daytime needs of downtown office workers. The Recreation and Open Space Element, updated
in 2014, specifically recommends expanding the POPOS requirements outside the Downtown to other
mixed use areas, like Central SoMa, in order to augment the open space and recreation system.
Policy 5.5.1: Require new non-residential development and encourage residential development to provide
POPOS that address the needs of the community.
To help address the demand for parks and recreational ameilities created by new development, POPOS
should be required in new non-residential development and encouraged in new residential development.
These POPOS should be designed to help meet the needs of the commmlity through such strategies as
being at street level, inviting, open extended hours, and featuring needed amenities like play areas,
community gardens and dog runs. The City should preference that these POPOS be open to the sky,
except where there are particularly unpleasant environmental conditions, the outdoor space would
undermine the experience for people walking, or where they provide an active recreational amenity that
will benefit from being indoors. POPOS can also contribute to the environmental sustainability goals by
managing storm water and providing other environmental benefits.

Objective 5.6: Ensure the neighborhood's parks and recreation offerings function as a network and
complement the facilities of the broader SoMa area
The implementation of the Objectives and Policies described above will result in a substantial increase in
the amount of space dedicated to parks and recreational facilities within Central SoMa. To maximize their
value to the community, it is important that these spaces function as a network that systematically
addresses needs.
Policy 5.6.1: Design the parks and recreational opportunities in a systematic manner to serve the
community's needs.
There are many different needs that can be addressed by parks and recreation facilities. This includes
playgrounds for children of varying age groups, fields and comts for playing sports, dog play areas, multipurpose recreation buildings to serve a variety of activities, and passive spaces for multiple kinds of social
gathering and personal time. The parks and recreational facilities currently serving Central SoMa should
be programmed to address this diversity of needs that will continue to evolve with time, tastes, and
population changes. This would entail developing and implementing a parks and recreation strategy for ·
the Plan Area and/or larger South of Market area. This strategy could identify the neighborhood needs in
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the context of both existing and planned facilities and population, as well as identifying potential
locations to meet these needs.
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Goal #6: Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood

CONTEXT
Central SoMa is poised to become a truly sustainable (healthy, green, efficient), resilient, and regenerative
neighborhood where urban development gives more to the environment than it takes. In such a
community, buildings use 100 percent greenhouse gas-free energy (much of it generated within the
neighborhood); carbon emissions and fossil fuels are completely eliminated; non-potable water is
captured, treated, and re-used within the district to conserve potable water and eliminate waste; nature is a
daily experience, with greening and biodiversity thriving on streets, buildings, and parks; and zero solid
waste is sent to the landfill.
To achieve tlus bold vision, the City is committed to advancing livability and environmental performance
through innovative and neighborhood-scale systems, projects, and programs. Creative partnerships
between residents, organizations, businesses, and govenunent entities help ensure sustainability targets
are achieved and progress is tracked over time. The results will be palpable to the daily experiences of
people living, working, and visiting the neighborhood, and will place Central SoMa at the forefront of
action on global climate change.
All of this will require an intentional and substantial shift from today's conditions and business-as-usual
approaches. At a time of ever-increasing awareness of the threats of climate change, considerable
greenhouse gas emissions are generated from inefficient and fossil-fuel based energy use in buildings and
vehicle transportation. While recent drought conditions have heightened concerns about the City's water
supply, a substantial amount continues to be wasted every day through inefficient use and disposal.
Reflective of its industrial and auto-dominated history, the neighborhood is severely lacking in quality
pedestrian environments and nature. With substantial low-lying areas built on fill, the neighborhood is
also at risk from earthquakes and flooding, which could be exacerbated by sea level rise in the long term.
And while the City is a world leader in waste diversion from landfills, there is still work to be done at the
very local level to achieve our goal of
zero waste. Finally, Central SoMa has been identified by the State's Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment's Cal Enviroscreen tool as an area dispropmiionately exposed to and at risk fi:om high
pollution levels, in part because of its proximity to an elevated, regional freeway corridor. Because the
area also includes a higher proportion of disadvantaged residents, it is especially important that the
Objectives and Policies of the Plan incorporate enviromnental justice considerations that help protect the
commmuty from poor health. These include effmis to improve air quality, as well to create public
facilities, facilitate access to healthy food, provide safe and sanitary housing, promote physical activity,
and foster civic engagement.
While the litany of environmental challenges is daunting, there is also tremendous oppmiunity in Central
SoMa. Implementation of this Plan will result in a substantial nmnber of new buildings, infrastructure
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investment, and public benefits within the Plan Area, leading to dramatic opportunities for significant
improvements to environmental quality. Given cunent State and City regulations, new buildings are
required to be greener and more resilient than buildings from earlier eras. However, additional costeffective regulations for new development, such as living roofs and the use of 100 percent greenhouse
gas-free electricity can help ensure that individual projects are environmentally sustainable and resilient
to a degree that provides restorative benefits to the larger neighborhood. Similarly, implementation ofthis
Plan will result in are-envisioning of the streets, sidewalks, and open spaces of the Plan Area-not only
to be more vibrant and safer, but also to complement the neighborhood's environmental health and
resilience. Strategies include the incorporation of beneficial elements, such as trees, green infrastructure
for stonnwater management, and energy efficient street lights. Finally, the Plan establishes a framework
for innovation, to enable the latest and greatest technologies and design approaches to _be applied to the
built environment, like passive design and district-scale utility systems that service multiple buildings to
heighten efficiencies.
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES TO FULFILL THIS GOAL
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the Plan's Goal of creating an environmentally
sustainable and resilient neighborhood in Central SoMa.
Objective 6.1: Develop a comprehensive strategy for creating an environmentally sustainable and
resilient neighborhood
In many policy areas, the City is a national and global leader in environmental sustainability and
resiliency. That being said, many of the City's policies and programs are implemented independently
from one another. Moving from cunent conditions to an environmentally sustainable and resilient
neighborhood will necessitate a huge shift in existing practices across a number of topic areas. Achieving
this shift will require the establishment of a comprehensive strategy that can serve as a blueprint over
many years of implementation. By focusing on the neighborhood scale, the City can be more targeted and
opportunistic than citywide strategies, while benefiting from economies of scale not available at the level
of the individual buildings. Coordinated implementation can also leverage neighborhood-scale resources
and expertise, by providing a platfonn for community members, institutions, and businesses to engage
with city leaders and utility providers to meet ambitious sustainability goals and tangible quality oflife
improvements.
Policy 6.1.1: Create an implementing entity within the City.CwTently, numerous City departments are
involved in implementing disparate strategies aimed at meeting San Francisco's myriad of environmental
sustainability and resiliency goals. Neither the goals nor the strategies are typically neighborhood-specific
or approached in relation to each other, so opportunities for efficiency and co-benefits are often missed.
To ensure the effective implementation of the City's comprehensive strategy, an implementing entity
should be identified within the City's government. This entity will be able to operate at the neighborhood
level across all topic areas, and thus be able to identify possible synergies and unique opportunities that
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would not be apparent under the existing system. This team would work closely with all relevant agencies
and community partners to facilitate the sharing of knowledge and to realize District-specific strategies.
Policy 6.1.2: Provide guidance to private and public entities
Effective implementation will require the ongoing participation of a number of public and private entities.
To coordinate their actions, the City should create a sustainable neighborhoods guide, including the
vision, objectives, policies, and implementation measures necessary to create an environmentally
sustainable and resilient neighborhood, as well as technical resources, precedents, and guidelines. Such a
document should aim to facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the issues· and the strategies
proposed to address them, whereas such infonnation is currently diffused across multiple documents and
agencies.
Policy 6.1.3: Ensure that environmental sustainability and resiliency is considered holistically in public
investment decisions.
The City has multiple bodies designed to guide investment in public areas, including street improvements
and the creation and improvement of parks. The City should make sure that the goal of environmental
sustainability and resiliency is factored into all of these decisions for Central SoMa by including the
implementing team into relevant processes, such as the Interagency Plan Implementation Team (IPIC)
and the Streets Design Advisory Team (SDAT).
Policy 6.1.4: Ensure that property owners, developers, and tenants have the opportunity to maximize
enviromnental sustainability and resilience.
The City has an important role in shaping new residential and commercial development to ensure that it
meets development and design standards. The City should leverage its involvement in this process to
provide advice, direction, and encouragement to new development to maximize its enviromnental
sustainability and resilience. The City should also work proactively with owners of existing buildings as
to their role in the neighborhood's environmental sustainability and resiliency, including oppmtunities to
invest in efficiency upgrades through green teclmologies and techniques, and to engage residents,
workers, and visitors on how individual actions cumulatively have major impacts.
Policy 6.1.5: Continue to evolve the reguixements and recommendations with changing needs and
technologies.
Achieving true environmental sustainability and resiliency will require a inajor shift in the way we
currently treat energy, water, refuse, landscaping, etc. In implementing this comprehensive strategy, it
may become apparent that certain necessary strategies are not economically, physically, or
technologically possible at a given time. However, there is rapid innovation occurring globally in the field
of sustainability, as populations around the world struggle with similar issues as Central SoMa. As such,
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the City should continue to monitor changes in the field, educate partners, and upgrade requirements as
necessary, to help fulfill the vision of this Goal.
Objective 6.2: Minimize greenhouse gas emissions
Global climate change, caused by excess greenhouse gas emissions, may be the single largest
environmental issue for the present century. It is already affecting weather patterns and ecosystems,
causing sea level rise, and population migrations. No single entity is responsible for climate change, and
no single entity can solve it-the collective action of billions of people across the planet is required.
Recognizing this concem, San Francisco has established aggressive goals for reduction of greenhouse
gases. Compared to 1990 levels, the City already achieved its target of 20 percent reduction by 2012 and
25 percent reduction by 2017, and is seeking to reach 40 percent reduction by 2025 and 80 percent
reduction by 2050. The City is aiming for all buildings to use 100 percent renewable electricity by 2030
and to reduce energy consumption in existing commercial buildings by 2.5 percent mmually. The City
also wants to shift transportation away from automobile usage, having already met its goal that 50 percent
of all trips within San Francisco be taken by other means by 2017, and seeking to reach 80 percent by
2050.
To help meet these targets, the City has instituted a suite ofrequirements. The City can build on these
measures in Central SoMa through tm·geted strategies on buildings, utilities, and transpmiation. These
additional measures m·e necessary to help San Francisco and the State meet its aggressive targets for
reducing greenhouse gases. Increased greening in the Plan Area, as discussed under Objective 6.4 below,
will also suppoti the reduction of greenhouse gases.
Policy 6.2.1: Maximize energy efficiency in the built enviromnent.
In San Francisco, about half of all greenhouse gas emissions are produced by building systems and
equipment (e.g., heating, cooling, appliances, lighting, etc.). The easiest way to reduce building emissions
is by increasing the efficiency of energy use. As such, the City should continue implementing cunent
measures for new and existing buildings, such as 1) requiring all newly constructed buildings (and major
renovations) to meet or exceed Califomia's Title-24 Energy Code by up to 10 percent; 2) requiring all
existirtg commercial buildings larger than 10,000 square feet of conditioned space to complete energy
benclunm·king, have an energy audit conducted by a qualified professional, and share key data about
building performance with the City; and 3) requiring homes to be retrofit with energy efficiency measures
at the time of sale. The City should also ensure that buildings have every oppmiunity to exceed existing
requirements, and should seek new ways to fmiher increase efficiency. The City should also ensure that
street lighting is as efficient as possible.
Policy 6.2.2: Maximize onsite renewable energy generation.
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Renewable energy harnesses the stm, wind, and movement of water without depleting the source. The
field of local renewable energy generation is rapidly evolving, and solar energy is already an
economically viable alternative to non-renewable energy sources such as fossil fuels. Recognizing this,
the City recently passed legislation that requires most new development projects to include solar
installations on 15 percent of their roof area (photo voltaic and/or solar thermal hot water). Because
Central SoMa's buildings and climates are especially suited to solar power, the City should expand this
potential to iarger roof areas and building facades. To exemplify the maximization of onsite renewable
energy generation, the City could undertake a demonstration project on a public building within the Plan ·
Area.
Policy 6.2.3: Satisfy 100 percent of electricity demand using greenhouse gas-free power supplies.
After maximizing energy efficiency and onsite renewable energy generation, many buildings will still
need to purchase electricity. Any purchase of electricity from greenhouse gas-emitting sources (coal,
natural gas, etc.) will contribute to climate change, even if that electricity is generated far from San
Francisco. As such, the City should require that buildings in Central SoMa purchase the remainder of
their electricity from greenhouse gas-free power sources.
Policy 6.2.4: Explore strategies to reduce fossil fuel use in buildings.

In addition to electricity, buildings use fossil fuels such as natural gas and oil for heating, cooling, and
cooking. The City should explore economically viable alternatives to these fossil fuels, and potentially
develop requirements for all-electric systems and/or use of renewable energy sources in lieu of these
fossil fuels.

Policy 6.2.5: Minimize transportation-based greenhouse gas emissions.
In San Francisco, moving people and goods generates about 40 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions.
The City has already instituted numerous strategies to shift travel mode away from private automobiles,
such as investing in new transportation infrastructure (e.g., the Central Subway and new bicycle lanes)
and requiring large development to provide shuttles, transit passes, and/or other strategies to reduce
driving, while simultaneously constraining supply through the reduction of parking allowed in new
development. The City should continue implementing these measures. In addition, the City should seek
ways to further minimize transportation-based greenhouse gas emissions in Central SoMa, such as
facilitating electric vehicle use through the provision of ample charging stations and other infrastructure,
and exploring ways to curb emissions from idling trucks.
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Objective 6.3: Minimize water waste
The recent multi-year severe drought conditions in California only exacerbate the need to address the
extreme inefficiencies of our cunent patterns of water use and vulnerability of our potable water supplies.
Recognizing this, the City and State have both developed targets around water usage. The State has
established a goal of 20 percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020 from the per capita urban water
use in 2010-a target that San Francisco has already achieved through strategies discussed in the policies
below.
The Central SoMa Plan Area is well positioned to lead the City's effort towards a more sustainable water
policy, due to factors such as:
•

The large amount of new development that can utilize the best technologies and practices for
water efficiency, as well as implement on-site infrastructure systems for non-potable water
capture, storage, and re-use systems; both within individual buildings and ideally between
multiple projects.

•

The large number of streetscape projects will provide numerous opportunities to implement
technologies and best practices for capturing, treating, and reusing stormwater as a non-potable
water source for inigation and street cleaning.

Policy 6.3.1: Efficiently use potable water.
Because there will always be a demand for potable water for drinking, bathing, and cooking, and because
water is a precious resource, it is imperative that it is used in the most efficient way possible. The City
already requires that all new buildings install efficient f1xtures; that existing properties repair plumbing
leaks and replace inefficient plumbing fixtures (toilets, urinals, faucets, and showerheads) with highefficiency models by 2017 or upon major improvements; and tliat all projects with 1,000 square feet or
more of new or modified landscape area design, install, and maintain efficient irrigation systems, utilize
low water-use plantings, and calculate a water budget. The City should continue implementing these
requirements, and should seek additional strategies to increase potable water efficiency and conservation
in Central SoMa.
Policy 6.3.2: Increase non-potable water use in buildings.
Upwards of 7 5 percent of building functions do not require potable water, including toilet flushing,
irrigation, and building cooling systems. Since 1991, the City has required new construction and major
alterations in large parts of the city (including all of Central SoMa) to install dual plumbing ("purple
pipes") for use with future recycled water sources. In 2015 the City struied requiring the largest of these
buildings (250,000 square feet and greater) to strut capturing and treating non-potable water onsite ru1d
utilizing it via the dual plumbing system, and for buildings 40,000 square feet or more to study the
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potential to do so. The City should continue these requirements, and seek ways to make this requirement
more efficient by linking multiple buildings into the same non-potable system, an opportunity which is
particular to Central SoMa due to the large scale of future development and the concentration of major
new development in a small geographic area. The City should also explore additional ways to shift from
potable to non-potable water use in building.
Policy 6.3.3: Increase non-potable water use in parks, open spaces, sidewalks, and streets.
Landscaping and street cleaning are two water-intensive uses for which non-potable water could be
substituted for potable water. In major public open spaces in Central SoMa, the City should capture and
use stormwater for irrigation and toilet flushing. The City should also install sufficient non-potable water
filling stations to satisfY all street cleaning needs in the neighborhood.

Objective 6.4: Support biodiversity, access to nature, and a healthy ecosystem
Reflecting its urbanized, industrial past, there is very little natural habitat or greening in Central SoMa.
Nearly 90 percent of the neighborhood is covered in impervious surfaces, and there is substantially less
tree coverage in SoMa than elsewhere in the city. Additionally, the existing plants in the Plan Area are
generally not supportive oflocal wildlife, such as birds and butterflies. As a result, today's residents,
\

workers, and visitors have very little access to nature, which studies have shown is essential to mental and
physical health and to human development.
The City has very few targets and programs regarding biodiversity and natural habitat. Present
requirements of new development are limited to street tree planting and bird-safe building design. In
Central SoMa, there is an opportunity to greatly surpass existing requirements·, by maximizing the
quantity and quality of greening in both public spaces and private propetty.
Policy 6.4.1: Maximize greening of parks, streets, and other publicly-accessible spaces.
The City's Urban Forest Plan seeks to maximize street trees and sidewalk gardens. The City's Better
Streets Plan already requires that new development provide street trees every 20 feet. The City should
continue tllis policy, while following the Urban Forest Plan by filling in the gaps along street frontages
where new development is not occurring. The City should pay special attention to greening efforts around
the freeway corridor, which could provide substantial benefits in terms of air quality, habitat creation, and
beautification. The City should also require that open spaces are maximally greened, including witllin
privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) that are to be provided as part of new commercial
development.
Policy 6.4.2: Maximize greening of rooftops and walls.
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Buildings cover well over half of the land in Central SoMa and typically have large flat roofs. Almost all
the roofs and walls of these buildings are devoid of any plant life. This provides a tremendous opportunity
for greening and biodiversity- particularly from new buildings, which can be designed appropriately to
handle the logistics of watering and soil loads. The City should therefore require a substantial portion of
the roofs of new buildings be "living," including locally appropriate plants, open space, stonnwater
management, and urban agriculture. To demonstrate the feasibility and efficacy of such living roofs, the
City should build a "demonstration" roof on a public building within the Plan Area. To maximize
efficient use of space, the City should also encourage living walls on buildings wherever possible.
Policy 6.4.3: Ensure that greening supports habitat and biodiversity.
Supporting biodiversity and access to nature requires not only quantity of greening, but quality and
location. As such, the City should ensure plantings in the neighborhood's new buildings, open spaces,
sidewalks, and streets are native, habitat supportive, and climate appropriate species. In addition,
individual green areas should be planned with consideration of adjacent opportunities to create green
connections and conidors. The City should also continue implementing its landmark bird-safe buildings
standards.
Objective 6.5: Improve air quality
San Francisco's air quality has improved over the past decades, in part due to cleaner fuels and trends
away from an industrial economy. Additionally, the State, region, and City have all developed regulations
and implementation strategies to reduce impacts from a myriad of contaminants from a range of sources
(such as vehicles, construction practices, and off-gassing materials). That being said, relative to other
neighborhoods, Central SoMa has a high volume of emissions from car and truck traffic

both from its

surface streets, which have been designed primarily for heavy vehicular traffic, and the elevated regional
freeway that bisects it. There are also higher building emissions from diesel generators and fire pumps
relative to less developed neighborhoods. Commensurately, the area has a higher incidence of air
pollution-related hospitalization rates. Additionally, there i:s the potential for higher heat levels due to the
high concentrations of constructed, non-reflective surfaces and lack of greenery in the neighborhood.
These areas continue to be concerns that the City should seek to address.
Policy 6.5.1: Support a reduction in vehicle miles traveled.
As discussed thoroughly in Goal #4, a key priority is to shift travel demand in Central SoMa towards
transit and non-polluting modes such as walking and bicycling. While such measures are important to the
efficiency, safety, and attractiveness of the transportation network, they simultaneously have a
tremendous benefit in improving local air quality. The City should make sure that the air quality benefits
of such transportation improvements are prominently featured in any discussion of the merits of these
policies.
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Policy 6.5.2: Utilize greening to reduce pollution and heat.

In addition to beautification and biodiversity benefits, many trees and plants are natural filters for
pollution and capable of absorbing heat. The City should therefore suppmi substantial greening effmis in
Central SoMa that maximize air quality improvements, as discussed under Objective 6.4 above.
Policy 6.5.3: Improve air quality around the freeway.
Given the sheer volume of vehicles and its elevated nature, the area around the I-80 freeway continues to
have the worst air quality in the Plan Area related to pollutants, including fine and ultra-fine pmticulate
matter. The City should work diligently to improve the air quality in this area, through such measures as
reducing emission sources, intensive greening in and around the corridor, and technological solutions,
such as air filtering systems and material surfaces.
Policy 6.5.4: Utilize healthier buildings materials m1d technologies that improve indoor and outdoor air
quality.
Building materials and operations can off-gas toxins and pollutants that impact health. The City already
has standards for building interiors that require the use of zero or low-emitting materials and requires
enhanced filtration systems for areas of poor air quality, such as Central SoMa. The City should continue
these policies, and should provide expertise to buildings in Central SoMa for regarding additional ways
that buildings can support healthy indoor and outdoor air quality through filtration systems and other
evolving technoleigies.

Objective 6.6: Ensure a flood-resilient neighborhood
Pmiions of Central SoMa already experience frequent urban flooding during extreme stmms. Climate
change is expected to exacerbate flooding by increasing the severity of storms and by raising the overall
sea level. Low-lying portions of Central SoMa (particularly the southwest portion of the Plm1 Area) are
susceptible to both temporary flooding and permanent inundation. Tllis area lies on the north shore of
Mission Bay at the end of the llistoric Hayes Creek and marsh. Simultaneously, the area is adjacent to
Mission Creek, which is expected to rise (along with the Bay) several feet by the end of the century and
potentially place pa.Jis of Central SoMa below future sea level.
In pa.Ji to reduce flooding impacts and avoid combined sewage discharges into the Bay, the SFPUC has
been undertaking a $20 billion Sewer System Improvement Program. It will upgrade conventional piped
systems ("grey infrastructure") for reliability and regulatory compliance while implementing innovative
"green infrastructure" projects (typically rain gardens and bioswales that use soil and plants to restore and
mimic natural processes) to manage stormwater in a manner that creates healthier urban environments. In
2016, the City also released a Sea Level Rise Action Plan to establish a baseline understanding of end-ofcentury vulnerability and outline immediate next steps for improving the capacity to adapt in areas near
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the Bay and ocean. Both effmis recognize the need to improve local flood-resilience in Central SoMa,
while pursuing larger citywide strategies and measures. In general, Central SoMa's infill nature, with a
mix of new and existing buildings, makes adaptation more complicated than at someofthe City's
wholesale redevelopment sites along the waterfront.
Policy 6.6.1: Develop a comprehensive sea level rise and flood management strategy for Central SoMa
and adjacent at-risk areas.
To address risks to the neighborhood, the City should develop a comprehensive sea level rise and
flooding strategy for Central SoMa and areas similarly affected by Mission Creek. Tlus can be done as
part of, or folded into, the City's larger effort to create a citywide Adaption Plan for Sea Level Rise and
Urban Flooding. It should include a hydrology study and a strategy for stormwater storage and
conveyance, as well as design guidelines for flood-resistant buildings.
Policy 6.6.2: Reduce building vulnerability to sea level rise and extreme storms.
The City already requires buildings to manage a portion of their storm water on site, and to comply with
City's Floodplain Management Ordinance and Building and Subdivision standards. The City should to
continue to implement these requirements and efforts to reflect future sea level rise conditions in adopted
100-year flood levels. In the meantime, due to the rapid pace of development in Central SoMa, the City
should create neighborhood-specific flood resistant design guidelines for buildings. These design
guidelines should be reflective of other City goals, such as ensuring vibrant sidewalks and active ground
floors.
Policy 6.6.3: Maximize stonnwater and flood management using streets, sidewalks, and open spaces.
Major storms have shown that they can overwhelm the City's combined sewage and stormwater system,
forcing polluted water to stay on the surface and/or discharge into the Bay. Recognizing this, the city's
streets and sidewalks should be designed to effectively convey stonnwater to centralized storage facilities.
Simultaneously, landscaping in the sidewalks and in open spaces should be designed to include green
infrastructure that slows flows and enhances water quality.

Objective 6.7: Maximize earthquake resilience
Earthquake preparedness has been a policy focus for over a hundred years. Given the opportunity
provided by the large number of new buildings, Central SoMa should be at the forefront of earthquake
resilience.
Policy 6.7.1: Ensure the ability of new and existing buildings to withstand a major seismic event.
San Francisco's Building Code includes strict measures to ensure seismic preparedness and safety. The
City should continue implementing these measures. The City should also make property owners aware of
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ongoing City efforts towards seismic preparedness, such as the soft-story ordinance and comprehensive
Resilient SF strategy.
Policy 6.7.2: Secure sufficient power and water supplies to withstand a 72-hour emergency.
The best place to house people after a major seismic event (or other disaster) is in their own homes, or at
least in their own neighborhoods. Working populations also need the ability to temporarily reside in their
office buildings for up to 72 hours, if needed. Doing so requires that these buildings not only withstand a
disaster, but have sufficient power and water to weather the first few days after the event. The City should
explore strategies for

supporti~g

such onsite capacity in Central SoMa, including district scale energy.

Objective 6.8: Help achieve zero solid waste
Through its recycling and composting programs, San Francisco met the State-mandated 50 percent
landfill diversion by 2000 and achieved the locally mandated 75 percent landfill diversion by 2010. The
City has a zero waste target by 2020 and should utilize Central SoMa as a model for how to achieve tlus
goal.
Policy 6.8.1: Maximize recycling and composting of solid waste from all buildings.
Meeting a goal of zero solid waste requires that individuals sort and dispose of their refuse into
recyclables, compostables, and trash. To overcome the behavioral challenges in achieving this goal, the
City requires that buildings provide adequate and equally accessible space onsite for the collection,
sorting, and storage of all tlu·ee streams, and requires that all multi-family residential and commercial
buildings have on-site staff to facilitate source separation and tenant education. The City should continue
enforcing these requirements, and should further facilitate this.·process by developing refuse facilities
design guidelines for new buildings.
Policy 6.8.2: Maximize recycling and reuse of construction and demolition materials.
All buildings that are required to comply with the Green Building Code and/or LEED must already
recycle 75 percent of their construction and demolition debris. The City should continue to implement this
requirement and seek ways to encourage all other buildings to improve diversion rates, in pmt through onsite sorting in advance of collection.
Policy 6.8.3: Reduce litter in streets capes and parks.
In terms of volume, litter is a minimal part of the waste stream. However, it is the most visible form of
solid waste, m1d therefore should be reduced to the greatest degree possible in the neighborhood. To do
so, the City should establish tamper-proof, durable, and well-designed refuse systems for sidewalks,
parks, and open spaces in Central SoMa. All privately-owned public open spaces should be required to
provide three-stream collection systems.
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Goal #7: Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage

CONTEXT
SoMa was once the domain oflongshoremen, warehousemen, merchant mariners, day laborers,
immigrant farm workers, and other manual workers (most of whom were men) who contributed
immeasurably to the prosperity and economic development of the West. Many were newcomersbeginning with the Irish, Germans, and Scandinavians in the nineteenth century. These groups were
followed by waves of Greeks, Eastern European Jews, Ukrainians, and Japanese during the early
twentieth century. Dustbowl refugees arrived during the Depression, and Central Americans, AfricanAmericans, and Filipinos took up residence during the post-World War II era.
The industrialization of SoMa was the result of the neighborhood's proximity to the waterfront, in
addition to its regional highway and rail links, and has been referred to as San Francisco's back porchthe place where the unglamorous service businesses and industri~l enterprises could conveniently set up
shop. The topography of South of Market allowed for flat and wide thoroughfares, making the
transportation of goods via wagon and eventually train and truck much easier.
During the Gold Rush era, SoMa served as the most productive industrial zone on the West Coast. In the
years following the gold rush, the area evolved into a mixed-use neighborhood. Tllis is in part attributed
to the fact that residential uses were developed in conjunction with industrial facilities, to provide
convenient access for industrial workers who could not yet afford public transit.
The 1906 earthquake and fire destroyed almost every building and structure in SoMa and dramatically
changed the socio-economic characteristics of the entire area. After the 1906 em.thquake, economic forces
led to the reconstruction of the neighborhood as a predominantly light industrial district, which caused the
residential population to plummet. In its place, SoMa developed an eclectic mix of commerce, industry,
and increasingly, entetiainment and residential living spaces.
The ongoing evolution and reinvention of SoMa has resulted in mm.w important tangible and intangible
cultural assets. There are several historic districts and a myriad of individually sigriificant buildings. The
neighborhood has been an important center for two culturally important communities: Filipinos m.1d the
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, and queer (LGBTQ) community. Additionally, there m.·e many
important businesses, orgal.lizations, festivals and events, aJ.ld communities.
Collectively, these cultural assets create an inimitable sense of place and a connection to its past, as well
as a social and economic fabric that can be. shared across generations. Protecting tlus cultural heritage,
particularly as the neighborhood changes and develops, is necessary to safegum.·d the neighborhood's
unique identity m.1d to ensure a high quality-of-life for its current and future inhabitants. Doing so requires
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thoughtful strategies that, properly implemented, encourage a deeper awareness of our shared and multifaceted history while conveying a sense of what is possible in the future.
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of preserving and celebrating the
neighborhood's history.
Objective 7.1: Ensure that the history of the neighborhood is adequately documented
>

Adequately documenting the neighborhood's history requires recording Central SoMa's rich history via
both a historic context statement and survey.

Policy 7.1.1: Complete and adopt a Central SoMa Historic Context Statement.
Historic Context Statements are documents that chronicle the historical development of a neighborhood.
A Central SoMa Historic Context Statement should be completed and adopted to record the important
history of this neighborhood in one place.
Policy 7.1.2: Complete and adopt a Central SoMa Historic Resources Survey.
Assessing the value of a building, landscape, or feature requires a Historic Resources Survey to determine
whether it is significant for local, state, or national historical registers. The research and analysis
contained in such a Survey is helpful to the Planning Department, community, property owners, and
decision-makers, as the documentation provides up-front information about a property's historic status.
Such a Historic Resources Survey should be undetiaken in Central SoMa.
Objective 7.2: Support the preservation, recognition, and wellbeing of the neighborhood's cultural
heritage resources
The term "cultural heritage" is understood to mean tangible properties or intangible assets that express the
ways of living developed by a community and passed on from generation to generation. These elements
are rooted in the community's history and are important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of
the community. Tangible cultural heritage includes objects, buildings, sites, structures, cultural
landscapes, or districts that are significant in architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural,
educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of San Francisco~ the state of California, or the
nation. Intangible cultural heritage includes the practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, or
skills that communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals recognize as part of their cultural heritage.
Intangible cultural heritage, transmitted from generation to generation, is constantly recreated by
communities and groups in response to their enviromnent, their interaction with nature and their history,
and provides them with

a sense of identity and continuity, thus promoting respect for cultural diversity
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and human creativity. These two categories of cultural heritage resources- "tangible" or "intangible"require different approaches for identification, protection, and management.
Policy 7 .2.1: Facilitate the creation and implementation of a SoMa Pilipinas- Filipino Cultural Heritage
Strategy.
The South of Market is home to the largest concentration of Filipinos in San Francisco, and is the cultural
center of the regional Filipino community. The Filipino community has deep roots in the neighborhood,
beginning in the 1920s and becoming a predominant presence in the 1960s. The Filipino culture is a
critical part of the neighborhood's diversity, strength, and resilience. Having survived Redevelopment in
the 1960s-1980s, the community is still subject to the threat of displacement given the current market
forces that are driving up housing and commercial rents. To rectify this issue, in 2016 the City created
SoMa Pilipinas- Filipino Cultural Heritage District. This CHD includes all of Central SoMa north of
Brannan Street, and extends into other parts of SoMa as far west as 11th Street. Because of its substantial
overlap with the Plan Area, the Planning Department should collaborate with the community to develop
and implement a strategy to stabilize, promote, and increase the visibility of SoMa's Filipino community.
Policy 7.2.2: Facilitate the creation and implementation of other social or cultural heritage strategies, such
as for the LGBTQ community.
Through its long and tumultuous history, Central SoMa has been home to many important social and
cultural communities. The City should continue exploring opportunities to recognize and support these
communities, whether through neighborhood-specific programs or as pm_i of citywide efforts. For
exm_nple, the Historic Preservation Commission adopted the Citywide LGBTQ Historic Context
Statement in 2015. The LGBTQ community also has a long-standing presence in SoMa (e.g., by 1956, the
two most prominent national organizations dedicated to improving the social status of gays and lesbians
were both headquartered within the Central SoMa). This Historic Context Statement can be used by
community history advocates and the Plm_ming Depm_iment to provide a foundation for the protection,
identification, interpretation, and designation of historically and culturally significant LGBTQ-related
sites and places, within SoMa and citywide.
Objective 7.3: Ensure the neighborhood's tangible and intangible industrial and arts legacy is not
lost
Central SoMa has been an important industrial area since the Gold Rush. Much of the industrial jobs are
now gone, due to the overall shift in the American economy towards services and the movement of many
of those remaining industrial companies to the periphery of the city and region. Yet there is still an
impmiant blue-collar presence in Central SoMa reflected not only in its buildings but in the smprising
diversity of practices, knowledge, and skills still extant, from the Flower Mart to auto repair shops to
metal fabricators to artists' studios.
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Policy 7.3 .1: Implement strategies that maintain PDR jobs in the neighborhood.
As Central SoMa continues to grow, there is potential for its PDRjobs to be priced out. The City should
help rnaintain the neighborhood's shareofPDRjobs (as discussed in more detail in Objective 3 of Goal
#3). Maintaining PDRjobs helps suppoti the preservation of intangible heritage assets, such as the
practices, representations, expressions, knowledge, or skills represented within SoMa's cutrent and legacy
industrial uses.
Policy 7.3.2: Support the preservation of buildings and features that reflect the industrial and arts legacy
of the neighborhood.
Protecting the neighborhood's industrial legacy is not just about the people working there, but also the
context of where the work and daily life occurred. As such, important historic industrial buildings and
features should be preserved and maintained in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
and via the mechanisms described elsewhere in this Goal.
Objective 7.4: Prevent demolition of or insensitive alterations to cultural heritage resources in the
built environment

San Francisco's heritage is visible in its historic built environment, which includes objects, buildings,
sites, structures, and landscapes. These resources provide visual and tangible continuity to the events,
places, people, and architecture of San Francisco's storied past. Culturally significant buildings contribute
to the City's diverse housing and commercial stock, and to the human scale and pedestrian orientation of
its neighborhoods. These buildings are also important to quality-of-life in the City, and they help to make
it attractive to residents, visitors, and businesses. Because of their importance, the Central SoMa Plan
aims to prevent the demolition or insensitive alteration that would undermine the contributions that these
cultural heritage resources make to the neighborhood and the City.

Policy 7 .4.1: Protect Landmark-worthy cultural heritage properties through designation to Article 10 of
the Planning Code.
Atticle 10 of the Planning Code contains a list of individual resources and districts that are protected City
Landmarks. The Plan Area currently contains 29 such buildings, which are designated as either individual
Landmarks or contributors to a Landmark District. The City has identified six buildings as eligible
individual Landmarks and 11 additional buildings that are eligible contributors to a Landmark District,
based upon review of the existing cultural resource surveys and community outreach efforts. These
buildings should be protected through designation in Article 10 of the Planning Code.
Policy 7.4.2: Protect "Significant" and "Contributory" cultural heritage propetiies through designation to
Article 11 of the Planning Code.
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A1iicle 11 of the Planning Code contains lists of individual buildings and districts considered historically
and architecturally significant and contributing buildings in the dow,ntown area. The City should extend
Planning Code Article 11 designations into the Plan Area, to afford qualifying buildings the benefits, such
as the ability to participate in the City's "Transfer of Development Rights" (TDR) program, once
designated. The City has identified 27 buildings as eligible "Significant" or ''Contributory" buildings,
based upon review of the existing cultural resource surveys and community outreach effmis.
Objective 7.5: Support mechanisms for the rehabilitation and maintenance of cultural heritage
properties
Preserving cultural resources requires more than just legal protections- it requires a plan, funding
sources, and a suppoiiive body of experts, community members, and decision-makers. Fortunately, there
is a wide variety oflocal, state, and federal mechanisms that can facilitate and encourage the preservation
and rehabilitation of cultural resources.
Policy 7.5.1: Support funding for the rehabilitation of the Old Mint.
The City-owned Old Mint at 5th and Mission is one of San Francisco's most significant buildings. A
survivor of the 1906 earihquake and fire, it was listed as· a Natiorial Historic Landmark, the National Park
Service's highest honor, on July 4, 1961. It is also in a state of significant disrepair and in need of
substantial and immediate rehabilitation. Funding generated from the Central SoMa Plan should
contribute, as pari of a broader community partnership, to identifY a program strategy, to fund a
rehabilitation and restoration plan, and to ensure it remains a facility for public use.

Policy 7.5 .2: Enable "Significant" and "Contributing" buildings underbuilt per applicable zoning to sell
Transferable Development Rights.
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) is an effective method for creating economic benefit for buildings
designated "Significant" or "Contributing" in Article 11 of the Plarming Code. It creates economic value
for buildings by enabling them to seii unused development rights where there is a difference between
what is aiiowed and the actual size of the building. In San Francisco, this tool has primarily been utilized
in the downtown (C-3) zoning districts and adjacent districts. The City should extend this tool into the
Plan Area. Facilitating the TDR program would support the protection of these buildings by reducing
development pressure and providing an economic incentive for the preservation and maintenance of
designated cultural resources.
Policy 7.5.3: Require large new development projects to purchase Transferable Development Rights.
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In addition to extending the right to sell TDR to Central SoMa, major new developments should be
required to purchase TDR as well. As such, this would create a mechanism by which new developments
in Central SoMa directly support the preservation and maintenance of the neighborhood's historic
buildings.
Policy 7.5.4: Support additions over wholesale demolition to preserve cultural heritage prope1ties.
Regardless of historic designation status, the City should support new development and the preservation
of cultural heritage properties though application of Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards. Suppmting sensitive, well-designed additions to historic buildings is one way to increase
square footage and to benefit from the preservation of cultural resources. As such, the City should support
additions rather than wholesale demolition when such demolitions are physically feasible.
Policy 7.5.5: Encourage the use of existing strategies and incentives that facilitate the preservation and
rehabilitation of designated cultural heritage prope1ties.
Cultural heritage prope1ties already benefit from a wide range of strategies and incentives to support
preservation and maintenance. This includes measures to increase available revenue, including the Mills
Act, Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives, and fa<;:ade easements. This also includes additional
flexibility from Planning Code and Building Code requirements through exemptions granted by the
Zoning Administrator or via application of the California Historic Building Code. The City should
continue encouraging the application of these strategies and incentives to Central SoMa's cultural
resources.

Objective 7.6: Support retention of fine-grained developed pattern and character-enhancing
buildings
Buildings that have cultural heritage significance are not the only buildings of merit in Central SoMa.
There are many buildings that exhibit high levels of visual cohesion and contextual architectural
expression. Collectively, these buildings also form development patterns that are emblematic of the
history of SoMa and that make the neighborhood visually interesting.
Policy 7.6.1: Restrict the consolidation of small- and medium-sized lots with character-enhancing
buildings.
The Plan Area has myriad development patterns, ranging from "fine-grained" blocks where the lots are as
little as 25 feet wide, to monumental blocks where individual lots are hundreds offeet in length. The most
pleasant blocks to experience are presently those areas where the pattern of fine-grained parcels is
combined with older buildings that enhance, individually and as a group, the character and activity of
SoMa. As such, these historic development patterns should be preserved by restricting the consolidation
of these lots into larger lots.
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Policy 7 .6.2: Incentivize retention of character-enhancing buildings.
Character-enhancing buildings received a "6L" California Historic Resources Status Code (CHRSC) in
the historic survey. As such, these buildings were detennined not to be eligible for the same level of
. protection as historically or architecturally significant resources. However, because they are characterenhancing, the City should consider strategies to incentivize their retention.
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Goal #8: Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and the City

CONTEXT
While many existing residential, historic, public, and large commercial buildings in Central SoMa are
likely to remain in the foreseeable future, there is also a substantial amount of land on which new
development is likely to occur.
New buildings and landscapes will change the neighborhood in many ways. The design of ground floors
can control how interesting and safe a street will be for people walking. The size and massing of buildings
as perceived from the street can be inviting if scaled appropriately, alienating if too small or too far
removed, or intimidating if too large, looming or impervious. The collection of the buildings as viewed
from the distance can either enhance or detract from the overall skyline and sense of the City's landscape.
The architecture of a building can either engage people with intimate details and supp01i a feeling of a
cohesive and dynamic neighborhood or only coolly express its own internal interests without enriching its
context.
Within the existing neighborhood, there are already nwnerous good and bad examples for each of these
issues. The goal of the Central SoMa Plan is to ensure that each new building enhances the character of
the neighborhood and the city as a whole by having engaging ground floor, appropriate scale, great
architecture and a beneficial contribution to the skyline.
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
The Objectives and Policies below are intended to fulfill the goal of ensuring that new buildings enhance
the character of the neighborhood and the city.
Objective 8.1: Ensure that the ground floors of buildings contribute to the activation, safety, and
dynamism of the neighborhood
The most important part of a building is the ground floor, where it interfaces with the street and other
public spaces. Most people never actually go inside or assess the vast majority of the buildings they
encounter- but they are, often subconsciously, aware of how the ground floors shape their daily
experience of the neighborhood. People will seek out streets that feel interesting and richly textured,
enabling them to engage with friends, people-watch, view items in shop windows or activity inside
businesses, and safely avoid undesired encounters.

Policy 8.1.1: Require that ground floor uses actively engage the street.
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When ground floors are dominated by internally oriented or non-public uses like parking and offices,
people walking by or in adjacent public spaces do not feel the ability to engage with their enviromnent
and feel socially disconnected and disinterested. Recognizing this, the City has already instituted
requirements for ground floors, such as that they must be lined with active uses, and not with parking or
storage. The City also requires a high amount of building transparency on the ground floor, high ceilings,
and supports frequent placement of doors. The City should consider additional measures to increase
ground floor activity, such as requiring retail in certain locations (as discussed in Goal #3), allowing
production, distribution, and repair uses (PDR) if they properly activate the street, and prohibiting uses on
the ground floor that do not interface well with the street, such as offices.
Policy 8.1.2: Design building frontages and public open spaces with furnishings and amenities to engage
a mixed-use neighborhood.
As discussed elsewhere in this document, Central SoMa is one of the most lively and diverse
neighborhoods in the City, containing residents, many different kinds of work activities, and visitors at all
hours of the day. Buildings and open spaces should reflect and enhance this experience through the design
and inclusion of amenities. Projects should include fixtures, furnishings, art, utilities, and programming at
the ground floor or adjacent open space to invite and support more active and consistent use of public
areas including alleys, open spaces, and sidewalks. These smaller elements help cotmect interior and
exterior uses and support more impromptu and flexible activities on the ground floor that can evolve with
the neighborhood.
Policy 8.1.3: Ensure buildings are built up to the sidewalk edge.
When buildings are set back from the sidewalk

such as in a suburban strip mall environment- people

on foot feel exposed on both sides and detached from their surroundings, leaving adjacent street traffic as
the defining experience. By contrast, most buildings in Central SoMa should be at the property line, or set
back in instances where there is opportunity and desire to widen the sidewalk or create public space for
active usage. In the case of purely residential buildings with walk-up units, the ground floors should be
designed in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines, such as incorporating
setbacks to allow for livable interior spaces, stoops, landscaping, and appropriate public-private transition.
Policy 8.1.4: Minimize parking and loading entrances.
Frequent parking and loading entrances diminish the ability to have active, safe, and dynamic ground
floors- particularly on retail-focused streets. Therefore, parking and loading entrances in buildings
should be limited, and as necessary directed towards the narrow streets and alleys with fewer pedestrians
and fewer retail uses.
Objective 8.2: Ensure that the overall development pattern is complementary to the skyline
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San Francisco is renowned for its physical beauty and unique sense of place. These qualities are defined
by buildings and streets laid upon hills and valleys, the San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean, and
signature landmarks poised at picturesque locations. The city's urban form at this scale is an essential
characteristic of San Francisco's identity and should be enhanced by the Central SoMa Plan.
Policy 8.2.1: Set height limits, bulk controls, and architectural guidelines mindful of important views.
From other vantage points, the proposed heights in Central SoMa should be subservient to the dramatic
hills around it- including the built "hill" of the downtown high-rise district. Changes proposed in the
northwest and southeast pati of the Plan Area should be in keeping with the buildings immediately
adjacent and/or within a block. In the southwest part of the Plan Area, there is a potential to create a new
development pattern that would become, for the first time, noticeable fi·om a distance. However, this new
pattern should consist of a small cluster of buildings spaced apart from each other and achieving heights
half as high, at most, of buildings downtown. As such, this area would serve as more of a "foothill,"
complementing rather than detracting from the overall skyline. The tallest of these buildings should
demarcate the 4th and Townsend intersection, identifying the Cal train station and intersection of multiple
light rail lines as a key node of city importance, atld serve to distinguish the area on the skyline through
both height and distinctive architecture.

Objective 8.3: Reinforce the character of Central SoMa as a mid-rise district with tangible "urban
rooms"
The diversity of buildings in Central SoMa is reflective of the mm1y roles it has played in the city's
history. One of the most common building forms is the "mid-rise" building of five to eight stories (65 to
85 feet), characteristic of its industrial and warehouse legacy. These mid-rise buildings have proven to
have great longevity, because their large floors and high ceilings are attractive to a range of uses. This
includes modem office uses, which desire flexibility with workspace anangements that accommodate
expansive collaborative and informal environments, while simultaneously discouraging the proliferation.
of individual offices.
In SoMa, these mid-rise buildings create a comfortable "urban room"

which is when the perceived

height of the building is approximately equivalent to the width ofthe street. In the Plan Area, major
streets are 82.5 feet wide and the natTow minor streets are typically 35 feet wide. This combination of
mid-rise buildings whose heights are similar to the street width sets Central SoMa apart from adjacent
high-rise districts.
Policy 8.3.1: Set height limits to enable mid-rise development.
Cunently, height limits on major streets are too low to suppmi mid-rise development. These height limits
should be adjusted to enable mid-rise development, except where there is an important civic asset that
lower heights would benefit.
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Policy 8.3.2: Require new buildings to reinforce the urban room.
Buildings in Central SoMa should be designed to be mindful of creating and preserving the urban room.
This predominantly requires that buildings have a strong presence along the street, rather than being set
back off the property line- a condition which diminishes its boundary and thus its feeling as a "room."
Policy 8.3.3: Require buildings whose height exceeds the street width to step back at the upper stories.
Buildings that exceed the height of the urban room will contribute to the neighborhood's mid-rise
character if the predominance of their mass and height is not visible or dominant from the street.
Additionally, there should be sufficient light, air, and sense of openness between buildings. Therefore, the
City should require massing and design strategies that reduce the apparent mass of buildings above a
height of 85 feet and should require adequate spacing between towers.
Policy 8.3.4: Limit the distribution and bulk of new towers and focus them at important nodes. ·
By efficiently using land, new towers (i.e., buildings taller than 160 feet in height) are helpful to fulfilling .
the Plan's goal to increase the capacity for jobs and housing (as discussed in Goal #1). However, as a
mid-rise district, such towers should not be permitted to dominate the landscape. To do so, the number of
towers should be limited. Additionally, these towers should be located at important nodes in the Plan
Area, such as the intersection of the Central Subway and Caltrain and the intersection of 5th and Brannan.
Policy 8.3.5: Limit heights in areas with a high concentration of historic buildings and areas of unique
character.
The southeastern portion of the Plan Area features two unique concentrations of historic resources- the
South Park block and the westem portion cifthe South End Historic District. In order to preserve the
unique character and scale of these areas, the City should not increase height limits in either, including the
area identified for expansion of the South End Historic District (as discussed in Goal # 7).
Policy 8.3.6: Minimize the impact of shadows on public spaces to the extent feasible, balanced with other
core objectives.
Sunlight is an important factor in people's attraction to and enjoyment of public spaces. Planning Code
Section 295, adopted pursuant to Proposition Kin 1984, protects Recreation and Park Department parks
from new shading that might be significant and adverse to the use of those parks. South Park is the only
Recreation and Park Department property in the Plan Area. However, there are other impmtant public
open spaces that require attention as well, despite a lack of formal protection. The City should propose
height districts to minimize shadow impacts on South Park, Yerba Buena Gardens, and the Bessie·
Carmichael School yard. On other public spaces, patiicularly new spaces either discussed in Goal #5 or
those that may be created in the future, shadows should be minimized to the degree that such sculpting of
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the buildings does not sacrifice other important Plan objectives, especially those regarding optimizing
land use. These future open spaces will be funded and activated by new development, without which they
would not exist, and are being proposed in the context of the Plan's overall urban form and land use
parameters. Some shading from buildings enabled by this Plan is inherent in the creation of these open
spaces. As such, new buildings should be sculpted to maximize sunlight to these spaces without unduly
impacting the development capacity of the sites intended by this Plan.
Policy 8.3.7: Utilize new buildings to diminish the dominant presence of the freeway in the
neighborhood.
The elevated I-80 freeway slices through the Plan Area. While the freeway structure is relatively low (3050 feet), it looms large above the low-slung buildings on either side and creates a physical and
psychological divider of the neighborhood. Where the City is increasing development potential, it should
allow buildings to be taller than the freeway. This will help diminish the presence ofthe freeway while
integrating the areas on either side.

Objective 8.4: Ensure that narrow streets and alleys maintain their intimateness and sense of
openness to the sky
Every block in Central SoMa is blessed with one or more narrow streets and alleys, whose widths are
typically 35 feet or less. The patterns and layouts of these streets changes from block to block, creating
unique and distinguishing conf1gurations.
Historically, the buildings along these nanow str·eets and alleys have been lower in height- reflecting
their smaller scale "urban room." The result is that the alleys have provided a sense of openness,
intimateness, and reprieve in this dense neighborhood of wide streets and large buildings. The scale of
these streets is an essential ingredient to the livability of the district.
Policy 8.4.1: Require new buildings facing alleys and narrow streets to step back at the upper stories.
While a central tenet of the Plan is support for increasing capacity for housing and jobs in the
neighborhood, the intent of this Plan is also to ensure that the narrow streets and alleys maintain their
sense of ope1mess to the sky and lower scale so that future generations can continue to enjoy their benefit.
Therefore, the City should ensure that new buildings facing alleys and narrow streets step back at the
upper stories. As well, in parts ofthe Plan Area that contain high concentrations of older and small-scale
residential uses along alleys (e.g., the northwest part of the Plan area), building height limits should be
kept relatively lower than on the major streets surrounding them.

Objective 8.5: Ensure that large development sites are carefully designed to maximize public
benefit
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Central SoMa includes a number of large, underutilized sites (parcels or groups of adjacent parcels that
are 30,000 to well over 100,000 square feet) that represent a substantial portion of the overall
development in the Plan Area. Because of their size, these sites have the potential to deliver substantial
public benefits if carefully designed.
Policy 8.5.1: Provide greater direction and flexibility for large development sites in return for improved
design and additional public benefits.
The City should develop guidelines and requirements for large development sites where there is potential
for additional public benefits and where alternative organization or massing on the site would better
achieve the goals of the Plan. These guidelines and requirements should lay out how these specific sites
could provide desirable community benefits, such as public open space and recreational facilities,
dedicated sites for affordable housing development, and other benefits critical to achieving the goals of
the Plan.
Policy 8.5.2: Limit the length of new buildings.
Development on large lots could lead to buildings that have very long street frontages. Such buildings can
have a negative impact on the surrounding environment by feeling too imposing or creating a sensation of
monotony or homogeneity to the street environment. The City already has controls to prevent such
conditions by requiring mass reductions for buildings longer than 200 feet and mid-block alleys on lots
longer than 300 feet. The City should continue to implement these controls in Central SoMa.
Objective 8.6: Promote high quality architecture that enhances the neighborhood
Perhaps the most lasting aspect of a building is its architecture- its form, materials, programming, and all
the other ways it engages people. Achieving high quality architecture in Central SoMa is critical, given its
qentrallocation, the substantial number of new buildings expected (some of which will be quite large),
and the rich history and diversity of the buildings in the neighborhood.
Policy 8.6.1: Conform to the City's Urban Design Guidelines.
The City is in the process of adopting Urban Design Guidelines that will apply to all new development
within San Francisco. These Guidelines will give direction on a number of important design issues,
including site design, massing, open space, fenestration and facade development, and ground floor

d~sign.

To promote design excellence, at a minimum all projects in Central SoMa should confonn to the City's
Urban Design Guidelines.
Policy 8.6.2: Promote im1ovative and contextually-appropriate design.
Central SoMa is currently an organic collection of buildings built at different scales, in different times and
for different purposes. It is also a neighborhood steeped in a history of invention and creativity, including
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in teclmology, industry and the arts. Given this eclectic and innovative environment, new development in
Central SoMa should promote innovative design that also respects its context. This innovation can be
evident in the choice or choices of materials, structure, sustainability features, fonn, landscape, and
expression of uses or concept.
Policy 8.6.3: Design the upper floors to be deferential to the "urban room".
As discussed above, the height limits and bulk controls in Central SoMa will support its character as a
mid-rise district with a strong urban room. The architecture, including materials, facade patterns, and
prop01iions, of new development should be designed to reinforce this character.
Policy 8.6.4: Design buildings to be mindful of wind.
Like much of San Francisco, Central SoMa is subject to strong winds, which generally emanate from the
west. Tall buildings and exposed structures can strongly affect the wind environn1ent for pedestrians. A
building that stands alone or is much taller than the surrounding buildings can intercept and redirect winds
that might otherwise flow overhead and bring them down the vertical face of the building. These winds
and resulting turbulence may create conditions that are unpleasant on the neighborhoods sidewalks,
streets, and open spaces. The City should require that buildings be designed to minimize new wind
impacts at the ground level.
Policy 8.6.5: Ensure large projects integrate with existing urban fabric and provide a varied character.
Central SoMa has a number oflarge development sites due to the area's industrial legacy. Many of these
sites could feature multiple sizable buildings. Due to their scale, development on these sites has the
potential to dominate and stand apmi from their sunoundings and form homogeneous and insular
collections of buildings or campuses. Instead, projects proposed on these sites should be designed to
integrate with the sunounding urban fabric, reflecting and enhancing the existing development patterns.
Additionally, they should provide a varied character and avoid design cues that suggest a "campus"
environment.
Objective 8.7: Establish clear rules for development
In developing new buildings, there are instances in which a flexible process creates a lack of clarity for all

parties- c01mnunity, developers, and the City- as to what is possible. While in some cases this may lead
to superior outcomes, in many cases the only result is distrust and uncertainty until a decision is made
very far into the process, resulting in lost time and money. The Plan would not be considered successful if
neither the community nor property owners have certainty about how development will proceed and have
certain guarantees regarding physical, programmatic and public benefit parameters.
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Policy 8.7.1: Whenever possible, delineate via the Planning Code what is allowed and not allowed in new
development.
To maximize certainty for all parties, the rules for new development should be unambiguously established
in the Planning Code. This can be accomplished by minimizing allowance for exceptions and exemptions
from Planning Code controls, and by clearly laying out conditions and criteria for when exceptions to the
basic controls may be warranted- particularly on large sites (as discussed above). Open-ended, subjective
conditions allowing exceptions for "design excellence" or ill-defined "public benefits" should be avoided
in favor of objective criteria and clear direction.
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Map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas
This map is intended to replace Map 1 of the East SoMa Area Plan (per Section 3(a) of the
General Plan Amendments) and Map 1 of the Western SoMa Area Plan (per Section S(a) of the
General Plan Amendments).
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1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103·2479
Reception:
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Fax:

415.558.6409

Project Name;

Central SoMa Plan - Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments

Record No,:
Staff Contact:

2011.1356EMIZU [Board File. No 1801841
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, City-vvide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve. wertheim@sfgov .org

RESOLUTION ADOPTING . AND RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS APPROVE AMENDMENTS WITH MODIFICATIONS TO THE SAN
FRANCISCO PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 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 an
ordinance for Planning Code and Administrative Code 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 and Administrative Code
Ani.endments.
WHEREAS, on April 10, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced a
substituteordinancefor Planning Code and Administrative Code. Amendments pursuant to the
Central South of Market Plan ("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 and AdministJ::ative Code
Amendments.
WHEREAS, this Resolution adopting and recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve
the Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendri1ents is a companion to other legislative
approvals relating to .the Central SoMa Plan, including recommendations that the Board of
Supervisors approve General Plan Amendments, Zoning Map Amendments, and an
Implementation Program.
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Planning
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415.558.6377

Resolution No. 20185
May 10, 2018

Case No,,2011.13!i6EMTZU

Pl~lming co.~e and Adf!!inistrative Code A:rnendm;rits

WHEREAS, The Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments, together with proposed
General Plan and Zoning Map Amendments and the Implementation Program document,
provide a comprehensive set of policies and implementation prograinming 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 Planning Code governs permitted land uses and planning standards in the City.
The main function of the Administrative Code is to provide for the legislative basis for, direction
to, and limitations on executive agencies of the City and the performance of their duties that are
not addressed in the Charter or other City codes; Thus, conforming amendments to the Planning.
Code and Administrative Code are required in order to implement the Plan. An ordinance,
attached hereto as Exhibit Ill.3, has been drafted 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, 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, 4i5.3, 4155, 415.7,
4175, 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,
8035, 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 draft ordinance and approved it as to form. A
memorandum summarizing additiomil proposals to amend the Pla:n,ning C~de and
Administrative Code Amendments since consideration by the Planning Commission on March 1,
2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit Ill.6.
WBEREAS, on May 10, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing1 the Commission reviewed and
considered the Final Environmental Impact Eeport 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 fheDraft EIR, and by Motion No.
20182 certified the Final EIR for the Centra} 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 Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA
Findingsi including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation
Monitoring and ReportingProgram ("MMRP"), under Case No. 2011.1356E, for approval of the
Central SoMa Plan.
WHEREAS, on May 10, 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments.
WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the Planning Code and Administrative
Code Amendments.
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Resolution No. 20185
May 10, 2018

Case No. 2011.1356EMIZU
Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity; convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Planning Code
and Administrative Code Amendments for the following reasons:
1.

The Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which will accommodate development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs
and 8,300 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 Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement 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 Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Will help implement 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 Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement 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 Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement 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 Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement 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 Plllll 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 Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help implement the
Central SoMa Plan, which \"!ill 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.
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8.

Case No. 2011.1356EM!ZU
· Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments

The Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments will help im:plement the
Central SoMa Plan, which wilLensure that new. build1ngs enhance the character of the
neighborhood and. the City by implementing design controls that would generaJly help
proteet the neighborhood's ritid-rise character and street fabric, create a strong street
wall, and facilitate innovative yet contextual architecture.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Cortunission adopts and incorporates by reference
as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forth in Commission Resolution No.
20183.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference
as though fully set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the
requirements of which are made conditions of this approval.
AND BE IT FiJRTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code and
Administrative Code Amendments are in genenil conformity with the General Plan as set forth iii.
Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds the Planning Code and
Administrative Code Amendments are in general conformity with· Planning Code Section iot,I
as set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No; 20184.
AND BE. IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission: adopts the Planning Coqe· and
Administrative Code Amendments as reflected in an ordinance approved as to form by the City
Attornefattached hereto as Exhibitiii.3, and incorporated herein by reference; and recommends
their approvalwlth modifications by the Board of Supervisors. The proposed moqifications are
as follows:
•
•

i28,I(c): Reverse the terms "Development Lot" and "Tninsfer Lot".
132.4(d)(1)(B)(iv): Increase allowed streetwallarchitectural modulation from five feet to eight
feet. ...

•

135.3: Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements of
135.3.
138(a)(2): Eiiminate the requirement for retall uses to provide FOPOS. .
..
138(d)(2), (2)(A), (2)(B), and (e)(2): Update references to point to appropriate subsections.
138(d)(2)(E)(i): Allow up to 10% of outdoorPOPOS to be under a cantilevered portion of the
building if the building is at least 20 feet above grade.
·
138(d)(2)(F)(ii): Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling height ofless than 20 feet
140(a): In the Central SoMa SUD, allow 1.iriits above 85' in height to meet exposure
requirements if they are 15' back from the property line; allow 10% of units at or below 85' to
have ah exposiue of 15'x15' inStead of 25'x25'; and do not require the increase in setback at
every horizontal dimension t:ha t increases of 5' at each subsequent floor.
154 and 155:Allow approval of the "Driveway and Loading Operations>.Plaris" (DLOP) per
Section 155(u) to meet the freight loadingrequiremehts ofSections 152.1, 154. And 155.
155(r)(2)0J): Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B).
I55(u): RequiTe a Passenger Loading Plan, per theMMRP;

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
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•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•

•

Case No. 201t.1:356EMTZU
Planning Code and Administrative Code Am~ndments

169.3: Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications before
September 4, 2016 to meet 75% of the TDM requirements.
249.78(c)(1) and 329(d): Allow "active uses" to only be to a depth of 10 feet from the street (as
opposed to the current standard of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets, 2) along
minor streets as there is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at corners for lots less than 50 feet in
width
249.78(c)(1)(D): Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial use per 145.4(c).
249.78(c)(5)(B): Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of large office
projects to also include nonprofit community services, city-owned public facilities, and
Legacy Businesses.
263.32, 263.33, 263.34: Clarify that projects that comply with these sections do not need a
Conditional Use approval.
263.32(b)(1): Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this
Special Height Exception
263.32(c)(3): Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are
still subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers.
Table 270(h): For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none".
329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant exceptions for wind per the controls
contained in Section 249.78(d)(7).
329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant tower separation exceptions per the
controls contained in Section 132.4(d)(3 )(B).
329(d): Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight loading requirements of Sections
154 and 155.
329(d): Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for exposure requirements under Section
140.
329(e)(2): Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site.
329(e)(3): Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in 329(d).
329(e)(3)(A): Include donation of land for affordable housing and construction of affordable
units as qualified amenity.
329(e)(3)(B): Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, as discussed in the
Key Development Sites Guidelines.
406: Include a waiver that allows land dedication of space for and construction of a public
park on Block 3777 to count against various fees, including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee
(such a waiver already exists for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).
411A: Provide a $5/ gsf exception from the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for
projects within the Central SoMa SUD (pending the adoption of a $5/ gsf increase by
proposed legislation contained in Board File No. 180117).
·
418.7(a): Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to accrue from the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District.
.
434: Add a Section that describes the purpose, applicability, and requirements of the Central
SoMa Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). This CFD should be applicable to
projects that (1) includes 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 non-residential development in Central SoMa Development Tier C, and (3) the
project proposed project is greater, in terms of square footage, than what would have been
allowed without the Central SoMa Plan.
848: Add a cross-reference in the CMUO table to the residential lot coverage requirements in
249.78.
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Resolution No~ 20185
· May 10, 2018

•

Case No. 2011.1356EMIZU
Planning COde and Administrative Code Amendments

Adm:in:U>trative Code 10E.2: Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC to create two CACs one for the three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one
for the other three Plan Areas (Mission;. Showplace Square/Potrero Hill1 and Central
Waterfront).

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
May 10, 2018.
~
.· ..

~~~.
JonasP.Ion~

.
Commission Secretary

AYES:

Hillisr Melgar, Fong; Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

Nohe

ADOPTED:

May10, 2018
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AND ADMINISTR IVE
CODE AMENDMENTS
DRAFT ORDINANCE
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FILE NO. 180184

1

ORDINANCE NO.

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

2
3

Ordinance amending the Administrative and Planning Codes to give effect to the

4

Central South of Market Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its

5

western portion by Sixth Street, on its eastern portion by Second Street, on its northern

6

portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area (an irregular border that generally

7

jogs along Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets), and on its southern portion by

8

Townsend Street; making approval findings under the California Environmental Quality

9

Act, including adopting a statement of overriding considerations; and making findings

10

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

11

Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under

12

Planning Code, Section 302.

13
14

15
16

NOTE:

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

17
18

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

19
20

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

21

(a) On _ _ _ _ _ _ , 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

22

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central .

23

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

24

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

25

Francisco, is adequate, accurate, and objective, and contains no significant revisions to the
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1

Draft EIR, and that the content of the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR

2

was prepared, publicized, and reviewed comply with the California Environmental Quality Act

3

(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code

4

Regs. Section 15000 et seq.),_ and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. Copies of the

5

Planning Commission Motion and the Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

6

No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

7

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

8

Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the

9

Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and

10

Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project

11

evaluated in the Final EIR.

12

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

13

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

14

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

15

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

16

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution No. _ _ _ _ __

17

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _ _ _ __

18

recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and

19

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

20

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

21

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

22

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

23

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

24

Planning Code Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the

25
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1

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. ______ , and the Board

2

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.

3

(f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

4

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

5

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

6

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this ordinance.

7

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

8

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

9

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

10
11

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

12

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Final EIR due to the involvement of new

13

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

14

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

15

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

16

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

17

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

18

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

19

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

20

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

21

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

22

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different frorri those in the Final

23

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

24

25

Section 2. General Findings
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1

(a) Findings Regarding Setback Requirement on Fourth Street. The increased

2

development in Central SoMa is likely to cause congestion and crowding for pedestrians on

3

the Central SoMa Plan Area's sidewalks, particularly near the intersection of the Central

4

Subway and Caltrain, due to the increased concentration of commuters using Muni and

5

Caltrain at that location. In most of the Plan Area, pedestrian congestion will be ameliorated

6

by widening sidewalks to the widths identified in the Better Streets Plan, pursuant to Planning

7

Code Section 138.1. However, the sidewalks on 4th Street between Bryant and Townsend

8

Streets cannot be widened to the extent recommended by the Better Streets Plan because

9

the Central Subway will run at grade in the middle of the street. Therefore, requiring the

10

buildings on 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street be set back five feet at

11

ground level will alleviate this impact to pedestrian congestion and crowding.

12

(b) Findings Regarding Micro-Retail Uses in the Central SoMa Special Use District.

13

The Plan seeks to provide small retail spaces, referred to as "micro-retail," to ensure that

14

space is available for small, non-Formula Retail establishments, which are more likely to offer

15

non-traditional and unique merchandise for residents and visitors. The micro-retail space

16

requirements provide for a diversity of retail land uses, which will help preserve Central

17

SoMa's distinct neighborhood character and help fulfill the City's Priority Policy of the General

18

Plan that existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and that

19

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving retail

20

establishments be enhanced. In addition, the Board hereby incorporates by reference and

21

adopts the findings set forth in Planning Code Section 303.1 (a), which further support the

22

provision of non-Formula Retail micro-retail spaces in the Central SoMa Plan Area.

23
24
25

(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.
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1

(2) New non-residential development increases demands on the City's existing

2

limited parks, recreational facilities, and open spaces, contributing to overcrowding of those

3

facilities.

4

(3) Publicly-accessible open space and recreation facilities are essential to

5

creating and maintaining an attractive central business district and to generally create an

·6

environment appealing for workers, shoppers, and visitors. The economic sustainability and

7

well-being of the City is dependent on the reputation of its commercial and visitor areas as

8

pleasant and amenity-filled. Businesses choose to locate in San Francisco because of its

9

balance of high-accessibility to other businesses and services and its livability. The skilled

10

and creative workforce sought by businesses growing in San Francisco values spending time

11

in an interesting and amenity-filled walkable urban environment. These spaces directly

12

enhance the economic value of the commercial properties themselves.

13

(4) New non-residential development increases the demand for parks,

14

recreational facilities, and open space. These amendments provide for open space

15

demanded as a result of new non-residential development. These amendments also provide

16

for a reduction in open space requirements where recreational and open space amenities are

17

provided by other means. Also, to ensure that these publicly accessible spaces mitigate the

18

impacts described above, truly supplement the public open space system, and provide

19

welcoming environments to all members of the public, indoor and upper-story spaces are

20

discouraged in favor of outdoor, street-level spaces, except where a specific recreational

21

amenity is provided that is necessarily indoors or the project location makes outdoor space

22

undesirable (e.g., adjacent to a freeway). Further, limited amounts of food and beverage

23

service retail are permitted in larger spaces created pursuant to this ordinance to ensure that

24

these spaces are active and attractive to workers, visitors, and shoppers, as well as provide

25

some revenue for the property owners.
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1

(5) To ensure that the requirements of this ordinance provide sufficient flexibility

2

for project sponsors to address the context of their particular sites and address the impacts of

3

their developments, project sponsors are given options to meet the requirements other than

4

by setting aside space on their project sites. These options include (depending on zoning

5

district) provision of off-site open space and payment of fees in lieu of providing any space.

6

Reasonable geographic latitude is given in provision of off-site spaces. In-lieu fee amounts

7

are set based on the reasonably comparable costs of acquiring land in the area of the

8

development and improving the property to the same high standard of investment as would be

9

expected in a highly-trafficked public space in a high-density urban area (i.e., significantly

10

higher cost per square foot for more intensive amenity, hardscape, and engineering

11

investment than relatively cheaper expansive lawns and landscape areas common in less

12

dense more outlying neighborhoods). These in-lieu fees are based on costs identified in

13

Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee

14

Nexus Study by Hausrath Economics from April 2012.

15

(6) The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis (2014) ("LOS

16

Analysis"), p. 22, concludes that four acres of open space are necessary for every 1,000

17

"Service Population Units." Each employee is equivalent to 0.19 "Service Population Units"

18

(Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and EDU Factors Study," A Report to City of

19

Phoenix Planning Department, Sept. 1998, cited in San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

20

(2014) at p. 14 n. 22.} Thus, every 1,000 additional employees creates a demand for 0.76

21

acres of open space (4.0 acres/1 ,000 employees x 0.19

22

=0.76 acres/1 ,000 workers).

(7) Development under the Central SoMa Plan is expected to add 8.5 million

23

gross square feet (gsf) of new non-residential building space, based on the Planning

24

Department's Buildout Analysis for Central SoMa (January 25, 2018).

25
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1

(8) This 8.5 million gsf would result in approximately 40,000 jobs (assuming an

2

employment density of approximately 220 gsf per worker). ("Central SoMa Growth Allocation

3

by TAZ- August 2016.")

4

(9) Because, as noted above, every 1,000 additional employees creates a

5

demand for 0.76 acres of open space, the Central SoMa Plan would create demand for an

6

additional 30.4 acres of open space.
(10) The San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (2014) ("Citywide Nexus

7
8

Analysis"), at p. 15, states that the cost to construct new open space is approximately $10.3

9

million per acre. Therefore providing 30.4 acres of new open space in Central SoMa would

10

cost the City approximately $313 million.

11

(11) Non-residential development projects in Central SoMa pay the Eastern

12

Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee (Fee), of which 6% is dedicated to open space. As

13

of 2018, the maximum Fee paid by non-residential uses was $19.81 per gsf; 6% of which is

14

$1 .19 per gsf. As such, non-residential projects in Central SoMa are expected to generate

15

approximately $10 million towards open space, leaving an unfunded portion of nearly $300

16

million.

17

(12) The Central SoMa Plan POPOS program would yield approximately four

18

acres of open space, based on the proposed requirement of 1 gsf of POPOS for every 50 gsf

19

of non-residential development and the expectation of 8.5 million of gsf of non-residential

20

development. At a cost of $10.3 million per acre, these four acres of POPOS would be the

21

equivalent of approximately $40 million of additional open space fees.

22

(13) Therefore, expanding the POPOS requirement to the Central SoMa Plan

23

Area is an essential part of the City's overall strategy to meet the demand for open space

24

generated by new residents and workers.

25
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1
2

Section 3. The Administrative Code is hereby amended by revising Chapter 35, to
read as follows:

3
4

CHAPTER 35: RESIDENTIAL, HOTEL, AND 11VDUSTRL4LPDR COMPATIBILITY AND

5

PROTECTION

6
7
8

9
10

SEC. 35.1. SHORT TITLE.
This Chapter 35 may be referred to as the Residential and IndustrialPDR Compatibility
and Protection Ordinance.
SEC. 35.2. DECLARATION OF POLICY.
It shall be the policy of the City and County of San Francisco LCilJi.to protect its

11

existing and future industrial businessesProduction, Distribution. and Repair (PDR) Uses from

12

potentially incompatible adjacent and nearby development provided that such industrial Uses

13

are conducted and maintained in a manner consistentwit,"zproper and accepted customs and

14

standards and in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

15

The City and County a}San Francisco encourages the use of best available control technologies

16

and best management practices whenever possible to further reduce the potential for

17

incompatibility with other uses, including residential.

18

Furthermore, it shall be the policy of the City and County of"San Francisco to support the

19

health. safety. and welfare ofprotect the future residents of and overnight visitors to

20

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

21

so that such residents and overnight visitors are made aware of some of the possible

22

consequences of moving to or staying in an industrial or mixed use such neighborhoods and by

23

encouraging and, ifpossible, requiring, features in any new residential or hotel construction

24

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

25

PDR uses.
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SEC. 35.3. DEFINITIONS.

2

For the purposes of this Chapter 35, the following definitions shall apply.

3

(a)

4
5

"Adjacent :Property" me-ans ell reelpreperty bwide or •vithin 150 feet o.fmq Industrial Use

Zoning District.

thf--"Eiigible IndustrielPDR Use" means any legally existing, including legally non-

6

conforming, or future IndustrielPDR Use, conducted or maintained for industrielPDR purposes,_

7

in a manner consistent with proper -and accepted customs end standards, as established endfollowed

8

by similar industrielPDR uses in the same neighborhood ifsuch uses exist, end in· accordance with all

9

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations.

10

"Hotel Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section 102.

11

fc)-"IndustrielPDR Use" me-ans any industrial use asis as defined in the Planning Code

12

Section 1 02., including, but not limited to, Automotive as defined in Planning Code Sectiort 223, Animal

13

Services as defined in P Ienning Code Section 22 4, YVholeseling, Storage, Distribution end Open Air

14

Handling of },1ateriels end Equipment as defined in P Ienning Code Section 225,

15

.Processing as defined in Pl-anning Code Section 226. Other Uses as defined in Planning Code Section

16

22 7, end Light Mimufacturing. YVholesele Sales, Storage as defined in Planning Code Section 890.54.

17

Upon adoption o.fthe permanent Eastern }kighborhoods Zoning Controls. "Industrial Use" shell also

18

include Production, Design, and Repair Uses ("PDR Uses''), as defined in the zoning controls,

19

including, but not limited to, Publishing, Audio/Visual, Arts, Fashion, Transport, Food/Event, Interior

20

Design. Construction, Equipment, },fetor Ve.kticles, and Other PDR uses.

21

~'fenufactbwing end

{df-"IndustrialPDR Use Zoning District" means a zoning district designated in Planning

22

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

23

Neighborhoods Mixed Use DistrictC ~\{(Heavy Commercial), },{ 1 (Light Industrial), },{ 2 (Hew?)'

24

Industrial), S.l>JJ (South Park), RSD (Residential/Ser.>'iee }Jixed Use), SLR (&nice/Light

25

Industrial/Residential },fixed Use), SLI (Service/Light Industrial), SSO (Service/Secondwy OffH:e), or
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1

A4B C! (}.fission Bay Commercial Industrial). []pon adoption &jthe permanent Eastern Neiglzborhoods

2

Zoning Controls, "Industrial Use Zoning District" shall also include a zoning district witlzin tlze

3

Eastern Neighborhoods Pla11 Area in which PDR is a principally permitted use, including, but not

4

limited to, zoning districts designated :PDR Zone, Employment and Business De',;e/opment Zone, or

5

Urban },fixed Use Zo1w.

6

"Property" means all real property inside a P DR Use Zoning District.

7

fef-"Residential Use" is as defined in Planning Code Section 102means the use ofany real

8
9
10

property as a dwelling ~:mit or units, regardless &jwhether it is a primary rflsidence.
$-"Transfer" means, but is not limited to, the follo•~·ing: sale or lease.

"Transferee" means a purchaser or lessee o(all or anyportion o(a Property, .and includes but

11

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

12

"Transferee" shall not mean a guest at a Hotel or Motel.

13

''Transferor" means an owner o(a Property who sells or leases all or any portion o(the

14

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

15

and representatives.

16

SEC. 35.4. PROTECTION OF INJJUSTRL4LPDR USES.

17

No Eligible lndustrialPDR Use shall be or become a public or private nuisance ifthe

18

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

19

terms o[its permitsdue to any changed condition in Adjacent Property after the Industrial Use has been

20

in operation for more than two years if it v;as not a nuisance at the time it was established.

21

SEC. 35.5. EXEMPTIONS AND NONAPPLICATION.

22

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

23

the negligent, improper, or illegal operation of any !ndustrialPDR Use.

24
25
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1

(b) This Chapter 35 is not intended to supere§:ede or limit any other provisions of the

2

Municipal Code with regard to the regulation and control of J:ndustrialPDR Uses, including, but

3

not limited to, Article 11 of the Health and Safety Code.

4

* * * *

5

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

6

7
8

RESIDENTIAL USE.
(a) Notice Requirement. The t.Iransferor of Adjacent Property for Residential Use or
Hotel Use must provide notice to the t.Iransferee as follows.

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

9

10

Residential Use or H~tel Use, the t.Iransferor shall provide the disclosure described in

11

S§:Ubsection 35.6(a)(2) on a written document. This notice shall be provided for a lease prior to

12

the tenant(s) signing athe leaseL or for a purchase agreement for the transfer of the Adjacent

13

Property at the time required by California Civil Code Section 1102.3.
(2) DisclosureContents o(Disclosure Notice. The disclosure shall include a

14
15

citation to this Section 35.6. a copy ofthis Chapter 35 as is in effoct when the disclosure notice is

16

provided. and a written statement containing substantially the following language in at least 12-

17

point font:

18
19

"DISCLOSURE OF ADJACENTNEIGHBORING INDUSTRL4LPDR USES
You are purchasing or leasing property in an area that permits Production, Distribution, and

20

Repair (P DR)· U-uses. as defined in Planning Code Section 1 02that may be adjacent to an existing

21

ind-ustrial use. IndustrialPDR U-uses may subject you to inconveniences or discomfort arising

22

from Jndustrialtheir operations, which may include, but are not limited to: noise, odors, dust,

23

chemicals, smoke, operation of machinery, and loading and unloading operations, which may

24

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

25

even if the industrialPDR U-use is operating in conformance with existing laws and regulations
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1

and locally accepted customs and standards for operations of such use. Ifyou !i'.Je near

2

industrial uses, youYou should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as

3

normal and a necessary aspect of living in a neighborhood with mixed industrialPDR and

4

residential Uuses. A PDR Uuse shall not be considered a public or private nuisance i[it operates in

5

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

6

permits Transferor shall maintain a copy (}_;.£this disclosure in the transferor's records for not less t"lan

7

tvm years, and a copy shall be provided to the City or #w transferee upon request."

8

(b) Affidavit of Disclosure.

9

0), Contents o(Aftidavit. The tiransferor shall make and sign, upon penalty of

10

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

11

place o[the bracketed language, as specified: stating that the transferorpro-;ided the disclosure

12

required by t"lis Section and shall attach a copy ofthe notice actually pro-vided; provided, however,

13

that the attachment need not also include a copy Oj£t"le t"len current text ffjt"lis Chapter. This affida-;it,

14

with the attached notice provided, shall be maintained in the transferor's records for not less than two

15

years, and a copy shall be pro-vided to the City or the transferee upon request.

16
17

(A) the identities o(the Transferor and any entity on whose behal(the
Transferor is acting;

18

(B) the identity o(the Transferee;

19

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

20

trans(erred,·

21

(D) whether the Trans(er is a sale or lease; and

22

(E) the{Ollowing language:

23

"I have provided to the [purchaser or lessee 7 the disclosure required by San Francisco

24

Administrative Code Chapter 35. Attached is a true and correct copy o{the notice provided to the

25

[purchaser or lessee 7.
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1
2

I declare under penalty ofperjury under the laws o[the State of California that the foregoing is
true and correct. Executed on [datel in {city and statel."

3

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

4

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

5

copy o[the disclosure notice provided to each Transferee; provided however, that the attachment need

6

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

7

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

8

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

9

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

10

the Planning Department shall provide a copy ofthe affidavit and attached notice to any member o[the

11

public.

12

(4) Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions [or Condominium Projects. ![the

13

Property will be subdivided into condominiums. the requirements o{this Section 35.6(b) shall be

14

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

15

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

16

the Planning Department.

17

* * * *

18

(e) This Chapter shall not create anyprh·ate right ofaction against the City. The City shall

19

have no duty or liability based on any failure to achie'.Je the disclosure required by this Chapter or

20

based on tlze City's failur~ to prosecute:En[orcement. The Planning Department shall enforce this

21

Section 35.6 through the application ofPlanning Code Sections 176 and 176.1.

22
23

24
25

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

The Planning Department and Commission shall consider, among other
considerationsfactors, the compatibility of uses when approving Residential Uses and Hotel Uses
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1

in PDR Use Zoning Districts adjecent to or near existingmdustriel [Jses and toshall take all

2

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

3

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

4

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

5

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

6

others:

7

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

8

{b) The proposed project's overall design, acoustical treatment, and ventilation to

9

achieve interior noise levels and ventilation compatible with residential standards; and

10

(c) The location of non-habitable spaces or spaces such as closets, bathrooms,

11

kitchens, and/or landscaping so that such spaces may provide a buffer between the proposed

12

habitable residential areas and any common property line with IndustrielPDR Uses.

13

SEC. 35.8. SEVERABILITY.

14

In the event that a court or agency of competent jurisdiction holds that a Federal or

15

State law, rule, or regulation invalidates any clause, sentence, paragraph, or section of this

16

Chapter Jl._or the application thereof to any person or circumstances, it is the intent of the

17

Board of Supervisors that the court or agency sever such clause, sentence, paragraph, or

18

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

19

effect.

20

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

21

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

22

no duty or liability based on any failure to achieve the disclosure required by this Chapter or based on

23

the City's failure to enforce or prosecute pursuant to this Chapter.

24

25
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1

Section 4. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Sections 128.1, 132.4,

2

175.1, 249.78, 263.32, 263.33, 263.34, 413.7, 432,433, and 848; revising Sections 102, 124,

3

134, 135, 135.3, 138, 140, 145.1, 145.4, 151.1, 152, 152.1, 153, 155, 163, 169.3, 181, 182,

4

201' 206.4, 207.5, 208, 211.2, 249.36, 249.40, 249.45, 260, 261.1' 270, 270.2, 303.1' 304,

5

307,329,401, 411A.3, 413.10, 415.3, 415.5, 415.7, 417.5, 419, 419.6, 423.1, 423.2, 423.3,

6

423.5, 426, 427, 429.2, 603, 608.1' 802.1' 802.4, 803.3, 803.4, 803.5, 803.9, 809, 813, 825,

7

840,841,842,843,844,845,846,847,890.37,890.116, and 890.124; and deleting Sections

8

263.11,425, 802.5, 803.8, 815,816,817, and 818,to read as follows:

9
10
11

SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS.

* * * *
. Floor Area, Gross. In Districts other than C-3, CMUO, and the Van Ness Special Use

12

District. the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured

13

from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the centerlines of walls separating two

14

buildings. Where columns are outside and separated from an exterior wall (curtain wall) that

15

encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged that the curtain wall is clearly

16

separate from the structural members, the exterior face of the curtain wall shall be the line of

17

measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each floor shall also be counted.

18
19
20

In C-3 and CMUO Districts and the Van Ness Special Use District, 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

21

the overall building wall plane connecting the ends of individual windows, provided, however,

22

that such line shall not be inward of the interior face of the wall.

23
24
25

(a) Except as specifically excluded in this definition, "Gross Floor Area" shall include,
but not be limited to, the following:

* * * *

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 15

887

1

2
3

(7) In districts oth~r than C-3 and CMUO Districts, floor space in accessory
buildings; and
(8)

In C-3 and CMUO Districts, any floor area dedicated to accessory or non-

4

accessory parking, except for bicycle parking, required off-street loading, and

5

accessory parking as specified in subsection (b)(7); and

6

* * * *

7

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

8

* * * *

9

(4) Mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas necessary to the
,,

10

operation or maintenance of the building itself (A) if located at an intermediate story of the

11

building and forming a complete floor level; or (B) in C-3 and CMUO Districts, if located on a

12

number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor level, provided that the

13

mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and areas are permanently separated from occupied

14

floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an average floor as determined

15

by the Zoning Administrator;

16
17

* * * *
(7)

In C-3 and CMUO Districts, floor space dedicated to parking which does not

18 .

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

19

* * * *

20
21

22

23
24

(13) Ground floor area in the C-3-0, C-3-0(SD), C-3-S, C-3-S(SU), emd-C-3-G:.

and CMUO Districts devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service;
* * * *
(16) Floor area in C-3, South

&j},fark~t },fixed

Use Districts, and Eastern

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

25

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 16

888

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

1

2

more than 6,000 square feet,--cmd..:.

3

(B) The facilities are made available rent free,--cmd..:.

4

(C) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to

5

the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops, or public parks may be used if they meet

6

licensing requirements for child care facilities,..:. and

7

(D) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as

8

there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by the Planning

9

Commission that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a
S~ubsection

10

facility described in

@_{17) below dealing with cultural, educational, recreational,

11

religious, or social service facilities;
(17) Floor area in C-3, South o.f}JarkeO,{ixed Use Districts, and Eastern

12
13

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational,

14

religious, or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee

15

covering actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are:

16

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

17

(B) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit
S~ubsection

18

corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this

19

be counted as Occupied Floor Area, except as provided in

20

definition for Floor Area, Occupied, for the purpose of calculating the freight loading

21

requirements for the project;
* *

23

SEC.124. BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO.

24

(a) Except as provided in

25

through (f) in the

*

22

*.

S~ubsections(a)

shall

S~ubsections

(b), (c), (d), (e),_ and (I) of this Section 124, the

basic Floor Area Ratio limits specified in the Zoning Control Table for the district in which the
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1

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

2

districts indicated.

3

4

TABLE 124

5

BASIC FLOOR AREA RATIO LIMITS

6

7

District

Basic Floor Area Ratio Limit

* * * *

8
9
10
11

RW, SPD, NC-1, NCT-1, NC-S
Haight
Inner Clement

12

13
14

15

Inner Sunset
North Beach

1.8 to 1

Outer Clement

16
17

Sacramento

18

24th Street-Noe Valley

19

20

West Portal

21

* * * *

22

g[,l?:, g[,J

:J.~

~Q

tmd in e 4() er ~()feet height distriet

5.() tel

~Q

end in e 6J. eP 89-:feet heigl"'t dhrtf'iet

4. () te 1

23

te 1

24

25
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1

2

IsSo

4.5 to 1

and in e I 30 foot height distriet

* * * *

3
* * * *

4
G) Within the any RSD, SPD, SLR, SLI or SSO District, Live/Work Units constructed
5
above the floor area ratio limits in Section 102 (Floor Area Ratio, subsection (b)(19)) of this

6
Code shall be subject to the following conditions and standards:
7
(1) Considering all Dwelling Units and all Live/Work Units on the lot, existing and

8
to be constructed, there shall be no more than one Live/Work Unit and/or Dwelling Unit per
9

200 square feet of lot area, except that, for projects in the l?SD District which will exceed 40 feet in
10
height, and therefore are required to obtain conditional use 8pproval, the allowable density for

11
Dwelling Units andLivelWork Units shall be established as part o,fthe conditional use determination;

12
and
13

* * * *
14

SEC. 128.1. TRANSFER OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS IN THE CENTRAL SOMA
15

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

16
(a) Purpose. The purpose ofthis Section is to use Trans&rable Development Rights to

17
facilitate the economic viability of buildings that are of civic importance, that are not built to their full
18

development potential, and that are within the Central SoMa Special Use District, established in
19

Section 249. 78.
20
(b) Definitions.

21

"Dev(dopment Lot." A lot within the Central SoMa Special Use District to which

22
Transferable Development Rights may be trans&rred.

23
"Preservation Lot." A parcel ofland within the Central SoMa Special Use District on

24
which exists (1) a Significant or Contributory Building, as designated pursuant to Article 11 o{this

25
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1

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

2

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

3

boundaries of the Assessor's Lot on which the building is located at the.,time the ordinance making the

4

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

5
6
7

"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

8

may be transferred, pursuant to the provisions o{this Section and Article 11 ofthis Code, (tom a

9

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

10

11
12
13

"Unit o(TDR." One unit o[TDR is one square foot o(Gross Floor Area.

(c) Applicabilitv. TDR may be transferred (tom a Development Lot to a Transfer Lot, subject to
the requirements set forth in this Section 128.1.
(1) The maximum TDR available for transfer (tom a Transfer Lot consists o[the

14

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

15

Area o(the development located on the Transfer Lot. For purposes o[this Section. the allowable Gross

16

Floor Area o(the Transfer Lot is as follows:

17

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

18

(B) 4. 0 Floor Area Ratio (or projects in height districts of 50 to 59 feet;

19

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

20

{D) 6.0 Floor Area Ratio (or projects in height districts o(70 to 85 feet; and

21

(E) 7.5 Floor Area Ratio (or projects in height districts over 85 feet.

22

{2) TDR may not be transferred (or use on any lot on which there is a Significant or

23

Contributory building designated pursuant to Article 11 or any building designated pursuant to Article

24

1 0; provided that this restriction shall not apply if the Historic Preservation Commission finds that the

25

additional space resulting (tom the transfer o(TDR is essential to make economically feasible the
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1

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

2

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

3

that purpose, provided that the project sponsor has satisfied all other requirements of this Section and

4

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

5
6

Development Lot is limited by the provisions o(this Code, other than those on floor area ratio,

7

governing the approval ofprojects, including but not limited to the requirements relating to height,

8

bulk, setback, sunlight access. and separation between towers, and any limitations imposed pursuant to

9

Section 329 review applicable to the Development Lot.

10

(d) Controls. The transfer ofTDR shall be allowed only under the following circumstances:

0)

11
12

units of which are Affordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401.

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

The Transfer Lot is a Preservation Lot or consists of a building all o(the housing

(2) The purchaser of the TDR is a Development Lot as defined in Section 128 and
128.1.
(e) Additional Requirements. Projects transferring TDR pursuant to this Section 128.1 are .
subject to the requirements ofPlanning Code Section 128(e) through

OJ.

SEC. 132.4. SETBACKS, STREETWALL ARTICULATION, AND TOWER SEPARATION
IN THE CENTRALSOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) Purpose. The controls in this Section 132.4 are intended to ensure that new buildings in the

20

Central SoMa Special Use District contribute to the activation, safety, and dynamism o(the

21

neighborhood, help create a strong urban room, and facilitate a substantial amount of/ight and air to

22

the neighborhood's major streets.

23
24

25 .

{b) Definitions. The definitions ofSection 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.
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1

"Mid-Rise Portion." The portion of a Mid-Rise Building above 85 feet in Height.

2

"Separation." The distance, measured horizontally, between the outside surfaces ofthe

3

exterior walls ofthe subject buildings.

4

"Tower." Any building taller than 160 feet in Height.

5

"Tower Portion." The portion of a Tower above 85 feet in Height.

6
7

(c) Applicability. The controls in this Section 132.4 apply within the Central SoMa Special Use
District. established in Section 249. 78.

8

(d) Controls.

0) Streetwall. .

9

10

(A) Requirements. Buildings shall be built up to the street- or alley-facing

11

property line up to 65 feet in Height. subject to the controls ofSection 261.1 as applicable, except as

12

provided in subsection (B) below.

13
14

(B) Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the requirements of
subsection (A), any building may be recessed (tom the property line as follows:

(i) To the extent necessary to accommodate any setback required by this

15
16

Code;

17
18

(ii) For portions ofresidential buildings with walk-up dwelling units that
have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential Guidelines;

19

20

(iii) For publicly-accessible open space built pursuant to the
requirements ofSection 138; or

21

22
23

24
25

{iv) For building far;ade architectural articulation and modulation up to
a maximum depth of5 feet.
(2) Setbacks.

(A) For Mid-Rise Buildings in the CS Bulk District. as defined in Section 270{h),
the following requirements apply:

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page22

894

1

(i) Along all street- and alley-facing property lines, a 15-{oot setback is

2

required (or the Mid-Rise Portion (or at least 60 percent o(the frontage length. This setback may be

3

reduced for obstructions permitted by Section 136;

4

(ii) Along all interior property lines, a 15-{oot setback is required (or the

5

Mid-Rise Portion {or the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced {or obstructions permitted

6

according to Section 13 6.

7

(B) For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all property lines, a 15-{oot

8

setback is required {or the Tower Portion for the entire frontage. This setback may be reduced {or

9

obstructions permitted according to Section 13 6.

10

(C) Along 4th Street between Bryant Street and Townsend Street, building

11

facades on new development shall be set back from the street-facing property line by a minimum depth

12

of.five feet to a minimum height o[25 feet above sidewalk grade. This setback shall be designed as an

13

extension o[the sidewalk, free of. columns or other obstructions, except as allowed according to Section

14

136, and shall generally be available to the public at all times {or pedestrian circulation.

15

(3) BuildingSeparation.

16
17

(A) The Tower Portion of.a project shall have a horizontal separation o[at least
115 feet from the Tower Portion of any other Tower.

18

(B) Through the procedures o[Section 329, the Planning Commission may

19

reduce the separation required under subsection (A) if.it finds that a Tower project meets all o(the

20

following criteria:

21

22

(i) The Tower Portion o(the project has, at a minimum, a horizontal

separation o[at least 85 feet from the Tower Portion o[any other Tower;

23

24

(ii) The maximum floor area of any floor of the Tower Portion o(the
project is no more than 10, 000 gross square feet;

25
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1

(iii) The maximum height o(the uppermost building element or mass,

2

occupied or unoccupied, o(the Tower has a difference o(at least 50 feet in Height from the maximum

3

height o(the uppermost element o(any other Tower within 115 feet o(horizontal distance; and

4
5

(iv) The Tower Portion o(the project is designed so as to maximize
apparent distance and architectural differentiation from any other nearby Tower.

6

(C) The Tower Portion o(aproject shall have a horizontal separation o(at least

7

30 feet from any Mid-Rise Portion on the same development lot, except that a bridge between the

8

Tower Portion and the Mid-Rise Portion may be permissible up to a height o[l30 feet ifthe bridge is

9

no more than one story in height, is set back a minimum o[l5 feet from any property line, and is

10

visually subordinate to the buildings it connects.

11

(D) Any development containing both a Tower Portion and Mid-Rise Portion

12

shall be designed to emphasize a visual distinction between the Tower and Mid-Rise Portions as

13

separate structures. * * * *

14

15

SEC.134. REAR YARDS, R, NC, C, SPD, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED,

AND RED-MX, RSD, SLR, SUAIVDSSO DISTRICTS.

16

The rear yard requirements established by this Section 134 shall apply to every

17

building in the districts listed below. To the extent that these provisions are inconsistent with

18

any Special Use District or Residential Character District, the provisions of the Special Use

~9

District or Residential Character District shall apply. These requirements are intended to

20

assure the protection and continuation of established midblock, landscaped open spaces, and

21

maintenance of a scale of development appropriate to each district, consistent with the

22

location of adjacent buildings.

23
24

(a) Basic Requirements. The basic rear yard requirements shall be as follows for the
districts indicated:

25
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(1) RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-1 (S), RM-3, RM-4, RC-3, RC-4, NC Districts other

1

2

than the Pacific Avenue NC District, C, M, MUG, WMUG, MUO, MUR, UMU, RED, RED-

3

MX, and SPD, RSD, SLR, SUnndSSO Districts. The minimum rear yard depth shall be equal

4

to 25% of the total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but in no case less than

5

15 feet. For buildings containing only SRO Units in the South t?fl.1arJwtA1ixed Use and Eastern

6

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 25% of the

7

total depth of the lot on which the building is situated, but the required rear yard of SRO

8

buildings not exceeding a height of 65 feet shall be reduced in specific situations as described

9

in

S~ubsection

(c) below.

10

* * * *

11

(C) RC-3, RC-4, NC-3, NCT -3, Broadway, Fillmore Street NCT, Hayes-

12

Gough NCT, Japantown, SoMa NCT, Mission Street NCT, Polk Street, Pacific Avenue, C,

13

M, SPD, RSD, SLR, SU, SSO, MUR, MUG, MUO, and UMU Districts. Rear yards shall be

14

provided at the lowest story containing a Dwelling Unit, and at each succeeding level or story

15

of the building. In the Hayes-Gough NCT, lots fronting the east side of Octavia Boulevard

16

between Linden and Market Streets (Central Freeway Parcels L, M, N, R, S, T, U, and V) are

17

not required to provide rear yards at any level of the building, provided that the project fully

18

meets the usable open space requirement for Dwelling Units fJe¥ pursuant to Section 135 of

19

this Code, the exposure requirements of Section 140, and gives adequate architectural

20

consideration to the light and air needs of adjacent buildings given the constraints of the

21

project site.

22

* * * *

23

(c) Reduction of Requirements in RH-2, RH-3, RTO, RTO-M, RM-1l. and RM-2

24

Districts. The rear yard requirement stated in Paragraph subsection (a)(2) above and as stated

25

in Paragraph subsection (a)(1) above for SRO buildings located in eitlwr the Soutlz o.f},{arket
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1

},fixed Use or the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts not exceeding a height of 65 feet,

2

shall be reduced in specific situations as described in this S§.Ubsection (c), based upon

3

conditions on adjacent lots. Except for those SRO buildings referenced above in this

4

paragraph whose rear yard can be reduced in the circumstances described in S§.ubsection (c)

5

to a 15-foot minimum, under no circumstances, shall the minimum rear yard be thus reduced

6

to less than a depth equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot on which the building is

7

situated, or to less than 15 feet, whichever is greater.

..

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 135. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP

10
11

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

12

shall be provided for each dwelling and each group housing structure in R, NC, C, Mixed Use,

13

and M Districts according to the standards set forth in this Section 135 unless otherwise

14

specified in specific district controls elsewhere in this Code.

15

* * * *

16

(d) Amount Required. Usable open space shall be provided for each building in the

17

amounts specified herein and in Tables 135A and B for the district in which the building is

18

located; provided, however, that in the Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts, open space

19

shall be provided in the amounts specified in Section 825 of this Code.·

20

In Neighborhood Commercial Districts, the amount of usable open space to be

21

provided shall be the amount required in the nearest Residential District, but the minimum

22

amount of open space required shall be in no case greater than the amount set forth in Table

23

135A for the district in which the building is located. The distance to each Residential District

24

shall be measured from the midpoint of the front lot line or from a point directly across the

25

street therefrom, whichever requires less open space.
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1

2

* * * *
(5) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.
(A) Minimum amount.

3

(i) Dwelling units, excluding SRO dwelling units. The minimum

4
5

amount of usable open space to be provided for use by each dwelling unit shall be as

6

specified in Table 1358.
{jjl_Fo-F---gGroup housing structures and, including SRO dwelling

7

8

units:;-:, tihe minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each bedroom shall

9

be one-third the amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Table 1358.
(B) Compliance.

10

(i) Privately-owned public open space. Usable open space

11

12

requirements in these areas may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space

13

as specified in Table 1358.

14

(ii) Towers in the CMUO District. Residential developments taller than

15

160 feet shall provide on-site at least 36 square feet per unit or bedroom o[the open space requirement

16

o(Table 135B. Anv additional open space required pursuant to Table 135B may be satisfied through _

17.

payment o[the fee established in Section 427.
(iii) Payment in case of Variance or exception. Projects granted a

18
19

usable open space Variance pursuant to Section 305 or an exception through Section 329 shall pay the

20

fee established in Section 427 for each square foot of useable open space not provided.

21

* * * *

22

TABLE 135 A

23

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR DWELLING UNITS AND GROUP HOUSING

24

OUTSIDE THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICT

25

District

I

Square Feet Of-Q[Usable
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1

Open Space Required FoF

Open Space That May Be

2

[or Each Dwelling Unit If All

Substituted for Private

3

Private

4

* * * *

5

C-3, C A{, SLR, SLI, SSO, M-1 ,

6

M-2

7

* * * *

36

1.33

8

9

* * * *

10

(h) Publicly-Accessible Usable Open Space Standards. In DTR Districts and the

11

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, some or all of the usable open space

12

requirements may be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Any space

13

credited as publicly-accessible usable open space, where permitted or required by this Code,

14

shall meet the following standards:

15
16
17
18
19

(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

20

landscaping and no more than 10 percent of the total floor area devoted to facilities for food or

21

beverage service, exclusive of seating areas as regulated in Section 138(d}(Jf;

22

(C) An unenclosed pedestrian pathway which complies with the

23

· standards of Section 270.2 and which is consistent with applicable design guidelines.
'

24
25

(D) Streetscape improvements with landscaping and pedestrian
amenities that result in additional pedestrian space beyond the pre-existing sidewalk width
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1

and conform to the Better Streets Plan and any other applicable neighborhood streetscape

2

plans pel"pursuant to Section 138.1 or other related policies such as those associated with

3

sidewalk widenings or building setbacks, other than those intended by design for the use of

4

individual ground floor residential units; and
(2)

5
6

(3) Maintenance. Maintenance requirements for open space in these areas are
subject to Section 138(h) of this Code.
(4) Informational Plaque. Signage requirements for open space in these areas

9

10

are subject to Section 138(i) of this Code.
(5) Open Space Provider. Requirements regarding how to provide and

11

12

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

13
14

of Open Space. Open space shall meet the standards

described in Section 138(d}(J) through (11) ofthis Code.

7

8

Standard~

these areas is subject to requirements of Section 138(d) of this Code.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 135.3. USABLE OPEN SPACE FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLING UNITS,

17

GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS WITHIN THE SOUTH OFAIARKET, EASTERN

18

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS.

19

(a) Amount of Open Space Required. All newly constructed structures, all structures

20

to which grossjloor areaGross Floor Area equal to 20%percent or more of existing grossjloor

21

areaGross Floor Area is added, and all structures in the SSO and Eastern

22

Use Districts within which floor area is converted to office use other than office use accessory

23

to a non-office use shall provide and maintain usable open space for that part of the new,

24

additional or converted square footage which is not subject to Sections 135.1 and 135.2 as

25

follows:
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1

MINIMUM USABLE OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS FOR USES OTHER THAN

2

DWELLING UNITS, GROUP HOUSING AND LIVE/WORK UNITS IN THE SOUTH OF

3

MARKET, EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE, AND DTR DISTRICTS
Use

4

Square Feet of Useable Open Space
Required

5
6

* * * *

7

1Wanujacturing and light industrial, storage

I sq. ft. per I20 gross sq. ft. ofoccupiedjloor

8

without distribution facilities, and likf! uses in the

area o.fnew or added square footage

9

&uth 0:;£1\f:arl«:t .f.!Bfed Yse Districts

10

* * * *

11

Office uses, as defined in 890. 70, in the &uth o.f

I sq. ft. per 90 sq. ft. 0:;£occupiedjloor area 0:;£

12

,\1:arket l,fued "b"Cse Districts

new, converted or added square footage

13

* * * *

14

* * * *

15

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern

16

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the open space requirements of this Section 135.3 may

17

be fulfilled by providing privately-owned public open space. Such open space is subject to the

18

following:

19
20
21

22
23

(A) The amount of open space required pursuant to Table 135.3 may be
reduced by 33%percent if it is publicly accessible usable open space.
(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

24

provided off-site, subject to Section 329 0:;£this Code for projects to which that Section applies

25

and Section 307(h) for other projects. Any such space shall meet the publicly accessible open
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1

space standards set forth in Section 135(h) and be provided within 800 feet of the project. The

2

publicly accessible off-site usable open space shall be constructed, completed, and ready for

3

use no later than the project itself, and shall receive its Certificate of Final Completion from

4

the Department of Building Inspection prior to the issuance of any Certificate of Final

5

Completion or Temporary Certificate of Occupancy for the project itself. This subsection (C)

6

shall not apply to projects in the CMUO District. and instead such projects shall comply with Section

7

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 138. PRIVATELY-OWNED PUBLIC OPEN SPACE (POPOS) REQUIREMENTS

10
11

12
13

L'V C 3 DISTRICTS.
(g)__RequirementApplicabiiitv. The following projects shall provide open space in the amount
and in accordance with the standards set forth in this Section:
(I) In C-3 Districts, any project proposing new construction o(An applicant for a

'14

permit to construct a new a Non-Residential building or an addition of Gross Floor Area equal to

15

20 percent or more of an existing Non-Residential building (hereinafter "building''). Institutional

16

uses in C-3 Districts are exempt from the requirements o(this Section 138.in C 3 Districts shallprmide

17

open space in the amount and in accordcmce ·with the standards set forth il~ this Section. All

18

determinations concerning the adequacy ofthe amount o.fopen space to be prmided and its conpliance

19

with the requirements oft."zis Section shall be made

20

iJ~

accordance ',Pith the provisions o.fSection 309.

(2) In the CMUO District, any project proposing new construction or an addition of

21

50,000 gross square feet or more o(Non-Residential use. Institutional and PDR uses in the CMUO

22

District are exempt ftom the requirements o(this Section 138.

23

(b) Amount Required. Except in the C 3 O(SD) District, oOpen space shall be provided

24

in the amounts specified in Table 138 below for all uses except (i) Residential Uses, ',llhich shall be

25

go•'Crned by Section 135 of this Code and (ii) Institutional Uses.
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1

2

Table 138

Minimum Amount of Open Space Required

3

4

Use District

5

Ratio of Square Feet of Open Space to Gross Floor Area With Open
Space Requirement

6

C-3-0

1:50

7

C-3-R

1:100

8

C-3-G

1:50

9

C-3-S

1:50

10

C-3-0 (SO)

1:50

11

CMUO

1:50; however, every square fOot o{the following amenities shall count as 1.33

12

square fj;et towards meeting the requirements o[this Section: {_12 f2laygr_ounds; (;!2

13

communitJ!. gardens; {_32 S[20rt courts; and {_42 dog runs.

14
15

(c) Location. The open space required by this Section may be on the same site as

16

the buildingproject for which the permit is sought, or within 900 feet of it on either private

17

property or, with the approval of all relevant public agencies, public property, provided that all

18

open space required by this Section [or a woject within the C-3 District shall mu-st be located

19

. entirely within the C-3 District. Projects within the CMUO District may wovide the 0[2en space

20

required by this Section within one-hal{ mile o(_the [2roject i[the required 0[2en S[2ace is on f2Ublicly-

21

owned land underneath or adjacent to the I-80 freeway. Open space is within 900 feet of the

22

building [or which the [2ermit is sought within the meaning of this Section if any portion of the

23

buildingproject is located within 900 feet of any portion of the open space. Off-site open space

24

shall be developed and open for use prior to issuance of a first certificate of occupancy, as

25

defined in Section 401 o{this Code, of the buildingproject whose open space requirement is
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1

being met off-site. Failure to comply with the requirements of this subsection shall be grounds

2

for enforcement under this Code, including but not limited to the provisions of Sections 176

3

and 176.1.

4

(d) Types and Standards of Open Space.

5

(1)

C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts, E_g_xcept as otherwise provided in S2ubsection

6

(ejJ, the project applicant may satisfy the requirements of this Section by providing one or more

7

of the following types of open space: A plaza, an urban park, an urban garden, a view terrace,

8

a sun terrace, a greenhouse, a small sitting area (a _:snippet~), an atrium, an indoor park, or a

9

public sitting area in a galleria, in an arcade, in a public street or alley, or in a pedestrian mall

10

or walkway, as more particularly defined in the table entitled "Guidelines for Open Space" in

11

the Open Space Section of the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto, provided that the

12

open space meets the following minimum standards. The open space shall:

13

(.J4.) Be of adequate size;

14

(.J!D Be situated in such locations and provide such ingress and egress

15

as will make the area easily accessible to the general public;

16

(::1-C) Be well-designed, and where appropriate, be landscaped;

17

(4D) Be protected from uncomfortable wind;

18

(Jfi) Incorporate various features, including ample seating and, if.

19

appropriate, access to food service, which will enhance public use of the area;

20
21

(6£) Have adequate access to sunlight if sunlight access is appropriate

to the type of area;

22 .
23
24

25

(.fG) Be well-lighted if the area is of the type requiring artificial
illumination;

(8!i) Be open to the public at times when it is reasonable to expect
substantial public use;
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1

(9[) Be designed to enhance user safety and security;

2

(WJ) If the open space is on private property, provide toilet facilities open

3

to the public; and

4
5

6

7

(+JK) Have at least 75 percent of the total open space approved be open

to the public during all daylight hours.
(2) CMUO District. In the CMUO District, a project shall satisfY the requirements
listed below, as well as the approval process described in subsection (j):

8

(A) Projects shall meet the minimum standards of subsection (e)(l ).

9

(B) Projects may provide open spaces outdoors or indoors, or may pay the in-

10

lieu fee as set forth in Section 427 and subject to Commission review pursuant to (0 below. except that

11

development on sites of 40,000 square teet or more and located south ofBryant Street shall provide the

12

required open space outdoors and may not pay an in-lieu tee.

13
14

(C) All open space provided shall be at street grade up to an amount that equals
15 percent o(the lot area. Any additional required open space may be provided above street grade.

15
16
17
18

(D) All open space shall be publicly accessible, at a minimum, from 7AM to
6PM every day.
(E) All outdoor open space provided at street grade, except space provided
underneath the I-80 freeway, shall meet the following requirements:

19

20

(i) The open space shall be open to the sky, except {or obstructions

permitted by Section 136;

21

22

(ii) Any buildings on the subject property that directly abut the open

space shall meet the active space requirements ofSection 145.1; and

23

{iii) The open space shall be maximally landscaped with plantings on

24

horizontal and vertical surfaces, subject to the appropriate design [or circulation routes and any

25

recreational or public amenities provided.
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1

(F) All indoor open spaces provided at street grade shall:

2

(i) Have a minimum area of2.500 square feet;

3

(ii) Have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height of20 feet;

4

(iii) Provide openings directly to a sidewalk or other publicly-accessible ·

5

outdoor space and. weather permitting. be accessible without the need to open doors;

6

7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

(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 (or drinking and filling of water bottles.
(H) Any food service area provided in the required open space shall occupy no
more than 20% o[the open space;
(I) Any restaurant seating shall not take up more than 20% o[the seating and

tables provided in the required open space; and
(J) All spaces shall facilitate three-stream waste sorting and collection.

(e) Approval of Open Space Type and Features.

16

(I) In C:-3 Districts, l='the type, size, location, physical access, seating and table

17

requirements, landscaping, availability of commercial services, sunlight and wind conditions

18

and hours of public access shall be reviewed and approved in accordance with the provisions

19

of Section 309, and shall generally conform to the "Guidelines for Open Space" in the Open

20

Space Section o[the Downtown Plan, or any amendments thereto.

21

The Commission may, by resolution, declare certain types of open space ineligible to

22

meet the requirements ofthis Section 138. either throughout C-3 Districts, or in certain defined

23

areas, if it determines that a disproportionate number of certain types of open space, or-thet

24

an insufficient number of parks and plazas, is being provided in order to meet the public need

25
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1

for open space and recreational uses. Such resolution may exempt from its application

2

projects whose permit applications are on file with the Planning Department.

3

Over time, no more than 20 percent of POPOS in the spaeeprmided under this Section

4

M&C-3 Districts shall be indoor space and at least 80 percent shall be outdoor space. Once an

5

indoor space has been approved, another such feature may not be approved until the total

6

square footage of outdoor open space features approved under this subsectionSeetion exceeds

7

80 percent of the total square footage of all open spaces approved under this

8

subsectionSeetion.

9

(2) In the CMUO District. all determinations concerning the adequacy o[the location,

10

amount. amenities, design. and implementation of open space required by this Section shall be made in

11

accordance with the provisions o[Section 329 and subsection (e), above. As part o[this determination,

12

the Planning Commission shall consider the ability ofthe open space to meet the open space, greening,

13

and community needs o[the neighborhood, as follows:

14

(A) Location. The provision of outdoor space, including off-site, should be

15

given preference over the provision o{indoor space and/or the payment o[the in-lieu fee. The

16

Commission may approve the provision o{indoor space and/or the payment o[the i7!-lieu fee only

17

where the provision o[outdoor space would:
(i) Be subject to substantially negative or unpleasant environmental

18

19

conditions, such as noise, wind, or lack of access to direct sunlight; and/or

(ii) Where provision ofthe open space outdoors would substantially

20

21
22

degrade the street wall or otherwise undermine the pedestrian experience.
(B)

Amenities. The type o[amenities provided shall take into consideration and

23

complement the amenities currently and [oreseeablyprovided in nearby publicly-accessible open

24

spaces and recreational facilities, both publicly and privately owned, with a preference given to

25

provision of amenities and types of spaces lacking or over-utilized in the area.
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 140. ALL DWELLING UNITS IN ALL USE DISTRICTS TO FACE ON AN OPEN

3
4

AREA.
(a) Requirements for Dwelling Units. With the exception ofDwelling Units in SRO

5

buiHiings in the South o.fA1«rkeU.4ixed Use Districts, i[n each Dwelling Unit in any use district, the

6

required windows (as defined by Section 504 of the San Francisco Housing Code) of at least

7

one room that meets the 120-square-foot minimum superficial floor area requirement of

8

Section 503 of the Housing Code shall face directly onto an open area of one of the following

9

types: .

10

(1) A public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet

11

in width, or rear yard meeting the requirements of this Code; provided, that if such windows

12

are on an outer court whose width is less than 25 feet, the depth of such court shall be no

13

greater than its width; or

14

(2) An open area (whether an inner court or a space between separate

15

buildings on the same lot) which is unobstructed (except for fire escapes not projecting more

'16

than necessary for safety and in no case more than four feet six inches, chimneys, and those

17

obstructions permitted in Sections 136(c)(14), (15), (16), (19), (20) and (29) of this Code) and

18

is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the Dwelling Unit in

19

question is located and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every

20

horizontal dimension at each subsequent floor, except for SRO buildings in the Eastern

21

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, which are not required to increase five feet in every

22

horizontal dimension until the fifth floor of the building.

23

* * * *

24

SEC.145.1. STREET FRONTAGES IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL,

25

RESIDENTIAL-COMMERCIAL, COMMERCIAL, AND MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
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1

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to preserve, enhance, and promote

2

attractive, clearly defined street frontages that are pedestrian-oriented and fine-grained, and

3

whiehthat are appropriate and compatible with the buildings and uses in Neighborhood

4

Commercial Districts, Commercial Districts, Residential-Commercial Districts, and Mixed Use

5

Districts.

'

6

* * * *

7

(c) Controls. The following requirements shall generally apply, except for those

8

controls listed in subsections (1) Above Grade Parking Setback and (4) Ground Floor Ceiling

9

Height, which only apply to a "development lot" as defined above.

10
11
12

In NC-S Districts, the applicable frontage shall be the primary facade(s) whiehthat
contain~

customer entrances to commercial spaces.

* * * *

(4) Ground Floor Ceiling Height. Unless otherwise established elsewhere in

13
14

this Code:
(A) All ground floor uses in UMU Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-

15
16

floor height of 17 feet, as measured from grade. Ground floor Residential Uses shall also be

17

designed to meet the City's Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines.
(B) Ground floor Non-Residential Uses in all C-3, NCT, DTR, Chinatown

18

19

Mixed Use, RSD, SLR, SLI, SPD, SS9,-RED-MX, WMUG, MUG, MUR, WMUOL and MUO

20

Districts shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of 14 feet, as measured from grade.

21

* * * *

22

SEC. 145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES.

23

(a) Purpose. To support active, pedestrian-oriented commercial uses on important

24

commercial streets.

25
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1

2
3

· (b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to the following street
frontages.
* * * *

(7) Fourth Street, between Folsom Bryant and Townsend Streets in the SLI and

4
5

6

CMUO Districts;
* * * *

(28) Any street frontage that is in the Polk Street Neighborhood Commercial

7

8

District; and,
(29) Pacific Avenue, between Van Ness Avenue and Jones Street, on lots

9
10

where the last known ground floor use was a commercial or retail use:-..:.

11

(30) Folsom Street, between 4th and 6th Streets in the CMUO and MUG Districts;

12

(31) Second Street, on the west side, between Dow Place and Townsend Street in the

13

CMUO District;
(32) Third Street, between Folsom Street and Townsend Street in the CMUO and C-3-0

14

15

16

Districts;
{33) Brannan Street, between Third Street and Fourth Street, in the CMUO District;

17

18

(34) Townsend Street, on the north side, between Second Street and Fourth Street.

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 151.1. SCHEDULE OF PERMITTED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES IN

21

22

SPECIFIED DISTRICTS.
* * * *

23

Table151.1

24

OFF-STREET PARKING PERMITTED AS ACCESSORY

25

Number of Off-Street Car Parking Spaces

Use or Activity
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1

or Space Devoted to Off-Street Car

2

Parking Permitted

3

RESIDENTIAL USES

4

* * * *

5

Dwelling Units and SRO Units in gff,-SALI,

P up to one car for each four Dwelling or

6

S$G,MUG outside o[_the Central SoMa SUD,

SRO Units; Cup to 0.75 cars for each

7

WMUG, MUR, MUO, WMUO, SPD Districts,

Dwelling Unit, subject to the criteria and

8

except as specified below

conditions and procedures of Section

9

151.1 (e) or (f); NP above 0.75 cars for each

10

Dwelling or SRO Unit.

11

Dwelling Units in gff,-SALI, S$G,MUG

P up to one car for each four Dwelling Units;

12

outside o[_the Central SoMa SUD, WMUG,

C up to one car for each Dwelling Unit,

13

MUR, MUO, WMUO, and SPD Districts with

subject to the criteria and conditions and

14

at least two bedrooms and at least 1 ,000

procedures of Section 151.1 (e) or (f); NP

15

square feet of Occupied Floor Area

above one car for each Dwelling Unit.

16

* * * *

17

Dwelling Units in MUG District within the

P up to one car (or each two Dwelling Units; NP

18

Central SoMa SUD and the CMUO Districts

above 0.50 cars fgr each Dwelling Unit.

19

* * * *

20

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3

21

* * * *

22

Entertainment, ArtsL and Recreation Uses Category

23

Arts Activities, except theaters and

P up to one for each 2,000 square feet of

24

auditoriums

Occupied Floor Area. In Sovtth ofMarlwt

25

A4i7red f:Jse /}istriets, -partieipation ii~
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1

transportation programs may be requiredper

2

&etion

l:~.J . .J (j).

3

* * * *

4

Sales and Services Category ·

5

* * * *

6

All retail in the Eastern Neighborhoods

P up to one for each 1,500 square feet of

7

Mixed Use Districts where any portion of the

Gross Floor Area.

8

parcel is within the CMUO District or is less

9

than 1/4 mile from Market, Mission, 3rd

10

Streets and 4th Street north of Berry Street,

11

except grocery stores of over 20,000 gross

12

square feet.

13

* * * *

14

Office uses in DTR,

15

WMUG, MUR, WMUO, and MUO Districts

~SPD,

MUG,

P up to 7% of the Occupied Floor Area of

16
17

conditions of Section 155(g); NP above.
Office uses in the CMUO District

Pup to one car per 3,500 square feet of

18
19

such uses and subject to the pricing

Occug_ied Floor Area.
* * * *

20

* * * *

21

(f) Small Residential Projects in MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED,

22

RED-MX and SPD Districts. Any project that is not subject to the requirements of Section

23

329 and that requests residential accessory parking in excess. of what is principally permitted

24

in Table 151.1 shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator subject to Section 307(i}. The

25

Zoning Administrator may grant parking in excess of what is principally permitted in Table
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1

151.1, not to exceed the maximum amount stated in Table 151.1, only if the Zoning

2

Administrator determines that:

3

* * * *

4

SEC.152. SCHEDULE OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES

5

IN DISTRICTS OTHER THAN C-3, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

6

DISTRICTS, OR SOUTH o..uMARKET1W1XED USE DISTRICTS.

7

In districts other than C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and the

8

Soutlt o_;q1arkeU,1ixed Use Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the

9

minimum quantities specified in the following table, except as otherwise provided in Section

10

152.2 and Section 161 of this Code. The measurement of Occupied Floor Area shall be as

11

defined in this Code, except that nonaccessory parking spaces and driveways and

12

maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.

13

Table 152

14

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (OUTSIDE C-3,AND EASTERN

15

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, AND SOUTH OFA1ARKETA1IXED USE

16

DISTRICTS)

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 152.1. REQUIRED OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE

19

VEHICLE SPACES IN C-3, AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS,

20

AND SOUTH ()._l?JtfARKETAfiXED USE DISTRICTS.

21

In C-3, and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, and South o.;.£fAarket}r1ixed Use

22

Districts, off-street freight loading spaces shall be provided in the minimum quantities specified

23

in the following Table 152.1, except as otherwise provided in Sections 153(a)(6), 161, and as

24

stated below in this Section 152.1. Notwithstanding the requirements of this Section, including

25

Table 152.1, no building in the C-3-0(SD) district shall be required to provide more than six

l
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1

off-street freight loading or service vehicle spaces in total. The measurement of Occupied

2

Floor Area shall be as defined in this Code, except that non-accessory parking spaces and

3

driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto shall not be counted.

4

For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts that are subject to

5

Section 329, the Planning Commission may waive these requirements !Jf*pursuant to the

6

procedures of Section 329 if it finds that the design of the project, particularly ground floor

7

frontages, would be improved and that such loading could be sufficiently accommodated on

8

adjacent Streets and Alleys. For projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts

9

that are not subject to Section 329, the Zoning Administrator may administratively waive these

10

requirements pursuant to Section 307(h) and the criteria identified above which apply to

11

projects subject to Section 329.

12

Table 152.1

13

OFF-STREET FREIGHT LOADING SPACES REQUIRED (IN C-3-;AND EASTERN

14

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS, AND SOUTH OFJIIARKETJIIIXED USE

15

DISTRICTS)

16.

Use or Activity

17

Gross Floor Area of

Number of Off-Street

Structure or Use (sq. ft.)

Freight Loading Spaces

18

Required

19

* * * *

20

Wholesaling, manufacturing,

o...:.1o,ooo

0

21

and all other uses primarily

10,001 - 50,000

1

22

engaged in handling goods,

Over 50,000

0.21 spaces per 10,000 sq.

23

and Live/Work Units within

ft. of Occupied Floor Area (to

24

existing buildings, within

closest whole number

25

Eastern Neighborhoods

peFpursuant to Section 153)
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1

Mixed Use 0 istricts,.---t:ll'ld

2

Sout.Lt o.f},{arket },fixed Use

3

.f)i.strietB

4

* * * *

5

* * * *

6

SEC.153. RULES FOR CALCULATION OF REQUIRED SPACES.

7

(a) In the calculation of off-street parking, freight loading spaces, and bicycle parking

8

spaces required under Sections 151, 152, 152.1, 155.2, 155.3 and 155.4 of this Code, the

9

following rules shall apply:

10

11

* * * *
(6) In C-3, MUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO. and UMU, and South

o.f},fark~tDistriets,

12

substitution of two service vehicle spaces for each required off-street freight loading space

13

may be made, provided that a minimum of 50 percent of the required number of spaces are

14

provided for freight loading. Where the 50 percent allowable substitution results in a fraction,

15

the fraction shall be disregarded.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 155. GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF

18

OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING1 AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES.

19

Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shall meet the following

20

standards as to location and arrangement. In addition, facilities which are not required but are

21

actually provided shall meet the following standards unless such standards are stated to be

22

applicable solely to required facilities. In application of the standards of this Code for off-street

23

parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the Municipal

24

Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the Better

25

Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final authority
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1

for the application of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations and

2

interpretations in furtherance of the stated provisions of this Code shall, however, rest with the

3

Planning Department.

4

* * * *

5

(d) Enclosure of Off-Street Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces Required. All off-

6

street freight loading and service vehicle spaces in the C-3, DTR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO,

7

MUG, WMUG, and MUR, and South aj},farJceU,{ixed Use Districts shall be completely enclosed,_

8

and access from a public Street or Alley shall be provided by means of a private service

9

driveway, which that is totally contained within the structure. Such a private service driveway

10

shall include adequate space to maneuver trucks and service vehicles into and out of all

11

provided spaces, and shall be designed so as to facilitate access to the subject property while

12

minimizing interference with street and sidewalk circulation. Any such private service driveway

13

shall be of adequate width to accommodate drive-in movement from the adjacent curb or

14

inside traffic lane but shall in no case exceed 30 feet. Notwithstanding the foregoing, if an

15

adjacent Street or Alley is determined by the Zoning Administrator to be primarily used for

16

building service, up to four off-street freight or loading spaces may be allowed to be

17

individually accessible directly from such a Street or Alley, pursuant to the provisions of

18

Section 309 in a C-3 District, the provisions ofSection 307(g) in

19

District, the provisions of Section 309.1 in a DTR District, the provisions of Section 329 for

20

projects subject to Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO. WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District, or

21

by administrative decision of the Zoning Administrator for projects that are not subject to

22

Section 329 in a MUO, CMUO. WMUO, MUG, WMUG, or MUR District.

aSouth of'l\.f[fl'ketJ.fixed Use

23

* * * *

24

(g) Parking Pricing Requirements. In order to discourage long-term commuter

25

parking, any off-street parking spaces provided for a structure or use other than Residential or
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1

Hotel in a C-3, DTR, ~SPD, MUG, WMUG, MUR, CMUO, WMUO, or MUO District,

2

whether classified as an accessory or Conditional Use, whiehthat are otherwise available for

3

use for long-term parking by downtown workers shall maintain a rate or fee structure for their

4

use such that the rate charge for four hours of parking duration is no more than four times the

5

rate charge for the first hour, and the rate charge for eight or more hours of parking duration is

6

no less than 10 times the rate charge for the first hour. Additionally, no discounted parking

7

rate shall be permitted for weekly, monthly or similar time-specific periods.

8

* * * *

9

(r) Protected Pedestrian-, Cycling-, and Transit-Oriented Street Frontages. In

10

order to preserve the pedestrian character of certain downtown and neighborhood commercial

11

districts and to minimize delays to transit service, garage entries, driveways or other vehicular

12

access to off-street parking or loading (except for the creation of new publicly~accessible

13

Streets and Alleys) shall be regulated on development lots as follows on the following Street

14

frontages:

15

16
17
18

(1) Folsom Street, from Essex Street to the Embarcadero, not permitted except
as set forth in Section 827.
(2) Not permitted:
* * * *

19

(N) 3rd Street, in the UMU districts for 100 feet north and south of

20

Mariposa and 100 feet north and south of 20th Streets, and 4th Street between Bryant and

.21

22

Townsend in the SLI and MJJO District,
* * * *

(Y) 2nd Street from Market to ,l2olsom Townsend Streets,

23

24

25

* * * *

(CC) Buchanan Street from Post Street to Sutter Street-L
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1

(DO) Grant Avenue between Columbus Avenue and Filbert Street,

2

(EE) Green Street between Grant Avenue and Columbus/Stockton,

3

(FF) All Alleys within the North Beach NCO and the Telegraph Hill-North

4

Beach Residential SUD,. .

5

(GG) Howard Street from 5th Street to 13th Street,

6

(HH) Folsom Street from 2nd Street to 13th Street,

7

(II) Brannan Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street,

8

(JJ) Townsend Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, except as set forth in Section

9

249. 78(e){3),

10

(KK) 3rd Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street,

11

(LL) 4th Street from Folsom Street to Townsend Street, and

12

(MM) 6th Street from Folsom Street to Brannan Street.

13

(3) Not permitted except with a Conditional Use authorization, except that in the

14

C-3-0(SD) and the CMUO

Distric~,

the Planning Commission may grant such permission as

15

an exception pursuant to

Section~

309 or 329 in lieu of a Conditional Use authorization where

16

the amount of parking proposed does not exceed the amounts permitted as accessory

17

according to Section 151.1.

18

* * * *

19

(I) 1st, Fremont and Beale Streets from Market to Folsom Street, £ll'ld

20

(J) The eastern (water) side of The Embarcadero between Townsend

21

and Taylor Streets,.. .

22

(K) Harrison Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street.

23

(L) Bryant Street from 2nd Street to 6th Street, and

24

(M) 5th Street from Howard Street to Townsend Street.

25

* * * *
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1

2

(u) Driveway and Loading Operations Plan (PLOP) in the Central SoMa Special Use
District.

3

0) Purpose. The purpose o[a Driveway Loading and Operations Plan (PLOP) is to

4

reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians.

5

bicycles. and vehicles. and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new loading

6

demand
(2) Applicability. Development projects o[more than 100.000 net new gross square

7
8

feet in the Central SoMa Special Use District.
(3) Requirement. Applicable projects shall prepare a DLOP for review and approval

9

10

by the Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall be written in accordance with any

11

guidelines issued by the Planning Department.

12

* * * *

13

SEC.163. TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS AND

14

TRANSPORTATION BROKERAGE SERVICES IN COMMERCIAL AND MIXED USE

15

DISTRICTS.

16

(a) Purpose. This Section 163 is intended

to~

ensure that adequate services are

17

undertaken to minimize the transportation impacts of added office employment and residential

18

development in the downtown and South of Market area, in a manner consistent with the

19

objectives and policies of the General Plan, by facilitating the effective use of transit,

20

encouraging ridesharing, and employing other practical means to reduce commute travel by

21

single-occupant vehicles.

22

23
24

(b) Applicability. The requirements of this Section apply to any project meeting one
of the following conditions:

* * * *

25
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(4) In the case of the SW, WMUO, CMUO, or MUO District, where the

1

2

occupied square feet of new, converted or added floor area for office use equals at least

3

25,000 square feet.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 169. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT PROGRAM.

6

Sections 169 through 169.6 (hereafter referred to collectively as "Section 169") set forth

7

the requirements of the Transportation Demand Management Program (TOM Program).

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 169.3. APPLICABILITY.

10

* * * *

11

(e) Operative Date.

12

(I)

Except as described in subsection (4) below, Development Projects with a

13

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before

14

September 4; 2016 shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target, as defined in the Planning

15

Commission's Standards.

16

(2)

Except as described in subsection (4) below, Development Projects with no

17

Development Application filed or an Environmental Application deemed complete on or before

18

September 4, 2016, but that file a Development Application on or after September 5, 2016,

19

and before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of such target.

20
21

22

&Development Projects with a Development Application 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

23

Central SoMa Development Tier o[A, B, or C. as defined in Section 423.2, regardless o[the date tiled

24

of any Development Application or Environmental Application, shall be subject to I 00% o[such target.

25

* * * *
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1

SEC. 175.1. EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE CENTRAL SOMA ZONING CONTROLS.

2

(a) Intent. It is the intent ofthis Section 175.1 to provide for an orderly transition from prior

3

zoning and planning requirements to the requirements under the Central SoMa Controls, without

4

impairing the validity o[prior actions by the City or frustrating completion of actions authorized prior

5

to the effective date o[those Controls.

6

7

(b) Definitions. The following definitions shall apply to this Section 175.1:
(I) "Central SoMa Controls" shall mean all Ordinances adopted in furtherance o(the

8

Central SoMa Area Plan, including but not limited to Ordinance Nos.

9

amendments to the Planning Code, Zoning Map, and Administrative Code.

, and associated

10

(2) "Development Application" is defined in Planning Code Section 401.

11

(3) "Project Approval" shall mean any required approval or determination on a

12

Development Application that the Planning Commission, Planning Department, or Zoning

13

Administrator issues.

14

(4) "Code Conforming Project" shall mean a development project for which all

15

required Development Applications could have received Project Approval under the Planning Code

16

immediately prior to the effective date o(the Central SoMa Controls.

17

(c) Applicability. A Code Conforming Project within the Central SoMa Special Use District

18

may elect to be exempt from the Central SoMa Controls and instead be subject to those controls in

19

place immediatelyprior to the effective date o[the Central SoMa Controls, i[at least one Development

20

Application for such project was filed before February 15, 2018 and the project receives its first

21

Project Approval by December 31, 2019.

22
23

24
25

SEC. 181. NONCONFORMING USES: ENLARGEMENTS, ALTERATIONS AND
RECONSTRUCTION.
The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to
enlargements, alterations and reconstruction:
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1

* * * *

2

(f) Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Certain Mixed-Use Districts. A nighttime
inten~ified,

3

entertainment use within the RSD;--MUG, or MUR, or SLR Districts may be enlarged,

4

extended,_ or expanded, including the expansion to an adjacent lot or lots, provided that: (1)

5

the enlargement, intensification, extension, or expansion is approved as a conditional use

6

pursuant to Sections 303 and 316 of this Code; (2) the use as a whole meets the parking and

7

signage requirements, floor area ratio limit, height and bulk limit, and all other requirements of

8

this Code whiehthat would apply if the use were a permitted one; and (3) the provisions of

9

Section 803.5(b) of this Code are satisfied.

10

* * * *

11

SEC. 182. NONCONFORMING .USES: CHANGES OF USE.

12

The following provisions shall apply to nonconforming uses with respect to changes of

13

use:

14

(a) A nonconforming use shall not be changed or modified so as to increase the

15

degree of nonconformity under the use limitations of this Code, with respect to the type of use

16

or its intensity except as provided in Section 181 for Nighttime Entertainment uses within the

17

RSD;--MUG, or MUR, or SLR Districts. The degree of nonconformity shall be deemed to be

18

increased if the new or modified use is less widely permitted by the use districts of the City

19

than the nonconforming use existing immediately prior thereto. For purposes of this Section,

20

intensification of a Formula Retail use as defined in Section 178(c) is determined to be a

21

change or modification that increases the degree of nonconformity of the use.

22

(b) Except as limited in this

S~ubsection,

a nonconforming use may be reduced in size,

23

extent or intensity, or changed to a use that is more widely permitted by the use districts of the

24

City than the existing use, subject to the other applicable provisions of this Code. Except as

25

otherwise provided herein, the riew use shall still be classified as
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1

2

* * * *
(3) A nonconforming use in any Sout.'?: aj},farket },fixed Use District may not be

3

changed to an Office, Retail, Bar, Restaurant, Nighttime Entertainment, Adult Entertainment, Hotel,

4

Motel, inn, hostel, or Afovie Theater use in ai'lY district ·where such use is o#wnvise notpermitted or

5

conditional, except as provided in Subsection (f) below.

6

* * * *

7

(f) Once a nonconforming use has been changed to a principal or eConditional .uUse

8

permitted in the district in which the property is located, or brought closer in any other manner

9

to conformity with the use limitations of this Code, the use of the property may not thereafter

10

be returned to its former nonconforming status, except that within any South af},fark:et },fixed Use

11

District, any area occupied by a nonconforming Office use that is changed to an arts, home and/or

12

business service use falling within the definition afan Arts Activity in Section 102 or zaning categories

13

816. 42 through 816. 47 or a wholesale, storage, or light manufacturing use falling wit.'?:i11 zoni11g

14

categories 816. 64 through 816. 67 shall be allov;ed to retum to its former nonconjormi11g Office use.

15

Upon restoration of a previous nonconforming use as permitted above, any modification,

16

enlargement, extension, or change of use, from circumstances that last lawfully existed prior

17

to the change from office use, shall be subject to the provisions of this Article, and the

18

restored nonconforming use shall be considered to have existed continuously since its original

19

establishment, prior to the change to Office use, for purposes of this Article.

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 201. CLASSES OF USE DISTRICTS.

22

In order to carry out the purposes and provisions of this Code, the City is hereby

23
24

divided into the following classes of use districts:
* * * *

25

Seut!t ofA/arket Use Afixed Use Districts
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~4/so

1

see See. 8fll. §)

2

/1M)

Residential &P;iee Distriet (l)efined in &e. 8I J.)

3

SbR

&1'-';ieelbig.~t !ndustriebtResidentiet

4

gy

&n•ieel:bight Industr-ial Distl·iet (l)efined i11 &e. 8!: 71

5

sgg

&r,}ieel&een~'

6

()jfiee Distl-iet (l)efined in &e. 81 &)

* * * *

7

Eti:Stern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts

8
9

Distf·iet (l)ejh1ed in &e. 8!: e)

~4/so

see See. 8fll. 4)

CMUO

Central SoMa Mixed Use- Offj_ce District (!Jeflned in Sec. 8482

10

SPD

South Park District (Defined in Sec. 814)

11

* * * *

12

* * * *

13
14

In addition to the classes of use districts in the above table, the folloWing terms shall
apply:

15

16

"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;

17

"M District" shall mean any M-1 or M-2 District;

18

"PDR District" shall mean any PDR-1-B, PDR-1-D, PDR-1-G or PDR-2 District;

19

"RH District" shall mean any RH-1 (D), RH-1, RH-1 (S), RH-2, or RH-3 District;

20

"RM District" shall mean any RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, or RM-4 District;

21

"RTO District" shall mean any RTO or RTO-M District;

22

"C-3 District" shall mean any C-3-0, C-3-R, C-3-G, or C-3-S District. For the purposes

23

of Section 128 and Article 11 of this Code, the term "C-3 District" shall also include the South

24

of Market Extended Preservation District designated on Section Map SU03 of the Zoning

25

Map;
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1

"NCT District" shall mean any district listed in Section 702.1 (b), including any NCT-1,

2

NCT-2, NCT-3, and any Neighborhood Commercial Transit District identified by street or area

3

name; and

4
5

"Mixed Use District" shall mean all Chinatown Mixed use, South o.f},fai'lwtMixed Use,
Eastern Neighborhood Mixed use, and Downtown Residential Districts.

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 206.4. THE 100 PERCENT AFFORDABLE HOUSING BONUS PROGRAM.

8

(a) Purpose and Findings. This Section 206.-J-.1. describes the 100 Percent Affordable

9

Housing Bonus Program, or "100 Percent Affordable Housing Program". In addition to the

10

purposes described in Section 206.1, the purpose of the 100 Percent Affordable Housing

11

Program is to facilitate the construction and development of projects in which all of the

12

residential units are affordable to Low and Very-Low Income Households. Projects pursuing a

13

development bonus under this 100 Percent Affordable Program would exceed the City's

14

shared Proposition K housing goals that 50% of new housing constructed or rehabilitated in

15

the City by 2020 be within the reach of working middle class San Franciscans, and at least

16

33% affordable for low and moderate income households.

17

* * * *

18

(b) Applicability. A 100 Percent Affordable Housing Bonus Project under this Section

19
20

206.-J-.1. shall be a Housing Project that:
* * * *

21

(3) is not seeking and receiving a density or development bonus under the

22

provisions of California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq., Planning Code Sections

23

207, 124(f), 304,

· 24
25

~or

any other state or local program that provides development

bonuses;
* * * *
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1

SEC. 207.5. DENSITY OF DWELLING UNITS IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

2

(a) The dwelling unit density in the Chinatown Mixed Use District shall be at a density

3

4
5

6
7

8
9
10
11

ratio not exceeding the amount set forth in the specific district tables in Article 8.
(b) Except as indicated in Paragraph (e) below, the dwelling unit density in the South of'
Afarket },fixed Use Districts shaU be as specified in the specific district tables in Article 8.
(c) There shall be no density limit for single room occupancy (SRO) uJ?its iH any South of..
}l.farket }.fixed Use District.

fd)- There shall be no density limit for any residential use, as defined by Section
890.88 in any DTR district.

(ef.) There shall be no density limits for any residential use, as defined by Se.ction
890.88, in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 208. DENSITY LIMITATIONS FOR GROUP HOUSING OR HOMELESS

14
15

SHELTERS.
Except .for Single Room Occupancy Units in the South o.fJ4arket Mixed Use Districts, t1he

16

density limitations for Group Housing or Homeless Shelters, as described in Sections 102,

17

790.88(b) and (c) and 890.88(b) and (c) of this Code, shall be as follows:

18

(a) For Group Housing, the maximum number of Bedrooms on each Lot shall be as

19

specified in the Zoning Control Table for the District in which the Lot is located, except that in

20

RTO, RTO-M, RCD, UMU, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO, WMUO, RED, RED-MX, SPD,

21

DTR, and all NCT Districts the density of Group Housing shall not be limited by lot area, and

22

except that for Lots in NC Districts, the group housing density shall not exceed the number of

23

Bedrooms permitted in the nearest R District provided that the maximum density not be less

24

than the amount permitted by the ratio specified for the NC District in which the lot is located.

25

For Homeless Shelters, the maximum number of beds on each lot shall be regulated
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1

peFpursuant to the requirements of the Standards of Care for City Shelters contained in

2

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article XIII, in addition to the applicable requirements of the

3

Building Code and Fire Code.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 211.2. CONDITIONAL USES, P DISTRICTS.

6

The following uses shall require Conditional Use authorization from the Planning

7

Commission, as provided in Section 303 of this Code, unless otherwise permitted under

8

Section 211.1 of this Code:
* * * *

9

(b) For P Districts located within the right-of-way of any State or federal

10
11

highway:
( 1) Parking lot or garage uses when: (A) adjacent to any Eastern

12
13

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the South ofA1m·keO&ixed Use District, or (B) within the

14

Market and Octavia Plan Area.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 249.36. LIFE SCIENCE AND MEDICAL SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

17

(a) Purpose. The Life Science and Medical Special Use District is inte.nded to support

18

uses that benefit from proximity to the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) campus

19

at Mission Bay. These uses include medical office and life science (biotechnology) uses.

20

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Life Science and Medical Special Use District

21

are shown on Sectional Map No. 8SU of the Zoning Map. Generally, the area borders

22

Mariposa St. on the north, 23rd St. on the south, 1-280 to the west, and 3rd St. to the east.

23

Within this area, the Dogpatch Historic District is generally excluded.

24

25

(c) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code currently applicable shall continue to
apply, except as otherwise provided in this Section:
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(1) Medical Services. Medical services, including medical offices and clinics,

1

2

as defined in Section 890.114, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size

3

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning

4

controls (Sec. 803.9(hi)). For the purposes of this Section, a medical service use may be

5

affiliated with a hospital or medical center as defined in 890.44.

6

(2) Life Science Offices. Office uses that contain Life Science facilities, as

7

defined in Section 890.53, are a principally permitted use and are exempted from use size

8

limitations, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning

9

controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(hi)).
(3) Life Science Laboratories. Laboratories that engage in life science

10
11

research and development, as defined in Section 890.52, are a principally permitted use and

12

are exempted from use size limitation, PDR replacement requirements (Sec. 230), and

13

vertical (floor-by-floor) zoning controls (Sec. 219.1 and 803.9(hi)).

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 249.40. POTRERO CENTER MIXED-USE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

16

(a) Purpose. The Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District is intended to

17

facilitate the continued operation of the shopping center located at 2300 16th Street, which is

18

characterized by large formula retail sales and services, while providing an appropriate

19

regulatory scheme for a potential phased mixed-use redevelopment of the shopping center in

20

the future.

21

(b) Geography. The boundaries of the Potrero Center Mixed-Use Special Use District

22

shall consist of Assessor's Block 3930A, Lot 002 as designated on the Zoning Map of the City

23

and County of San Francisco and generally bound by Bryant Street to the west, 16th Street to

24

the south, Potrero Avenue to the east, and Assessor's Blocks 3931A, 3921A and 3922A to the

25

north.
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1

2
3

(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

4

124 shall not apply to Retail Sales and Services uses or to Gym uses. The maximum FAR for

5

Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym uses shall not exceed 3.0:1.

6

(2) Use Size Limitations for Retail Sales and Services and Gyms. The use

7

size limitations and ratio requirements applicable to Retail Sales and Service uses and Gym

8

uses of Sections 121.6(a), 803.9{-ig), 843.45 and 843.51 shall not apply. Retail Sales and

9

Service uses and Gym uses are principally permitted, and the replacement of one such use or

10

tenant by another such use or tenant in an existing store or gym, regardless of its size, is

11

permitted. Newly constructed space for Retail Sales and Service uses or Gym uses larger

12

than 25,000 gross square feet per use or the expansion of an existing Retail Sales and

13

Services use or Gym use by more than 25,000 new gross square feet per use shall require

14

conditional use authorization pursuant to the provisions of Section 303.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 249.45. VISITACION VALLEY/SCHLAGE LOCK SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

17

A Special Use District entitled the "Visitacion Valley/Schlage Lock Special Use District"

18

is hereby established for a portion of the Vis ita cion Valley neighborhood and the Schlage Lock

19

site within the City and County of San Francisco, the boundaries of which are designated on

20

Sectional Map SU1 0 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County of San Francisco, and which

21

includes properties generally fronting Bayshore Boulevard between Tunnel Avenue in the

22

north and the San Francisco/San Mateo County line in the south, and properties fronting

23

Leland Avenue between Bayshore Boulevard and Cora Street. The following provisions shall

24

apply within the Special Use District:

25

* * * *
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1

(e) Controls in Zone 1. Development in Zone 1 of the Special Use District shall be

2

regulated by the controls contained in this Section 249.45(e) and the Design for Development.

3

Where not explicitly superseded by definitions and controls established in this Section

4

249.45(e) or the Design for Development, the definitions and controls in this Planning Code.

5

shall apply except where those controls conflict with the Development Agreement. The

6

following shall apply only in Zone 1 of the Special Use District:

7

* * * *

(2) Use Requirements.

8
9

* * * *

(C) Prohibited Uses. The following uses shall be prohibited within this Special

10
11

Use District:

12

(i) Auto repair services;

13

(ii) Office, except in existing buildings or as an accessory use to other

14

permitted uses. The floor controls set forth in Section 803.9(hi) for the MUG zoning

15

designation shall not apply to office use in the Old Office Building or to the existing building

16

located on Assessor's Block and Lot No. 51 00-007;

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 249.78. CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

19

(a) Purpose. In order to implement the goals. objectives, and policies o[the Central SoMa

20
21
22

Plan (Ordinance No.

, on file with the Clerk o[the Board ofSupervisors 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

23

boundaries generally run from 2nd Street to the east to 6th Street to the west, and from Townsend

24

Street to the south to an irregular border that generally fOllows Folsom, Howard. and Stevenson Streets

25

to the north, as more specifically shown on Sectional Maps I SU and 8SU ofthe Zoning Map.
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1

(c) Land Use Controls.

2
3

0) Active Uses. The controls of Section 145.1 and 145.4 shall apply, except as

specified below:

4
5

(A) Active uses, as defined in Section 145.1, are required along any outdoor
publicly-accessible open space;

6
7

{B) An office use, as defined in Section 890.70. is not an "active use" on the

ground floor;

8

(C). POPOS. as defined in Section 138, is an "active use" on the ground floor;

9

(D) Production, Distribution, and Repair uses, as defined in Section I 02, shall

10

be considered an "Active commercial use," as defined in Section 145.4(c).

11

(E) Notwithstanding the PDR exemption found in Section 145.1 (c){6), PDR uses

12

shall meet the transparency and fenestration requirements contained in that Section.

13

(2) Nighttime Entertainment. Nighttime Entertainment uses are principally permitted,

14

regardless o{the underlying zoning district, in the area bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street,

15

and Townsend Street.

16
17

18
19
20

21
22

{3) Hotels. Hotels shall not be subject to the land use ratio requirements o[Section

803.9(g).
(4) Micro-Retail. "Micro-Retail" shall mean a Retail Use, other than a Formula Retail
Use. o[no greater than 1,000 gross square teet.
(A) Applicability. Micro-Retail controls shall apply to new development
projects on sites o[20, 000 square teet or more.
(B) Controls.

23

24

(i) Amount. Applicable development projects are required to have at

least one Micro-Retail unit for every 20,000 square feet o[site area, rounded to the nearest unit.

25
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1

(ii) Location and Design. All Micro-Retail units shall be on the ground

2

floor, independently and directly accessed from a public right-ofway or publicly-accessible open

3

space, and designed to be accessed and operated independently from other spaces or uses on the

4

subject property.

5
6

{iii) Tvpe. Formula Retail uses, as defined in Section 303.1. are not
permitted as Micro-Retail.

7
8

(5) PDR Requirements. In addition to the requirements ofSection 202.8, the following

shall apply to any newly constructed project that contains at least 50,000 gross square {eet of office:

9
10

(A) The project shall provide an amount ofPDR space that is the greater o(the
following:

11
12

(i) the square footage ofPDR space required by the controls ofSection

202.8, or

13

(ii) on-site dedication ofspace for PDR Uses equivalent to 40 percent of

14

the lot area, in which case for purposes o(this section, land dedicated to a building whose housing

15

units consist entirely ofAtfordable Housing Units as defined in Section 401, publicly accessible open

16

space and mid-block alleys that are fully open to the sky except for obstructions permitted pursuant to

17

Section 136, and ground floor space dedicated to child care are exempted from calculation o(the lot

18

area.

19

(B) In the alternative, the project sponsor may provide either o(the following:

20

(i) Establishment offsite, through new construction, addition, or change

21

of use, of a minimum o(J50 percent ofgross square {eet o(the on-site PDR requirement. Such off-site

22

PDR shall be located within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street,

23

Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue; or

24
25

(ii) Preservation of existing PDR uses off-site, at a minimum o(200
percent o[the on-site requirement, for the life o(the project that is subject to the requirements o(this

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

933

Page 61

1

subsection (6) or for 55 years, whichever is less. This off-site PDR shall be located on one or more lots

2

in the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van

3

Ness Avenue. The P DR space preserved off-site shall not include any space already required to be

4

preserved pursuant to this Section or Section 202.8.

5

(C) The PDR requirements o[this subsection may be reduced by 25 percent [or

6

anyproject subject to any contract or agreement meeting the requirements o[Cali{ornia Civil Code

7

Section 1954.28(d), including but not limited to a development agreement approved by the City under

8

California Government Code Section 65864 et seq. i(, pursuant to the terms o[such agreement. the

9

required replacement space is rented, leased, or sold at 50 percent below market rate [or P DR space

10

for a period o(not less than 55 years or the life ofthe project, whichever is less. Such restrictions on

11

the rent, lease, or sale price shall be recorded on the subject property as a Notice o(Special

12

Restrictions.

13

{D) Any project that meets the requirements o[this Section 249.78 and the PDR

14

replacement requirements o(Section 202.8 shall not be subject to the Conditional Use Authorization

15

required by Section 202.8.

16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23

24 .
25

(6) Use on Large Development Sites.
(A) Applicability. South o(Harrison Street on sites larger than 40,000 square
.feet that entail new construction or an addition o(l 00,000 square feet or more.
(B) Requirement. At least two-thirds o(the Gross Floor Area o(all building

area below 160 feet in height shall be non-residential.
(d) Urban Design and Density Controls.
(I) Design ofBuildings. New construction shall comply with the "Central SoMa Guide

to Urban Design" as adopted and periodically amended by the Planning Commission.
(2) Floor Area Ratio. There shall be no maximum Floor Area Ratio limit [or lots

within the CMUO. MUG, and WMUO Districts in this SUD.
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1

(3) Living and Solar Roo(s and Renewable Energv.

2
3

(A) Definitions. For the purpose o(this subsection, all terms shall be as defined
in Sections 102 and 149.
(B) Applicabilitv. Any development that meets all o{the fOllowing criteria:

4

5

(i) The development lot is 5, 000 square teet or larger; and

6

(ii) The building constitutes a Large Development Project or Small

7

Development Project under the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Sees. 147-

8

147.6); and

9

(iii) The building height is 160 teet or less.

10

(C) Requirements.

11
12

(i) Notwithstanding the requirements ofSection 149, at least fifty

percent o[the roof area shall be covered by one or more Living Roofs.
(ii) Residential projects subject to this subsection (d){3) shall comply

13
14

with Green Building Code Section 4.201.2. which sets fOrth requirements (Or solar photovoltaic systems

15.

and/or solar thermal systems.
(iii) Non-residential projects shall comply with Green Building Code

16
17

Section 5.201.1.2. which sets fOrth requirements (Or solar photovoltaic systems and/or solar thermal

18

systems.
(iv) All projects shall commit. as a condition of approval, to sourcing

19

20

electricity from 100% greenhouse gas-free sources.
(v) The Living Roof shall be considered in determining compliance with

21

22

the Stormwater Management Ordinance.

23
24.

(vi) The Planning Department, after consulting with the Public Utilities
Commission and the Department ofthe Environment, shall adopt rules and regulations to implement

25

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 63

935

1

this subsection 249. 78(d)(3) and shall coordinate with those departments to ensure compliance with the

2

Stormwater Management Ordinance.

3

(D) Waiver. !(the project sponsor demonstrates to the ZoningAdministrator's

4

satisfaction that it is physically infeasible to meet the Living Roo[requirements as written {or the

5

project in question. the Zoning Administrator may, in his or her sole discretion and pursuant to the

6

procedures set forth in Planning Code Section 307{h), reduce the requirements stated in subsection (C)

7

from fifty percent to thirty-three percent.

8

(4) Lot Coverage. For residential uses, the rear yard requirements o[Section 134 of

9

this Code shall not apply. Lot coverage is limited to 80 percent at all residential levels, except that on

10

levels in which all residential units [ace onto a public right-of-way, 100 percent lot coverage may

11

occur. The unbuilt portion ofthe lot shall be open to the sky except {or those obstructions permitted in

12

yards pursuant to Section 136(c) ofthis Code. Where there is a pattern o[mid-block open space {or

13

adjacent buildings, the unbuilt area of the new project shall be designed to adjoin that mid-block open

14

space.

15

(5) Lot Merger Restrictions.

16
17

(A) Applicability. Lots that meet both o(the following criteria shall be subject
to the lot merger restrictions o[this Section:

(i) Lots containing one or more buildings with California Historic

18
19

Resources Status Code 1, 2, 3, 4. 5, or 6L, as identified in a survey adopted by the Historic

20

Preservation Commission; and

21

(ii) Lots with any single street frontage under 200 feet in length.

22

(B) Control. Any lot ~o which this subsection is applicable shall not merge with

23

an adjacent lot in such a way that any existing street frontage of under 200 feet is increased to 200 feet

24

in length or longer.

25

(C) Exemptions.
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1

2

(i) The street frontages oflots abutting the north side ofPerry Street are

exempt from this control.
(ii) On blocks ofless than 200 feet in length between streets or alleys, an

3

4
5

applicable lot may merge with an adjacent non-applicable lot ifthe non-applicable lot is a corner lot.

. {6) Open Space. A project whose housing units consist entirely ofAffordable Housing

6

Units, as defined in Section 401, shall provide at least 36 square feet of usable Open Space, as set forth

7

in Section 135, per unit unless the project is located directly adjacent to a publicly-owned park in

8

which case such project shall not be required to provide usable Open Space.

9
10
11
12

(7) Wind.

(A) Applicability. This subsection shall apply to new buildings above 85 feet in
Height and additions to existing buildings that result in a building above 85 feet in Height.
(B) Definitions.

13

"Comfort Level" means ground-level equivalent wind speeds o(11 miles

14

per hour in areas of substantial pedestrian use and seven miles per hour in public seating areas

15

between 7:00a.m. and 6:00p.m. when occurring for more than 15 percent o[the time year round

16
17

"Equivalent Wind Speed" means an hourly mean wind speed adjusted to
incorporate the effects ofgustiness or turbulence on pedestrians.

18
19

"Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind
speed of26 miles per hour for more than nine hours per year per test location.

20

21

"One-Hour Hazard Criterion" means a ground-level equivalent wind
speed of26 miles per hour (or more than one hour per year per test location.

· 22
23
24

"Substantial Increase" means an increase in wind speeds of more than
six miles per hour for more than 15 percent ofthe time year round
(C) Controls (or Wind Com(ort.

25
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1

2

(i) Projects may not result in wind speeds that exceed the Comfort Level

at any location.

3

4

(ii) Projects may not cause a Substantial Increase in wind speed at any
location where the existing or resulting wind speed exceeds the Comfort Level.

5

{iii) Pursuant to Section 329, the Planning Commission may grant an

6

exception to the standards ofsubsections {i) and (ii) above as applied to a project if it finds that the

7

project meets the following criteria:

8
9

10

(aa) It has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce wind
speeds through such means as building sculpting and appurtenances, permanent wind baffling
measures, and landscaping; and

11
12
13

{bb) Reducing wind speeds further would substantially detract
from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage ofthe project.
(D) Controls [or Hazardous Winds.

14

{i) Projects shall not result in net new locations with an exceedance of

15

the One-Hour Hazard Criterion, except as allowed by the Planning Commission based on criteria

16

described in subsection (ii) below.

17

(ii) Pursuant to Section 329, the Planning Commission may grant an

18

exception to the standard ofsubsection (i) above as applied to a proposed project i(it finds that the

19

proposed project meets all o{the following criteria:

20
21

(aa) The project does not result in net new locations with an
exceedance ofthe Nine-Hour Hazard Criterion;

22

{bb) The project has undertaken all feasible measures to reduce

23

hazardous wind speeds. such as building sculpting and appurtenances, permanent wind baffling

24

measures, and landscaping; and

25
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1

2

(cc) Meeting 'the requirements of subsection (i) would detract
from the building design or unduly restrict the square footage ofthe project.

3

(iii) No exception shall be granted and no building or addition shall be

4

permitted {or any project that causes net new locations with an exceedance in the Nine-Hour Hazard

5

Criterion.

6

7

(E) Guidelines. Procedures and methodologies for implementing this
subsection shall be issued by the Department.

8
9

10
11

(8) Ground Floor Heights. PDR space provided at the ground floor that is subject to
the requirements ofSection 202.8 or 249. 78(c)(5) shall have a minimum floor-to-floor height of17 (eet,
as measured from grade.
(e) Community Development Controls.

12

(1) Affordable Housing Funds. Affordable Housing Fees for projects within the

13

Central SoMa Special Use District shall be deposited in the Central SoMa Affordable Housing Fund

14

and shall be expended within a limited geographic area, as specified in Administrative Code Section

15

10.100-46.

16
17

18

19

(2) Land Dedication.
{A) Residential projects in this SUD may opt to fulfill the Inclusionary Housing

requirement ofSection 415 through the Land Dedication alternative contained in Section 419. 6.
(B) Non-Residential projects in this Special Use District may opt to fulfill their

20

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee requirement of Section 413 through the Land Dedication alternative

21

contained in Section 413. 7.

22
23
24

(3) TDR Requirements {or Large Development Sites.
{A) Applicabilitv. This control applies to projects that:

25
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(i) Are located in Central SoMa Development Tier C, as defined in

1

2

Section 423.2;
(ii) Contain new construction, or addition, o[50,000 non-residential

3
4

gross square feet or greater,· and
(iii) Have a Floor Area Ratio o[3: 1 or greater.

5

(B) Requirement.

6

(i) A project subject to this subsection (4) will be considered a

7
8

"Development Lot," pursuant to Section 128.1;
(ii) To exceed a Floor Area Ratio o[3:1. a Development Lot shall

9
10

acquire one Unit o(TDR from a Transfer Lot, as defined in Sections 128 and 128.1, up to a Floor Area

11

Ratio of 4.25:1. Above 4.25:1, the acquisition of additional TDR is not required.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 260. HEIGHT LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

14

* * * *

15

(b) Exemptions. In addition to other height exceptions permitted by this Code, the

16

features listed in this subsection (b) shall be exempt from the height limits established by this

17

Code, in an amount up to but not exceeding that which is specified.

18

(1) The following features shall be exempt; provided the limitations indicated for

19

each are observed; provided further that the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed

20

in this subsection (b)(1) shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof above

21

which they are situated, or, in C-3 Districts, and in the Rincon Hill Downtown Residential

22

District, where the top of the building has been separated into a number of stepped elements

23

to reduce the bulk of the upper tower, of the total of all roof areas of the upper towers; and

24

provided further that in any R, RC-3, or RC-4 District the sum of the horizontal areas of all

25

such features located within the first 10 feet of depth of the building, as measured from the
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1

front wall of the building, shall not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area of the roof in such

2

first 10 feet of depth.

3

As an alternative, the sum of the horizontal areas of all features listed in this

4

subsection (b)(1) may be equal to but not exceed 20 percent of the horizontal area permitted

5

for buildings and structures under any bulk limitations in Section 270 of this Code applicable

6

to the subject property.

7

Any such sum of 20 percent heretofore described may be increased to 30

8

percent by unroofed screening designed either to obscure the features listed under (A) and

9

(B) below or to provide a more balanced and graceful silhou.ette for the top of the building or

10
11

structure.
* * * *

12
13

(E) In any C-3 District and the CMUO District, enclosed space related to the
recreational use of the roof, not to exceed 16 feet in height.
(F) Rooftop enclosures and screening for featur~s listed in subsections (b)(1 )(A)

14
15

and (B) above that add additional building volume in any C-3 District except as otherwise

16

allowed in the S-2 Bulk district according to subsection (M) below, or the Eastern

17

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or South of},1arkeU,{ixed Use District. The rooftop

18

enclosure or screen creating the added volume:

19

(i) shall not be subject to the percentage coverage limitations

20

otherwise applicable to this Section 260(b) but shall meet the requirements of Section 141;

21

(ii) shall not exceed 20 feet in height, measured as provided in

22

subsection

(~)

above;

23

(iii) may have a volume, measured in cubic feet, not to exceed

24

three-fourths of the horizontal area of all upper tower roof areas multiplied by the maximum

25

permitted height of the enclosure or screen;
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(iv) shall not be permitted within the setbacks required by

1

2

Sections 132.1, 132.2, arid 132.3;
(v) shall not be permitted within any setback required to meet the

3
4

sun access plane requirements of Section 146; and
(vi) shall not be permitted within any setback required by Section

5

6

261.1.

* * * *

7

(L) [Reserved.} In the Central SoMa Special Use District, additional building

8
9

volume used to enclose or screen from view the features listed in subsections (QJO ){A) and (QJO ){B)

10

above. The rooftop form created by the added volume shall not be subject to the percentage coverage

11

limitations otherwise applicable to the building, but shall meet the requirements of Section 141; shall

12

not exceed 10 percent o{the total height o(any building taller than 200 feet; shall have a horizontal

13

area not more than 100 percent ofthe total area o{the highest occupied floor; and shall contain no

14

space [or human occupancy. The features described in subsection (QJO )(B) shall not be limited to 16

15

feet for buildings taller than 200 feet, but shall be limited by the permissible height o(any additional

16

rooftop volume allowed by this subsection (L).
* * * *

17

(2) The following features shall be exempt, without regard to their horizontal

18
19

area, provided the limitations indicated for each are observed:

20

* * * *

(0) Additional building height, up to a height ofjive feet abo-..'e tlw otherwise

21

22

applicable height limit, where the uppermostfloor of the building is to be occupied solely by live/work

23

UJ~its

24

25

located witlzin a South o.f},{arket District.
fPf---Enclosed recreational facilities up to a height of 10 feet above the

otherwise applicable height limit when located within a 65-U Height and Bulk District and eifhet.
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1

an MUO or SSO District, and only then when authorized by the Planning Commission as a

2

Conditional Use pursuant to Section 303 of this Code, provided that the project is designed in

3

such a way as to reduce the apparent mass of the structure above a base 50.:foot building

4

height.

(ftE.) Historic Signs and Vintage Signs permitted pursuant to Article 6 of

5

6

this Code.

(RQ) In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, enclosed utility

7

8

sheds of not more than 100 square feet, exclusively for the storage of landscaping and

9

gardening equipment for adjacent rooftop landscaping, with a maximum height of 8 feet above

10

the otherwise applicable height limit.

(SB.) Hospitals, as defined in this Code, that are legal non-complying

11

12

structures with regard to height, may add additional mechanical equipment so long as the new

13

mechanical equipment 1) is not higher than the highest point of the existing rooftop enclosure,

14

excluding antennas; 2) has minimal visual impact and maximum architectural integration; 3) is

15

necessary for the function of the building; and 4) no other feasible alternatives exist. Any

16

existing rooftop equipment that is out of service or otherwise abandoned mustshall be removed

17

prior to installation of new rooftop equipment.

18

* * * *

19

SEC. 261.1. ADDITIONAL HEIGHT LIMITS FOR NARROW STREETS AND ALLEYS

20

IN, RTO, NC, NCT,AND EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE,ANDSOUTHOF

21

~~LARKETllfiXED

22

USE DISTRICTS.

(a) Purpose. The intimate character of narrow streets (rights-of-way 40 feet in width

23

or narrower) and alleys js an important and unique component of the City and certain

24

neighborhoods in particular. The scale of these streets should be preserved to ensure they do

25

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 71

943

1

not become overshadowed or overcrowded. Heights along alleys and narrow streets are

2

hereby limited to provide ample sunlight and air, as follows:

3
4

(b) Definitions.
(1) "Narrow Street" shall be defined as a public right of way less than or equal

5

to 40 feet in width, or any mid-block passage or alley that is less than 40 feet in width created

6

under the requirements of Section 270.2.

7

(2) "Subject Frontage" shall mean any building frontage in an RTO, NC, NCT or

8

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District that abuts a Narrow Street and that is more than 60

9

feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet.

10

(3) "East-West Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those

11

created pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true east-

12

west orientation or are otherwise named herein: Elm, Redwood, Ash, Birch, Ivy, Linden,

13

Hickory, Lily, Rose, Laussat, Germania, Clinton Park, Brosnan, Hidalgo, and Alert Streets.

14

(4) "North-South Narrow Streets" shall mean all Narrow Streets, except those created

15

pursuant to Section 270.2, that are oriented at 45 degrees or less from a true north-south orientation.

16

(c) Applicability. The controls in this Section shall apply in all RTO, NC, NCT, and

17

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, and South o.fM"nrket A1ixed Use Districts. Notwithstanding the

18

foregoing, in the CS Bulk District these controls shall only apply on certain frontages as described in

19

Section 270(h).

20
21

(d) Controls.

(1) General Requirement. Except as described below, all s,Subject}Erontages

22

shall have upper stories set back at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent

23

to 1.25 times the width of the abutting nNarrow s.street.

24
25

(2) Southern Side of East-West Narrow Streets and, within the Central SoMa
Special Use District, all North-South Narrow Streets. All s~ubjectjErontages on the southerly
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1

side of an East-West Narrow Street and, within the Central SoMa Special Use District, all Subject

2

Frontages on a North-South Narrow Street shall have upper stories which are set back at the

3

property line such that they avoid penetration of a sun access plane defined by an angle of 45

4

degrees extending from the most directly opposite northerly property line (as illustrated in

5

Figure 261.1A.) No part or feature of a building, including but not limited to any feature listed

6

in Sections 260(b), may penetrate the required setback plane.

7

(3) Northern Side o(all Narrow Streets with the Central SoMa Special Use District.

8

Subject Frontages in a 65- or 85- foot Height district are required to meet Apparent Mass Reduction

9

requirements, as defined in Section 270(h), as follows:
(A) All Subject Frontages in a 65-foot Height district are required to have an

10
11

Apparent Mass Reduction o(fifty percent, as measured utilizing a Base Height o(35 teet.
(B) All Subject Frontages in a 85-foot Height district are required to have an

12
13

Apparent Mass Reduction o(seventypercent, as measured utilizing a Base Height o(35 feet.

(J1.) Mid-block Passages. Subject.fErontages abutting a mid-block passage

14
15

provided peFpursuant to the requirements of Section 270.2 shall have upper story setbacks as

16

follows:

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 263.11. SPECL4L HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: SOUTH OFMARKETRSD 40 Xl85 B

19
20

HEIGHT DISTRICT.
(a) General. In the 40 X/85 B Height and Bulk District, as designated on Sectional },fap No.

21

HTOJ o.ftlw Zoning M£p, located within tlw boundaries of the South o.f0Marlwt RSD District, height

22

exceptions above the 40 foot base height to a maximum of85feet may be apprmed in accordance with

23

the Conditional Use procedures and criteria provided in Sectiom 303 ofthis Code, and the criteria and

24

conditions set forth below.

25
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1

2
3

(b) Reduction ofS!tadows on Certain Public, Publicly Accessible, or Publicly Financed or
Subsidized Primte Open Space.
(1) }\Tew buildings or additions subject to this &ction shall he shaped to reduce

4

substantial shado~v impacts on public plazas, parks or otlwr nearby publicly accessible or publicly

5

financed private open spaces. The criteria set forth in Section ! 47 o.fthis Code shall be used to assess

6

the shadow impacts &jnew building de'.Jelopment o·ver 40 feet in height.

7

(2) To t.kte extent that height abofle 40 J+eet on lots 14, 16, 18, 19, 20, 20A, 21, 22, 24, 25,

8

26, 28, 29, 30, 31, 3 4, 91 and 92 o.f'Assessor's Block 3 733 and on lots 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 23, 2 4, 26, 2 7,

9

28, 32, 33, 36 and 95 o.fAssessor's Block 3 752 would create adverse impact on light and air to

10

adjacent residential uses and/or sunlight access to residential open spaces, such additional height shall

11

not be permitted.

12

(c) Reduction of Ground Le..,•el Wind Currents. }'lew buildings or additions subject to this

13

&ction shall he shaped, or other wind baffling measures shall be adopted, so t."tat the development will

14

not cause ground lewl wind currents to exceed, more #mn 10 percent &jtlw time year round, between

15

7:00a.m. and 6:00p.m., the comfort level o.f"Jl m.p.h. equivalent 1vindspeed in areas o.fsubstantial

16

pedestrian use and seven m.p.h. equivalent wind speed in public seating areas. When pre. existing

17

ambient ·wind speeds exceed the comfort kv•el, the building or addition shall be designed to reduce the

18

mnbient ·wind speeds to meet the requirements.

19

!fit is sho~m that a building or addition cannot be shaped or wind bajjling measures cannot be

20

adopted to meet the .foregoing requirements ·without creating an unattracti'.'e and ungainly building

21

form and without unduly restricting the dewlopmentpotential &jthe building site in question, and/or it

22

is concluded that, because ofthe limited amount by which the conifort leflel is exceeded, the limited

23

location in which the conifort level is exceeded, the limited time during which the eonifort level is

24

exceeded, or the addition is insubstantial, an exception may be granted as part &}the conditional use

25
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1

process, all:e-wing tlw building or addition to add to the amount o:ftime t.lqat the cmnfort lm.'el is

2

exceeded by the least practical amount.

3

}lo

exceptim~

shall be allowed and no building or addition shall be permitted that causes

4

equi-valent wind speeds to reach or exceed the harard level (}}26 miles per hour for a single hour ofthe

5

year:-

6

7
8
9

~l?or

the purposes o.fthis Section, t,lqe term "equi-valel'tt wil'ld speed" shall mean an hourly meal't

wind speed aeijusted to incorporate the effects ofgustiness or turbulence on pedestrians.
(d) Construction ofLivelW4Jrk Units Abeve #w 40 Feet Base Height Limit. Live/work units
may be relied upon to qualif)'for a height exception under this Section only if:

10

(1) Each non residential use ·within each indlvidualliw;/work unit is limited to an

11

activity permitted within the district or conditional withb~ the district and specifically approv'Cd as a

12

conditional use;

13

(2) Each liwiwork unit is sufficiently insulatedfor noise attenuatien between units to

14

insure that noise shall not exceed the acceptable decibel le';els established:for residential use as

15

specified in the San Francisco }loise Control Ordinance; and

16

17
18

(3) The project satisfies the open space, parking and)'reight loading provisions o.fthis
Code without administrative exceptions.
(e)

Affordt~bility.

In deterniining whether to allo<P a height exception under this Section the

19

Planning Commission shall, in addition to the criteria set fort.lq in Section 303(c) o.f:this Code, consider

20

the extent to i'l'hich the pmject seeking the exception will include residential and li--;ehl'ork units

21

affordable to low income and moderate income households. The City P farming Commission HW)'

.22

impose conditions on the approval o.fadf;iitional height pursuant to t"t.is Subsection to assure housing

23

affordebility a1~d the eriforceability and enforcement (}}housing affordebility and use provisions, ·which

24

maY include, but need not be limited to, a requirement that a minimum statedpercentage o,fthe total

25

number ofunits approwdpursuant to this Section remain affordable to households whose incomes are
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1

not greater tl1:£ln a sf£ltedpercenf£lge o.fa defined median income for a period ofnot less than a stated

2

manber ofyea:rs.
(1) The property owner shall submit an annual report to the City, along ·with a fee

3

4

whose amount shall be determinedperiodically by tlw City Planning Commission, to cover costs of the

5

enforcement oftlw affordebility ofdesignated units. The fee shall not exceed the amount ofthose costs.

6

The

7

designated unit, and such otlwr ·information as the City may require.

r~port shall state

rents, lmnual household income, number ofadults and children living in each

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 263.32. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: PERMITTED BUILDING HEIGHTS IN

10

THE CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

11

(a) Purpose. The provision of affordable housing. public open space, and recreational

12

amenities are encouraged in the Central SoMa Special Use District to achieve the policy objectives of

13

the Central SoMa Plan. To facilitate the creation o(these amenities, additional height may be allowed,

14

as long as it does not result in a net increase in development potential [or the primary project as set

15

forth in subsection (c), below.

16
17
18

19

(b) ·Applicability. This Section shall apply to any project that:
(1) Provides housing units consisting entirely of on-site or off-site Affordable Housing

Units as defined in Section 401,· or
(2) Provides land for publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreational amenities,

20

which land that-the City deems suitable for such use, taking into consideration size, configuration,

21

physical characteristics, physical and environmental constraints, access, location, adjacent use, and

22

other relevant planning criteria.

23

24

(c) Controls. An additional 25 feet of height above the otherwise applicable height limit is
permitted for applicable development projects subject to the following conditions:

25
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0) The development capacity of the primary project shall not be increased due to the

1

2

provision o[the additional height as compared to the development capacity achievable without the

3

special height exception. For purposes o[this section, the development capacity o(the primary project

4

shall be calculated as the Gross Floor Area of development proposed on the site, less:

5
6

(A) Any Gross Floor Area constructed in the project providing housing units

consistingentirely ofAffordable Housing Units. as defined in Section 401;

7
8

{B) Any Gross Floor Area o[potential development ofland dedicated to the City

for affordable housing pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){2), as determined by the Planning Department;

9

(C) Any Gross Floor Area o[potential development ofland dedicated to the City

10

(or publicly-owned parks or publicly-owned recreation centers. as determined by the Planning

11

Department; and

12

(D) Any Gross Floor Area constructed as a publicly-owned recreation center.

13

(2) The additional height shall not cause any new or substantially increased significant

14

impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels related to wind and shadow that would

15

not have occurred without the additional height, as determined by the Environmental Review Officer.
{3) A projects utilizing a height exemption pursuant to this Section 263.32 may add 25

16
17

feet above the otherwise applicable Height limit (or purposes of calculating its Apparent Mass

18

Reduction pursuant to Section 270(h).

19

SEC. 263.33. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: VASSAR AND HARRISON STREETS.

20

(a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision o(increased affordable housing and a large hotel

21

22
23

24
25

proximate to the Moscone Convention Center.
(b) Ae.plicabilitv. Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lots 078, 079, 080, 080A, 081, 099, 100, 101,
and 105.
(c) Controls.

0)

The applicable lots shall have a base height limit of130 feet.
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1

(2) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lot I 05, the Height limit shall be

2

200 feet for a project that includes a hotel of not less than 400 guest rooms.

3

{3) For development on Assessor's Block No. 3763, Lots 078, 079. 080, 080A. 081, 099,

4

I 00. and I OJ, the Height limit shall be 350 feet (or a project that includes affordable housing in an

5

amount that is equal to or greater than II 0% ofthe requirement set forth in Section 415.

6

SEC. 263.34. SPECIAL HEIGHT EXCEPTIONS: FOURTH AND HARRISON STREETS

7

(a) Purpose. To facilitate the provision ofa{fordable housing.

8

(b) Applicability. Assessor's Block No. 3 762, Lots I 06. I 08, I 09. 112, 116. and 117.

9

(c) Controls.

0) Lots I 08, I 09. 117, and portions ofLot 116 shall have a base height limit of 85 feet,

10
11

as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HTOI o{the Zoning Map ofthe City and County ofSan

12

Francisco.

13

(2) Lots I 06, 113 and portions ofLots 112 and 116 shall have a base height limit of

14

130 feet, as shown on Height and Bulk District Map HTOI o(the Zoning Map ofthe City and County of

15

San Francisco.

16

(3) The Height limit shall be 160 feet for a project that dedicates land for the provision

17

ofaffordable housing, pursuant to Section 419.5(a){2)(A) and (C) through {J).

18

SEC. 270. BULK LIMITS: MEASUREMENT.

19

(a) The limits upon the bulk of buildings and structures shall be as stated in this

20

Section and in Sections 271 and 272. The terms "height," "plan dimensions," "length" and

21

"diagonal dimensions" shall be as defined in this Code. In each height and bulk district, the

22

maximum plan dimensions shall be as specified in the following table, at all horizontal cross-

23

sections above the height indicated.

TABLE 270

24

25

BULK LIMITS

I
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1

District Symbol

Height Above Which

Maximum Plan Dimensions (in feet)

2

on Zoning Map

Maximum

Length

3

Dimensions Apply (in

4

feet)

5

* * * *

6

cs

Diagonal
Dimension

This table not app_licable. But see Section 270(!JJ

7

* * * *

8

(h) CS Bulk District. In the CS Bulk District, the bulk limits contained in this subsection

9

270(h) shall apply.

10
11

(1) Definitions. For purposes ofthis subsection, the definitions of Section 102 and the

following definitions apply unless otherwise specified in this Section:

12

Apparent Mass Reduction. The percentage ofthe Skyplane that does not include

13

the Projected Building Mass from the subject lot. For purposes of calculating Apparent Mass

14

Reduction, any portion of the Projected Building Mass that projects above the Height limit shall be

15

added to the projection within the Skyplane.

16

Base Height. The lowest Height from which the Skyplane is measured.

17

18

. Lower Tower. The lower two-thirds ofthe Tower Portion ofa Tower, rounded
to the nearest floor.

19

Major Street. 2nd Street, 3rd Street, 4th Street, 5th Street, 6th Street, Mission

20

Street, Howard Street, Folsom Street, Harrison Street, Bryant Street, Brannan Street, and Townsend

21·

Street.

22

Mid-Block Passage. Any passage created pursuant to Section 270.2.

23

Narrow Street~ A right-of-way with a width of 40 feet or less and more than 60

24

feet from an intersection with a street wider than 40 feet.

25
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1

Projected Building Mass. The portion o[the subject building that projects into

2

the Skyplane as viewed from the most directly opposite property line. This volume includes all parts

3

and features o(a building, including but not limited to any feature listed in Section 260(b).

4

Skyplane.

5
6

(i) A plane along each street-(acingproperty line o(the subject lot

extending:

7
8

(aa) Vertically from the Base Height up to the Height limit for the
subject lot; and
(bb) Horizontally for the length o[the street-facing property line.

9

10

{ii) The figure below illustrates how a skyplane is to be measured:

11

///

12

///

13

///

14

///

15

///

16

///

17

///

18

///

19

///

20
21

22

23
24
25
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1

Oct::...;mlnt:in~m:~c.'l p:;!nb;or; tl'v.: s•yo!==-:c t•j V."'l::l<2crlr:t
hMt../r...,"f!; 1:"!',; 1lp! ~~· ~~;;~!.1n t~•t= lt:Uir-.t; ~hr:~:·Uy ;;.:~o-:.s tl!?. !ott>;«,

2
3
4
5

6
7

8

D]~i;_$~\he- !!:'tlllr~lh1f,.a!~ from !ht; tCt."ll Si1yj)lane to
d~;tt::mi~~ lh•Jf.f'P<i.!'!llt M:J~H~d,;~(J(I!I PttfC~!11<Jl:!t:·

9

'lht...~?.AAE1'fih{A%

REDUC1}0ti

10
11

12
/

13
14
15

16
17

18
Tower. Any building taller than 160 (eef in Height.

19

Tower Portion. The portion o(a Tower above 85 feet in Height.

20

Upper Tower. The upper one-third o[the Tower Portion o[a Tower, rounded to

21
22
23

24

the nearest floor.
(2) Apparent Mass Reduction. Projects in the CS Bulk District are subject to the
Apparent Mass Reduction controls o(Table 270(h), as well as the setback requirements o[Section

25
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1

2

Table 270{h)

3

Ae.e.arent Mass Reduction

4

Building

5

Frontage

6

Ma;or Street

7
8

Mazor Street

Mazor Street

District

Southeast and

130 teet

85 feet

67%

Southeast and

160 teet

85 feet

80%

Northeast and

130 teet

85 teet

50%

160 feet

85 feet

70%

Above 160 feet

85 feet

None fgr the Tower

northwest
Mazor Street

13
14

Base Height Ae.e.arent Mass Reduction

southwest

11
12

Height

southwest

9
10

Side o(the Street

Northeast and
northwest

Mazor Street

All

15

Portion, as deflned in

16

Section 132.4. 80% fgr the

17

remainder o(the building,

18

using a Height limit o[) 60

19

feet fgr purposes o{this

20

calculation.

21

Narrow Street

22
23

Narrow Street

24

25

Narrow Street

Southeast and

160 feet and

southwest

less

Northeast and

135 feet and

northwest

160 feet

All

Above 160 feet

35 feet

The controls o[Section
261.1 (_dl[2l shall ap(2ly_.
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1

Portion, as defined in

2

Section 132.4. 85% fgr the

3

remainder of_the building ·

4

using a Height limit ofl60

5

feet fgr purposes of_this

6

calculation.

7

Mid-Block

8

Passage

9

Perry Street

All.

All

None

261.1{_d2C32 shall aJ2Ply_.
Northwest

35 feet

All

10

11

The controls of_ Section

The controls of_ Section
261.1 {_d2{_12 shall aJ2Plv.

Width of_the

Same as the Apparent

12

abutting

Mass Reduction fgr

13

street

projects along Major

Other Street

All

All

14

Streets in the same height

15

district and on the same

16

side of_the street.

17
18

(3) Bulk Controls (or Buildings Towers.
(A) Maximum Floor Area (or the Tower Portion.

19

20

(0 For residential and hotel uses, the maximum Gross· Floor Area of_ any_

floor is 12,000 gross square teet.

(ii2 For all other uses, the maximum Gross Floor Area of_any_ floor is

21

22

17,000 gross square teet and the average Gross Floor Area for all floors in the Tower Portion shall not

23

exceed 15, 000 gross square [eet.

24

(B) Maximum Plan Dimensions (or the Tower Portion.

25 .

(0 The maximum length shall be 150 [eet.
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1

(ii) The maximum diagonal shall be 190 feet.

2

(iii) For buildings with a Height o(250 feet or more, the average Gross

3

Floor Area o(the Upper Tower shall not exceed 85 percent o[the average Gross Floor Area o[the

4

Lower Tower, and the average diagonal ofthe Upper Tower shall not exceed 92.5 percent o(the

5

average diagonal o(the Lower Tower.

6

(4) Exceptions. Except as specifically described in this subsection {h) and in Section

7

329(e), no exceptions to the controls in the CS Bulk District shall be permitted. The procedures tor

8

granting special exceptions to bulk limits described in Section 272 shall not apply.

9

10

* * * *

SEC. 270.2. SPECIAL BULK AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT: MID-BLOCK

11

ALLEYS IN LARGE LOT DEVELOPMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED

12

USE DISTRICTS, SOUTH OF MARKET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT

13

DISTRICT, FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT,

14

REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT, SOUTHOFMARKETJIIIXED USEDIST.RICT, C-3

15

DISTRICT, AND DTR DISTRICT.

16

* * * *

17

(c) Applicability. This Section 270.2 applies to all new construction on parcels that

18

have one or more street or alley frontages of over 200 linear feet on a block face longer than

19

400 feet between intersections, and are in the C-3 Districts, if located south of Market Street,

20

or in the South &j},/arket },fixed Use Districts, South of Market Neighborhood Commercial

21

Transit District, Folsom Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District, Regional

22

Commercial District, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or DTR Districts, except for

23

parcels in the RH DTR District, which are subject to Section 827.

24

* * * *

25

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES.

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 84

956

1

* * * *

2

(b) Definition. A Formula Retail use is hereby defined as a type of retail sales or

3

service activity or retail sales or service establishment that has eleven or more other retail

4

sales establishments in operation, or with local land use or permit entitlements already

5

approved, located anywhere in the world. In addition to the eleven establishments either in

6

. operation or with local land use or permit entitlements approved for operation, the business

7

maintains two or more of the following features: a standardized array of merchandise, a

8

standardized facade, a standardized decor and color scheme, uniform apparel, standardized

9

signage, a trademark or a servicemark.

10

* * * *

11

(e) Conditional Use Authorization Required. A Conditional Use Authorization shall

12

be required for a Formula Retail use in the following zoning districts unless explicitly

13

exempted:

14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21.

* * * *
(12) The C-3-G District with frontage on Market Street, between 6th Street and
.the intersection of Market Street, 12th Street and Franklin Street-; and
03) The Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office District as defined in Section 848, except [or

those uses not permitted pursuant to subsection (j) below.

(f) Formula Retail Uses Not Permitted. Formula Retail uses are not permitted in the
following zoning districts:
* * * *

22

(9) Chinatown Mixed Use Districts do not permit Formula Retail uses that are

23

also Restaurant or Limited-Restaurant uses as defined in Sections 790.90 and 790.91,.; and

24
25

002 Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office District does not permit Formula Retail Uses that
are also Bar, Restaurant, or Limited Restaurant Uses as defined in Section 102.
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS.

3

In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the DTR

4

Districts, or the Sout'1 of},1arket },fixed [Jse Districts, the Planning Commission may authorize as

5

conditional uses, in accordance with the provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit

6

Developments subject to the further requirements and procedures of this Section. After review

7

of any proposed development, the Planning Commission may authorize such development as

8

submitted or may modify, alter, adjust or amend the plan before authorization, and in

9

authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as provided in Section 303(d). The development

10

as authorized shall be subject to all conditions so imposed and shall be excepted from other

11

provisions of this Code only to the extent specified in the authorization.

12

* * * *

13

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

14

In addition to those specified in Sections 302 through 306 of this Code, the Zoning

15

Administrator shall have the following powers and duties in administration and enforcement of

16

this Code. The duties described in this Section shall be performed under the general

17

supervision of the Director of Planning, who shall be kept informed of the actions of the

18

Zoning Administrator.

19

* * * *

20

(g) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative
efAfarkeL~fixed

21

Review in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts EmdtheSouth

22

The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from rear yard, open space and

23

wind and shadow standards as authorized in the applicable sections of this Code, when

24

modification of the standard would result in a project better fulfilling the criteria set forth in the

Use Districts.

25
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1

applicable section. The procedures and fee for such review shall be the same as those which

2

are applicable to Variances, as set forth in Sections 306.1 through 306.5 and 308.2.

3

(h) Exceptions from Certain Specific Code Standards through Administrative

4

Review. The Zoning Administrator may allow complete or partial relief from certain standards

5

specifically identified below, in Section 161, or elsewhere in this Code when modification of

6

the standard would result in a project fulfilling the criteria set forth below and in the applicable

7

section.

8

9

. (1) Applicability.
* * * *

(E) Better Roofs; Living Roof Alternative. For projects subject to

10
11

Section 149 and 249. 78(d)(3), the Zoning Administrator may waive portions of the applicable

12

requirements as provided in Section 149(e) and 249. 78(d){3){D), respectively.

13

* * * *

14

SEC. 329. LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

15
16

MIXED USE DISTRICTS.
(a) Purpose. The purpose of this Section is to ensure that all large projects proposed

17

in the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts are reviewed by the Planning Commission,

18

in an effort to achieve the objectives and policies of the General Plan, the applicable Design

19

Guidelines, and the purposes of this Code.

20

(b) Applicability. This Section applies to all projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods

21

Mixed Use Districts, except projects in the Western SoMa Special Use District, that are subject

22

to Section 823(c)(.J..2lD, that meet at least one of the following criteria:

23
24
25

(1) Outside the Central SoMa Special Use District.

fdL The project includes the

construction of a new building greater than

75 feet in height (excluding any exceptions permitted per-pursuant to Section 260(b)), or
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1

includes a vertical addition to an existing building with a height of 75 feet or less resulting in a

2

total building height greater than 75 feet; or

(2-11.) The project involves a net addition or new construction of more than .

3

4

25,000 gross square feet.
(2) Within the Central SoMa Special Use District.

5

(A) The project includes the construction of a new building greater than 85 feet

6

7

in height (excluding any exceptions permitted pursuant to Section 260{b)), or includes a vertical

8

addition to an existing building with a height o[85 feet or less resulting in a total building height

9

greater than 85 feet; or
(B) The project involves a net addition or new construction o(more than 50,000

·10
11

gross square feet.

12

* * * *

13

(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this Section 329,

14
15

projects may seek specific exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for below:

* * * *
(12) Where not specified elsewhere in this

16

S~ubsection

(d), modification of other

17

Code requirements whieh that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit Development

18

(as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the property is locatedL

19

except that such modifications shall not be permitted (Or projects in the Central SoMa Special Use

20

District.

21

22

(e) Exceptions (or Key Sites in Central SoMa.

(I) Purpose. The Central SoMa Plan Area contains a number oflarge, underutilized

23

development sites. By providing greater flexibility in the development of these sites, the City has an

24

opportunity to achieve key objectives o[the Central SoMa Plan and to locate important public assets

25

that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa.
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1

(2) Applicabilitv. The controls discussed below apply to the following lots. as identified

2

in the Key Site Guidelines adopted by the Central SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No.

3

with the Clerk ofthe Board ofSupervisors in File No.

4

, on file

):

(A) The southwest corner o(the intersection of 5th Street and Howard Street,

5

consisting of Block 3732, Lots 003, 004, 005, 099, 100, 145A, 146, and 149, as well as any other

6

parcels included as part ofthe same development application (or one o(these lots;

7
8
9

10

(B) The southeast corner o(the intersection of 4th Street and Harrison Street,
consistingofBlock3762, Lots 106, 108, 109, 112,116, and 117;
. (C) The southwest corner ofthe intersection of2nd Street and Harrison Street,

consistingofBlock3763, Lots001. 078,079,080, 080A, 081,099,100, 101.105,112, and 113.

11
12

(D) The northeast corner o[the intersection of 4th Street and Brannan Street,
consisting of Block 3776, Lot 025;

13
14

(E) The northeast corner ofthe intersection of5th Street and Brannan Street,
consisting ofBlock 3777, Lots 045, 050, 051, and 052;
{F) The southern halfo(the block north ofBrannan Street between 5th Street

15
16

and 6th Street, consisting ofBlock 3778, Lots 001B. 002B. 004, 005, 047, and 048;

17
18

(G) The southeast corner o[the intersection of5th and Brannan Streets,
consisting of Block 3786, Lots 036 and 037; and

19

20
21

(H) The northeast corner ofthe intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets,
consistingofBlock3787, Lots 026, 028, 050, 161, 162, 163, and 164.
(3) Controls. Pursuant to this Section 329(e) and the Key Site Guidelines adopted as

22

part ofthe Central SoMa Area Plan, the Planning Commission may grant exceptions to the provisions

23

ofthis Code as set forth below for projects that provide qualified amenities in excess of what is

24

required by the Code.

25
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1

(A) Qualified Amenities. Qualified additional amenities provided by these Key

2

Sites include: af[ordable housing beyond what is required under Section 415 et seq.,· PDR at a greater

3

amount and/or lower rent (i(qualirying for a permitted exception for commercial rent control under

4

applicable provisions o(state law) than is otherwise required under Sections 202.8 or 249. 78(c){5);

5

public parks, recreation centers, or plazas; and improved pedestrian networks.
(B) Exceptions. Upon consideration o(qualified amenities in excess of what is

6

7

required by the Code, the Planning Commission may grant one or more exceptions to the following:

8

the streetwall, setback, or tower separation controls established in Section 132.4; protected street

9

frontages in Section 155(r); the setback requirements o(Section 261.1; bulk controls established in

10

Section 270{h); the lot merger restrictions established in Section 249. 78(d){5),· the PDR requirements

11

established in Section 249. 78(c)(5); the requirement that POPOS be open to the sky established in

12

Section 138(d)(2)(B); or the commercial orientation o(large sites established in Section 249. 78(c)(6).

13

(4) Determination. In granting such exceptions, the Planning Commission shall

14

determine that the provision o{the proposed amenities and exceptions would meet the following

15

criteria:
(A) The amenities and exceptions would, on balance, be in conformity with and

16
17

support the implementation ofthe Goals, Objectives, and Policies o(the Central SoMa Plan,
(B) The amenities would result in an equal or greater benefit to the City than

18
19

would occur without the exceptions, and
(C) The exceptions are necessary to facilitate the provision o[important public

20
21

assets that would otherwise be difficult to locate in a highly developed neighborhood like SoMa.

22

(ejJ Hearing and Decision.

23

* * * *

24

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

25
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1

2

In addition to the specific definitions set forth elsewhere in this Article, the following
definitions shall govern interpretation of this Article:

3

* * * *

4

"Designated affordable housing zones." For the purposes of implementing the Eastern

5

Neighborhoods Community JmprovementsPublic Benefits Fund, shall mean the Mission NCT

6

defined in Section 754 and t.~ose }Jixed Use Residential Districts defined in Section 841 that are

7

located within the boundaries of either the &ist So.},fa or W~stern So.},fa Plan Areas.

8
9

* * * *

"Eastern Neighborhoods Community!mprovementsPublic Benefits Fund." The fund into

10

which all fee revenue collected by the City from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee is

11

deposited.

12
13

* * * *

SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

14

* * * *

15

(d) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective

16

Date of Section 411A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval

17

process at the effective date of Section 411 A except as modified below:

18

(1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the effective

19

date of this Section shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be subject to the TIDF at the rate

20

applicable fJCFpursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3 (e) and 409, as well as any other

21

applicable fees.

22

(2) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental review

23

application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such

24

application, shall be subject to the TSF as follows. except as described in subsection (3) below:

25
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(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the applicable

1

2

residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

3

(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall be subject to

4

the TSF but pay the applicable TIDF rate f**pursuant to Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and

5

409, as well as any other applicable fees.

6

(3) Projects that have not filed a Development Application or environmental

7

review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after July 22,

8

2015, and have not received approval of any such application, as well as projects within the

9

Central SoMa Special Use District that have a Central SoMa Development Tier o[A, B, or C. as

10

defined in Section 423.2, regardless ofthe date filed o[any Development Application, shall be subject

11

to the TSF as follows:
(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the applicable

12
13

. residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.
(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100% of

14
15

the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

16

* * * *

17

SEC. 413. 7. COMPLIANCE BY LAND DEDICATION WITHIN THE CENTRAL SOMA

18
19

SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.
(a) Controls. Within the Central SoMa Special Use District, projects may satisfy all or a

20

portion o(the requirements o[Section 413.5, 413.6 and 413.8 via dedication ofland with equivalent or

21

greater value than the fee owed pursuant to Section 413 et seq.

22

{b) Requirements.

23

O) The value ofthe dedicated land shall be determined by appraisal. Prior to issuance

24

by DEI ofthe first site or building permit fOr a development project subject to Section 413.1 et seq. the

25

sponsor shall submit to the Department, with a copy to MOHCD. a self-contained appraisal report as
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1

defined by the Uniform Standards ofPro{essional Appraisal Practice prepared by an MA.L appraiser

2

o[the fair market value of any land to be dedicated by the sponsor to the City and County ofSan

3

Francisco.
(2) Projects are subject to the requirements ofSection 419.5(a){2){A) and (C) through

4
5

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 413.10. CITYWIDE AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND.

8

All monies contributed pursuant to Sections 413.6 or 413.8 or assessed pursuant to

9

Section 413.9 shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("Fund"),

10

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49. The receipts in the Fund collected

11

under Section 413et seq. shall be used solely to increase the supply of housing affordable to

12

qualifying households subject to the conditions of this Section. The fees collected under this

13

Section may not be used, by way of loan or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general

14

overhead, or similar expense of any entity. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

15

Development ("MOHCD") shall develop procedures such that, for all projects funded by the

16

Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, MOHCD requires the project sponsor or its successor in

17

interest to give preference in occupying units as provided for in Administrative Code Chapter

18

47.

- 19

Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e){J ), all monies contributed pursuant to the Jobs-Housing Linkage

20

Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District shall be paid into the Citywide

21

Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for. Such funds shall be

22

expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street,

23

and South Van Ness Avenue.

24

25

* * * *
SEC. 415.3. APPLICATION.
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1

* * * *

2

(b) Except as provided in subsection (3) below, aAny development project that has

3

submitte~

4

comply with the Affordable Housing Fee requirements, the on-site affordable housing

5

requirements or the off-site affordable housing requirements, and all other provisions of

6

Section 415.1 et seq., as applicable, in effect on January 12, 2016. For development projects

7

that have submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application on or after January 1,

8

2013, the requirements set forth in Planning Code Sections 415.5, 415.6, and 415.7 shall

9

apply to certain development projects consisting of 25 dwelling units or more during a limited

10
11

a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016 shall

period of time as follows.
* * * *

(3) During the limited period of time in which the provisions of Section 415.3(b)

12
13

apply, the fOllowing provisions shall apply:

14

{4l

Eor any housing development that is located in an area with a

15

specific affordable housing requirement set forth in an Area Plan or a Special Use District, or

16

in any other section of the Code such as Section 419, with the exception of the UMU Zoning

17

District or in the South of Market Youth and Family Zoning District, the higher of the affordable

18

housing requirement set forth in such Area Plan or Special Use District or in Section 415.3(b)

19

shall apply,.;_

20

(B) Development projects that are within the Central SoMa Special Use

21

District; that are designated as Central SoMa Development Tier A, B. or C, as defined in Section

22

423.2; and that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation application prior to January 12, 2016

23

shall be subject to the affordable housing requirements set fOrth in Sections 415. 5, 415. 6, and 415. 7

24

that apply to projects that submitted a complete Environmental Evaluation Application on or after

25

January 13, 2016 and befOre December 31, 2017; and
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{Q___Any affordable housing impact fee paid pursuant to an Area Plan or

1

2

Special Use District shall be counted as part of the calculation of the inclusionary housing

3

requirements contained in Planning Code Sections 415.1 et seq.

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE.

6

* * * *

7

(f) Use of Fees. All monies contributed pursuant to the lnclusionary Affordable

8

Housing Program shall be deposited in the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund ("the Fund"),

9

established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49, except as specified below. The Mayor's

10

Office of Housing and Community Development ("MOHCD") shall use the funds collected

11

under this Section 415.5 in the following manner:

12
13
14

* * * *

(2) "Small Sites Funds."
(A) Designation of Funds. MOHCD shall designate and separately

15

account for 10% of all fees that it receives under Section 415.1 et seq. that are deposited into

16

the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, established in Administrative Code Section 10.100-49,

17

excluding fees that are geographically targeted such as those referred to in Sections

18

249.78(e)0). 415.5(b)(1)l. and 827(b)(1), to support acquisition and rehabilitation of Small Sites

19

("Small Sites Funds"). MOHCD shall continue to divert 10% of all fees for this purpose until

20

the Small Sites Funds reach a total of $15 millionl. at which point, MOHCD will stop

21

designating funds for this purpose. At such time as designated Small Sites Funds are

22

expended and dip below $15 million, MOHCD shall start designating funds again for this

23

purpose, such that at no time the Small Sites Funds shall exceed $15 million. When the total

24

amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq. totals less than $10 million over

25

the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD is authorized to temporarily divert funds from the
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1

Small Sites Fund for other purposes. MOHCD 'R'fbf51shall keep track of the diverted funds,

2

however, such that when the amount of fees paid to the City under Section 415.1 et seq.

3

meets or exceeds $10 million over the preceding 12-month period, MOHCD shall commit all of

4

the previously diverted funds and 10% of any new funds, subject to the cap above, to the

5

Small Sites Fund.

6

7

* * * *

(4) Pursuant to Section 249. 78(e)(l ), all monies contributed pursuant to the

8

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District

9

shall be paid into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted

10

fOr. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King

11

Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 415.7. OFF-SITE AFFORDABLE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE.

14

* * * *

15

(c) Location of off-site housing:

16
17
18
19

(1) Except as specified in subsection (ii) below, t-The off-site units shall be located
within one mile of the principal project,:_
(2) Projects within the Central SoMa SUD must be located within the area bounded by

Market Street, the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

20

* * * *

21

SEC. 417.5. USE OF FUNDS.

22

The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee shall be paid

23

into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted for.

24

MOH shall expend the funds according to the following priorities: First, to increase the supply

25

of housing affordable to qualifying households in the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas;
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1

second, to increase the supply of housing affordable to qualifying households within 1 mile of

2

the boundaries of the Eastern Neighborhoods Project Areas; third, to increase the supply of

3

housing affordable to qualifying households in the City and County of San Francisco. The

4

funds may also be used for monitoring and administrative expenses subject to the process

5

described in Section 415.5(e). All monies contributed pursuant to the Eastern Neighborhoods Area

6

Plan Alternate Affordable Housing Fee and collected within the Central SoMa Special Use District

7

shall be paid into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted

8

for. Such funds shall be expended within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero, King

9

Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

10

* * * *

11

SEC. 419. HOUSING REQUIREMENTS FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

12

PROJECTS IN THE UMU ZONING DISTRICTS OF THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS

13

AND THE LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE UMU DISTRICT, MISSION NCT

14

DISTRICT, AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

15

Sections 419.1 through 419.6, hereafter referred to as Section 419.1_et seq., set forth

16

the housing requirements for residential development projects in the UMU Zoning Districts of

17

the Eastern Neighborhoods and the Land Dedication Alternative in the UMU District, Mission

18

NCT District, and Central SoMa Special Use District. The effective date of these requirements

19

shall be either December 19, 2008, which is the date that the requirements originally became

20

effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became effective.

21

* * * *

22

SEC. 419.6. LAND DEDICATION ALTERNATIVE IN THE MISSION NCT DISTRICT

23

AND CENTRAL SOMA SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

24

25
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1

(a) Mission NCT District. The Land Dedication alternative is available for any project

2

within the Mission NCT District under the same terms and conditions as provided for in

3

Section 419.5(a)(2)(A)-(J).

4

(b) Central SoMa Special Use District. The Land Dedication alternative is available for

5

projects within the Central SoMa Special Use District under the same terms and conditions as provided

6

(or in Section 419. 5(a){2), except that in lieu ofthe requirements o[Table 419. 5, projects may satisfY

7

the requirements o[Section 415.5 by dedicating land (or affordable housing ifthe dedicated site will

8

result in a total amount of dedicated Gross Floor Area that is equal to or greater than 45% ofthe

9

potential Gross Floor Area that could be provided on the principal site, as determined by the Planning

10

Department. Any dedicated land shall be within the area bounded by Market Street, the Embarcadero,

11

King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness Avenue.

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN

14

NEIGHBORHOODS IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND.

15

(a) Purpose. The Board takes legislative notice of the purpose of the Eastern

16

Neighborhoods Area Plan as articulated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan of the San

17

Francisco General Plan. San Francisco's Housing Element establishes the Eastern

18

Neighborhoods as a target area for development of new housing to meet San Francisco's

19

identified housing targets. The release of some of the area's formerly industrial lands, no

20

longer needed to meet current industrial or PDR needs, offer an opportunity to achieve higher

21

affordability, and meet a greater range of need. The Mission, Showplace Square- Potrero Hill,

22

Central SoMa, East SoMa, Western SoMa and Central Waterfront Area Plans of the General

23

Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plans) thereby call for creation of new zoning intended

24

specifically to meet San Francisco's housing needs, through higher affordability requirements

25

and through greater flexibility in the way those requirements can be met, as described in
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1

Section 419. To support this new housing, other land uses, including PDR businesses, retail,

2

office and other workplace uses will also grow in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

3

This new development wil.l have an extraordinary impact on the Plan Area's already

4

deficient neighborhood infrastructure. New development will generate needs for a significant

5

amount of public open sp.ace and recreational facilities; transit and transportation, including

6

streetscape and public realm improvements; community facilities and services, including child

7

care; and other amenities, as described in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community

8

Improvements Program, on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081155.

9

A key policy goal of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans is to provide a significant

10

amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate and middle income families and

11

individuals, along with "complete neighborhoods" that provide appropriate amenities for these

12

new residents. The Plans obligate all new development within the Eastern Neighborhoods to

13

contribute towards these goals, by providing a contribution towards affordable housing needs

14

and by paying an Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

15

* * * *

16

SEC. 423.2. DEFINITIONS.

17

fe}---ln addition to the definitions set forth in Section 401 of this Article, the following

18
19
20
21

definitions shall govern interpretation of Section 423.1_et seq.
{g)_ Eastern Neighborhoods Base Height. The Height limit immediately prior to the adoption

ofthe following:
(1) The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (Ordinance No. 298-08, on file with the Clerk of

22

the Board o[Supervisors in File No. 081153), regardless o[subsequent changes in the Height limit, for

23

parcels within the East SoMa Plan Area at the time o[plan adoption;

24

25
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1

(2) The Western SoMa Area Plan (Ordinance No. 41-13, on file with the Clerk ofthe

2

Board o(Supervisors in File No. 130001), regardless o(subsequent changes in the Height limit, for

3

parcels within the Western SoMa Area Plan at the time o(plan adoption; or

4

(3) Ordinance No. 13-14 (on file with the Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No.

5

131161 ), regardless of subsequent changes in the Height limit, for parcels added to the East SoMa

6

Plan Area by Ordinance No. 13-14.

7
8
9
10
11

(b) Central SoMa Base Height.

0) For all parcels except those described in subsection (2) below, the Height limit
. on file with the Clerk ofthe Board

established by the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.
o(Supervisors in File No.

), regardless o(subsequent changes in the Height limit.

(2) Exception (or Narrow Sites. Projects on parcels in the CS Bulk District, as defined

12

in Section 270, with a Height limit greater than 85 feet and with no street or alley frontage greater than

13

I 00 feet shall be considered for the purposes of Section 423 et seq. to have a Height limit o(85 feet

14

regardless ofthe parcel's actual Height limit.

15
16

(c) Eastern Neighborhoods Fee Tiers.

(1)Tier1.

17

(A) All development on sites whiehthat received a height increase of eight

18

feet or less, received no height increase, or received a reduction in height, as measured from

19

the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpart o.f'tlw Eastern .Veighborhoods Plan (onfile ·with the Clerk

20

ojthe Bof!rd o.fSupervisors in File }/o. 081J54) or the

21

Clerk oftlw Board ofSupervisors in File No. 130001);

W~stern

SoMa Community Plan (onfile vdth the

22

(B) The residential portion of all100% affordable housing projects;

23

(C) The residential portion of all projects within the Urban Mixed Use

24
25

(UMU) district; and
(D) All changes of use within existing structures.
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1

(2) Tier 2. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites

2

not listed in subsection (1) above :whiehthat received a height increase of nine to 28 feet,_ as

3

measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpert ofthe Eestem }/eighborhoods Pifln (enfik

4

wit."l the Clerl-c ofthe Boerd o.fS1i:jJenisors in File .Vo. 081154) or t."le Western StnMa Community Plen

5

(onjile ·with the Clerk of the Boerd o.f&tpervisors in File .Vo. 130001);

6

For the purposes of this Section, increese in heights in the WMUG District in

7

Assessor's Blocks 3 733 and 3 752 shell be meesured by #w bese height (as defined in Section 263.11)

8

prior to the effective date oft."lw

9

W~stem

So},{a Plan (Ordinence 1\To. Ord.. 42 13);

(3) Tier 3. All additions to existing structures or new construction on other sites

10

not listed in subsection (1) above :whiehthat received a height increase of 29 feet or more,_ as

11

measured from the Eastern Neighborhoods Base Heightpert o.fthe Eastern }leighborlwods Plan (onjile

12

with the Clerk o.fthe Board o.fSupervisors in File 1Vo. 081154) or the

13

(onfile v,;ith the Clerk o.fthe Boerd o.f..S'bf:jJer~isors in File •11lo. 130001).

W~stern

So},{a Community Plen

14

1.fi'orpurposes o.f#zis Section, increese in heights in the },{[JR District shell be

15

meesured by the bese height (as defined in Section 263.11) prior to the effective dete o.fthe Eestern

16

]\Teighborhoods (Ordinence 1Vo. 298 08).

17

18
19

(d) Central SoMa Fee Tiers. For all applicable projects. the following Fee Tiers apply:
(1) Tier A.

· (A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO or

20

WMUO with a Height limit at or below 45 feet, pursuant to the adoption ofthe Central SoMa Area

21

Plan (on file with the Clerk o[the Board of Supervisors in File No.

).

22

(B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase o{J 5 feet

23

to 45 feet pursuant to the adoption o(the Central SoMa Area Plan (on [ile with the Clerk ofthe Board

24

ofSupervisors in File No.

25

).

(2) Tier B.
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1

(A) All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO or

2

WMUO with a Height limit of between 46 and 85 feet, pursuant to the adoption o{the Central SoMa

3

Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o{the Board o{Supervisors in File No.

).

4

{B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase of 46 feet

5

to 85 feet pursuant to the adoption ofthe Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk o{the Board

6

o{Supervisors in File No.

7

(3) Tier C.

).

8

(A) For All development on sites rezoned from SAL! or SLI to either CMUO or

9

WMUO with a Height limit above 85 feet, pursuant to the adoption of the Central SoMa Area Plan (on

10

file with the Clerk o(the Board of Supervisors in File No.

11

).

{B) All development on all other sites that received a Height increase o{more

12

than 85 feet pursuant to the adoption ofthe Central SoMa Area Plan (on file with the Clerk ofthe

13

Board o{Supervisors in File No.

14

).

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE

15

IMPACT FEE.

16

* * * *

17

(d) Option for In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits.

18

Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In

19

such a case, the City may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor

20

and issue a fee waiver for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee from the

21

Planning Commission, subject to the following rules and requirements:

22

(1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement

23

unless the proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in

24

the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Program and where they substitute for

25

improvements that could be provided by the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements
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1

Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 423.5). The City may reject in-kind improvements

2

if they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans

3

(Central Waterfront, East SoMa, Western SoMa, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero

4

Hill), by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 of the Administrative

5

Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization

6

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements

7

programming. No physical improvement or provision of space otherwise required by the

8

Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for consideration as part of this In-Kind

9

Improvements Agreement.

10

* * * *

11

(f) Waiver or Reduction of Fees. Development projects may be eligible for a waiver

12

or reduction of impact fees, pursuant tope¥ Section 406 of this Article. Additionally,_pr£?fect

13

sponsors with a development project iocated within an applicable San Francisco Rede-veiopment

14

Project Area may reduce th,eir required contribution to the Eastern I'kigl'lborhoods Public Benefits

15

Fund b)• halfofany total sum that they would othenvise be required to pay under t.7is Section, ifthe

16

sponsor

17

(1) hasfikd its first application, including an en"',Jiromnental evaluation

18

application or any other Planning Department or Buildb'lft Department application before the effocti-ve

19

date &}Section 423.letseq. and

20

(2) pro-vides the Zoning Administrator with ·written e•·idence, supported in

21

writb'lg by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, t.7at demonstrates the annual tax increment

22

which could be generated by the proposed project would support a minimum future bonding capacity

23

equal to $10, 000, 000 or greater. office projects under 50,000 square feet, other non-residential

24

projects, and residential projects in the Central SoMa Special Use District may reduce their required

25

contribution to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fund as fOllows: fOr eve1y gross
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1

square fOot o(PDR space required by Planning Code Section 202.8. the project may waive payment for

2

fOur gross square feet ofthe Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS

5

FUND.

6

* * * *

7

(b) Use of Funds. The Fund shall be administered by the Board of Supervisors.
(1) All monies deposited in the Fund or credited against Fund obligations shall

8

9

be used to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop public open space and

10

recreational facilities; transit, streetscape and public realm improvements; and child care

11

facilities. Funds may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or publicly-

12

accessible.
(A) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern

13

14

Neighborhoods Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be

15

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5.
(B) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones (lrfission

16
17

1vCTand},fUR, as defined in Section 401), shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type

18

as described in Table 423.5A.

19

* * * *

20

(c) Funds shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described below:

21

(1) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods

22

Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be allocated to accounts

23

by improvement type according to Table 423.5. Funds collected from MUR Zoning Districts

24

outside of the boundaries of either the East SoMa or Western SoMa Area Plans shall be

25

allocated to accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5.
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(2) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing

1

Use Districts within the boundaries ofeither the East SoAfa or

Zones.~.

W~stern

(Mission ,VCTend

So},fa Area Ftens (as

2

},{(]R

3

defined in Section 401}, shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described in

4

Table 423.5A. For funds allocated to affordable housing, MOH shall expend the funds as

5

follows:
(A) All funds collected from projects in the Mission NCT shall be

6
7

expended on housing-programs and projects within the Mission Area Plan boundaries.
(B) All funds collectedfrom projects in the }.fUR Use Districts ·within tlw

8
9

10

boundaries o.feither the East So}Aa or

w~stern

So},fa Area Plans shell be expended on housing

programs endprojects within the boundaries a} 5th to 1Oth Streets/HorFerd to Harrison Streets.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 425. ALTERNATIVE MEANS OFSATISFYING THE OPENSPACE

13
14
15
16

REQUIREllfE~alrE~l

THE SOUTH OF MARKET AI/XED USE DISTRICTS.

(Fhe cffectiP·e date of these pro11isions shell be either April 6, 1990, the date that if originally
became cffecti'.le, or the date e subsequent modification, ifeny, became effoctive.)
lfit is the judgment ofthe Zoning Administrator that en open space satisfying the requirements
m~d

17

end standards ofsubsections (b)

(c) ofSection 135.3 of this Code cannot be created because af

18

constraints of the development site, or because the project cannot provide safe, convenient access to the

19

public, or because the squm·e footage a} open space is not s'b!!ficient to provide e usable open space, the

20

ZoningAdministrotor may (i) authorize, es en eligible type ofopen space, a pedestrian mall or

21

walkway •~·ithin e public right of way which is improved ·with paving, kmdscaping, end streetfurniture

22

appropriate for creating en ettrecth'e eree for sitting emi walking, or (ii) waive the requirement that

23

open space be provided upon payment to the Open Space Fund afe fee of$. 80 for each square foot of

24

open space otherwise required to be pro-vided. These amounts shell be adjusted annually effective April

25

1st o.feech celender year by the percentage o.fchenge in the Building Cost Index used by the Sen
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1

Francisco Bureau ofBuitding Inspection. This payment shall be paid in full to tlw City prior to the

2

issuance ofany temporary or other certificate ofoccupancyfor the subject property. Saidfee shall be

3

used.for the purpose o.f:acquiring, desig~?ing, improving and/or maintaining park land, park facilities,

4

and other open space resources, which is expected to be used solely or in substantial part by persons

5

who live, work, shop or otherwise do business in the Soutlz ofAfarket Base District, as that District is

6

defined in Section 820 o.fthis Code and identified on· Sectional,Vap 3SU of the Zoning },{ap of the City

7

and County ofSan Francisco. Saidfee, and any interest accrued by such fee, shall be used for the

8

purpose stated hereiH uHless it is demonstrated that it is no longer needed.

9

SEC. 426. ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF SATISFYING THE NON-RESIDENTIAL .

10

OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENT IN THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

11

DISTRICTS.

12

(The effective date of these provisions shall be either December 19, 2008, the date that

13

they originally became effective, or the date a subsequent modification, if any, became

14

effective.)

15

In the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, except for the CMUO District, the

16

usable open space requirement o{Section 135.3 may be satisfied through payment of a fee of

17

$76 for each square foot of usable open space not provided pursuant to t.lzat Variance. In the

18

CMUO District, the usable open space requirement o{Section 135.3 and the POPOS requirement of

19

Section 138 may be satisfied through payment o{a fee o{$890 for each square foot o{required usable

20

open space not provided. .'J'hisThese fee§: shall be adjusted in accordance with Section 423.3 of

21

this Article . .'J'hisThese fee§: shall be paid into the Recreation and Open Space subset o(the Eastern

22

Neighborhoods Community ImprovementsPublic Benefits Fund, as described in Section 423 of

23

this Article. Saidfee shall be usedfor the purpose ofacquiring, designing, and improving park land,

24

park facilities, and other open space resources, which is expected to be used solely or in substantial

25
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1

part by persons who Uve, wor-k, shop or othen~·ise do business in the Eastern }leighborhoods u:;xed

2

Use districts.

3

4
5

SEC. 427. PAYMENT IN CASES OF VARIANCE OR EXCEPTION FOR REQUIRED

RESIDENTIAL OPEN SPACE.
(a) Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts. In the Eastern Neighborhoods

6

Mixed Use Districts, except (Or the CMUO District, should a Vctriancefrom usable open space

7

requirements for residential uses be granted by the Zoning Administrator, any project that obtains a

8

Variance pursuant to Section 305, or an exception be grantedfor those projects subject pursuant to

9

lhe-Section 329 process, to provide less usable open space than otherwise required by Section 135

10

shall pay a fee of $327 shell be required for each square foot of usable open space not provided

11

pursuent to thet Varience. In the CMUO District, any project that obtains a Variance pursuant to

12

Section 305, an exception pursuant to Section 329, or chooses the in-lieu option pursuant to Section

13

135(d)(5){B)(ii) shall pay a tee o{$890 (Or each square fOot o{required useable open space not

14

provided. +hisThese

15

+hisThese fee~ shall be paid into the Recreation and Open Space subset o[the Eastern

16

Neighborhoods CommunitylmprovementsPublic Benefits Fund, as described in Section 423 of

17

this Article. Saidfee shell be used.fer the pU1pose o.fecquiring, designing, end improving perk lend,

18

perkfacilities, end other open space resources, ·which is expected to be used solely or in substm9tial

19

part by persons ·who live, !Por,'<:, shop or othenvise do business in the EtlStern }leighborhoods MJxed

20

Use Districts.

fee~

shall be adjusted in accordance with Section 423.3 of this Article.

21

* * * *

22

SEC. 432. CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FEE AND FUND.

23

Sections 432.1 through 432.4 set fOrth the requirements and procedures (Or the Central SoMa

24

25

Community Services Facilities Fee and Fund.

SEC. 432.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.
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1

(a) Purpose. New development in Central SoMa will increase the resident and employee

2

populations, generating new demand for use of community service facilities, such as cultural facilities,

3

health clinics, services for people with disabilities, and job training centers. New revenues to fund

4

investments in community services are necessary to maintain the existing level ofservice. This tee will

5

generate revenue that will be used to ensure an expansion in community service facilities in Central

6

SoMa as new development occurs.
{b) Findings. In adopting the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

7

, on file with the

), the Board ofSupervisors reviewed the

8

Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No.

9

Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study, prepared by Economic & Planning Systems and

10

dated March 2016. The Board of Supervisors reaffirms the findings and conclusions o[this study as

11

they relate to the impact of new development in Central SoMa on community services facilities, and

12

hereby readopts the findings contained in the Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study.

13

SEC. 432.2. APPLICATION OF FEES.

14

(a) Applicable Projects. The Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee is applicable to

15

any development project in the Central SoMa Special Use District that:

16

0) Is in any Central SoMa Tier, pursuant to Section 423; and

17

(2) Includes new construction or an addition ofspace in excess of800 gross square teet.
{b) Fee Calculation. For applicable projects, the Fee is as follows:

18

0) For Residential uses, $1.30 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet,

19
20

net replacement ofgross square feet from PDR uses, or net change ofuse ofgross square feet from

21

PDR uses.

22

(2) For Non-residential uses,

23

(A) $1.75 per gross square foot ofnet additional gross square feet, net

24

replacement ofgross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use ofgross square feet from PDR

25

uses.
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1

2
3

{B) $0.45 per gross square fOot of net replacement ofgross square feet from

Residential uses or net change of use ofgross square feet from Residential uses.
(c) Option (or In~Kind Provision ofCommunitv Improvements and Fee Credits. Project

4

sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City

5

may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver fOr the

6

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee from the Planning Commission, subject to the

7

fOllowing rules and requirements:

8

0) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the

9

proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa

10

Community Improvements Program and substitute fOr improvements that could be provided by the

11

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 432.4).

12

The City may reject in-kind improvements i[they are not consistent with the priorities identified in the

13

Central SoMa Plan, by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 o(the

14

Administrative Code), the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization

15

processes related to Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No

16

physical improvement or provision ofspace otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City

17

Code shall be eligible fOr consideration as part o[this In-Kind Improvements Agreement.

18

(2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation;

19

content, approval process. and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of

20

Sections 423.3(d){2) through 423.3{d){5).

21

(d) Timing of Fee Payments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection

22

Unit at DB! at the time of and in no event later than issuance o(the first construction document, with

23

an option (Or the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance o[the first certificate of

24

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in

25

accordance with Section I 07A.l3.3 o[the San Francisco Building Code.
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1
2

(e) Waiver or Reduction o(Fees. Development projects may be eligible {Or a waiver or
reduction o[impact fees, pursuant to Section 406.

3

4
5

SEC. 432.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES
FEE.
(a) Determination o(Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of

6

Section 432 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document and. i(Section

7

432 et seq. is applicable, the Department shall determine the amount o(the Central SoMa Community

8

Services Facilities Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition of approval {Or

9

issuance ofthe first construction document {Or the development project. The project sponsor shall

10
11

supply any infOrmation necessarv to assist the Department in this determination.
{b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBL Prior to the issuance o(a

12

building or site permit {or a development project subject to the requirements o(Section 432 et seq .. the

13

Department shall notifY the Development Fee Collection Unit at DEI o[its final determination o(the

14

amount ofthe Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fees required, including any reductions

15

calculated {Or an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. in addition to the other infOrmation required by

16

Section 402{b) ofthis Article.

17

(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Department Prior to Issuance o(the First

18

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DEI shall provide notice in writing

19

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate of occupancy {Or any

20

development project subject to Section 432 et seq. that has elected to fulfill all or part o[its Central

21

SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. !(the

22

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any ofthe terms of the In-

23

Kind Improvements Agreement. the Director o(DEI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy

24

until the project complies with the requirements o(Section 432 et seq .. either through confOrmance with

25

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment ofthe remainder o[the Central SoMa Community
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1

Services Facilities Fee that would otherwise have been required, plus a deferral surcharge as set forth

2

in Section 107A.J3.3.1 o[the San Francisco Building Code.

3

(d) Process (or Revisions o(Determination o(Requirements. In the event that the Department

4

or the Commission takes action affocting any development project subject to Section 432 et seq. and

5

such action is subsequently modified, superseded, vacated, or reversed by the Department or the

6.

Commission. Board ofAppeals, the Board of Supervisors, or by court action. the procedures of Section

7

402(c) o[this Article shall be followed.

8

SEC. 432.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA COMMUNITY SERVICES FACILITIES FUND.

9·

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside [or a special purpose entitled the

10

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fund ("Fund").All monies collected by the Development

11

Fee Collection Unit at DB! pursuant to Section 43 2. 3 {Q) shall be deposited in a special fund

12

maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund are to be used solely to fund public

13

infrastructure subject to the conditions o[this Section.

{Q) Expenditures from the Fund shall be administered by the Mayor's Office of Housing and

14
15

Community Development. or its successor. The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community

16

Development or its successor shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations governing the

17

Fund.

18

(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design. engineer, and develop

19

community services facilities, including cultural/arts facilities. social welfare facilities, and community

20

health facilities, in the Central SoMa Special Use District as established in the Central SoMa Plan and

21

the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document and supported by the findings o[the

22

Central SoMa Community Facilities Nexus Study.

23

{2) Funds may be used for adm{nistration and accounting offund assets, for additional

24

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document. and to defend the

25

Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Impact Fee against legal challenge. including the legal
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1

costs and attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration o[this fund includes time and

2

materials associated with reporting requirements, facilitating any necessary or required public

3

meetings aside from Planning Commission hearings, and maintenance o[the fund. Monies from the

4

Fund may be used by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses (Or the purpose of

5

revising the fee. and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between

6

development and the need (Or public facilities and services i[this is deemed necessary. Monies used [or

7

the purposes consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent o[the total fees collected.

8

All interest earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities

10

(3) The Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development shall report annually

11

to the Board ofSupervisors on the current status o[the fund, the amounts approved (or disbursement,

12

and the number and types ofhousing units or households assisted.

13

(4) All funds are justified and supported by the Central SoMa Community Facilities

14

Nexus Study, adopted as part o[the Central SoMa Plan (Ordinance No.

, on {ile with the

15

Clerk ofthe Board of Supervisors in File No.

16

monitored according to the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Monitoring Program required by the

17

Administrative Code Section 1 OE.

). Implementation o[the Fee and Fund are

18

SEC. 433. CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE AND FUND.

19

Sections 433.1 through 433.4 set forth the requirements and procedures (Or the Central SoMa

20

Infrastructure Impact Fee and Fund.

21

SEC. 433.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS.

22

{a) Purpose. New development in the Central SoMa Plan Area will increase the resident and

23

employee populations, generating new demand [Or use of community-serving infrastructure such as

24

transit, complete streets, and recreation and open space. New revenues to fund investments in this

25

infrastructure are necessary to maintain the existing level of service. This fee will generate revenue that
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1

will be used to ensure an expansion in community-serving infrastructure in Central SoMa as new

2

development occurs.

3

{k) Findings. The Board ofSupervisors reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

4

prepared byAECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of

5

Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, and the Transportation Sustainability Fee

6

Nexus Study ([SF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, on file with the Clerk o(the Board in Files Nos.

7

150149 and 150790, and, pursuant to Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions o(those

8

·studies and the general and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation and

9

Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Bicycle Infrastructure Findings, and

10

Transit Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition o(the fees under

11

this Section.

12

SEC. 433.2. APPLICATION OF FEES.

13

(a) Applicable Projects. The Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee is applicable to any

14

development project in the Central SoMa Special Use District that:

15

(1) Is in any Central SoMa Tier, pursuant to Section 423; and

16

(2) Includes new construction or an addition ofspace in excess of800 gross square teet.

17
18

{k) Fee Calculation. For applicable projects, the Fee is as follows:
(1) For Residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier B, $20.00 per gross square foot of

19

net additional gross square teet, net replacement ofgross square feet from PDR uses; or net change of

20

use ofgross square teet from PDR uses.

21

(2) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are seeking an

22

Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements ofPlanning Code

23

Section 321, $21.50 per gross square foot of net additional gross square teet, net replacement ofgross

24

square teet from PDR uses, or net change ofuseofgross square teet from PDR uses.

25
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1

(3) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are not seeking an

2

Office Allocation o(50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements o(Planning Code

3

Section 321:

4

(A) $41.50 per gross square fOot o(net additional gross square feet, net

5

replacement o(gross square feet from P DR uses, or net change o(use o(gross square feet (rom PDR

6

uses;

7
8

(B) $21.50 per gross square fOot o(net replacement o(gross square feet (rom

Residential uses or net change o(use o(gross square feet (rom Residential uses.

9

(4) For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an Of]ice

10

Allocation o(50,000 gross square feet or more pursuant to the requirements o(Planning Code Section

11

321. $20.00 per gross square fOot o(net additional gross square feet. net replacement o(gross square

12

.feet (romP DR uses. or net change o(use o(gross square feet (rom PDR uses.

13

(c) Option (or In-Kind Provision of Community Improvements and Fee Credits. Project

14

sponsors mavpropose to directlyprovide community improvements to the City. In such a case, the City

15

may enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the sponsor and issue a fee waiver fOr the

16

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee (rom the Planning Commission. subject to the fOllowing rules

17

and requirements:

18

(1) Approval Criteria. The City shall not enter into an In-Kind Agreement unless the

19

proposed in-kind improvements meet an identified community need as analyzed in the Central SoMa

20

Community Improvements Program and substitute fOr improvements that could be provided by the

21

Central SoMa Infrastructure Public Benefits Fund (as described in Section 433.4). The City may re;ect

22

in-kind improvements ifthey are not consistent with the priorities identified in the Central SoMa Plan.

23

by the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (see Section 36 ofthe Administrative Code). the

24

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, or other prioritization processes related to

25

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens community improvements programming. No physical improvement or
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1

provision ofspace otherwise required by the Planning Code or any other City Code shall be eligible for

2

consideration as part ofthis In-Kind Improvements Agreement.

3

(2) Valuation, Content, Approval Process, and Administrative Costs. The valuation,

4

content, approval process, and administrative costs shall be undertaken pursuant to the requirements of

5

Sections 423.3{d)(2) through 423.3{d){5).

6

(d) Timing o(Fee Payments. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection

7

Unit at DB! at the time o(and in no event later than issuance ofthe first construction document, with

8

an option for the project sponsor to deter payment to prior to issuance ofthe first certificate of

9

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a de&rral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in

10
11
12

accordance with Section 107A.l3.3 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.
(e) Waiver or Reduction o(Fees. Development projects may be eligible {or a waiver or
reduction o[impact fees, pursuant to Section 406.

13

SEC. 433.3. IMPOSITION OF CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE.

14

(a) Determination o(Requirements. The Department shall determine the applicability of

15

Section 433.2 et seq. to any development project requiring a first construction document and, ifSection

16

433.2 et seq. is applicable, the Department shall determine the amount o[the Central SoMa

17

Infrastructure Impact Fees required and shall impose these requirements as a condition o(approval {or

18

issuance ofthe first construction document {or the development project. The project sponsor shall

19

supply any information necessary to assist the Department in this determination.

20

{b) Department Notice to Development Fee Collection Unit at DBL Prior to the issuance of a

21

building or site permit {or a development project subject to the requirements ofSections 433 et seq., the

22

Department shall notifY the Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! o[its final determination ofthe

23

amount o[the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fees required, including any reductions calculated

24

.for an In-Kind Improvements Agreement, in addition to the other information required by Section

25

402{b) ofthis Article.
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1

(c) Development Fee Collection Unit Notice to Depmtment Prior to Issuance o(the First

2

Certificate of Occupancy. The Development Fee Collection Unit at DB! shall provide notice in writing

3

or electronically to the Department prior to issuing the first certificate of occupancy for any

4

development project subject to Section 433 et seq. that has elected to fulfill all or part o[its Central

5

SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee requirement with an In-Kind Improvements Agreement. ![the

6

Department notifies the Unit at such time that the sponsor has not satisfied any o[the terms o[the In-

7

Kind Improvements Agreement, the Director ofDBI shall deny any and all certificates of occupancy

8

until the project complies with the requirements ofSection 433 et seq., either through conformance with

9

the In-Kind Improvements Agreement or payment o[the remainder o[the Central SoMa Infrastructure

10

Impact Fees that would otherwise have been required, plus a deferral surcharge as set forth in Section

11

107A.l3.3.1 ofthe San Francisco Building Code.

12

(d) Process {or Revisions ofDetermination ofRequirements. In the event that the Department

13

or the Commission takes action affecting any development project subject to Section 433 et seq. and

14

such action is subsequently modified, superseded, vacated, or reversed by the Department or the

15

Commission, Board ofAppeals, the Board ofSupervisors, or by court action, the procedures ofSection

16

402(c) ofthis Article shall be followed.

17

SEC. 433.4. THE CENTRAL SOMA INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FUND.

18

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special purpose entitled the

19

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the Development Fee

20

Collection Unit at DB! pursuant to Section 433.3(b) shall be deposited in a special fund maintained by

21

the Controller. The receipts in the Fund to be used solely to fund Public Benefits subject to the

22

conditions ofthis Section.

23

24

{b) Expenditures from the Fund shall be recommended by the Interagency Plan Implementation

Committee for allocation and administration by the Board ofSupervisors.

25
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1

(1) All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, engineer, and develop

2

community public transit as established in the Central SoMa Plan and the Central SoMa Plan

3

Implementation Program Document.

4

(2) Funds maybe used for administration and accounting o(fund assets. for additional

5

studies as detailed in the Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program Document, and to defend the

6

Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee against legal challenge, including the legal costs and

7

attorney's fees incurred in the defense. Administration of this fund includes time and materials

8

associated with reporting requirements, facilitating any necessary or required public meetings aside

9

.from Planning Commission hearings, and maintenance o[the fund. Monies from the Fund may be used

10

by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses for the purpose ofrevising the fee,

11

and/or to complete an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between development and

12

the need for public facilities and services i[this is deemed necessary. Monies used (or the purposes

13

consistent with this subsection (2) shall not exceed five percent ofthe total fees collected. All interest

14

earned on this account shall be credited to the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fund.

15

(3) All funds are justified and supported by the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis

16

prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (''Nexus Analysis"). and the Transportation Sustainability Fee

17

Nexus Study (I'SF Nexus Study), dated May, 2015, on file with the Clerk ofthe Board in Files Nos.

18

150149 and 150790. Implementation ofthe Fee and Fund are monitored according to the Eastern

19

Neighborhoods Plan Mof!itoring Program required by Section 1OE of the Administrative Code.

20
21
22

SEC. 429. ARTWORKS, OPTIONS TO MEET PUBLIC ART FEE REQUIREMENT,
RECOGNITION OF ARCHITECT AND ARTISTS, AND REQUIREMENTS.
(The effective date of these requirements shall be either September 17, 1985, the date

23

that they originally became effective, orthe date a subsequent modification, if any, became

24

effective.)

25

* * * *
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1

SEC. 429.2. APPLICATION.

2

This section shall apply to:

3

(a) all projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of floor area in

4
5

excess of 25,000 square feet to an existing building in a C-3 District; and
(b) all non-residential projects that involve construction of a new building or addition of

6

floor area in excess of 25,000 square feet and that have submitted their first complete

7

Development Application on or after January 1, 2013 on the following parcels:

8
9

10
11
12
13
14

(1) all parcels in RH-DTR, TB-DTR, SB~DTR, SLI, SLR, SSO, C A1, UMU, WMUG,
WMUO and SALI Districts;
(2) properties that are zoned MUG, CMUO, or MUO, or MVR and that are north
of Division/Duboce/13th Streets; and
(3) all parcels zoned C-2 except for those on Blocks 4991 (Executive Park) and
7295 (Stonestown Galleria Mall).
For the purposes of this Section, a "Development Application" shall mean any

15

application for a building permit, site permit, environmental review, Preliminary Project

16

Assessment (PPA), Conditional Use, or Variance.

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 603. EXEMPTED SIGNS.

19

Nothing in this Article 6 shall apply to any of the following signs:

20

* * * *

21

(c) Two General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on either

22

a transit shelter or associated advertising kiosk furnished by contract with the Municipal

23

Transportation Agency or predecessor agency for the Municipal Railway in RTO, RTO-M, RM-

24

2, RM-3, RM-4, RC, NC, C, M, PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, andSout"J of

25

A1arke0,1ixed Use Districts, and in those P Districts where such Signs would not adversely
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1

affect the character, harmony, or visual integrity of the district as determined by the Planning

2

Commission; eight General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24 square feet in area on

3

transit shelters located on publicly owned property on a high level Municipal Railway boarding

4

platform in an RH-1 D District adjacent to a C-2 District, provided that such advertising signs

5

solely face the C-2 District; up to three double-sided General Advertising Signs each not

6

exceeding 24 square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on publicly owned high

7

level Municipal Railway boarding platforms along The Embarcadero south of the Ferry

8

Building, up to six double-sided panels at 2nd and King Streets, and up to four double-sided

9

panels at 4th and King Streets; up to two double-sided panels not exceeding 24 square feet in

· 10

area on each low-level boarding platform at the following E-Line stops: Folsom Street and The

11

Embarcadero, Brannan Street and The Embarcadero, 2nd and King Streets, and 4th and King

12

Streets; and a total of 71 double-sided General Advertising Signs each not exceeding 24

13

square feet in area on or adjacent to transit shelters on 28 publicly owned high level Municipal

14

Railway boarding platforms serving the Third Street Light Rail Line. Each advertising sign on a

15

low-level or high-level boarding platform shall be designed and sited in such a manner as to

16

minimize obstruction of public views from pedestrian walkways and/or public open space.

17

Notwithstanding the above, no Sign shall be placed on any transit shelter or associated

18

advertising kiosk located on any sidewalk which shares a common boundary with any

19

property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission, with the exception of

20

Justin Herman Plaza; on any sidewalk on Zoo Road; on Skyline Boulevard between Sloat

21

Boulevard and John Muir Drive; on John Muir Drive between Skyline Boulevard and Lake

22

Merced Boulevard; or on Lake Merced Boulevard on the side of Harding Park Municipal Golf

23

Course, or on any sidewalk on Sunset Boulevard between Lincoln Way and Lake Merced

24

Boulevard; on any sidewalk on Legion of Honor Drive; or in the Civic Center Special Sign

25

Districts as established in Section 608.3 of this Code.
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1

2

The provisions of this subsection (c) shall be subject to the authority of the Port
Commission under Sections 4.114 and 83.581 of the City Charter and under State law.

3

* * * *

4

SEC. 608.1. NEAR R DISTRICTS.

5

No general advertising sign, and no other sign exceeding 100 square feet in area, shall

6

be located in an NC, C, M, PDR, or Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District or Sout:l1 of

7

1~.farket Mixed

8

viewed from residentially zoned property or from any street or alley within an R District; any

9

sign of which the face is located parallel to a street property line and lies for its entire width

10

opposite an NC, C, M, PDR, or MUR, or South o_f},.farket SLR District shall be deemed prima

11

facie not to be primarily so viewed. No sign of any size within 100 feet of any R District shall

12

project beyond the street property line or building setback line of any street or alley leading off

13

the main commercial frontage into the R District.

Use District within 100 feet of any R District in such a manner as to be primarily

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 802.1. MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

16

The following districts are established for the purpose of implementing the Residence

17

Element, the Commerce and Industry Element, the Downtown Plan, the Chinatown Plan, the

18

Rincon Hill Plan, the South of Market Plan, the East SoMa Plan, the Mission Plan, the

19

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Plan, end-the Central Waterfront Plan, the Western SoMa Area

20

Plan, and the Central SoMa Plan, all of which are parts of the General Plan. Description and

21

Purpose Statements outline the main functions of each Mixed Use District in this Article,

22

supplementing the statements of purpose contained in Section 101 of this Code.

23
24

25
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1

Description and purpose statements applicable to each district are set forth in

2

Sections 810 through 84J848 of this Code. The boundaries of the various Mixed Use Districts

3

are shown on the Zoning Map referred to in Section 105 of this Code, subject to the provisions

4

of that Section. The following Districts are hereby established as Mixed Use Districts.

5
6

Districts

Section Number

7

* * * *

8

R8f)

9

SfR Senieelfight !-ndu-swiebiRe&identiel Di-striet

Re-sidentiebLStH"'Viee Di-sfl<iet

-§-8-14
-§--8-M

10

Sf!

11

88() SeF'Y'ieel&eendtR,, ()jfiee Di-sfl<iet

f-&18

12

CMUO - Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office District

§848

13

* * * *

Serl"iee/fig."Ltt lndurrwiet Di-striet

f-8-1-7-

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 802.4. EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

16

Throughout the Planning Code, the term "Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts"

17

refers to the following districts: Residential Enclave District (RED), Residential Enclave- Mixed

18

District (RED-MX), Mixed Use-General (MUG), Western SoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG),

19

Mixed Use-Office (MUO), Central SoMa Mixed-Use Office (CMUO), Western SoMa Mixed Use-

20

Office (WMUO), Mixed Use- Residential (MUR), South Park District (SPD), Service/Arts/Light

21

Industrial (SALI), and Urban Mixed Use (UMU).

22

SEC. 802.5. SOUTH OFJJIARKETMIXED USE DISTRICTS.

23
24

25
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1

Throughout t."kte Planning Code, t."kte term "South o.fl,farket },fixed Use Districts" refers to the

2

following districts: Residential/Service District (RSD), Ser',Jice/Light Industrial (SLI), Service/Light

3

Industrial/Residential (SLR), and Service/Secondary Office (SSG).

4

* * * *

5

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE

6

DISTRICTS AND SOUTHOFMARKETllfiXED USE DISTRICTS.

7

(a) Use Categories. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is

8

used, occupied, maintained, or leased. Whether or. not a use is permitted in a specific Eastern

9

Neighborhood Mixed Use District and South (}fA1arketMixed Use District is generally set forth,

10

summarized or cross-referenced in Sections 813 through 8-1:-8814 and 840 through 84+848 of

11

this Code for each district class.

12

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts andSouth o.f·

13

},{arketMixed [Jse Districts are either permitted, conditional, accessory, temporary or are not

14

permitted.

15

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not

16

classified below under Section 803.3(b )(1 )(C) of this Code as Accessory will be considered

17

separately as an independent permitted, Conditional, temporary or not permitted use.

18

(A) Principal Uses. Principal uses are permitted as of right in an

19

Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District andSout."kt ofA1arket},{ixed Use District, when so

20

indicated in Sections 813 through 8-1:-8814 and 840 through 84+848 of this Code for the district.

21

Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided

22

pursuant to Section 803.5 through 803.9 and other applicable provisions of this Code.

23

(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in an Eastern

24

Neighborhood Mixed Use District m~dSou#z ofA/arkeO.Jixed Use District, when authorized by

25

the Planning Commission; whether a use is conditional in a given district is generally indicated
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1

in Sections 813 through 8-1-8814 and 840 through 847-848 of this Code. Conditional Uses are

2

subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections 178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5

3

through 803.9 of this Code.

4

* * * *

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in

5
6

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in Rand NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory

7

Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts), 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to Other

8

Uses), and 204.5(Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an accessory use is

9

a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or enjoyment of a lawful

10

Principal Use or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental and subordinate to any such

11

use, and shall be permitted as an Accessory Use in an Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use

12

District and South (}j}.-farJwOJixed Use District. In order to accommodate a Principal Use which

13

is carried out by one business in multiple locations within the same general area, such

14

Accessory Use need not be located in the same structure or lot as its Principal Use provided

15

that (1) the Accessory Use is located within 1,000 feet of the Principal Use; and (2) the

16

multiple locations existed on April6, 1990. Accessory Uses to non-office uses (as defined in

17

Section 890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the

18

Principal Use so long as the Accessory Use is located in the same building as the Principal

19

Use and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such Accessory Uses. Any use

20

which does not qualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal Use.

21

22

No use will be considered accessory to a Principal Use which involves or requires any
of the following:
(i) +The use of more than one-third of the total Occupied Floor

23
24

Area which is occupied by both the accessory use and principal use to which it is accessory,

25
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1

combined, except in the case of accessory off-street parking or loading which shall be subject

2

to the provisions of Sections 151, 156 and 303 of this Code;
(ii) A hotel, motel, inn, hostel, adult entertainment, massage

3

4

establishment, large fast food restaurant, or movie theater use in a RED, RED-MX, SPD, -R&f),

5

SLR, SLI, SSO, DTR, MUG, WMUG, MUR, MUO, CMUO. WMUO, SALI or UMU District;
(iii) Any take-out food use, except for a take-out food use which

6
7

occupies 100 square feet or less (including the area devoted to food preparation and service

8

and excluding storage and waiting areas) in a restaurant, bar, catering establishment, bakery,

9

retail grocery or specialty food store.
(iv) Any sign not conforming to the limitations of Section

10

11

607.2(f)(3) ..

12

(v) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries as defined in 890.133.

13

(vi) Any nighttime entertainment use, as defined in Section 102;

14

provided, however, that a Limited Live Performance Permit as set forth in Police Code Section

15

1060et seq. is allowed in any District except for an RED, RED-MX, RSD, SLR, MUR, or MUG

16

District.
(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in

17
18

204.3(a)(3).
(D) Temporary Uses. Temporary uses not otherwise permitted are

19
20

permitted in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South (}j,~farkeU,{ixed Use Districts

21

to the extent authorized by Sections 205 through 205.3 of this Code.

22

* * * *

23

SEC. 803.4. USES PROHIBITED IN SOUTH OF MARKET AND EASTERN

24

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

25
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1

(a) [Jses which are not specifically listed in this Article or Article 6 are not permitted in South

2

of},farket Mixed Use Districts unless they qualif)· as a norwonforming use pursuant to Sections 180

3

through 186.1 of this Code or are determined by the Z01~ing Administrator to be permitted uses in

4

accordance with Section 307(a) o.fthis Code. Uses

5

include, but are not limited to, thefollowing: Adult entertainment, bookstore or theater; amusement

6

game arcade or similar enterprise (except as permitted in tlw Ser.Jice/Ligltt Industrial District);

7

shooting gallery; general advertising signs, except in the Sout."z of},{arket General Advertising Special

8

Sign District; animal ke1mel, riding academy or livery stable; automobile, truck, van,

9

·vehicle/trailer or cmnper sales, lease or rental; auto tow o._linoperable vehicles; auto wrecking

notpem~itted in

any South of},farket District

r~ereatimwl

10

operation; drive up facility; hotel (except as permitted as a conditional use as provided in P Ianning

11

Code Section 818, Service/Secondary· Office District), motel, hostel,

12

establishment; heavy industry subject to Section 226(e) through (w) ofthis Code;junkyard; landing

13

fieldf:Or aircraft; massage establishment subject to Section 218.1 o.fthis Code; except in the

14

Residential/Service ,\fixed Use District when pro-vided in conjunction wit."z full senice spa ser-vices;

15

mortuary; movie theater and sports stadium or arena.

b~n,

or bed and brealrfost

16

fb)--No use, even though listed as a permitted use or otherwise allowed, shall be

17

permitted in al:! South o_f,\farket District or Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use District whiehthat,

18

by reason of its nature or manner of operation, creates conditions that are hazardous,

19

noxious, or offensive through the emission of odor, fumes, smoke, cinders, dust, gas,

20

vibration, glare, refuse, water-carried waste, or excessive noise.

21

* * * *

22

SEC. 803.5. GOOD NEIGHBOR POLICIES GOVERNING USES IN MIXED USE

23
24

25

DISTRICTS.
(a) Eating and Drinking Uses in Mixed Use Districts. Within Mixed Use Districts,
the Operating Conditions of Section 202.2(a) shall apply to all Eating and Drinking Uses.
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1

(b) Good Neighbor Policies for Nighttime Entertainment Activities in Eastern

2

Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, South ofAlarketAlixed UselJistriets and Downtown

3

Residential Districts. Within Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, South o.fM;arket

4

1\fixed Use Districts, and Downtown Residential Districts where nighttime entertainment

5

activities, as defined by Section 102.17 of this Code, are permitted as a principal or

6

conditional use shall not be allowed except on conditions which, in the judgment of the Zoning

7

Administrator or City Planning Commission, as applicable, are reasonably calculated to insure

8

that the quiet, safety and cleanliness of the premises and vicinity are maintained. Such

9

conditions shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

10

* * * *

11

(c) Good Neighbor Policies for Programs Serving Indigent Transient and

12

Homeless Populations Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South

13

ofAlarkeL~lixed

14

o.f},farket Afixed Use Districts where social services are allowed as a Conditional Use pursuant

15

to Sections 813.21 through 843.21 (Social Services), some or all of the following conditions

16

shall, when appropriate for specific cases, be placed upon any applicable City permits for the

17

proposed establishment:

Use Districts. Within the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts and South

18

* * * *

19

SEC. 803.8. HOUSINGINAIIXED USEDISTRICTS.

20

(a) Low Income Afferdahle Housing Within the Ser'.Jice/Lig!tt Industrial District. Dwelling

21

units and SRO units may be author iced in the SLI District as a conditional use pursuant to Sections

22

303, 316, 817.14, and 817.16 of this Code pnnided that such dwellings units shall be rented, leased or

23

sold at rates or prices affordable to a household l!>'i"tose income is rw greater than 80 percent o._lthe

24

median income for households in San Francisco ("lower income household''), as determined by Title 25

25

o.fthe California Code o.fRegulations Section 6932 and implemented by the Afayor's Office o.fHousing.
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1

(1) "Affordabk to a household" shall mean a purchase price that a lower income

2

household can efford to pay based on an annualpaynwnt for all housing costs of33 percent of the

3

combined household annual net income, a 10 percent dmm payment, and mailabkfinancing, or a rent

4

that a household cd-n ttfford to pay, based on an annual payment for all housing costs o.f'30percent of'

5

the combined annual net income.

6

7

(2) The size of the dwelling unit shall determine tlw size of the household in order to
cakulate purchase price or rent affordable to a household, as follows:

8

~1)

9

(B) 1.%r a two bedroom unit, a household o.fthree persons;

10

(C) For a three bedroom unit, a household o.ffourpersons;

11

(D) For a four bedroom unit, a householdofftvepersmw.

For a one. bedroom unit, a household of two persons;

(3) l¥o conditional use permit rt'ill be approvedpursuant to this Subsection 803. 8(b)

12
13

unless the applicant and City have agreed upon enforcement mechanisms for the pr-m>'isions of this

14

Subsectim'l which are acceptable to the City Attomey. Such enforcement mechanisms may include, but

15

not be limited to, a right offirst refusal in favor o.fthe Cit)•, or a promissmy note and deed oftrust.

16

(4) The owner(s) o.fdwelling units authorizedpursuant to this Subsection shall submit

17

an annual enforcement report to the Cit)•, almqg with a fee whose amount shall be determined

18

periodically by the Planni1qg Commission to pay for the cost of enforcement of this Subsection. The fee

19

shall not exceed tlw amount ofsuch costs. The annual report shall provide information regarding rents,

20

mortgage paynwnts, sates price and other housing costs, annual household income, size o.fhousehold in

21

each dwelliJqg unit, and any other information tlw Cit)• may require to fulfill the intent of this

22

Subsection.

23

24

25

(b) Heusing Requirement in the Residentiel/Serviee District.
(1) Amount Required. Nonresidential uses subject to Sections 815.26, 815.28, 815.30,
815.31 through 815. 47, and 815.59 through 815.65, of this Code shall be permitted in new construction
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1

in the Residential/Sen/ice District only if the ratio between the amount ofoccupiei{floor area for

2

residential use to the amount ofoccupiei{floor area of the abo¥'e referenced nonresidential use is three

3

to one or greater.

4

5

(2) Akens of'Satisjjing the Housing Requireme."lt.
?4) The residential space requiredpursH:Qflt to this Subsection may be satisfied

6

by payment ofa one time in lieu fee equal to $30per square foot ofresidential space required by t.7is

7

Subsection and notprmided on site payable to the City's Affordable Housing Fund administered by the

8

}Aayor's Office ofHousing; or

9

(B) The

reside1~tial space

requirement may be satisfied by providing t.7e

10

required residential space elsewhere ·wit.7in the Sout.7 ofMarket 1\fixed Use District where housing is

11

permitted or conditional and is approved as a

12

conditim~al

use.

(c) Housing Requirement in t!te Afixed Use Residential (JJ£UR) District. In new

13

construction in the MXJR District, three square feet o.fgrossfloor area for residential use is required

14

for e'.-'Cr)' one gross square foot ofpermitted nonresidential use, subject to Section 841

15

SEC. 803.9. COllf1JfERCL4L USES IN MIXED USE DISTRICTS.

16

(a) Preservation ofHistoric Buildings Within the South of},farket },fixed Use Districts. Within

D.;~'this

Code.

17

the South ofA1arket },fixed Use Districts, any use which is permitted as a principal or conditional use

18

within t.7e SSO District, excluding nighttime entertainment use, may be permitted as a conditional use

19

in (a) a landmark building located outside a designated historic district, (b) a contributory building

20

which is proposed.for conversion to offiCe use

21

per building and which is located outside the SSO District yet within a designated historic district, or

22

(c) a building designated as significant or contributory pursuant to Article 11 ojthis Code and located

23

·within the Extended Presermtion District...T?or all such buildings the following conditions shall apply:

24

(1) the provisions ofSections 316 through 318 o.fthis Code must be met; (2) in

25

conditional use criteria set out in Sections 303(c)(6) and 316 through 316.8, it must be determined that

D.;~'an
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1

allowing the use will enhance thefoasibility ojpreserving the landmark, significant or contributory

2

building; and (3) the landmark, significant or contributory building will be made to coriform ·with the

3

San Francisco Building Code standards for seistnic toads andforces which are in effect at the time of'

4

the application for con'.Jersion o.fuse.

5

A contributory building which is in a designated historic district outside the SSG District may

6

be converted to any use ',vhich is a principal use within t,lw SSG Districtprmided that: (1) such use

7

does not exceed i:m aggregate square footage of25, 000 per building; and (2) prior to the issuance of

8

any necessary permits the Zoning Administrator (a) determines that allowing the use will enhance tlw

9

feasibility o.fpreser;ing the contributory building; and (b) the contributory· building will be made to

10

conform with the San Francisco Building Code standards for seismic toads and forces which are in

11

effect at the time o._lthe application for conversion o._luse. Housing Requirement in the Mixed Use-

12

Residential (MUR) District. In new construction in the MUR District, three square feet of Gross Floor

13

Area {or Residential Use is required {or every one gross square {oat o[permitted Non-Residential Use,

14

subject to Section 841.

15

(b) Preservation of Historic Buildings within Certain Eastern Neighborhoods

16

Mixed Use Districts. The following controls are intended to support the economic viability of

17

buildings of historic importance within Eastern Neighborhoods.

18

(1) This subsection applies only to buildings in SPD, MUG, MUO, CMUO, or

19

MUR Districts that are designated landmark buildings or contributory buildings within a

20

designated historic district perpursuant to Article 10 of the Planning Code, or buildings listed on

21-

or determined eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources by the State Office of

22

Historic Preservation.

23

(A) All uses are principally permitted, provided that:

24

(i) The project does not contain any nighttime entertainment use.

25
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(ii) Prior to the issuance of any necessary permits, the Zoning

1

2

Administrator, with the advice of the Historic Preservation Commission, determines that

3

allowing the use will enhance the feasibility of preserving the building.
(iii) Residential uses meet the afford ability requirements of the

4
5

Residentiallnclusionary Affordable Housing Program set forth in Section 415 through 415.9.
(B) The Historic Preservation Commission shall review the proposed

6

7

project for compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, (36 C.F.R. § 67.7 (2001 ))

8

and any applicable provisions of the Planning Code.

9

* * * *
(d) Autemated Bank Teller ,~{achines Within &milt efAfarket Districts. All autmnated bank

10
11

teller machines (ATAfs), whetherfreestanding structures or walk up facilities associated witl1 retail

12

banking operations, shall have adequate lighting, waste collection facilities and parking resources.

13

(ef--Open Air Sales. Flea markets, farmers markets, crafts fairs and all other open air

14

sales of new or used merchandise except vehicles, within Sout"tt o.f},farlwt ,\fixed Use and

15

Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, where permitted, shall be subject to the following

16

requirements: (1) the sale of goods and the presence of booths or other accessory

17

appurtenances shall be limited to weekend and/or holiday daytime hours; (2) sufficient

18

numbers of publicly-accessible toilets and trash receptacles shall be provided on-site and

19

adequately maintained; and (3) the site and vicinity shall be maintained free of trash and

20

debris.

21

if!2.) Legal and Government Office Uses in the Vicinity of the

He;~ II

of Justice.

22

Within an approximately 300-foot radius of the 800 Bryant Street entrance to the Hall of

23

Justice, and Assessor's Block 3780, Lots 1 and 2, as shown on Sectional Map 8SU of the

24

Zoning Map, the offices of attorneys, bail and services, government agencies, union halls, and

25

other criminal justice activities and services directly related to the criminal justice functions of
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1

the Hall of Justice shall be permitted as a principal use. There shall be a Notice of Special

2

Restriction placed on the property limiting office activities to uses permitted by this

3

S~ubsection.

4

(g)

w~rk Space

o.fDesign Professionals. The work space ofdesign pra.fcssionals, as defined in

5

Section 890.28 o.fthis Code, shall be permitted as a principal 'bi:Se within the SLR, RSD and SLI

6

Districts provided that, as a condition of issuance o.fany necessary·permits, the owner(s) ofthe

7

building shall agree to comply viith the follo·wingpro'?isions:

8
9

(1) The occupiedjloor area devoted to this use per building is limited to the third story
or above;

10
11

(2) The gross floor

area devoted to this 'bi:Se per building does 1Wt exceed 3, 000 square

feetper design professional establishment;

12

(3) The space within the building subject to t.lzispmvision has not been in residential

13

use within a legal dwelling unit at any time ·within afi¥'e )'Car periodprior to application for conversion

14

under this Subsection; and

15
16
17

(4) The owner(s) o.fthe building comply with the fellorPing enforcement and monitoring
procedures;
(i) The mPner(s) ofany building with work space devoted to design pro_fcssional

18

'bi:Se as authoricedpursuant to this Subsection s."tall submit an annual enforcement report to the

19

Department a} City Planning with a fee in an amount to be determinedperiodically by the City

20

Planning Commission topayfor the cost o.fenforcement ofthis Subsection. Thefee shall not exceed the

21

anwunt of such costs. The report shall provide information regarding occupants o.fsuch space, the

22

amount afsquare f-ootage of the space used by each

23

vacant space, complimwe with all rek.Jm'lt City codes, and any other information t.lze Zoning

24

Administrator may require to fulfill the intent o.fthis Subsection;

desig~'l pro_fessional

establishment, anwunt o.f

25
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1

(ii) The owner(s) ofany building containing ·work space of design pro.fessionms

2

authorizedpursutmt to this Subsection shall permit inspection ofthepremises by an authorized City

3

(}ffieial to determine compliance wit.'1 the limitations ofthis Subsection. The City shall provide

4

reasonable notice to ownersprior to inspecting the premises;

5

(iii) The owner(s) of any building containing ',vork space of design pr(}fessionals

6

authorized pursuant to this Subsection shall record a "Votice (}}Special Restriction, approved by t.7e

7

City Planning Department prior to recordation, on t.7e property setting forth t.'1e limitations required by

8

#zis Subsection. The Department of· City Planning shalllwep a record available for public review of all

9

space for design pro.fessionals au#wrized by t.7is Subsection.

10

(hjJ Vertical Controls for Office Uses.

11

* * * *

Table 803.9(h.l)

12
13

* * * *

14

(ig) Retail Controls in the MUG, MUO, CMUO, and UMU Districts. In the MUG,

15

MUO, CMUO. and UMU District, up to 25,000 gross square feet of retail use (as defined in

16

Section 890.104 of this Code) is permitted per lot. Above 25,000 gross square feet, three

17

gross square feet of other uses permitted in that District are required for every one gross

18

square foot of retail. In the UMU District, gyms, as defined in Sec. 218(d), are exempt from

19

this requirement. In the CMUO District. Tourist Hotels. as defined in Sec. 890.46. are exempt from

20

this requirement.

21

22
23
24

SEC. 809. GUIDE TO UNDERSTANDING THE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING
CONTROLS.
Mixed Use District controls are set forth in the Zoning Control Tables in Sections 810
through 818, and in Sections 825, 827 through 843 or referenced in Section 899 of this Code.

25
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1
2
3
4
5

6
7
8
9

(a) The first column in the Zoning Control Table, titled "No." provides a category
number for each zoning control category.
(b) The second column in the table, titled "Zoning Control Category," lists zoning
control categories for the district in question.
(c) The third column, titled "§ References," contains numbers of other sections in the
Planning Code and other City Codes, in which additional relevant provisions are contained.
(d) In the fourth column, the controls applicable to the various Mixed Use Districts are
indicated either directly or by reference to other Code Sections which contain the controls.
The following symbols are used in this table:

10

P -

Permitted as a principal use.

11

C -

Permitted as a conditional use, subject to the provisions set forth in this Code.

12

A blank space on the tables in Sections 810 through 812 indicates that the use

13

or feature is not permitted within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts. Unless a

14

use or feature is permitted or required in the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts as

15

·, set forth in the Zoning Control Tables or in those sections referenced in Section

16

899 of this Code, such use or feature is prohibited, unless determined by the

17

Zoning Administrator to be a permitted use.

18

NP - Not Permitted. Section 803. 4lists certain uses notpermitted in any Southoj}Jarket

19

District. NP in the Article 8 control column of'Tables 813 througl-1 818 also indicates

20

that the use or feature is not permitted in the eppliceble South o.fAfarket District.

21
22

# -.

See specific provisions listed by section and zoning category number at the end
of the table.

23

1st - 1st story and below, where applicable.

24

2nd - 2nd story, where applicable.

25

3rd+ - 3rd story and above, where applicable.

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 133

1005

1

* * * *

2

SEC. 813. RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT.

3

Residential Enclave Districts (RED) encompass many of the clusters of low.,.scale,

4

medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow side

5

streets of the South of Market area. Within these predominantly residential enclaves lie a

6

number of vacant parcels, parking lots and other properties in open storage use. These

7

properties are undeveloped or underdeveloped and are viewed as opportunity sites for new,

8

moderate-income, in-fill housing.
* * * *

9

10

Table 813

11

RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

IZoning Category I§ References

12

No.

13

* * * *

14

USES

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

* * * *

18

813.66

19

**

I Open Air Sales

IResidential Enclave Controls

I§§ 803.9(efi), 890.38 INP

* *

20
21

* * * *

22

SEC. 815. RSD RESIDENTL4LtSERVICE AI/XED USE DISTRICT.

23

The Residential/Ser;iee },{ixed Uw District (RSD) runs along Hsrrrison St. between 4th St. and

24

5th St. The RSD ser;es as a housing opportunity area within the South of1'.Jarlc~t }.fixed Use Districts.

25

The district controls are intended to facilitate the

de~Jelopment (}fhigll
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1

including residential hotels and live/work units, while also enco1:11Ylging the expansion ofretail,

2

business service and commercial and cultu-ral arts activities. Accessor)' Dwelling Units are permitted

3

witlzin the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) <Jjthis Code.

4

Residential hotels are subject to flexible standards for parkiHg, rear yard1open space and

5

density. Continu-ous groundjloor commercialfrontage -;.pith pedestrian oriented retail acti';ities along

6

major thoroughfares is encouraged.

7

General <Jjfice, hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult entertainment, massage establishment,

8

nwv'ie theaters and heavy industrial uses are not permitted, except that massages services are

9

authorized as a conditional use in the Res{dential/Ser;ice Mixed Use District when provided in

10

conjunction ·with full service spa services.

11
12

Table 815
RSD

RESIDENTL4LtSERVICEAfiXED USEDISTRICTZONING CONTROL TABLE

13
14

ResidenliallSewice
Zoning Categery

§References
Alixed Use District Controls

15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25
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SEC. 816. SLR

SERVICEfL!flHTINDUSTRL4LIJlESIDENTL4LMIXED USE

DISTRICT.
The Sen•ice/Light Industrial/Residential (SLR) Mixed Use District is designed to maiJqtain and

16

facilitate the growth mqd expansion ofsmall scale light indblStrial, home and bblSiness service,

17

wholesale distribution, artsproduction andperformmwe/exhibition acti-vities, live/work blSe, general

18

commercial and neighborhood ser;,•ing retail andper~onal service acti-vities ·while protecting existing

19

housing and encouraging the development ~fhousing and live/work space at a scale and density

20

compatible "~·ith the existing neighborhood

21

Hob1Si19Jt and live/work units are encouraged o-ver groun~floor commercial/service/light

22

indblStrial acti-vity. }lew residential or mixed use de'.Jelopments are encouraged to pro'.Jide as much

23

mixed ineon'lC rental housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelliJqg units would be

24

proteete~from demolition or conversion to nonresidential blSe by requiring conditional blSe review.

25
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1

Accessory DwelliJqg Units are permitted witlzin tlw districtpursuant to subsection 207(e)(4) ofthis
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housing and low income affordable dwelling units are permitted as 'a conditional use. General office,
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1

SEC. 818. SSO

2

The Ser·,;ice/Secondary Office District (SSO) is designed to accommodate small scale light

SERVICE/SECONDARYOFFICEDISTRICT.

3

industrial, home and busbwss services, arts acti1Jities, live/work units, and small scale, professional

4

office space and large floor plate "back office" space for sales and clerical work forces. Nighttime

5

entertainment is permitted as a c012ditional use. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted as

6

conditional uses. Demolition or conversion o.fexisting group housing or dwelling units requires

7

conditional use autlwrization. Accessory D.velling []nits are permitted ·within the district pursuant to

8

subsection 207(c)(4) o.f'this Code.

9
10

Office, general commercial, most retail, service and light i12dustrial uses are principal permitted
uses. Large hotel, movie theater, adult entertainme12t and heavy industrial uses are 1wtpermitted.

11

Small hotels of' 75 rooms or less are permitted in t'tzis District only· as a conditional use. Any

12

such conditional use authorization requires a conditional usefinding that disallowsprojectproposals

13

that displace existing Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses.

14

Table 818

sso

15

SER VICElSECOlVD:z4RY 0-FFJ{;E DlS-TRI-GFZO,V:ING CON+ROJ, TAB-I:£
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1

2
3

4
5

6

7
8
9

10
11

12
13

14
15

16
17

18

* * * *

19

SEC. 825. DTR- DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS.

20

(a) Description. Downtown Residential (DTR) Districts are transit-oriented, high-

21

density mixed-use residential neighborhoods in and around downtown. These areas are

22

generally transitioning from a variety of commercial and industrial to residential uses. The

23

intent of this district is to enable a mix of new day and nighttime activities, with an emphasis

24

on encouraging new housing within walking distance or a short transit-ride of downtown,

25
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1

supported by a mix of retail, and neighborhood services to meet the needs of residents and

2

the larger downtown community.

3

High-density residential uses, including residential towers in select locations, are

4

allowed and encouraged within the limits set by height and bulk controls. Given the district's

5

proximity to downtown, a range of commercial uses is permitted on the. lower stories, with

6

active pedestrian-oriented retail, service, and entertainment uses on the ground floor. Along

7

special streets, pedestrian-oriented uses are required on the first floor. Ground floor entries to

8

individual dwelling units are encouraged on streets that will become primarily residential.

9

There is generally no pattern of mid-block open space or of rear yards. While lot

10

coverage is limited for all levels with residential uses, traditional rear yard open spaces are not

11

required except in the limited instances where there is an existing pattern of them. Specific

12

height and bulk controls establish appropriate heights for both towers and mid-rise

13

development, and ensure adequate spacing between towers and preserve light and air to

14

streets and open spaces. Setbacks are required where necessary to buffer ground floor

15

residential uses or to ensure sunlight access to streets and open spaces. To support the

16

intensification of land uses in these districts, detailed traffic, streetscape and open space

17

improvements will take place over time.

18

Downtown Residential Districts include all of the individual DTR districts governed this

19

Code except the Transbay Downtown Residential District (TB-DTR}, as set forth in Section

20

828, is governed by the Transbay Redevelopment Plan and its Development Controls and

21

Design Guidelines.

22

* * * *

23

(c) Use. A use is the specified purpose for which a property or building is used,

24

occupied, maintained, or leased. Uses in Downtown Residential Districts are either permitted,

25

conditional, accessory, temporary or are not permitted. If there are two or more uses in a
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1

structure, any use not classified in Section 825(c)(1 )(C) below as accessory will be considered

2

separately as an independent permitted, conditional, temporary or not permitted use.

3

(1) Permitted Uses.
(A) Principal Uses. All uses are permitted as principal uses as of right

4
5

·in a Downtown Residential district unless otherwise indicated as a Conditional Use or Not

6

Permitted in this Section 825 of this Code or any other Section governing an individual DTR

7

District. Additional requirements and conditions may be placed on particular uses as provided

8

pursuant to Section 803.5 and other applicable provisions of this Code.
(B) Conditional Uses. Conditional uses are permitted in a Downtown

9
10

Residential District, when authorized by the Planning Commission; whether a use is

11

conditional in a given district is indicated in the Section of this Code governing the individual

12

DTR District. Conditional uses are subject to the applicable provisions set forth in Sections

13

178, 179, 263.11, 303, 316, and 803.5 of this Code.

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 840. ·MUG- MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.

16

The Mixed Use-General (MUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale,

17

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The MUG

18

is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light industrial,

19

wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general

20

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting

21

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density

22

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

23

Housing is encouraged over ground floor commercial and production, distribution, and

24

repair uses. New residential or mixed use developments are encouraged to provide as much

25

mixed-income family housing as possible. Existing group housing and dwelling units would be
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1

protected from demolition or conversion to nonresidential use by requiring conditional use

2

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

3

207(c)(4) of this Code.
Hotels, nighttime entertainment, movie theaters, adult entertainment and heavy

4
5

industrial uses are not permitted. Office is restriCted to the upper floors of multiple story

6

buildings.

7

Table 840

8

MUG- MIXED USE- GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

9

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use - General District
Controls

10
11

Building and Siting Standards

12

* * * *

13

840.09

§ 803.8-(ef9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 121.6,

P up to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot;

18

Services whiehthat are

803.9(-ig),

above 25,000 gross sq. ft.

19

not listed below

890.104,

permitted only if the ratio of other

890.116

permitted uses to retail is at least

14

Residential to nonresidential ratio

15

* * * *

16

Retail Sales and Services

17

840.45

20
21

3:1.

22

* * * *

23

Office

24

* * * *

25

840.65A

Services, Professional;

§§ 890.108,
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1

Services Financial;

890.110,

803.9(h1). P on the ground floor

2

Services Medical

890.114

when primarily open to the

3

general public on a client-oriented

4

basis.

5

840.66

All Other Office Uses

6
7

* * * *

8

Other Uses

9

* * * *

10

840.96

Open Air Sales

11

§§ 803.9(h.t),

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

890.70, 890.118

803.9(h1)

§§ 803.9(ed},

p

890.38

12

* * * *

13

804.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 803.9(b),

14

including Automated

890.140

15

Bank Teller Machine

16

p

* * * *

17

* * * *

18

SEC. 841. MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT.

19

The Mixed Use-Residential District (MUR) serves as a buffer between tlw higher density,

20

predominantly commercial area o.f:Yerba Buena Center to the east and the lower scak, mixed use

21

ser.Jicelindustrial and housing area west (}}Sixth Street.

22

The lr1UR serves as a major housi1'lg opportunity area within the eastern portion of the South of'

23

},farket. The district controls are is intended to facilitate the development of high-density, mid-

24

rise housing, including family-sized housing and residential hotels. The district is also

25

designed to encourage the expansion of retail, business service and commercial and cultural
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1

arts activities. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district pursuant to

2

subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

3

Continuous ground floor commercial frontage with pedestrian-oriented retail activities

4

along major thoroughfares is encouraged. Hotels, nighttime entertainment, adult

5

entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted. Office is limited by residential-to-

6

non residential ratio in new construction.

7

8

Table 841

9

MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

10

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

11

Mixed Use-Residential District
Controls

12

Building and Siting Standards

13

841.01

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Maps !J) and 7 of

14

Map,§§ 260-

the Zoning Map Height sculpting

15

261.1' 263.20

required on narrow streets, § 261.1

Height Limit

16

Non-habitable vertical projections

17

permitted, § 263.20

18

See Zoning

As shown on Sectional Maps §_I and 7 of

19

Map.§§ 270,

the Zoning Map Horizontal mass

20

270.1' 270.2

reduction required, § 270.1 Mid-block

841.02

Bulk Limit

21

alleys required, § 270.2

22

* * * *

23

841.09

24

25

Residential to non-

§ 803.8(d)9(a)

residential ratio

3 sq.ft. of residential for every 1 sq.ft. of
other permitted use.

* * * *
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1

Other Uses

2

* * * *

3

841.96

Open Air Sales

4

§ 803.9(efl),
890.38

5

* * * *

6

841.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 890.140,

7

including

803.9(b),

8

Automated Bank

9

Teller Machine

10

p

p

* * *·*

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 842. MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

13

The Mixed Use-Office (MUO) runspredominantly along the 2nd Street corridor in the South

14

o.f},tfark:et a-rea. The M:UO is designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-

15

scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment and small tourist hotels are

16

permitted as a conditional use. Large tourist hotels are permitted as a conditional use in

17

certain height districts. Dwelling units and group housing are permitted, while demolition or

18

conversion of existing dwelling units or group housing requires conditional use authorization.

19

Family-sized housing is encouraged. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district

20

pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

21

22

Office, general commercial, most retail, production, distribution, and repair uses are
also principal permitted uses. Adult entertainment and heavy industrial uses are not permitted.

23
24

Table 842

25

MUO- MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE
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1

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Mixed Use Office District
Controls

2
3

Building and Siting Standards

4

* * * *

5

842.06

6

Parking and Loading

§ 155(r)

Access: Prohibition

7

* * * *

8

842.09

None. 4th Street betweenBryvnt
end 'fflwm;end Streets

§ 803.8(ef9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 890.104,

p

13

Services whiehthat are not

890.116, 803.9(ig},

14

listed below

121.6

9

Residential to nonresidential ratio

10

* * * *

11

Retail Sales and Services

12

842.45

15

* * * *

16

Other Uses

17

* * * *

18

842.96

Open Air Sales

19
20
21

p

890.38
* * * *

842.98

22
23
24

§§ 803.9(ed},

Walk-up Facility, including

§§--890.140,

Automated Bank Teller

803.9(b)

p

Machine

* * * *

25
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1

* * * *

2

SEC. 843. UMU- URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT.

3

The Urban Mixed Use (UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while

4

maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially-zoned area. It is also intended to

5

serve as a buffer between residential districts and PDR districts in the Eastern

6

Neighborhoods. Within the UMU, allowed uses include production, distribution, and repair.

7

uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, warehouse,

8

and wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, educational facilities, and nighttime .

9

entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability requirements.

10

Family-sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted to the

11

upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in

12

this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as

13

expressed in this Section and in the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted

14

within the district pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of this Code.

15

16

Table 843

17

UMU- URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

18

Zoning Category

No.

19

§

Urban Mixed Use District Controls

References

20

Building and Siting Standards

21

**

22

843.09

*

*

23

Residential to non-

§

residential ratio

803.8(e}9(a)

24

* * * *

25

Retail Sales and Services
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All Retail Sales and

§§ 890.104,

P up to 25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot; above

2

Services whieh-that are

890.116,

25,000 gross sq.ft. per lot permitted only

3

not listed below

803.9(ig),

if the ratio of other permitted uses to

121.6

retail is at least 3:1. P up to 3,999 gross

1

843.45

4
5

sq.ft. per use; C over 4,000 gross sq.ft.

6

per use.

7

* * * *

8

843.51

Gyms

9

§§ 218(d),

P up to 3,999 gross sq. ft. per use; C

803.9(ig)

over 4,000 gross sq. ft. per use. Not

10

subject to 3:1 ratio, per Sec. 803.9(ig)

11

* * * *

12

Office

13

* * * *

14

843.65A

Services, Professional;

§§ 890.108,

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

15

Services Financial;

890.110,

803.9(h.i). P on the ground floor when

16

Services Medical

890.114

primarily open to the general public on a

17
18

client-oriented basis.
§§

Subject to vertical control of Sec.

19

803.9(h.i),

803.9(h.i)

20

890.70,

21

890.118

843.66

AllfiQther Office Uses

22

* * * *

23

Other Uses

24

* * * *

25

843.96

Open Air Sales

p

§§
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1

803.9(ed),

2

890.38

3

* * * *

4

843.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 890.140,

5

including Automated

803.9(b),

6

Bank Teller Machine

7

p

* * * *

8

* * * *

9

SEC. 844. WMUG- WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT.
The WSoMa Mixed Use-General (WMUG) District is largely comprised of the low-scale,

10
11

production, distribution, and repair uses mixed with housing and small-scale retail. The

·

12

WMUG is designed to maintain and facilitate the growth and expansion of small-scale light

13

industrial, wholesale distribution, arts production and performance/exhibition activities, general

14

commercial and neighborhood-serving retail and personal service activities while protecting

15

existing housing and encouraging the development of housing at a scale and density

16

compatible with the existing neighborhood.

* * * *

17
18

Table 844

19

WMUG- WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

20

No.

Zoning Category

§References

WSoMa Mixed Use-General District

21

Controls

22

* * * *

23

Other Uses

24

844.96

Open Air Sales

25

§§ 803.9(ed),

P up to 10,000 gsf per lot.

890.38

NP above.
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1

* * * *

2

844.98

Walk-up Facility,

§§ 803.9(b),

3

including Automated

890.140

4

Bank Teller Machine

5

p

* * * *

6

* * * *

7

SEC. 845. WMUO- WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

8

The WSoMa Mixed Use-Office (WMUO) runs predominantly along the Townsend

9

Street corridor between 4th Street and 7th Street and on 11th Street, from Harrison Street to

10

the north side of Folsom Street. The WMUO is designed to encourage office uses along with

11

small-scale light industrial and arts activities. Nighttime entertainment is permitted, although

12

limited by buffers around RED and RED-MX districts.

13

* * * *

14

Table 845

15

WMUO- WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

16

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

WSOMA Mixed Use-Office

17

District Controls

18

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS

19

* * * *

20

845.09

21

§ 803.8-(ej9(a)

None

All Retail Sales and

§§ 121.6,

P up 10 10,000 gsf per lot;

Services whiehthat are not

803.9(ig),

C up to 25,000 gsf;

Residential to nonresidential ratio

22

* * * *

23

Retail Sales and Services

24

845.45

25
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listed below

1

2

* * * *

3

Other Uses

4

* * * *

5

845.96

Open Air Sales

6

NP above

§§ 803.9(ed),

p

890.38

7

* * * *

8

845.98

9
10
11

890.104

Walk-up Facility, including

§§ 803.9(b),

Automated Bank Teller

890.140

p

Machine

* * * *

12

* * * *

13

SEC. 846. SALI- SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT.

14

The Service/Arts/Light Industrial (SALI) District is largely comprised of low-scale

15

buildings with production, distribution, and repair uses. The district is designed to protect and

16

facilitate the expansion of existing general commercial, manufacturing, home and business

17

service, and light industrial activities, with an emphasis on preserving and expanding arts

18

activities. Nighttime Entertainment is permitted although limited by buffers around RED and

19

RED-MX districts. Residential Uses, Offices, Hotels, and Adult Entertainment uses are not

20

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

21

207(c)(4) of this Code.

.

.

22
23

Table 846

24

SALI- SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

25

No.

I

Zoning Category
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1

BUILDING AND SITING STANDARDS

2

* * * *

3

846.09

Residential to non-

4

§ 803.8(ef9(a)

residential ratio

5

* * * *

6

Office

7

* * * *

8

846.65b

9

803.9({~).

Office Uses Related to the

§§

Hall of Justice

822

to §

§§ 803.9(ed),

P up to 10,000 gsf per lot;

890.38

Cup to 25,000 gsf;

10

* * * *

11

Other Uses

12

* * * *

13

846.96

Open Air Sales

14
15

* * * *

17

846.98

18
19

21

22
23
24
25

P in Special Use District, pursuant
803.9({~)

NP above

16

20

None

Walk-up Facility, including

§§ 803.9(b),

Automated Bank Teller

890.140

p

Machine

* * * *

* * * *
SEC. 847. RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT.
Residential Enclave-Mixed Districts (RED-MX) encompass some of the clusters of lowscale, medium density, predominantly residential neighborhoods located along the narrow
side streets of the Western SoMa area. Many parcels in these residential enclaves are
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1

underdeveloped and represent opportunities for new residential and low-intensity commercial

2

uses.

* * * *

3
4

Table 847

5

RED-MX- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE-MIXED DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

6

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Residential Enclave-Mixed

7

Controls

8

* * * *

9

Other Uses

10

847.66

Open Air Sales

11

§§ 803.9(e.4),

P up to 1,250 gsf per lot;

890.38

C above;

12
13

NP above 1 FAR
* * * *

14

* * * *

15

SEC. 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT.

16

The Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office (CMUO) extends predominantly between 2nd Street and

17

6th Street in the South o[Market area. The CMUO is designed to encourage a mix o[residential and

18

non-residential uses, including office, retail, light industrial, arts activities, nighttime entertainment,

19

and tourist hotels.

20

Table 848. CMUO- CENTRAL SOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL

21

TABLE

22
23

Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office District Controls

24

Zoning Category

§References

Controls

25
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1

Massing_ and Setbacks

2

Height and Bulk Limits.

§§102, 105,

Varies. See Height and Bulk Map Sheets

3

106,250-

HT01 and HT07. Height sculpting

4

252, 260,

required and additional bulk limits

5

261.1,

pursuant to §270,· Non-habitable vertical

6

263.20,

protections 12ermitted J2_ursuant to

7

263.30, 270,

§263.20; additional height permissible

8

270.1, 270.2,

pursuant to §263.30; horizontal mass

9

271. See

reduction requiredJ2_ursuant to §270.1;

10

also Height

and Mid-block alleys required QUrsuant

11

and Bulk

to §270.2.

12

District

13

Maps

14

5 Foot Height Bonus for Ground Floor

15

Commercial

16

Setbacks

§ 263.20

NP

§§ 132.4,

Generally required. Along 4th Street

17

134, 136,

south of Bryant Street, required by a

18

144, 145.1

minimum deQth offive feet, from sidewalk

19

gr_ade up to a minimum height of_25 [§et.

20

Street Frontage and Public Realm

21

Streetscape and Pedestrian

22

Improvements

23

Street Frontage Requirements

§ 138.1

Required

§ 145.1

Required

24

25
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1

Street Frontage, Ground Floor

2

Commercial

§ 145.4

2nd Street, on the west side, between
Dow Place and Townsend Street; 3rd

3

Street, between Folsom Street and

4

Townsend Street; 4th Street, between

5

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom

6

Street, between 4th and 6th Streets;

7

Brannan Street, between 3rd Street and

8

4th Street; Townsend Street, on the north

9

side, between 2nd Street and 4th Street.

10

Vehicular Access Restrictions

£155{r)

3rd Street between Folsom and

11

Townsend Streets; 4th Streef.between

12

Folsom and Townsend Streets; Folsom

13

Street fj_om 4th Street to 5th Street;

14

Brannan Street fj_om 2nd Street to 6th

15

Street; and Townsend Street fj_om 2nd

16

Street to 6th Street.

17

Driveway Loading and Operations Plan

§ 155(u)

18

Required {or projects o{J 00; 000 sq. ft. or
more.

19

Miscellaneous

20

Lot Size (fer Develof2ment2

§ 102, 303

NIA

21

Planned Unit Develof2ment

§ 304

NP

22

Large Project Authorization

§329

Required {or new construction greater

23

than 85 feet in height; additions to an

24

existing building with a height o(85 feet

25

or less resulting in a total building height
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1

greater than 85 fi;et; or the net addition

2

or new construction o[more than 50,000

3

gross square fi;et.

4
Awning and Canof2.Y.

§ 136.1

p

Marquee

§ 136.1

NP

Signs

§§ 262, 602-

As permitted br. §607.2.

5

6
7

604,

8
607, 607.2,
9

608, 609
10

General Advertising Signs

§§262,

NP

11
602.7 604,
12

608, 609,
13

610, 611
14

Design Guidelines

General

Subject to the Urban Design Guidelines

Plan

and Central SoMa Guide to Urban

Commerce

Design.

15
16

17

and IndustrY.
18

Element;
19

Central

20
SoMa Plan.
21

22
23

24
25

Development Standards
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Usable Open Space [Per Dwelling Unit

§§ 135, 136,

80 sq. ft. per unit; 54 sq. ft. per unit if

2

and Group Housing!

427

publicly accessible; buildings taller than
160 {j!et may also pay in-lieu {j!e.

3

4

Off-Street Parking

5

§§ 151, 161,

Car parking not required. Limits set forth

166

in §151.1. Bicy_cle Parking required

6

pursuant to §155.2. Jfcar parking is

7

provided, car share spaces are required

8

when a project has 50 units or more

9

pursuant to §166.

10

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

At least 40% of all dwelling units shall

11

contain two or more bedrooms, 30% of

12

all dwelling units shall contain three or

13

more bedrooms, or 35% o(all dwelling

14

units shall contain two or more bedrooms

15

with at least 10% containing three or

16

more bedrooms.

17

Use Characteristics

18

Single Room Occupancy_

§ 102

p

19

Student Housing

§102

p

20

Residential Uses

21

Residential Uses

§ 102

p

22

23
24

25

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1057

Page 185

1

Dwelling Units, Senior Housing, and

2

Group Housing

§207

No residential density limit by lot area.
Density restricted by physical envelope

3

controls o(height, bulk, setbacks, open

4

space, exposure and other applicable

5

controls of_this and other Codes, as well

6

as by applicable design guidelines,

7

applicable elements and area plans of_the

8

General Plan, and design review by the

9

Planning Department.

10

Accessory Dwelling Units

11

§§ 102,

P within the existing building envelope. 1

207(c)(4)

ADU allowed in buildings with 4 or

12

fewer Dwelling units. No limit in

13

buildings with 5 or more Dwelling Units.

14

AD Us may not eliminate or reduce

15

ground-story retail or commercial

16

Sf2aces.

17

Homeless Shelters

§§ 102, 208

Density limits regulated by the

18

Administrative Code, Chapter 20, Article

19

XIII.

20

Loss o[_Dwelling Units

21

Residential Conversion, Demolition, or

22

Merger

§317

c

23

24

IZoning Category

I §References I Controls

25
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1

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS & USES

2
Develo11.ment Standards

3
Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123,

No FAR Limit.

4
124
5

6

Use Size

§102

Service Uses.(} 2

7
8

Off-Street Parking.

9

10
11

H145.1.

Car parking not required. Limits set forth

150, 151.1,

in§ 151.1. Bicycle parking required

153-156,

pursuant to§ 155.2. Car share spaces

166, 204.5

required when a project has 25 or more
parking spaces pursuant to § 166.

12
13

Off-Street Freight Loading

204.5

16
Useable Open Space

§§ 135.3,

Required; amount varies based on use;

426

may pay in-lieu [§e.

Drive-up Facility

§102

NP

Formula Retail

§§ 102, 303,

NP {or Restaurants, Limited Restaurants,

303.1

and Bars. C (or all other Formula Retail

18

20
21

Commercial Use Characteristics

22

Uses.

23
24

25

Pursuant to§ 152.1.

155, 161,

15

19

§§ 150,

152.1, 153-

14

17

Restrictions on some Retail Sales and

Hours o[_ Operation

§102

No Restrictions

Maritime Use

§102

NP
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1

012en Air Sales

§ 102

p

2

Outdoor Activity_ Area

§ 102

p

3

Walk-u12 Facility_

§ 102

p

4

Agricultural Use Categorv

5

Agricultural Uses*

§§ 102,

E

6
7

202.2Cc2
Agriculture, Large Scale Urban

8
9

§§ 102,

s;;;_

202.2Ccl
Automotive Use Categorr.

10

Automotive Uses*

§ 102

p

11

Parking Garage, Private

§ 102

c

12

Parking Garage, Public

§ 102

c

13

Parking Lot, Private

§§ 102, 142,

NP

14

15

156
Parking Lot, Public

16
17

18
19
20

21

22
23

24

§§ 102, 142,

NP

156
Service, Motor Vehicle Tow

§ 102

c

Services, Ambulance

§ 102

c

Vehicle Storage Garage

§102

c

Vehicle Storage Lot

§ 102

NP

Entertainment and Recreation Use Categorr.
Entertainment and Recreation Uses*

§ 102

p

Entertainment, Nighttime

§ 102

P(4)

Entertainment, Outdoor

§ 102

NP

25
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1

OJ2_en Recreation Area

§102

NP

2.

Seorts Stadium

§102

NP

3

Industrial Use Categp!J!.

4

Industrial Uses*

§§ 102,

NP

5

6

202.2(_d2
Food ,Fiber and Beverage Processing 1

7

8

§§ 102,

f_

202.2(_d2
Manufacturing, Light

9

§§102,

f_

202.2(_d2

10

Institutional Use Categ_o!J!.

11

Institutional Uses*

§102

p

12

HosJ2_ital

§ 102

c

13

Medical Cannabis DisJ2_ensary

§§ 102,

f_

14

202.2(_e2

15

Sales and Service Use Categ_o!J!.

16

Retail Sales and Service Uses*

§102

POl

Adult Business

§102

NP

Animal Hose_ital

§102

p

Bar

§§ 102,

P(12(32

17

18
19
20
21
22

23
24

202.2(_a2
Hotel

§102

C(_22

Kennel

§ 102

p

Massage Establishment

§102

NP

Mortuar}!_

§102

NP

25
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1

§§ 102,

Motel

2
3

202.2(a2
Restaurant

4

5

NP

§§ 102,

P0202

202.2(a2
Restaurant, Limited

6

§§ 102,

POlO)

202.2(a2

7

Storage, Sel[

§ 102

NP

8

Trade Sho]]_

§ 102

p

9

Non-Retail Sales and Service

§ 102

p

10

UtilitJ!. and Infrastructure Use Categorr.

11

Utilitv and In{j:astructure*

§ 102

·p

12

Internet Service Exchange

§ 102

c

13

Power Plant

§ 102

NP

14

Public Utilities Yard

§ 102

NP

15

Wireless Telecommunications Services

§ 102

C(52

16

17

18
19

20
21

22
23

24
25

FacilitJ!.
*Not Listed Below

0 2p

UJ]_

to 25,000 gross sq. ft. per lot; above 25,000 gross sq. ft. per lot permitted only i(the ratio

0{

other permitted uses to retail is at least 3:1.
(2) Not subject to ratio requirements of0) above, pursuant to§ 803.9(g).
(32 Formula Retail NP.
(42 Pin the area bounded by bounded by 4th Street, 6th Street, Bryant Street, and Townsend Street;

C elsewhere.
(52 C i(a Macro WTS FacilitJ!.; P i(a Micro WTS FacilitJ!..
* * * *
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1

SEC. 890.37. ENTERTAINMENT, OTHER.

2

In the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, a retail use, other than adult entertainment, as

3

defined in Section 890.36 of this Code, which provides live entertainment, including dramatic

4

and musical performances, and/or provides amplified taped music for dancing on the

5

premises, including but not limited to Places of Entertainment and Limited Live Performance

6

Locales, as defined in Section 1060 of the Police Code. Other entertainment also includes a

7

bowling alley, billiard parlor, shooting gallery, skating rink and other commercial recreational

8

activity, but it excludes amusement game arcades, as defined in Section 890.4 of this Code

9

and regulated in Section 1036 of the Police Code. 1.%r South o.f1~1tlrket Districts, see Section

10

102.17.

11

* * * *

12

SEC. 890.116. SERVICE, PERSONAL

13

A retail use which provides grooming services to the individual, including salons,

14

cosmetic services, tattoo parlors, and health spas, excluding massage establishments subject to

15

&ction218.1 ofthis Code locetedwithin South o.f-MarJwtDistricts, or instructional services not

16

certified by the State Educational Agency, such as art, dance, exercise, martial arts, and

17

music classes, except that i79 tlw South Oji',_Merkf!:t Districts, arts actlvities falling within &ction I 02.2

18

shall not be consideredpersonal senrices.

19

* * * *

20

SEC. 890.124. TRADE SHOP.

21

A retail service use which provides custom-crafted goods and/or services for sale

22

directly to the consumer, reserving some storefront space for display and retail service; if

23

conducted within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or exits

24

required by law located within 50 feet of any R District. A trade shop includes, but is not

25

limited to:

Mayor Farrell; Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1063

Page 191

1

* * * *

2

(g) Within the Soutlt ofA1arket Districts, arts activities falling witllin Section 1 02.2 shall not be

3
4

considered trade shops.

{h)-Within South o.f:1r1arlwt and Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, this use

5

shall include the offices of building, plumbing, electrical, painting, masonry, roofing, furnace or

6

pest control contractors and storage of incidental equipment and supplies used by them, if

7

located entirely within an enclosed building having no openings other than fixed windows or

8

exits required by law within 50 feet of an R District. No processing of building materials, such

9

as mixing of concrete or heating of asphalt shall be conducted on the premises. Parking,

10

loading and unloading of all vehicles used by the contractor shall be located entirely within the

11

building containing the use.

12

(ib:) Within the Chinatown Mixed Use Districts, it does not include any shop which

13

uses a single machine of more than five horsepower capacity, or a shop in which the

14

mechanical equipment, together with related floor space used primarily by the operators of

15

such equipment, occupies in the aggregate more than 1/3 of the total Qgross flloor d.-area of

16

the use. A trade shop is distinct from light manufacturing, as defined in Section 890.54(a) of

17

this Code.

18
19

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after

20

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the

21

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

22

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

23
24
25

Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
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1

n·umbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal

2

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

3

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

4

the official title of the ordinance.

5

6
7

8
9

10
11

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
By:
VICTORIA WONG
Deputy City Attorney
n:\legana\as2018\ 1200444\01265074.docx

12
13
14
15

16
17
18

19
20

21
22
23

24

25
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission St.

Suite 400

Planning Code and Administrative Code

San Fraricisco,
CA 94103-2479

Issues for Consideration

Reception:
415'.558.6378

HEARING DATE: MAY 10,2018
Project Name:
Date:
Record Number:
Staff Contact:

Central SoMa
Amendments
May3,2018

Plan

Planning

Code

and

Administrative

Fax:
415.~58,~409
Code . .

Planning
lnfcirmationi.
415.558 •.6377

2011.1356EMIZU
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planiung
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org

This document includes a list of issues for Planning Commission consideration related to the Central
SoMa Planning Code and Administrative Code Ordinance. These issues were brought to the attention of
the legislative sponsors and/or Planning Department staff since introduction of the Ordinance on
February 27th out were not included in the substitute legislation introduced on April 10th.
Section
128.1(c)
132.4(b)
132.4(d)(1 )(B)(iv)
132.4(d)(3)(B)
132.4(d)(3 )(D)

135(d)(5)(B)(ii)
135
135.3
135.3
136.1(d)(1)
138(a)(2)
Table 138
138(d)(2)
138(d)(2)

Request
Correct drafting error in order the terms "Development Lot" and "Transfer Lot"
Exclude guardrails and parapets from measurement of tower separation
Increase allowed ground floor architectural modulation from 5 feet to 10 feet
Ensure that it is clear that Key Development Sites can receive full exceptions from
tower separation requirements
Provide a quantitative standard and/or move into design guidelines the
requirement that separate portions of the same site built above 85 feet in height
must have "visual distinction"
Reduce the open space requirements for tower projects to 36 square feet per unit
and clarify that_providing POPOS counts towards this requirement
Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements
of 135
Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements
of 135.3
Remove requirement for PDR and institutional uses to provide open space
Allow projects in CMUO to have exceptions for decorative features over streets
and alleys akin to C-3
Eliminate the requirement for retail uses and community services to provide
POPOS
Remove incentive for POPOS to P!Ovide neighborhood amenities
Remove language and/or be more specific regarding language that says POPOS
must be "maximally" green
Remove Planning Commission discretion over location of POPOS
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Issues for Consideration
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Section
138(d)(2)

138(d)(2)
145(b)(31)
145(c)(4)
145(c)(4)
151.1
Table 151.1
155(r)(2)(JJ)
169.3(e)(4)
249.78
249.78(c)(1)
249.78(c)(1)
249.78( c)(1 )(D)
249.78(c)(4)
249.78(c)(5)
249.78( c)(5)(B)

249.78( c)(5)(D)
249.78(d)
249.78(d)(3)
249.78(e)(3)

263

263.32(a)(1)
263.32(c){1)
263.32( c)(3)

Case Number 2011.1356T
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative
Code Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan

Request
Increase clarity that projects that get an exception to the open space standards
wouldn't be required to pay the in-lieu fee so long as the required amount of open
space is met
Correct reference to approval process to subsection (f), not (e), and reference to
subsection (e) to subsection (d)(2)
Add that POPOS can be considered an active use
Require 14' floor-to-floor height for all non-residential uses, and not 17' for PDR
uses
Require higher ground floor ceiling heights only in first 60 feet of depth from
rights-of-way, and not at all to alleys.
Require office parking lots to provide hourly public parking
Set office parking limits in terms of Gross Floor Area instead of Occupied Floor
Area
Correct reference to :e_oint to 329(e)(3)(B)
Do not eliminate grandfathering clause for compliance with Transportation
Demand Management requirements
Do not allow large office (>50k sqft) in area currently zoned SALI except for Key
Sites listed in Section 329
List hotel as an "active use" per 145.1
Allow "active uses" to be at a depth of less than 25 feet- particularly for microretail
Do not require a high level of transparency and fenestration for PDR uses
Allow micro-retail to have formula retail uses with a Conditional Use permit
Clarify PDR requirements, including what constitutes the lot and whether the
trigger is the size of the entire development or just the office component
Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR requirements of large office projects to
also include neighborhood retail, nonprofit community services, city-owned
public facilities, and Legacy Businesses
Maintain the CU requirement for all projects requiring replacement PDR per
Section 202.8 (Prop X)
Allow 10% of units to not meet exposure requirements as of right, rather than
requiring an exception through 329(d).
Require buildings to provide living walls
Eliminate from purposes of calculating required TDR areas such as POPOS and
space dedicated to the City for public open space and recreational amenities and
affordable housing
Clarify that some projects can receive Special Height Exceptions through the
procedures of Section 329 and/or by meeting quantitative standards listed instead
of requiring a Condition Use_per Section 303
Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this
Special Height Exception
Set maximum development capacity at each site to the amount listed in tl1e Key
Development Sites Guidelines rather than the formula provided
Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are

2
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Section
270(h)(1)
Table 270(h)
Table 270(h)
270(h)(4)
303.1(£)(10)
321

329(d)
329(d)(1)-(11)
329( d)(12) or
329(e)(3)(B)

329(e)(2)
329(e)(3)(A)

329(e)(3)(B)

Case Number 2011.1356T
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative
Code Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan

Request
still subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers
Don't include in calculations of skyplane architectural features listed in 260(b)
For mid-block passages, correct the reference from 26l.l(d)(3) to (d)(4)
For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none"
Allow exceptions for setbacks for mid-block passages on Block 3776 Lot 455
Make formula retail restaurants and bars allowable with a Conditional Use permit
instead of not permitted
Give Prop M priority to projects that commit to (a) rent their new PDR space at
50% of market and (b) give priority for it to displaced PDR businesses and/or aits,
neighborhood retail, community services, public facilities, and Legacy Businesses
Irlclude the potential for exceptions for wind that are cross-referenced in
249.78(d)(7)
Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in these subsections
Allow all sites in Central SoMa to avail themselves of the allowances of a Planned
Unit Development (329( d)(12) and/or allow Key Development Sites to have
additional flexibility in 329(e)(3)(B) regarding the ability to have:
• Per 135, waiver from residential open space requirements
• Per 138, waiver from POPOS
• Per 138, up to 35% of their POPOS provided under cantilevered parts of
buildings as long as there is still proper light, air, and public access
• Per 138, allow lower ceiling heights for indoor POPOS
• Per 145.1, exceptions for active use requirements, ground floor height,
transparency, and fenestration
• Per 151.1, additional parking for wholesale and distribution uses,
• Per 152.1, 154, and 155, exceptions for freight loading
• Per 249.78(c)(4), exceptions for micro retail requirement and accessibility
• Per 249.78(d)(4), exceptions for residential lot coverage
• Per 249.78(d)(5), exceptions from lot merger restrictions
• Per 249.78(d)(7), exceptions from wind standards
• Per 260(b)(1) (E) and (1), exceptions from rooftop screening controls to
allow rooftop amenities
Include_IJarcels 3786035 (646 4th) and 3786322 (505 Brannan) as Key Sites
Include as qualified amenities: donation of land for affordable housing,
construction or contribution towards construction of a public safety building, and
financial contribution to the rehabilitation a certifi~d historic structure.
Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, including:
• Limiting the exception in to the requirement that POPOS need to be
outdoors and open to the sky (per Section 138) to the site listed in
329(e)(2)(D)
• Limiting the exception to allowing a curb cut on a protected street (per
Section 155(r) to site listed in 329(e)(2)(H)
• Limiting the exception for commercial-orientation of large sites (per
Section 249.78(c)(6) to the site listed in 329(e)(2)(D)
• Limiting the exception to PDR requirements (per 249.78(c)(5) to the site
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Issues for Consideration
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Case Number2011.1356T
Approval of Planning Code and Administrative
Code Amendments related to the Central SoMa Plan

Section

Request
listed in 329(e)(2)(G)

406

Include language facilitating waiver of fees for the new Central SoMa Park in this
legislation
Include exemption from the $5/gsf increase in the Transportation Sustainability
Fee (TSF) proposed in separate, un-related legislation
Do not eliminate grandfathering clause for payment of the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF) instead of the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
For sites with height limits greater than 200 feet, increase the on-site inclusionary
housing requirement to 24% for rental units and 26% for ownership units.
Add that funding for the SoMa Stabilization Fee can also come from the Central
SoMa Community Facilities District
Remove the EN Fee waiver for residential and small non-residential projects
required to provide PDR space
Set the Community Services Facilities fee to the maximum legal amount allowed
Reduce the amount of the Central SoMa fee for projects not seeking an office
allocation of 50,000 square feet or more
Add a reference to the rear yard lot coverage requirements of 249.78(c)(4)
Include a requirement that all residential development more than 25 units and
all commercial development over 50,000 sq ft should provide a Community Good
Jobs Employment Plan for public review and comment prior to consideration of
project approval.
Divide the Eastern Neighborhoods Otizens Advisory Committee into two bodies
-one covering the three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western
SoMa) and one covering the other three Plan Areas (Central Waterfront,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and the Mission).

411A
411A(d)(3)
415.6
418.7(a)
423.3(£)
432.2(b)
433(b)(3)
848
TBD

Admin Code
10E.2(d)
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Planning Commission
Resolution No. 20186
HEARING DATE MAY 10; 2018

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Project Name:
Record No.:
Staff Contact:

Central SoMa Plan- Zoning Map Amendni.ents

2011.1356E:MTZ.U [Board File. No 180185]
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org

RESOLUTION APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE SAN FRANCISCO ZONING MAP
OF THE PLANNING CODE TO GIVE EFFECT TO THE CENTRAL SOUTH OF MARKET
AREA PLAN, AND MAKING FlNDINGS 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 an
ordinance for 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 Zoning Map Amendments.
WHEREAS, on April 10, 2018, Mayor Mark Farrell and Supervisor Jane Kim introduced a
substitute ordinance for Zoning Map Amendments pursuant to the Central South of Market Plan
("Central SoMa Plan").

on

WHEREAS, pursuant to Planning Code Section 302(b)1
April10, 2018; the San Francisco Board .
of Supervisors initiated the aforementioned Zoning Map Amendments.
WHEREAS, this Resol\ltion adopting and recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve
the Zoning Map Amendments is a companion to other legislative approvals relating. to the
Central SoMa Plan, including recommendations that the Board of Supervisors approve General
Plan Amendments, Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments, and an
Implementation Program.
WHEREAS, The Zoning Map Amendments, together with proposed General Plan Amendments,
Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments; and the. Implementation Program
document, 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
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PlimniJig
.Information:

415.558.6377

Case No. 2011.1356EMT~U
Zoning Map Amendments

Resolution No. 2018ii
May 10,2018

and overview concerning the Central SoMa Plan as set forth in Planning Comni.ission Resolution
No. 20184 governing General Plan Amendments.
WHEREAS, as a means to implement the goals of the General Plan that are specific: to the Central
SoMa Plan, the Department is proposing Zoning Map Amendments that would generally
reclassify areas currently zoned M-1, MUO, RED, SLI, SSO, WSMUG, and one parcel zoned P to
the new Central SoMa Mixed Use Office zoning district (CMUO); most of the areas zoned SALI to
CMUO, and areas zoned MUR to CMUO and MUG ... Areas currently. zoned C-3-0, NCT-SoMa,
SPD, and the remainder of the P and SALI zoned areas would remain unchanged. These
amendments would also add a new Central SoMa Special Use District to the Plan Area .and
remove the Western: SoMa Speeial Use District from a subset of the Plan Area, and amend certain
height limits and bulk districts. These changes correspond to conforming amendments to
Sectional Maps ZN01, ZN08, HT01, HT08, SUOl; and SUDS of the Zoning Maps of the City and
County of San. Francisco. A draft ordinance, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit
N.3, approved as to form by the City Attorney's office, reflects these Zoning Map Ainendments.
A memorandum summarizing revisions made to the Zoning Map Amendments since
consideration by the Planning Commission on March 1, 2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit N.4.
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 Resolution No. 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, the Commission conducted a duly notiCed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on the Zoning Map Amendments.
WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the Zoning Map Amendments.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Zoning Map
Amendments for the following reasons:
1. The Zoning Map Amendments wiiL help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will
accommodate development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by
removing much of the Plan A~ea's industrially-protective zoning and increasmg height
limits on many of thePlan Area's parcels.
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Case No. 201.1.1356EMT~U
Zoning Map Amendments

May 10, 2018

2.

The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan; which will
maintain the diversity of residents by requiring that more than 33% of new housing i.mits
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households, and by requiring that these new
units be built in SoMa.

3.

The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement 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 Zoning Map Amendments will help implement 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.

TI1e Zoning Map Amendments will help implement the Central SoMa Plan, which will
offer parks and recreational opportunities by funding t:he improvement of parks and
recreation centers in the area and requiring large, non-residential projects to provide
publicly-accessible open space.

6.

The Zoning Map Amendments will help implement 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. Titis 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 Zoning Map Amendments will help implement 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 Zoning Map Amendments will help implement 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 midrise character and stl;eet fabric, create a strong street wall, and facilitate innovative yet
contextual architecture.

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference
as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forth in Commission Resolution No.
20183.
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AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference
as though fully set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the
requirements of which are made conditions of this approval.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOtVED, that the Commission finds that the Zoning Map
Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 20184.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the Zoning Map
Amendments are in general conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth in Planning
Commission Resolution No. 20184.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission approves the Zoning Map
Amendments as reflected in an ordinance approved a:s to· form by the City Attorney attached
hereto as Exhibit IV.3, and incorporated herein by reference, and recommends their approval by
the Board of Supervisors.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on
May 10, 2018.

d.L~
JonasP.Io~

Commission Secretary
AYES:

Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 10,2018
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DRAFT ORDINANCE
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ORDINANCE NO.

FILE NO.

1

[Zoning Map- Central SoMa Plan]

2
3

Ordinance amending the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South

4

of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and

5

Bulk District Maps and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area

6

Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on

7

its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the

8

Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend Street; and affirming

9

the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality

10

Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority

11

policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

12
13

14
15

NOTE:

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

16
17

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

18

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

19

(a) On _ _ _ _ _ _, 20.18 after a duly noticed public hearing, the Planning

20

Commission certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Central

21

SoMa Area Plan (the Project) by Motion No. _ _ _ _ _ _ , finding the Final EIR reflects

22

the independent judgment and analysis of the City and County of San Francisco, is adequate,

23

accurate and objective, contains no significant revisions to the Draft EIR, and the content of

24

the report and the procedures through which the Final EIR was prepared, publicized, and

25

reviewed comply with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
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1

(Public Resources Code Section 21 000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs.

2

Section 15000 et seq.) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Copies of

3

the Planning Commission Motion and Final EIR are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File

4

No. _ _ _ _ _ _ and are incorporated herein by reference.

5

(b) The Project evaluated in the Final EIR includes the proposed amendments to the

6

Planning Code and Zoning Map as well as amendments to the General Plan, adopting the

7

Central SoMa Area Plan and other related amendments. The proposed Planning Code and

8

Zoning Map amendments set forth in this ordinance are within the scope of the Project

9

evaluated in the Final EIR.

10

(c) At the same hearing during which the Planning Commission certified the Final EIR,

11

the Planning Commission adopted findings under CEQA regarding the Project's

12

environmental impacts, the disposition of mitigation measures, and project alternatives, as

13

well as a statement of overriding considerations (CEQA Findings) and adopted a mitigation

14

monitoring reporting program (MMRP), by Resolution _ _ _ _ __

15

(d) At the same hearing, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. _ _ _ __

16

recommended the proposed Planning Code and Zoning Map amendments for approval and

17

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

18·

with

19

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

20

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

21

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

th~

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

22

Zoning Map Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the

23

reasons set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. ______ , and the Board

24

incorporates such reasons herein by reference.

25
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1

(f) The Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered the Final EIR and the

2

environmental documents on file referred to herein. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed

3

and considered the CEQA Findings, and hereby adopts them as its own and incorporates

4

them by reference as though such findings were fully set forth in this Ordinance.

5

(g) The Board of Supervisors adopts the MMRP as a condition of this approval, and

6

endorses those mitigation measures that are under the jurisdiction of other City Departments,

7

and recommends for adoption those mitigation measures that are enforceable by agencies

8

other than City agencies, all as set forth in the CEQA Findings and MMRP.

9

(h) The Board of Supervisors finds that no substantial changes have occurred in the

10

proposed Project that would require revisions in the Finai.EIR due to the involvement of new

11

significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously

12

identified significant effects, no substantial changes have occurred with respect to the

13

circumstances under which the proposed Project is to be undertaken that would require major

14

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new environmental effects or a substantial

15

increase in the severity of effects identified in the Final EIR, and no new information of

16

substantial importance to the proposed Project has become available which indicates that (1)

17

the Project will have significant effects not discussed in the Final EIR, (2) significant

18

environmental effects will be substantially more severe, (3) mitigation measure or alternatives

19

found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become feasible or

20

(4) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those in the Final

21

EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment.

22

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Zoning Use District

23

Maps ZN01 and ZN08, Height and Bulk District Maps HT01 and HT08, and Special Use

24

District Maps SU01 and SU08, as follows:

25
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(a) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use
District Map ZN01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

3

4

DescriQtion of ProQerty

Use Districts to

Use Districts

5

Assessor's

Lot

be SuQerseded

Hereby AQQroved

6

Block

7

3725

007,014-015,017-021,029,031,033,

MUR

MUG

MUR

MUG

WMUG

CMUO

8
9

035, 102-103
3732

003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028-

10

030,035,040,044-045,048,062,064,

11

066-068, 080, 087-090, 090A, 091,

12

094-097,099-103,

13

114, 117, 119, 125-127, 129-130, 137-

14

140, 143; 145A, 146-147, 149-200,

15

202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-759,

16

763-764

17

3733

106-108~

110-112,

014,017-020, 020A, 021,024-026,028-

18

031,034,091-092,145-158

19

093, 105

M-1

CMUO

003, 008, 073,

MUO

CMUO

20

3750

21

515-598

22

009,013,050,054,078,081-082,086

MUR

CMUO

028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 150, 157-

MUO

CMUO

MUR

CMUO

23

3751

24

158, 161-162, 165,411-415,420-522

25

105, 112, 155, 167-170, 173, 175-409
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3752

MUR

CMUO

WMUG

CMUO

MUR

MUG

SLI

CMUO

001, 105

sso

CMUO

19

006-009,011-015, 015A, 0158, 015C,

MUO

CMUO

20

032-034, 037, 078-080, 080A, 081,

21

093-096,113,116,119-124

22

016-025

SLI

CMUO

23

099-101

M-1

CMUO

001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015, 087,

MUO

CMUO

1

001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076,

2

078~081, 083, 107, 109-126, 130-153,

3

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589

4

011, 011A, 014-015,017-018,026-028,

5

032-033, 036, 095, 590-617

6

3753

001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 022, 024-

7

029, 033-034, 037, 041-042, 048-049,

8

056-063, 070-072, 075-079, 081-085,

9

089-090, 093-101, 106, 113-122, 129-

10

132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148, 150,

11

152-165, 169-204, 207-239,241-304,

12

311-312, 315-318, 328-344

13

3762

001' 003, 007-008, 011-012, 014, 016-

14

019,021,023-026,032,036-037,040-

15

041,043,046,048-049,053-055,058,

16

106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119, 121-

17

124, 126-146

18

24
25

3763

3775

089, 091-096, 099-101, 104-105, 164-

Planning Commission
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 5

1080

1

171, 181-216.

2

016-018, 020-022, 025, 072-073, 075,

3

078-081,083-086, 122-136,140-

4

163

5

3776

004-005, 007-008, 011' 015, 019-021'

6

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

7

077,080,093-094,098-101,105-106,

8

113-115,117-118,120-148,151,153-

9

475

10

3777

001-003, 017, 019-020, 030-

SLI

CMUO

SLI

CMUO

SLI

CMUO

RED

CMUO

SALI

CMUO

11

034

12

005,007,009,013,023-027,056-070,

13

073-174

14

011' 028-029, 035-037, 042, 044-045,

15

050-051' 054-055

16

047-049

SALI

WMUO

17

052

p

CMUO

027-028, 036-037

WMUO

CMUO

035, 038, 321-322

MUO

CMUO

001-008, 012-019, 021-024, 026, 028,

SLI

CMUO

18

3786

19
20

3787

21

033, 036-037, 040, 040A, 044, 048-50,

22

052-139, 144-149, 151-159, 161-164,

23

166-218, 241-246

24

031

MUO

CMUO

002, 006, 008-009, 009A, 037-039,

MUO

CMUO

25

3788
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1

042-044, 049-073

2

010, 012-015, 020-024, 024A, 041, 045,

3

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

SLI

CMUO

4
5
6

(b) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Zoning Use
District Map ZN08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

7
8

DescriQtion of ProQerty

Use Districts to

Use Districts

9

Assessor's

Lot

be SuQerseded

Hereby AQQroved

001,001C,001D,001E,001F,016-

SALI

WMUO

10

Block

11

3778

12

019, 022-023, 025-026, 032, 046A,

13

046B,046C,046D,046E,046F,046G,

14

046H, 051-087

15

001B, 002B, 004-005,047-048

SALI

CMUO

002,002A,003-004, 004A,004B,005,

WMUO

CMUO

16

3785

17

022-024, 030-131

18

009,016-018, 132, 137-313

SALI

CMUO

014, 14B, 15-016, 018, 19A, 043-102,

WMUO

CMUO

MUO

CMUO

19

3786

20

161-262

21

020, 104-160, 263-307

22
23

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

24

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

25

follows:
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this table double checked and done

1·

2

Descri~tion

of Pro~ertv

3
Assessor's

Height and

Height and

Additional

Bulk Districts

Bulk Districts

Information for

to be

Hereby

S~lit

Su~erseded

A~~ roved

85-X

180-CS/300-

300 feet to a

cs

depth of 75 feet

Lot

4

Lots

Block
5

6

3732

003

7
8

from 5th Street

9

004

-

45-X/85-X

10

45-X/180-

300 feet to a

CS/300-CS

depth of 75 feet

11

from 5th Street,

12

45 to a depth of

13

50 feet from

14

Tehama Street

15

005, 149

85-X

300-CS

16

099

45-X

45-X/180-CS

45 feet to a depth

17

of 50 feet from

18

Tehama Street

19

100

45-X/85-X

45-X/180-CS

45 feet to a depth

20

of 50 feet from

21

Tehama Street

22

145A, 146

85-X

180-CS

014, 148-158

55-X

180-CS

24

017-020, 020A, 021,

55-X

85-X

25

024-026, 031' 034,

23

3733
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1

091-092, 145-147

2

028-030

55-X

130-CS

3

093, 105

130-L

180-CS

003

130-E

200-CS

5

008,073,086

85-X

200-CS

6

009

85-X

130-G

7

013

85-X

130-CS

090-509

85-X/130-G

130-G

515-598

130-E

200-CS

029, 150

85-X

45-X/85-X

4

3750

8
9
10

3751

11

85 feet to a depth
of 80 feet from

12

Harrison Street

13

053-054

85-X

45-X

168

85-X

45-X/85-X

14
45 feet to a depth

15
of 150 feet from
16
Lapu Lapu Street
17
169

85-X

45-X/85-X

45 feet to a depth

18
of 150 feet from
19
Lapu Lapu Street,
20
45 to a depth of
21
45 feet from Rizal

22
Street
23
173

130-G

OS

011, 011A

55-X

85-X

24
3752
25
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1

012, 014-015, 017-018,

2

026-028, 032-033, 036

3

095

55-X

45-X

55-X

45-X/85-X

85 feet to a depth

4

of 85 feet from

5

Harrison Street

6

590-617

55-X

85-X

001,032,121

85-X

130-CS

8

003

55-X/85-X

130-CS

9

011-012,014,016-019,

45-X

85-X

10

021 ' 023-024' 040-041 '

11

043, 046, 048-049,

12

053-055, 124, 126,

13

139-146

14

025

45-X

130-CS

15

026, 036-037, 118

55-X

130-CS

16

058, 119, 122-123

55-X

85-X

17

106

55-X

130-X-160-CS

108-109, 117

55-X

85-X-160-CS

112

55-X/85-X

130-X-160-

160 feet to a

CS/160-CS

depth of 250 feet

7

18
19

3762

20
21

22
23

from 4th Street
113

45-X

130-X-160-CS

116

45-X

85-X-160-

130-160 feet to a

CS/130-X-160-

depth of 350 feet

24
25

Planning Commission
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cs

1

2

001

40-X

350-CS

3

008-009, 017-018, 025,

65-X

85-X

4

037
45-X

85-X

45-X

130-CS-350-

3763

5
'

011-115, 115A, 1158,

6

115C, 016, 032-034,

7

119-124

8

078-079

cs

9
10

080, 080A,081

65-X

130-CS-350-

cs

11
12

093-096

65-X

130-CS

13

099-101

40-X

130-CS-350-

cs

14
15

105

40-X

130-CS-200-

cs

16 .
17

from 4th Street

112

45-X

18

45-X/200-

200 feet from a

CS/350-CS

depth of 145 feet

19

from Harrison

20

Street to a depth

21

of 175 feet from

22

Harrison Street;

23

350 to a depth of

24

145 feet from

25

Harrison Street
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113

1

85-X

2

200-CS/350-

350 feet to a

cs

depth of 145 feet

3

from Harrison

4

Street

5

116

65-X/85-X

130-CS

008,011,015,019-

65-X

85-X

6
7

3776

8

021,024,077,080,

9

11.3-114

10

025

85-X

200-CS

11

032, 117

85-X

130-CS

12

034,038-044,049,118

65-X

130-CS

15

151

55-X/65-X

85-X

16

455

55-X/65-X

65-X/85-X

13
14

85 feet to a depth

17

of 205 feet from

18

Brannan Street

19

3777

005, 007, 009, 013,

20

023-027' 056-070

21

011

40-X

45-X

40/55-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

22

of 85 feet from

23

Bryant Street

24.
25
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1

017

65-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

2

of 80 feet from

3

4th Street

4

028-029

40/55-X

45-X

5

035-036, 054-055

40/55-X

65-X

6

037

40/55-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

7

of 80 feet from

8

Brannan Street

9

042, 044

40/55-X

45-X/85-X

85 feet to a depth

10

of 80 feet from

11

Brannan Street

12

045

40/55-X

160-CS

13

047-049

40/55-X

130-CS

14

050

40/55-X

45-X/130-

130 feet to the

CS/160-CS

depth of a linear

15
16

extension of the

17

northwest edge of

18

the Welsh Street

19

right-of-way, 45

20

feet in the area

21

between the

22

linear extension

23

of the northwest

24

edge of the Welsh

25

Street right-of-

Planning Commission
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1

way and the

2

linear extension

3

of the southeast

4

edge of the Welsh

5

Street right-of-

6

way

7

051

40/55-X

45-X/130-CS

130 feet to the

8

depth of a linear

9

extension of the

10

northwest edge of

11

the Welsh. Street

12

right-of-way

13

052

40-X

14

45-X/130-

130 feet to the

CS/160-CS

depth of a linear

.

15

extension of the

16

northwest edge of

17

the Welsh Street

18

right-of-way, 160

19

feet to a depth of

20

345 feet from 5th

21

Street

22

073-174

40-X

45-X/65-X

65 feet to a depth

23

of 80 feet from

24

Brannan Street

25

3786

027-028, 036, 039

65-X

Planning Commission
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1

035, 038, 321-322

85-X

250-CS

037

65-X

130-CS/200-

200 feet to a

cs

depth of 31 0 feet

2
3

4
5
6

from 5th Street
3787

026,028,050

85-X

400-CS

8

144-149

55-X

65-X

9

161-164

55-X

400-CS

7

10
11
12
13

(d) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Height and
Bulk District Map HT08 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as
follows:

14
15

Description of Property

16
17
18

Assessor's

Lot

Block

19

Number

20

3778

001, 001 C, 001 D,

Height and

Height and

Additional

Bulk Districts

Bulk Districts

Information for

to be

Hereby

Split Lots

Superseded

Approved

40/55-X

85-X

21

001E,001F

22

001 B, 002B, 004-005

40/55-X

270-CS

23

016

40/55-X

65-X

24

017-019, 022-023,

40/55-X

55-X

25

025-026, 032, 046A,
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1

0468, 046C, 0460,

2

046E, 046F, 046G,

3

046H, 051-087

4

047-048

40/55-X

160-CS

002

65-X

160-CS

6

003

85-X

160-CS

7

002A,004

65-X/85-X

85-X

8

009,016

40/55-X

65-X/85-X

5

3785

9

of 137.5 feet from

10

Brannan Street

11

017, 185-232

40/55-X

85-X

12

018, 135, 137-184,

40/55-X

65-X

13

233-313

14

132

40/55-X

160-CS

014

65-X/85-X

300-CS

16

015-016, 043-082, 104-

85-X

130-CS

17

160, 263-307

18

018, 19A,020,083-

65-X

130-CS

19

102, 161-262
65-X/85-X.

130-CS

15

20

85 ·feet to a depth

3786

0148

21

22
23

(e) The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Special Use
District Map SU01 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco, as follows:

24
25
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1

Descri~tion

of

Pro~erty

·S~ecial

.2
Assessor's

Use

S~ecial

Use

District Hereby

District Hereby

Su~erseded

Ap~roved

Lot

3
Block

4
3704

025-026, 049-053

N/A

Central SoMa

3725

007,014-015,017-021,025-026,029,

N/A

Special Use

5
6
District

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

7
103

8
9

3732

066-068,074,076,078,080,087-090,

11

090A, 091,094-097,099-103, 106-108,

12

110-112, 114, 117, 119, 122-127, 129-

13

130, 137-140, 143, 145A, 146-147, 149-

14

200, 202-239, 261-265, 271-555, 561-

15

759, 763-764

16
3733

18

014, 017-020, 020A, 021,024-026,028-

Western SoMa

031,034,091-092, 145-158

Special Use
District

19
20
21

3750

24
25

093, 105

N/A

003,008-009,013,050,054,073,078,

N/A

081-082,086,089-509,515-598

22
23

N/A

033,035,040,044-045,048,062,064,

10

17

003-005, 008-009, 018, 023-026, 028-

3751

028-029, 033-034, 053-054, 105, 112,

N/A

150, 155, 157-158, 161-162, 165, 167170,173,175-409,411-415,420-522
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1

3752

001-003, 008-010, 051-054, 070, 076,

2

078-081,083,107,109-126,130-153,

3

156-392, 394-473, 501-502, 521-589

4

3752

5

011, 011A, 012, 014-015, 017-018, 026-

Western SoMa

028,032-033,036,095,590-617

Special Use

6
7

District
3753

001, 003-005, 006A, 007-010, 021-022,

8

024-029, 033-034, 037' 041-042, 048-

9

049,056-063,070-072,075-079,081-

10

085,089-090,093-101,106,113-122,

11

129-132, 138-139, 141-142, 145-148,

12

150, 152-165, 169-204, 207-239, 241-

13

304, 311-318, 328-344, 367-375

14

N/A

3760

N/A

001-002, 011-014, 016-017, 019-022,

Western SoMa

15

024-026, 026A, 027-028, 035, 055, 059,

Special Use

16

071,081,100,105-108,111-112,114,

District

17

116-117' 119-129' 131 ' 134-141

18

3761

002, 005C, 006-007, 062-064

Western SoMa

19

Special Use

20

District

21

3762

001' 003-004, 007-008, 011-012, 014,

22

016-019, 021' 023-026, 032, 036-037,

23

040-041' 043, 046, 048-049, 053-055,

24

058, 106, 108-109, 112-113, 116-119,

25

121-124, 126-146

Planning Commission
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1

3763

001, 006-009, 011-015, 015A, 0158,

2

015C, 016-025, 032-034, 037, 078-080,

3

080A, 081,093-096,099-101,105,112-

4

113,116,119-124

5

3775

001-002, 004-005, 008, 012, 015-018,

6

020-022, 025, 028-030, 032-033, 036,

7

038-040, 042, 046, 048-049, 053-055,

8

057-070,072-073,075,078-081,083-

9

087, 089, 091-096, 099-217, 219-224

10

3776

004-005,007-008, 011, 015,019-021,

11

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

12

077,080,093-094,098-101, 105-106,

13

113-115,117-118,120-148,151,153-

14

475

N/A

N/A

N/A

15

3777

001-003, 017, 019-020, 030-034

N/A

16

3777

005,007,009,011,013,023-029,035-

Western SoMa

17

037, 042, 044-045, 047-052, 054-070,

Special Use

18

073-174

District

027-028, 036-037, 039

Western SoMa

19

3786

20

Special Use

21

District

22

3786

035, 038, 321-322

N/A

23

3787

001-005, 007-008, 012-019, 021-024,

N/A

24

026,028,031,033,036-037,040,

25

040A, 044,048-050,052-139, 144-149,
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151-159, 161-164, 166-218, 241-246

1

2

3788

002,006,008-009,009A,010,012-015,

3

020-024, 024A, 037-039, 041-045, 049-

4

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

N/A

5

6
7
8
9

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

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

10

11

Descri(2tion of Pro12erty

S[2ecial Use

S[2ecial Use

District Hereby

District Hereby

Su12erseded

A1212roved

001,001B,001C,001D,001E,001F,

Western SoMa

Central SoMa

0028, 004-005, 016-019, 022-023, 025-

Special Use

Special Use

026,032,046A,046B,046C,046D,

District

District

12
13
14
15

Assessor's
Block
3778

16
17

046E, 046F, 046G, 046H, 047-048,

18

051-087

19
20

3785

21

22
23
24

Lot

3786

002, 002A, 003-004, 004A, 0048, 005,

Western SoMa

009,016-018, 022-024, 030-132, 135,

Special Use

137-313

District

014,014B,015-016,018,019A,043-

Western SoMa

102, 161-262,

Special Use
District

25
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1

13786

1 020. 104-160. 263-307

2
3

4
5
6

Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board
of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

7
8

9
10
11

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
By:
ATTORNEY'S NAME
Deputy City Attorney

12
n:\land\as2017\1200444\01241112.docx

13
14

15
16
17
18
19

20
21

22

23
24

25
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EXHIBIT IV.5 -ZONING MAP- ISSUES
FOR CONSIDERATION
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Zoning MapIssues for Consideration
HEARING DATE: MAY 10, 2018

1650 Mission St.
Su.ite400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax:

415.558,6409

Project Name:
Date:
Record Number:
Staff Contact:

Central SoMa Plan- Zoning Map Amendments
May3,2018

2011.1356EMT,Z.U
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org

This document includes a list of issues for Planning Commission consideration related to the Central
SoMa Zoning Map Ordinance. These issues were brought to the attention of the legislative sponsors
and/or Planning Department staff since introduction of the Ordinance on February 27th but were not
included in the substitute legislation introduced on April 10th.

Parcel
Area north of
Harrison Street

Request
Change area proposed to be CMUO to MUG or MUR

www .sfplanning.org
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Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

SAN· FRANCISCO

.~LANN.ING DEPARTMI!NT··

Planning Commission
Resolutio·n No. 20187
HEARING DATE:~AY 10,2018

1650 Mission St.
suite 4oo
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479·

Recep!lon:

41~.558.6378

Fax:: .

415.558.6409.

Project Name;
Record No.:
Staff Co.fltact:

cen:tr<tl SoMa Plan- In1plementation Program

2011.1.356EMTZ1[
SteveWertheim:, Prihcipal Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) S;i8-66l2; steve.w~rtheim®sfgov.org
.

RESOLUTION ADOPTING AND RE-COMMENDING THAT' THE BOARD OF
SUPERVISOR,$ APPROVE UIE.IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM TO GIVE EFFECT TO
THE CENTRAL SOuta. QF MARKET AREA ~,'LAN AND MAKING VARIOU:S FINDINGS,
INCLUDING fiNDINGS OF CONSIS';I'ENCY WITH THE GENERA,L PLAN AND
PLANNING COPE SECTiON 101.1~ AND FINDINGS UNPER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL Q.UALITYACT.
WHEREAS, this Resolution .adopting and recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve
the Implementation Program is .a companion to other legislative approvals rel~ting to the Central
SoMa Plan, iri.chi.ding recommendations that the Board of Supervisors ,approve General Plan
Amendments, Planning. Code and Administtative.Code, and Zoning Map Amendments.
WHEREAS, the In:tplerij.entation Prograrrt, together with proposed Gerieral Plan Amettdments,
Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments; and Zoning Map Amendments; provide
a comprehensive set of poliCies and iqipl~mentation prograrnming to. realize. the vision of the
Plan, The Pianning Commission incorporates by reference the general findings _and overview
concerning the Central SoMa Plan as set forth i11. Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184
governing General Plan Amendments.
·~·

WHEREAS, the Implementation Program contains severai components, each . intended to
facilitate the Plan's ~mplementation; including::
(1) an "Implementation Matrix" document conveying how each of the Plan's policies would be

implemented; including implementatib~ p1easures, mechanisms, timeUnes, and lead alSencies;
(2) a "Public Benefits Program" document containing the Plan's proposed public benefits
package, incl11din.g a descrlptioi1 of the range of infrastructure and services that Will serve new
growth anticipated under the Plan, a summary of how those benefits.will be funded, and a
description of how this program will be -administered and monitored. The revenue allocations
shown in. tP.e Public Benefits Program are for projection purposes only and represent
proportional allocation. to the various public improvements based on the reVenues projected at

· \~yvw.sfp!anning.org

1099

Planning.
lnforinatli;m:

. 415.558.6377

Resolution No. 20187
May 10, 2018

Case No. 2011.1356EMTZ!J.
Implementation Program

the time of Plan adoption. Actual revenues will vary from these projections based on many
factors, including the amount and timing of new development, which cannot be predicted. The
Board of Supervisors, with input from the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee and
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (or its successor), shall monitor and
allocate revenues according to these proportional allocations based on actual revenues over time
and the readiness of the various public improvements for expenditure. No improvement project
listed in the PublicBenefits Program is gliaranteed to receive the absolute amounts shown in the
Public Benefits Program, Allocations for all projects will be increased or decreasedproportionally
based on actual revenues received or revised projections overtime;
(3) a "Guide to Urban Des'ign" document containing design guidance that is specific to Central
SoMa and complements and supplements the requirements of the Planning Code and citywide
Urba11 Design Guidelines;
(4) a ''Key Development Sites Guidelines" document that includes greater direction than
available in the Planning Code for the development of the Plan Area's large, underutilized
development opportunity sites, in an effort to maximize public benefits and design quality; and a
"Key Streets Guidelines" do.cument that includes greater policy direction for each of the major
streets in the Plan Area.
WHEREAS, the proposed Implementation: Program is attached hereto as Exhibit V.3. A
memorandum summarizing revisions made to the. proposed Implementation Program since
consideration by the Planning Commission on March 1, 2018 is attached hereto as Exhibit VA.
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 Motior: 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 Resolution No. 20183, the Commission approved CEQA
Findings, including a statement of overriding considerations, and adoption of a Mitigation
Monitoring and. Reporting Program ("MMRP"), undi:!r Case No. 2011. 1356E, for approval of the
Central SoMa Plan.
WHEREAS; on May 10, 2018, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting on the Implementation Program;
WHEREAS, Planning Department staff recommends adoption of this Resolution adopting and
recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve the Implementation Program.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by
reference as though fully set forth herein the CEQA Findings set forth in Commission Resolution
No.20183.

S.~N

FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Case No. 2011.1356EMIZQ
Implementation Program·

Reso,lution No, 20187
May 10, 2018

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts and incorporates by reference
as though fully set forth herein the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, the
requirements of which are made conditions of this approval.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Cbmmission finds from the facts presented that the
public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require the proposed Implementation
Program as set forth in Planning Com:r;nission Resolution No. 20188.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the proposed
Implementation Program is in general conformity with the General Plan as set forth in Planning
Commission Resoiution No. 20184.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission finds that the proposed
Implementation Program is in general conformity with Planning Code Section 101.1 as set forth
in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20184.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds that the proposed
Implementation Program, hereto attached as Exhibit V.3, is necessary to implement the Central
SoMa Plan and that the implementation strategies expressed in the document are appropriate
based m1 the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of the Plan.
AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recommends that the Board of
Supervisors consider the attached Implementation Program a1> part of its action on legislation
related to the Central SoMa Plan.
I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted:dby
. e. Col=issi.on at its meeting on
May 10; 2018.
.
.
.

.

Jonas P. Ionin
Commission Secretary
AYES:

Hillis, Melgar, Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NOES:

None

ABSENT:

None

ADOPTED:

May 10,2018
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EXHIBIT V.3ADRAFT IMPLE ENT ION MATRIX
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:;::
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN IMPLEMENTATION MATRIX

r

m

:;::

m

GOAL #1- ACCOMMODATE A SUBSTANTIAL AMOUNT OF JOBS AND HOUSING

z
~
-;

0

z

:;::
)>
-;

1.1

;o

x

Ensure there is
sufficient land
area where
space for jobs
and housing can
be built

1.1.1

Retain zoning that supports
capacity for new jobs and
housing

1.1.1.1

Maintain existing MUG, SoMA NCT, and South Park zoning. Convert
MUO zoning to CMUO zoning.

Ongoing implementation of
existing Zoning Map

Complete

Planning

1.1.2

Limit zoning that restricts
capacity for development

1.1.2.1

Change SLI, SALI, WSMUO, and RED zoning to CMUO zoning.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

1.2.1

Set height limits on parcels
as appropriate to fulfill this
Objective

1.2.1.1

Increase height limits from existing to proposed.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

1.2.2

Allow physical controls for
height, bulk, setbacks, and open
space to determine density

1.2.2.1

Remove Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limits on non-residential buildings.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

2.1.1.1

Continue implementing unit merger and demolition controls.

Ongoing implementation of
the Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

2.1.1.2

Continue enforcing restrictions on conversion of units to hotels rooms,
including Short Term Rentals.

Ongoing implementation
of the Planning and
Administrative Codes

Ongoing

Office of Short
Term Rentals

2.1.1.3

Continue implementation strategies to ensure livability of unitsparticularly Single Room Occupancy housing (SROs).

Ongoing implementation of
the Administrative Code

Ongoing

Department of
Public Health

2.2.1.1

Continue enforcing rent control and eviction protection regulations.

Ongoing implementation of
the Administrative Code

Ongoing

Rent Board and
Mayor's Office
of Housing and
Community
Development
(MOHCD)

2.2.1.2

Continue implementing funding strategies such as the Rental
Assistance Demonstration program and rehabilitation loans for
affordable buildings.

Ongoing implementation of
MOHCD programs

Ongoing

MOHCD

········································ ..............
1.2

Ensure that
developable
land has,
collectively,
sufficient
capacity for jobs
and housing

.................................

GOAL #2- MAINTAIN THE DIVERSITY OF RESIDENTS

2.1

2.2

Maintain the
existing stock of
housing

Maintain the
afford ability of
the existing stock
of housing

2.1.1

2.2.1

Continue implementing controls
that maintain the existing supply
of housing

Continue implementing
controls and strategies that help
maintain the existing supply of
affordable housing

1104

2.2.2

2.3

Ensure that at
least 33 percent
of new housing
is affordable to
very low, low, and
moderate-income
households

Support the conversion
of existing housing into
permanently affordable housing

2.2.2.1

Continue implementing the City's Small Sites program.

Ongoing implementation of
MOHCD programs

Ongoing

MOHCD

2.2.2.2

Continue to enable new development to satisfy their affordable
housing requirements supporting the conversion of existing housing
into permanently affordable housing.

Ongoing implementation of
the Planning Code

Ongoing

MOHCD

2.3.1

Set afford ability requirements
for new residential development
at rates necessary to fulfill this
Objective

2.3.1.1

Set the percentage of affordable housing by Central SoMa Public
Benefits Tiers in accordance with the City's requirements for belowmarket rate units, specified in Planning Code Section 415.

Ongoing implementation of
the Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

2.3.2

Require contribution to
affordable housing from
commercial uses

2.3.2.1

Continue requiring contribution from commercial developments
through the Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee.

Ongoing implementation of
the Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

2.3.3

Ensure that affordable housing
revenue generated in Central
SoMa stays in the neighborhood

2.3.3.1

Require affordable housing revenue generated by the Central SoMa
Plan to be expended within the boundaries of SoMa (Market Street,
the Embarcadero, King Street, Division Street, and South Van Ness
Avenue).

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

2.3.3.2

Allow the application ofthe "land dedication" option for both
residential and non-residential development.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

• For residential development, the land dedication requirement would
be equivalent to 45% of the potential Gross Floor Area that could be
provided on the principal site.
• For non-residential development, the land dedication would be
based on an appraisal of land value.
For all sites, the requirements and rules for land dedication projects
stipulated in Planning Code Section 419.5(2) would apply.

0
3:
:t>

":t>r

Planning Code amendm.ent

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

Continue implementing
strategies that support the
development of "gap" housing

2.4.1.1

Apply ongoing strategies for creating middle-income housing, such
as funding created through 2015's Proposition A, down payment
assistance loan programs, and the middle-income housing
requirements imposed by June 2016's Proposition C and subsequent
Board actions.

Ongoing application of funds
and requirements

Ongoing

MOHCD,
Planning

2.5

Support housing
for a diversity of
household sizes

2.5.1

Continue requiring a diversity of
family sized units

2.5.1.1

Require that new development provide at least40% two-bedroom,
30% three-bedroom units, or 35o/o two or more bedrooms with at least
10% containing three or niore bedrooms.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

Continue to incentivize rental
units

2.5.2.1

Continue implementing the requirements of Section 415 that include
lower requirements for rental projects than for-sale projects.

Ongoing implementation of
the Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

m

(/)

Add affordable housing sites to list of sites eligible for the Transfer
of Development Rights program (as discussed in Implementation
Measure 7.5.2.1).

2.4.1

n

r

2.3.4.1

Support housing
for other
households that
cannot afford
market rate
housing

z

:t>

Allow affordable housing sites
to sell any unused development
rights

2.4
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2.3.4

z
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2.6

Support the
schools, child
care, and
community
services that
serve local
residents

2.6.1

Help fund public schools

2.6.1.1

Continue implementing the Schools Impact Fee.

Ongoing implementation
of existing Planning Code
requirements

Ongoing

San Francisco
Unified School
District

2.6.1.2

Fund provision ofsupplemental services at Bessie Carmichael School

Ongoing funding from CFD

As funding
accrues

SFUSD

2.6.2

Help facilitate the creation of
child care facilities

2.6.2.1

Continue implementing the Child Care Impact Fee and Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact Fee.

Ongoing implementation
of existing Planning Code
requirements

Ongoing

Planning

2.6.3

Help facilitate the creation of
new community services

2.6.3.1

Create a new Community Services Impact Fee (for specific
requirements, see the "Requirements for New Development"
document). New development will be given the option to provide
community facilities directly via an In-Kind Agreement with the City
instead of paying the fees.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

GOAL #3- FACILITATE AN ECONOMICALLY DIVERSIFIED AND LIVELY JOBS CENTER
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3.3

Ensure the
removal of
protective
zoning does not
result in a loss of
PDR in the Plan
Area

3.3.1

Maintain zoning that restricts
non-PDR development in certain
locations

3.3.1.1

Maintain SALI zoning between 4Lhand 6Lh Streets and Harrison and
Bryant Streets.

Ongoing implementation of
existing Zoning Map

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

3.3.2

Limit conversion of PDR space in
formerly industrial districts

3.3.2.1

Maintain existing PDR replacement requirements contained in
Planning Code Section 202.8.

Ongoing implementation of
the Planning Code

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

3.3.3

Require PDR space as part of
large commercial development

3.3.3.1

In new oFFice developments of greater than 50,000 square Feet, require
new PDR, via one of the Following options:

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

• Build PDR on-site to whichever amount is greater: the amount
required by Code Section 202.8 or 40% of the lot area. Exempt from
land area for purposes of calculating the FAR any land dedicated to
aFFordable housing or publicly accessible open space fully open to
the sky.
• Build net new PDR off-site at 1.5 times the on-site requirement. This
PDR can be built anywhere in SoMa (Market, Embarcadero, South Van
Ness, 13'" St, Division St, China Basin).
• Preserve existing PDR space at 2.0 times the on-site requirement. This
PDR can be preserved anywhere in SoMa not zoned SALI after Plan
adoption (Market Street, the Embarcadero, Division Street, and South
Van Ness Avenue).

3.3.4

3.4
n

m

z
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Facilitate a
vibrant retail
environment
that serves the
needs of the
community

Provide incentives to fund, build,
and/or protect PDR

3.4.1

Allow retail throughout the Plan
Area

3.4.2

Require ground-floor retail along
important streets

3.3.3.2

Explore the potential for development to meet their PDR requirement
through an in-lieu fee to the City to be used for the construction of new
PDR and preservation/retention of existing PDR space.

Planning Code amendment

Ongoing

OEWD

3.3.4.1

Require ground floor ceiling heights of 17 feet for PDR uses.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

3.3.4.2

Continue technical support and strategic programs and agreements
that support the growth of PDR businesses and the development of
new PDR space.

Ongoing implementation of
City programs

Ongoing

OEWD

3.3.4.3

Continue implementing the 1% Art Program, including the option for
development to participate in the Public Art Trust.

Ongoing implementation of
City programs

Ongoing

Arts
Commission

3.4.1.1

Continue allowing retail in all zoning districts.

Ongoing implementation of
the existing Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

3.4.2.1

Maintain retail requirements along4'" Street between Townsend and
Bryant.

Ongoing implementation of
the existing Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning
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3.4.2.2
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Require retail on following street-;:

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

~
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• 2'' Street on the west side between Dow Place and Townsend Street;

3:

• 3"1 Street between Folsom Street and Townsend Street;

z
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• 4'" Street between BryEJnt Stand Folsom St;
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• Folsom Street between~'" and 6'"'
• Brannan Street between 4'" Street and S'" Street;
• Townsend Street on the north side between 2'' Street and 4'" Street.

3.4.3

3.5

3.6

Support
development of
hotels

Recognize the
importance of
nightlife uses
in creating
a complete
neighborhood

3.5.1

3.6.1

Support local, affordable,
community-serving retail

Allow hotels throughout the
growth-oriented parts of the
Plan Area

Allow nightlife where
appropriate

3.4.3.1

Ban formula restaurants and bars. Require other formula retail uses to
attain a Conditional Use Permit throughout the Plan Area.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

3.4.3.2

For development on lots greater than 20,000 square feet, require micro
retail units (1,000 sqft or less) of one for every 20,000 square feet of lot
area (rounding to the nearest unit).

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

3.4.3.3

Continue banning stand-alone big box retEJil.

Ongoing implementation of
the existing Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

3.5.1.1

Continue permitting small hotels in the WSMUO District. Pe1mit hotels
in the MUG and CMUO with a Conditional Use.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

3.5.1.2

Support the development of one or-more large (>SOD room) hotels in
the vicinity ofthe lvtoscone Convention Center.

City engagement with
private developers during
entitlement process

Ongoing

OEWD

3.6.1.1

Continue allowing restaurants and bars throughout the Plan Area, as
controlled by district.

Ongoing implementEJtion of
the existing Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

3.6.1.2

Continue permitting nighttime entertainment uses as-of-right in those
areas being converted from SALI to CMUO and WSMUO.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning
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GOAL #4- PROVIDE SAFE AND' CONVENIENT TRANSPORTATION THAT PRIORITIZES WALKING, BICYCLING, AND TRANSIT

4.1

Provide people
walking a safe,
convenient,
attractive
environment on
all the streets in
the Plan Area

1

4.1.1

Ensure streets throughout
the Plan Area are designed in
accordance with the City's Vision
Zero policy.

4.1.1.1

Undertake a comprehensive complete streets plan for all of the
major streets in the Plan Area (i.e., 3rd, 4th, 5th. 6th, Howard, Folsom,
Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, and Townsend Streets). This strategy should
incorporate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements designed
in accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy. Designs should
incorporate on- and off-street loading needs and emergency vehicle
access. Dedicate funding towards the planning and construction
of recommended improvements through the Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF), Eastern Neighborhoods Impact (EN) Fee, and/
or a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD).

4.1.2

Ensure sidewalks on major
streets meet Better Streets Plan
standards

4.1.2.1

See Implementation Measure4.1.1.1.

4.1.2.2

Require a five-foot setback on all development on 4th Street south of
Bryant Street. This setback must occur at the ground floor, and have
minimum height of 25 feet.

Ongoing,
as funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

San Francisco
Municipal
Transportation
Agency (SFMTA),
San Francisco
Department of
Public Works
(DPW), Planning

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

Designed by the City
with community input,
adopted by legislation from
San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) and San Francisco
Department of Public Works
(DPW), and implemented
by a combination of the
City and new development
(through meeting the Better
Streets Plan and/or In-Kind
Agreements with the City)

I Planning Code amendment
1

4.1.3

Prohibit new curb cuts on key
major streets and limit them
elsewhere

4.1.3.1

Ban curb cuts within the Plan Area on all of Folsom, Brannan,
Townsend, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 6th Streets, and any blocks of Howard
Streetthat are one-way; require a Conditional Use permit for curb cuts
for all other major streets in the Plan Area.

4.1.4

Provide signalized crosswalks
across major streets

4.1.4.1

See Implementation Measure4.1.1.1.

4.1.5

Ensure there are crosswalks at
all signalized intersections

4.1.5.1

See Implementation Measure4.1.1.1.

4.1.6

Ensure there are safe
intersections at freeway ramps

4.1.6.1

Work with Caltrans to redesign or improve intersections at freeway
ramps.

Intergovernmental
coordination

Within
5 years
of Plan
adoption

SFMTA, San
Francisco
County
Transportation
Authority
(SFCTA)

4.1.7

Provide corner sidewalk
extensions to enhance
pedestrian safety at crosswalks,
in keeping with the Better
Streets Plan

4.1.7.1

Implement strategies identified through the City's Walk First and
Vision Zero programs, as well as additional strategies identified in the
complete streets plan discussed in Implementation Measure4.1.1.1.

Walk First and Vision
Zero programs; also
Implementation Measure
4.1.1.1.

Ongoing

SFMTA
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4.1.8

Ensure safe and convenient
conditions on narrow streets
and alleys for people walking

4.1.8.1

Undertake a follow-up Narrow Streets and Alleys Strategy, and
implement recommendations adopted by that Strategy, as well as
additional strategies identified in the complete streets plan discussed
in Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1.

Community planning
effort; also Implementation
Measure 4.1.1.1.

4.1.9

Ensure there are street trees and
street furnishings on sidewalks
wherever possible, in keeping
with the Better Streets Plan

4.1.9.1

Ongoing implementation of street tree requirements in the Planning
Code, as well as additional strategies identified in the complete streets
plan discussed in Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1.

See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1.

4.1.10

Expand the pedestrian network
wherever possible through
creation of new narrow
streets, alleys, and mid-block
connections

4.1.10.1

Continue implementing the existing requirements for development on
large lots.

Application of existing
Planning Code
requirements, with further
guidance in the Central
Sol~ a Key Site Guidelines

4.1.10.2

Prioritize the creation of new connections wherever possible
through acquisitions and/or easements on private lots (as part of
Implementation Measure 4.1.7.1).

4.1.11.1

See Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1

Use public art, lighting, and
other amenities to improve the
pedestrian experience beneath
elevated

on

4.2

Make cycling
a safe and
convenient
transportation
option
throughout
the Plan Area
for all ages and
abilities

4.2.1

Ensure thatthe bicycle. net\vorl<
is in accordance with the City's
Vision Zero policy and Bicycle
Strategy.

Planning, DPW

Ongoing

Planning

Start
process
within 12
months
of Plan
Adoption

Planning

Intergovernmental
coordination

Ongoing

Office of
Economic and
Workforce
Development
(OEWD),
Planning

planning effort

their property.

Start
process
within
two years
of Plan
Adoption

4.1.11.3

Encourage projects to dedicate their 1% for art requirements to the Arts
Trust, and the City to dedicate this funding for art in this area.

City engagement with
private developers during
entitlement process

Ongoing

Planning, Arts
Commission

4.2.1.1

Implement the recommendations of the City's Bicycle Plan designed in
accordance with the City's Vision Zero policy.

Implementation ofthe
Bicycle Plan and Vision Zero
programs

Ongoing

SFMTA
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4.3

Ensure that
transit serving
the Plan Area
is adequate,
reliable and
pleasant

4.2.2

Minimize gaps in the existing
bicycle network by providing
bicycle routes through the Plan
Area, designed for safety in
accordance with the City's Vision
Zero policy and Bicycle Strategy.

4.2.2.1

See Implementation Measure4.1.1.1.

Implementation of the
Bicycle Plan and Vision Zero
programs

Ongoing,
as funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

SFMTA

4.2.3

Provide additional bicycle
infrastructure, such as bicycle
parking, to support ridership

4.2.3.1

Continue implementing bicycle parking regulations in buildings,

Application of existing
Planning Code requirements

Ongoing

Planning

4.2.3.2

Support the implementation and expansion of Bay Area Bike Share.

Application of existing
SFMTA process

Ongoing

SFMTA

4.2.3.3

Support the creation of bicycle parking facilities on streets and
sidewalks, as appropriate.

Application of existing
SFMTA process

Ongoing

SFMTA,
Planning

Implementation of the Muni
Froward Program; also
Implementation Measure
4.1.1.1.

Ongoing

SFMTA, DPW

The Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF) and
Eastern Neighborhoods
Impact Fee (EN Fee) are
existing. The Central SoMa
(CS} Fee and Mello-Roos
Community Facilities District
(CFD) would need to be
created upon adoption of
i the Central SoMa Plan

Ongoing

Planning,
SFMTA

Ongoing

Planning,
SFMTA

Ongoing

Planning,
SFCTA, SFMTA

After 10
years
of Plan
adoption

SFMTA

4.3.1

Provide a robust network of
lanes that are exclusively for
transit

4.3.1.1

Implement transit lanes identified by the Muni Forward Program, as
well as additional strategies identified in the complete streets plan
discussed in Implementation Measure4.1.1.l.

4.3.2

Support funding maintaining
a state of good repair of the
existing fleet and infrawucture

4.3.2.1

Dedicate funding towards maintaining a state of good repair of
the existing fleet and infrastructure through the Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF}, Eastern Neighborhoods Impact (EN} Fee, a
new Central SoMa (CS} Fee, and/or a Mello-Roos Community Facilities
District (CFD}.

4.3.3

Support funding to implement
Muni Forward

; 4.3.3.1

Dedicate funding towards implementing the Muni Forward program
through the TSF, EN Fee, CS Fee, and/or a CFD.

I The TSF and EN Fee are

i existing. The CS Fee and CFD
i would need to be created

I upon adoption of the Central

4.3.4
n

m

..,z

Support funding to meet
future needs for both local and
regional transit service to the
Plan Area

4.3.4.1

Study adjustment of transit
service program to serve the
demand from the increase
in jobs and housing in the
neighborhood

4.3.5.1

Dedicate funding towards the improvement and expansion of transit
through the TSF, EN Fee, CS Fee and/or a CFD.
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4.3.5

Study the need to revise transit se(vice after a substantial amount of
the expected development has occurred.
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I SoMa Plan
I The TSF and EN Fee are

: existing. The CS Fee and CFD
would need to be created
upon adoption of the Central
SoMa Plan
SFMTAstudywith
community input
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Encourage
mode shift away
from private
automobile
usage

4.4.1

Limit the amount of parking in
new development

i 4.4.1.1

Within the CMUO District, reduce the amount of parking allowed as
follows:

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

• For residential development, set the as-of-right amount at 0.5 spaces
per unit, with no potential more.
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• For all non-residential development, set the maximum amount
a !lowed as follows:
• Office: one space for every 3,500 square feet,
• Retail: one space for every 1,500 square feet, and
• All other uses as currently listed in Planning Code Section 151.1.
4.4.2

4.5

Accommodate
regional,
through,
and delivery
traffic where
necessary, but
mitigate the
impacts of such
traffic on local
livability and
circulation

I 4.5.1

4.5.2

Utilize Transportation Demand
Management strategies to
encourage use of alternatives to
the private automobile

4.4.2.1

Implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures
required by the Planning Code, removing grandfathering provision for
projects that could not be built but for the Central SoMa Plan.

Application of existing
Planning Code requirements

Ongoing

Planning

Maintain the ability of certain
streets to accommodate
through-traffic while ensuring
they meet minimum needs for
safety and comfort of all road
users

4.5.1.1

Design and construct Bryant and Harrison Streets to accommodate
more through traffic than other east-west streets in the Plan Area.

Community planning efforts

Ongoing,
as funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

SFMTA

Design buildings to
accommodate delivery of
people and goods with a
minimum of conflict

4.5.2.1

Require sponsors of development projects that provide more than
100,000 square feet to prepare a Driveway and Loading Operations
Plan (DLOP), and submit the plan for review and approval by the
Planning Department and the SFMTA. The DLOP shall focus on
reducing potential conflicts between driveway operations, including
loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles, and to
maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate new
loading demand. The DLOP shall include consider, at a minimum,
loading dock management, large truck access, garage/loading dock
attendants, and refuse collection. The DLOP shall also look at designs
to separate loading from sensitive land uses as well as building design
strategies to better support off-peak and unattended deliveries.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning,
SFMTA
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GOAL #5- OFFER AN ABUNDANCE OF PARKS AND RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES

5.1

5.2

n

Maximize the
benefit provided
by existing parks
and recreational
facilities

5.1.1

Support funding for the
rehabilitation of Gene Friend
Recreation Center

5.1.1.1

Help fund the rehabilitation and/or rebuild of Gene Friend Recreation
Center.

Funding from the
Eastern Neighborhoods
Impact Fee (EN Fee)
and/or a Mello-Roos
Community Facilities
District (CFD) to
supplement other
funding processes

As funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

Recreation and
Parks Department
(RPD)

5.1.2

Support funding for the
activation of Victoria Manalo
Draves Park

5.1.2.1

Help fund activation of and/ or capital upgrades to Victoria Manalo·
Draves Pari<.

Funding from CFD and/
or EN Fee to support
ongoing RPD efforts

As funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

RPD

5.1.3

Explore funding for rehabilitation
ofYerba Buena Gardens

5.1.3.1

Identify appropriate ways to fund the rehabilitation ofYerba Buena
Gardens, potentially including funding from the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District.

Collaborative process
facilitated by the City
involving stakeholders
in the Verba Buena area

Ongoing

Department of
Real Estate

Explore additional strategies to
fund existing parks

5.1.4.1

Ongoingly seek out grants, partnerships, etc.

Ongoing dedicated
staff time

Ongoing

RPD

Create a new public park in the
highest growth portion of the
Plan Area

5.2.1.1

Help fund, design, construct, and maintain a new public park on the
block bounded by 4th Street, 5th Street, Bryant Street, and Brannan
Street.

Funded by EN Fee and
CFD, designed through
community planning
efforts, constructed by
City and/or adjacent
development

As funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

Planning, RPD

5.2.2

Create a new linear park along
Bluxome Street between 4th
Street and 5th Street

5.2.2.1

Help fund, design, construct, and maintain a new public park on
Bluxome Street between 4th Street and 5th Street.

Funded from EN Fee,
CFD, or off-site POPOS.
Designed through
community planning
efforts. Implemented
by the City.

As funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

Planning

5.2.3

Pursue the creation of a large
new park within or near Central
SoMa to serve the burgeoning
greater SoMa area

5.2.3.1

Dedicate funding towards the creation of a large new park within
or near Central Solvla, including site identification and design, and
potentially site acquisition and construction pending costs and
funding.

Funding from EN Fee or
CFD. Designed through
community planning
efforts. Implemented
by the City.

Ongoing,
as funding
accrues, as
prioritized
through
City and
community
processes

Planning

Create new
public parks
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Create
new public
recreational
opportunities

5.3.1

Increase the amount of public
recreation center space,
including the creation of a new
public recreation center

5.3.1.1

Work with developers of large new projects to explore the potential to
locate a new recreational center in their development.

Public/private
engagement

Ongoing until
completed

Planning

5.3.1.2

As appropriate, help fund, design, construct, and maintain a public
recreation center.

Funding from EN Fee
orCFD

Ongoing

RPD

5.3.2.1

Work with Caltrans to lease land at affordable rates for the purpose of
building recreational faCilities under the freeway.

Intergovernmental
process

Upon Plan
completion

Planning

As appropriate, help fund, design, construct, and maintain public
recreation facilities under the 1-80 freeway.

Funding from EN Fee,
CFD, or offsite POPOS.
Designed through
community planning
efforts. Implemented
by the City.

Ongoing

Planning

Design and review of
development projects

Ongoing, as
development
proposals
occur

Planning

Planning Code
amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning
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5.3.2

5.4

5.5

Utilize the street
right-of-way
for additional
green spaces,
gathering and
recreational
opportunities

Augment the
public open
space and
recreation
network with
privately-owned
public open
spaces (POPOS)

Develop public recreational
facilities under the 1-80 freeway

5.4.1

Where appropriate, promote
pedestrian-only or shared-street
design concepts for narrow
streets, alleys, and mid-block
connections

5.4.1.1

Support pedestrian-only or shared streets in new developments
required to provide mid-block connections.

5.4.2

Improve 2nd and Folsom Streets
as Green Connections per the
City's Green Connections Plan

5.4.2.1

See·lmplementation Measure 4.1.1.1.

5.5.1

Require new non-residential
development and encourage
residential development to
provide POPOS that address the
needs of the community

5.5.1.1

Require new non-residential development (exclusive of PDR and
Institutional Uses) of 50,000 square feet or more to provide POPOS at
a rate of one square foot for every 50 square feet of gross floor area.
Require these POPOS to meet certain design standards, in consultation
withstaffofthe Recreation and Parks Department, and incentivize
them to provide community space as follows:
• On large sites south of Bryant Street, POPOS must be at grade and
open to the sky,
• On other sites, POPOS requirements may be met outdoors, indoors,
or through an in-lieu fee, with preference for outdoor space, and all
on-site space provided at-grade up to the first 15% of lot area
• POPOS must be on-site or within 900 feet of the development,
• POPOS must be open evening and weekends,
• POP OS must be lined by active uses, and
• Ever; square foot of the fortowing amenities shall reduce required
open space by 33%: a playground, community garden, sport court,
and/or dog run.
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5.6

Ensure the
neighborhood's
parks and
recreation
offerings
function as a
network and
complement the
facilities of the
broader SoMa
area

5.6.1

Design the parks and
recreational opportunities in a
systematic manner to serve the
community's needs

5.5.1.2

Continue enabling residential and non-residential development to
have a reduced open space requirement where such open space is
publicly accessible

Ongoing
implementation of the
existing Planning Code

Ongoing

Planning

5.5.1.3

Review and approve design and operations strategy of proposed
POPOS.

Design and review of
development projects

Ongoing, as
development
proposals
occur

Planning, RPD

5.6.1.1

Develop and implement a parks and recreation strategy for the Plan
Area and/or larger South of Market area. This strategy should identify
the neighborhood needs in the context of both existing and planned
facilities and population. It should also identify locations to meet
these needs as new parks and recreational facilities are built and/or
rehabilitated.

Community planning
effort

Within two
years of Plan
adoption

Planning, RPD

GOAL #6- CREATE AN ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE AND RESILIENT NEIGHBORHOOD

6.1

Develop a
comprehensive
strategy for
creating an
environmentally
sustainable
and resilient
neighborhood

6.1.1

Create an implementing entity
within the City

6.1.1.1

Support the formation of an inter-agency "Central SoMa
Sustainability Team" (CSST) to implement Central SoMa's
comprehensive environmental and resilience strategy. The team
will include the Planning Department, San Francisco Department
of the Environment (SFE) and the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission (SFPUC), and other City departments. This team would
provide a forum for connecting with residents and community
groups, businesses and workers, visitors, developers of new
buildings, owners and managers of existing buildings, utilities,
potential funders, and other key stakeholders.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Ongoing

Planning

6.1.2

Provide guidance to private and
public entities

6.1.2.1

Produce a Sustainable Neighborhoods Guide to support the
Central SoMa Plan, containing the vision, goals, policies, and
implementation measures, as well as best-practice examples and
technical resources.

Planning Department's
Sustainable City team work
program

By Plan adoption

Planning

6.1.3

Ensure that environmental
sustainability and resiliency is
considered holistically in public
investment decisions

6.1.3.1

The CSSTwill participate in the City's capital planning processes,
including the Interagency Plan Implementation Team (IPIC) and
the Streets Design Advisory Team (SDAT). In these roles, the CSST
will seek efficiencies and cross-cutting strategies that could fulfill
multiple goals at once.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Ongoing

Planning

6.1.4

Ensure that property owners,
developers, and tenants have
the opportunity to maximize
environmental sustainability and
resilience

6.1.4.1

The CSST will participate in the City's design and development
review processes, including the Preliminary Project Assessment
(PPA) process and the Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT). The
CSSTwill offer solutions, help reduce barriers, and foster innovation
to enable high-performing development.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Ongoing

Planning
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6.1.4.2

The CSST will undertake all relevant outreach and engagement to
property owners to inform them about opportunities and encourage
them to increase the environmental sustainability and resilience of
their buildings and their occupants.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Ongoing

San Francisco
Department
of the
Environment
(SFE)
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6.2

Minimize.
greenhouse gas
emissions

6.1.5

Continue to evolve
the requirements and
recommendations with
changing needs and
technologies

6.1.5.1

Monitor environmental conditions and trends, and evolving
technologies and other strategies to fulfill the vision and goals of the
Central SoMa Plan.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Ongoing

Planning

6.2.1

Maximize energy efficiency in the
built environment

6.2.1.1

For new and existing buildings, continue implementing the energy
efficiency requirements of San Francisco's Green Building Code and
the California Building Code Standards ("Title 24").

Ongoing implementation
of the San Francisco Green
Building Code and California
Title24

Ongoing

Department
of Building
Inspection (DBI),
SFE

6.2.1.2

Provide information to new development proposals on how to
increase energy efficiency beyond current requirements.

Inclusion in
Neighborhoods Guide

PPA and
subsequent
project review

Planning, SFE

6.2.1.3

Provide information to existing building owners about energy retrofit
programs.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

At annual
benchmarking
and 5-year audit
requirements

SFE

6.2.1.4

Explore requiring energy use intensity (EUl) estimates for new
development.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFE

6.2.1.5

Support SFPI:JC's ongoing LED upgrades of its streetlights
throughout the District.

Ongoing SFPUC work
program

Upon Plan
adoption

San Francisco
Public Utilities
Commission
(SFPUC)

6.2.1.6

Support the replacement and/or conversion of streetlights to
LED as part ofthe Central SoMa complete streets upgrades (See
Implementation Measure 4.1.1.1).

See Implementation
Measure 4.1.1.

Ongoing, as
funding accrues,
as prioritized
through City
and community
processes

San Francisco
Municipal
Transportation
Agency (SFMTA),
San Francisco
Department of
Public Works
(DPW), Planning

6.2.1.7

Explore upgrades to street lighting not planned for conversion
through either SFPUC's current LED program or the Central SoMa
Plan complete streets upgrades.

Work program of the Central
SoMa SustainabilityTeam

Within two years
of Plan adoption

DPW,MTA

6.2.2.1

Implement existing requirements on new development and major
alterations for installation and operation of rooftop solar energy
generation and/or solarthermal hot water systems.

Ongoing implementation
of the existing Environment
Code and Green Building
Code

Required for
development
applications
received after
December 31,
2016

DBl

6.2.2.2

Expand current solar requirements to all new development up to 160
feet tall, regardless of number of occupied floors .

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

6.2.2

Maximize onsite renewable
energy generation

........

~
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6.2.3

Satisfy 100 percent of electricity
demand using greenhouse
gas-free power supplies

6.2.2.3

Explore strategies to increase onsite renewable energy generation
and/or solar thermal hot water systems beyond current minimums;
including, increased roof-top productivity, building facades, and
other ·Innovations.

Work program of the
Central SoMa Sustainability
Team and inclusion in the
Sustainable Neighborhoods
Guide

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFE

6.2.2.4

Provide information to existing building owners about funding
opportunities for solar energy generation systems, as well as
opportunities to combine living roofs with solar systems to increase
performance and co-benefits.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

At annual
benchmarking
and 5-year audit
requirements

SFE

6.2.2.5

Design and implement solar projects on key public sites, in
coordination with a better roof program.

Work program of the Central
SoMa SustainabililyTeam

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFPUC

6.2.3.1

After maximizing efficiency measures and/or on-site renewable
energy generation, require all remaining electricity demand in
new development (and major renovations) to come from 100%
greenhouse gas-free electricity sources .
.............. ...... ....
Provide existing buildings with information on green power
purchase options.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

At annual
benchmarking
and 5-year audit
requirements

SFE

Work program ofthe Central
SoMa Sustaihability Team

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFE

Within two years
of Plan adoption

Planning, SFE

Ongoing

Planning, SFE

Planning,
SFMTA

6.2.3.2

6.2.4

Explore strategies to reduce
fossil fuel use in buildings

6.2.4.1

Explore. fossil-free energy building standards and requirements
for Central SoMa that either eliminate or greatly reduce fossil free
use (e.g., natural gas). As feasible, develop zero-carbon (net zero)
building guidelines and program.

6.2.4.2

Conduct a district energy infrastructure feasibility study focusing on
major development sites.

6.2.4.3

6.2.5
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Minimize transportation-based
greenhouse gas emissions
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Work program of the Central

i SoMa Sustainability Team
I

!

See Implementation
Measures in Goal 1 and
Goal4

Ongoing

6.2.5.2

Meet citywide requirements for electrical distribution and service
capacity standards that support electrical vehicle (EV) charging
in off-street parking spaces, in new development and major
renovations.

Ongoing implementation of
the Green Building Code

Ongoing

Explore r.equirement for installing EV plug-in stations at off-street
loading docks in new and existing development that eliminates
delivery trucks idling emissions.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Explore a program to plan and install EV charging stations in publicly
accessible parking spaces (on-street and off-street) throughout
Central SoMa.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

............... ············
6.2.5.3

)>

3:

SoMa Sustainability Team

Support the reduction of vehicle miles travelled through dense
development patterns, robust transit service, and walkable and
bikeable neighborhoods (see Implementation Measures in Goal 1
and Goal 4).

r
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I Work program of the Central

6.2.5.1
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Continue interagency and private sector initiative to identify
appropriate locations and funding for district energy systems, as
informed district energy feasibility study.
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6.2.5.4
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Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFE

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFE
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6.2.5.5

Explore the potential of vacuum systems for refuse materials
management on multi-building/district-scale development sites,
in part to significantly reduce refuse hauling noise and emissions
impacts by minimizing material pick-up locations and frequency.

Work program ofthe Central
SoMa Sustain ability Team

Within three
years of Plan
adoption

SFE

6.3.1.1

Continue implementing existing City requirements for water
efficiency and conservation in new development.

Green Building Code

Ongoing

SFPUC

6.3.1.2

Continue to explore opportunities to incr·ease water use efficiency
and conservation in new and existing development and open
spaces.

Inclusion in the Sustainable

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFPUC

6.3.2.1

Implement the Non-Potable Ordinance:

Ongoing

SFPUC
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6.3

Minimize water
waste

6.3.1

6.3.2

Efficiently use potable water

.Increase non-potable water use
in buildings

of

• Require non-potable treatment systems in new developments
250k square feet or larger, leveraging all available non-potable
water sources (rainwater, graywater: showers and laundry, and
foundation drainage) for maximum reuse for irrigation and toilet
flushing, and
• Continue implementing existing City requirement that all new
development 40,000 square feet and larger conduct a Water
Balance Study considering non-potable water capture and use.
6.3.2.2

Explore opportunities for maximizing non-potable water use in
building cooling systems.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Within two years
of Plan adoption

SFPUC

6.3.2.3

Encourage and facilitate the development of district, multi-project
scale non-potable water systems:

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Ongoing

SFPUC

• Continue to increase awareness and reduce barriers to districtscale systems,
• Continue to provide technical guidance to interested project
sponsors, and
• Consider augmenting the currently required Water Balance
Study to consider potential synergies between properties; i.e.,
projects 250,000 square feet and greater consider expanding
systems to support neighboring projects, and projects of
less than 250,000 square consider if adjacent projects are
developing non-potable systems to which they might connect.
6.3.3

Increase non-potable water use
in parks, open spaces, sidewalks,
and streets

6.3.3.1

Fund the planning, design, and construction of non-potable water
collection, treatment, and storage systems as part of Central SoMa's
major public park and open space projects that eliminate their use
of potable water for irrigation, while supporting neighborhood flood
resilience.

Planned as part of
the Central SoMa sea
level rise and flood
management strategy (see
Implementation Measures
6.6.1.1)

Within 10years of
Plan adoption

SFPUC

6.3.3.2

Fund the planning, design, and construction of sufficient
non-potable water filling stations to satisfy all street cleaning needs
in the District.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Within two years
of Plan adoption

[)Ianning
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6.4

Support
biodiversity,
access to nature,
and a healthy
ecosystem

6.4.1

6.4.2

6.4.3
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6.5

Improve air
quality

6.5.1

Maximize greening of parks,
streets, and other publiclyaccessible spaces

Maximize greening of rooftops
and walls

Ensure that greening supports
habitat and biodiversity

Support a reduction in vehicle
miles travelled

6.4.1.1

Continue implementing the Urban Forest Master Plan, Green
Connections, and other efforts to maximize street trees, sidewalk
gardens, and green public spaces.

Ongoing implementation of
the Public Works Codes and
the Urban Forest Master Plan

Ongoing

DPW

6.4.1.2

As part of a comprehensive freeway corridor transformation strategy,
increase greening and provide habitat areas· in and around the
freeway.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Concept Plan
within one year
of Plan Adoption,
implementation
phased over 10
years

Planning

6.4.1.3

Recommend all privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) to
contain greening to the greatest degree possible.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

6.4.2.1

Require new development (sites 5,000 square feet and larger, with
building heights 160 feet and less) to construct at least 50o/o of
roof area as a living roof, to be designed in a manner that meets
applicable non-potable water and stormwater management
requirements.

Planning Code Amendment
and inclusion in the
Sustainable Neighborhoods
Guide

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning,
SFPUC

6.4.2.2

Fund the planning, design, and construction of at least one "Better
Roofs" demonstration project on a highly visible public building,
focused on greening and urban agriculture.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

0-5 years from
Plan adoption

Planning

6.4.2.3

Encourage "living" walls indoors and outdoors, as part of
comprehensive greening strategies and projects that also coordinate
with applicable stormwater and non-potable water requirements.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

6.4.3.1

For all greening on streets and public open spaces, encourage the
use of climate appropriate, habitat supportive, pollution filtering,
and non-invasive plants, as well as integrated pest management that
meets City standards.

SDAT and DPW review of
streets, sidewalks, and open
space plans

Ongoing

DPW

6.43.2

For all greening on private roofs and privately-owned public open
spaces, require the use of climate appropriate, habitat supportive,
pollution filtering, non-invasive plants (as identified in the SF Plant
Finder, Bay Friendly Guidelines, or similar tool), and meet the City's
Integrated Pest Management Ordinance.

SFPUC review as part
of living roof and/or
stormwater management
approvals

Ongoing

SFPUC

6.4.3.3

Continue implementing Bird Safe Buildings Standards in new
development.

Ongoing implementation of
the

Ongoing

Planning

6.4.3.4

Encourage the inclusion of interpretive elements and other public
information dissemination on biodiversity, habitat, and nature in
POPOS and other publicly accessible open spaces.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Upon Plan
adoption

SFE

6.5.1.1

See Implementation Measures in Goal4.

See Implementation
Measures in Goal4

See
Implementation.
Measures in
Goal4

See
Implementation
Measures in
Goal4
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6.5.2

Utilize greening to reduce
pollution and heat.

6.5.2.1

See Implementation Measures associated with Policies 6.4.1 through
6.4.3.

See Implementation
Measures associated with
Policies 6.4.1 through 6.4.3

See
Implementation
Measures
associated with
Policies 6.4.1
through 6.4.3

See
Implementation
Measures
associated with
Policies 6.4.1
through 6.4.3

6.5.3

Improve the air quality around
the freeway

6.5.3.1

As part of a comprehensive freeway corridor transformation
strategy, develop and implement air quality improvement measures
along the freeway corridor, such as of greening, use of air filtration
materials technologies, and other innovations.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team

Strategy within
one year of
Plan adoption,
ongoing
implementation
as funding
permits

Planning

6.5.4

Utilize healthier building
materials and technologies that
improve indoor and outdoor air
quality

6.5.4.1

All new development must meetthe highest current City standards
for Low Emitting Materials in building interiors.

Ongoing implementation of
the Green Building Code

Ongoing

SFE

6.5.4.2

Require enhanced filtration systems for areas of poor air quality, in
accordance with Article 38 of the Health Code.

Ongoing implementation of
the Health Code

Ongoing

Planning

6.5.4.3

Provide examples, resources, and standards, such as the use of
pollution filtering building skins and other exterior materials that
promote healthier outdoor air.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

6.5.4.4

Promote the best available control technologies for diesel generators
and fire

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

6.6.1.1

Develop a Central SoMa sea level rise and flood management
strategy, including:

Work program of the Central
SoMa SustainabilityTeam

Within one year
of Plan adoption

Planning
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6.6

Maxir:nize flood
resilience

6.6.1

Develop a comprehensive sea
level rise and flood management
strategy for Central SoMa and
adjacent at-risk areas

SFE

• District-wide hydrology study (extreme storm and 100-year flood
flows, considering sea level rise impacts),
• Comprehensive plan of optimally sized, located,' and prioritized
flood management infrastructure, including potential green
infrastructure systems in streets and sidewalks, street grade
adjustments, floodways, detention basins, and stormwater
systems, and
• Targeted policies and programs to reduce flood risk.

6.6.2

Reduce building vulnerability
to sea level rise and extreme
storms

6.6.2.1

All new development and substantial modifications to existing
development should meet the flood resistant building standards of
the City's Floodplain Management Ordinance and Building Code,
especially as flood hazard maps are updated to reflect precipitationdriven flooding and sea level rise.

Floodplain Management
Ordinance and Building
Code

Ongoing

City
Administrator's
Office

6.6.2.2

Develop and implement flood resistant design guidelines for
representative building typologies in Central SoMa that help protect
structures while ensuring vibrant/livable sidewalks and streets.

Work program of the Central
SoMa Sustainability Team,
in collaboration with Sea
Level Rise Action Plan
implementation

Within one year
of Plan adoption

Planning
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6.6.3

6.7

6.8

Maximize
earthquake
resilience

Help achieve
zero solid waste

6.7.1

M·aximize stormwater and flood
management using streets,
sidewalks, and open spaces·

Ensure the ability of new and
existing buildings to withstand a
major seismic event

6.6.3.1

Integrate stormwater and flood management tools into all "complete
streets" improvements through both functional landscape elements
and street design, according to the Central SoMa sea level rise and
flood management atrategy and associated design guidelines.

Integrated into complete
streets design and
construction (see
Implementation Measure
4.1.1.1)

Ongoing (see
Implementation
Measure 4.1.1.1)

Planning (see
Implementation
Measure 4.1.1.1)

6.6.3.2

Integrate stormwater and flood management tools into existing and
new open spaces, according to the Central SoMa sea level rise and
flood management strategy and associated design guidelines.

Integrated in park
design processes (see
Implementation Measures
5.2.1..1 through 5.2.4.1)

Ongoing (see
Implementation
Measures 5.2.1.1
through 5.2.4.1)

Recreation
and Parks
Department
(RPD)

6.7.1.1

Continue implementing Building Code requirements for seismic
safety.

Ongoing implementation of
the Building Code

Ongoing

DBI

6.7.1.2

Provide project sponsors with information on latest citywide
resilience efforts, such as Resilient SF, the Solar Storage initiative, etc.

Engagement through the
PPA and entitlement process

Ongoing

Plannin

6.7.2

Secure sufficient power and
water supplies to withstand a
72-hour emergency

6.7.2.1

Consider developing a Central SoMa program for securing
emergency on-site power and water capacity, in new private
developments, existing buildings, public sites, neighborhood
emergency center, etc.

Work program of the Central
SoMa SustainabilityTeam

Within one year
of Plan adoption

DBI

6.8.1

Maximize recycling and
composting of solid waste from
all buildings

6.8.1.1

Ensure adequate refuse sorting and storage facilities and operations
in all buildings to support achieving a target of zero waste, including:

Ongoing implementation
ofthe Building Code and
Environment Code

Ongoing

DB I, SFE

• Enforce current requirements to provide adequate and equally
convenient collection, sorting, and storage space for recyclables,
compostables, and trash streams, in order to allow the recovery of
100% ofa facility's refuse materials, and
• Enforce requirements that all multi-family residential and
commercial buildings have on-site staff to facilitate source
separation and tenant education.
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6.8.1.2

Develop refuse collection and storage design guidelines for Central
SoMa's common residential and commercial building typologies.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Upon Plan
adoption

SFE

6.8.2

Maximize recycling and reuse
of construction and demolition
materials

6.8.2.1

Encourage all new development to pursue onsite source separation
that facilitates higher recycling rates for construction and demolition
debris.

Inclusion in the Sustainable
Neighborhoods Guide

Upon Plan
adoption

SFE

6.8.3

Reduce litter in streetscapes
and parks

6.8.3.1

Require 3-stream sorting and/or collection systems in privately
managed open spaces (POPOS).

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

SFE

6.8.3.2

Explore development of a Central SoMa Litter Waste Abatement
Strategy, including public education, facilities, and sign age.

Work program of the Central
SoMa SustainabilityTeam

Within three
years of Plan
adoption

Planning

6.8.3.3

Help fund neighborhood cleaning efforts.

Ongoing funding from CFD
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GOAL #7- PRESERVE AND CELEBRATE THE NEIGHBORHOOD'S CULTURAL HERITAGE
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7.2

Ensure that the
history of the
neighborhood
is adequately
documented

Support the
preservation,
recognition, and
wellbeing ofthe
neighborhood's
cultural heritage
resources

7.1.1

Complete and adopt the historic
context statement

7.l.l.l

Not applicable- already adopted.

Motion 110277 ofthe Historic
Preservation Commission

Completed
March 2016

Planning

7.1.2

Complete and adopt the historic
resources survey

7.1.2.1

Not applicable- already adopted.

Motion !10277 of the Historic
Preservation Commission

Completed
March 2016

Planning

7.2.1

Facilitate the creation and
implementation of a SoMa
Pilipinas Cultural Heritage
Strategy

7.2.1.1

Staff community process of developing the SoMa Pilipinas Cultural
Heritage Strategy.

Ongoing community process
culminating in presentations
to the Planning Commission,
Historic Preservation
Commission, ancl Board of
Supervisors

Expected Fall
of2016

Planning

7.2.1.2

Provide annual funding for social and cultural programming to the
broader SoMa community, including the Filipino community.

Funding from CFD

Upon accrual
of funds from
the CFD

MOHCD

7.2.2.1

Support efforts to implement the recommendations of the LGBTQ
Historic Context Statement.

Ongoing community and
City conversation

Ongoing

Planning

7.2.2.2

As appropriate, undertake community process of developing a
cu ltura I heritage strategy for groups important to the living history
of Central SoMa.

Ongoing community and
City conversation

Ongoing

Planning

7.2.2.3

Provide annual funding for social and cultural programming to the
broader SoMa community, including the LGBTQ community.

Funding from CFD

Upon accrual
of funds from
the CFD

MOHCD

7.2.2

7.3

Ensure the
neighborhood's
tangible and
intangible
industrial and
arts legacy is not
lost

Facilitate the creation and
implementation of other
social or cultural heritage
strategies, such as for the LGBTQ
community

7.3.1

Implement strategies that
maintain PDRjobs in the
neighborhood

7.3.1.1

See implementation measures related to Objective3.3.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
Adoption

Planning

7.3.2

Support the preservation of
buildings and features that
reflect the industrial and arts
legacy of the neighborhood

7.3.2.1

See implementation measures related to Objedives 7.4, 7.5, and
7;6.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning
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7.4

Prevent
demolition of
or insensitive
alterations to
cultural heritage
resources
in the built
environment

7.4.1

7.4.2

7.5

Support
mechanisms
for the
rehabilitation
and
maintenance of
cultural heritage
properties

Protect Landmark-worthy
cultural heritage properties
through designation to Article 10
of the Planning Code

Protect "Significant" and
"Contributory" cultural heritage
properties through designation
to Article 11 of the Planning
Code

7.4.1.1

Maintain and safeguard properties already designated to Articles10
and 11 of the Planning Code within the Plan Area.

Ongoing implementation
of existing Planning Code
requirements

Ongoing

Planning

7.4.1.2

Designate properties and districts to Article 10 of the Planning Code

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption and
ongoing until
complete,
with the
sequence
of additions
based on
prioritization
of the Historic
Preservation
Commission

Planning

7.4.2.1

Expand Article 11 of the Planning Code to include Central SoMa.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

7.4.2.2

Reclassify properties and districts to Article 11 of the Planning Code.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

7.5.1

Support funding for the
rehabilitation ofthe Old Mint

7.5.1.1

Dedicate funding through a Community Facilities District to support
the restoration of the Old Mint.

Requirement ofthe
Community Facilities District

Ongoing,
as funding
accrues

Planning

7.5.2

Enable "Significant' and
"Contributing' buildings
underbuilt per applicable
zoning to sell Transferable
Development Rights

7.5.2.1

Revise the Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) program to extend
to Central SoMa.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

7.5.3

Require large new development
projects to purchase
Transferable Development
Rights

7.5.3.1

Require projects to buy TDR (for specific requirements, see the
"Requ·lrements for New Development" document). TDR must be
purchased from buildings within Central SoMa or public buildings.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning
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7.5.4

Support additions over
wholesale demolition to
preserve cultural heritage
properties

7.5.4.1

For historic buildings not included in Article 10 or 11, require
buildings to explore additions as an alternative to demolition. Only
support demolition upon demonstrative proof of the infeasibility
of additions. Projects informed through the City's Urban Design
Guidelines and the Historic Design Guidelines documents.

Plan.ning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

7.5.5

Encourage the use of existing
strategies and incentives that
facilitate the preservation and
rehabilitation of designated
cultural heritage properties

7.5.5.1

Continue implementing existing programs where appropriate.
Such programs include the Mills Act, Federal Rehabilitation Tax
Incentives, far;ade easements, Planning Code exemptions and the
use of the California Historic Building Code.

Ongoing promotion and
technical support provided
by Planning Department's
Preservation Planning team.

Ongoing

Planning,
Department of
Building Inspection
(OBI)

7.6.1

Restrict the consolidation of
small- and medium-sized lots
with character-enhancing
buildings

7.6.1.1

Ban the consolidation of lots containing buildings with historic or
neighborhood-character buildings (California Historic Resources
Status Codes 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6L) where the frontage that could be
merged is under 200 feet in length (excepting the frontage along
the north side of Perry Street and on small blocks where there is a
non-character building on the corner).

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

7.6.2

lncentivize retention of
character-enhancing buildings
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7.6

Support
retention of
fine-grained
developed
pattern and
characterenhancing
buildings

. 7.6.2.1

See Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1

GOAL #B- ENSURE THAT NEW BUILDINGS ENHANCE THE CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD AND THE CITY

8.1

Ensure that the
ground floors
of buildings
contribute to the
activation, safety,
and dynamism of
the neighborhood

8.1.1

Require that ground floors
actively engage the street

8.1.1.1

Continue implementing the existing requirements that buildings
be lined with active uses. Revise the definition of "active" to
remove offices and to allow PDR on the ground floor if it meets the
transparency and fenestration requirements of non-POR-uses. Expand
the definition of frontages to POP OS and mid-block connections.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.1.1.2

Comply with the City's Urban Design Guidelines (pending adoption)
with regards to design of ground floors.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.1.1.3

Require ground floor ceiling heights of 17 feet for non-residential
uses.

Planning Code amendn1ent

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

... I
l
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8.2

8.3

Ensure that
the overall
development
pattern is
complementary
to the skyline

Reinforce the
character of
Central SoMa as a
mid-rise district
with tangible

8.1.2

Design building frontages
and public open spaces with
furnishings and amenities
to engage a mixed-use
neighborhood

8.1.2.1

Review and support building designs where fixtures, furnishings,
art, utilities, and programming at the ground floor or adjacent open
space invite and support more active and consistent use of public
areas including alleys, open spaces, and sidewalks.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.1.3

Ensure buildings are built up to
the sidewalk edge

8.1.3.1

Require that new buildings to be built along the street-facing property
line up to the top of the podium, which can be between 65 and 85
feet, with an exception for residential buildings with walk-up units
(which shoufd have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor
Residential Guidelines).

Planning Code amendment

Upori Plan
adoption

Planning

8.1.4

Minimize parking and loading
entrances

8.1.4.1

Implement the curb cut controls from Policy4.1.2.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.2.1

Set height limits, bulk
and architectural guidelines
mindful of important views

Set height limits and bulk controls to be complementary to the
overall city skyline pattern.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.2.1.2

Utilize design and architecture techniques to Central SoMa's tallest
buildings to demarcate the 41h and Townsend intersection and to be
able to distinguish the area on the skyline.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.3.1

Set height limits to enable
mid-rise development

8.3.1.1

Set height limits along the major streets to facilitate podiums of 65 to
85 feet.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.2

Require new buildings to
reinforce the 'urban room"

8.3.2.1

See Implementation Measure 8.1.3.1.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

"urban rooms"
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8.3.3

Require buildings whose height
exceeds the width of the major
streets to step back at the upper
stories

8.3.3.1

For buildings 160 feet or less in height, apply "skyplane" to the
portion of the building between 85-160 feet, as follows (and as
visually conveyed in the "Guide to Site Design" document):

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

• At 85 feet in height, require a 15 foot setback for at least 60% of each
frontage,
• On the north side of the street:
• Height district of 130 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of
50%,
• Height district of 160 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of
70%.
• On the south side of the street:
• Height district of 130 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of
67%,
• Height district of .160 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of
80%
8.3.3.2

Require setbacks of 15-feet above a height of 85 feet on all sides of
the building not facing a public right-of-way.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

8.3.3.3

Do not allow any bridges between buildings to be above 130 feet in
height.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.3.4

Require the following additional controls to apply when there is a
proposed tower (i.e., building over 160 feet) (as visually conveyed in
the "Guide to Site Design" document):

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

·When there is an existing tower, the second tower should be at
least 115 feet. The distance between towers may be reduced to a
minimum of 85 feet if
• The difference in the height of the two towers is at least SO feet,
• The bulk of the second tower is reduced relative to the
reduction in tower separation, such that at 85 feet, the
maximum tower bulk shall be 10,000 square feet.
• f..ny tower seeking reduced tower separation will be required to be
designed contextually to the other tower; and to maximize apparent
distance and architectural differentiation,
• When a tower is adjacent to a building that is between 85 to 160
feet, at least 30 feet separation is required, and
• On lots large enough to contain a building with a tower portion
(taller than 160') and a portion between 85 to 160 feet along a street
frontage, in addition to these masses needing to be separated by at
least 30 feet, these portions should be designed to look like different
buildings from the frontage(s).

1126

8.3.4

Limit the distribution and bulk
of new towers and focus them at
important nodes

8.3.4.1

Limit new buildings greater than 160 feet (i.e.; towers) to important
nodes; including along the new Central Subway, 5th and Howard, 2'"
and Harrison, and S'h and Howard, and 5"' and Brannan.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.4.2

Require the following bulk controls for buildings taller than 160 feet
(as visually conveyed in the "Guide to Site Design" document):

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

• Tower bulk controls apply starting at a podium height 85 feet,
• Above 85 feet, a 15-foot setback will be required along all property
lines,
• No residential or hotel use allowed to have a floor exceed 12,000
gross square feet,
• The average floor for commercial uses cannot exceed 15,000 gross
square feet and no single floor may exceed 17,000 gross square feet,
• For towers 250 feet or more, the upper 1/3 of the tower portion must
feature minimum bulk reductions of 15% of the floorplate and the
maximum diagonal of7.5%. The upper tower bulk reduction shall
not be required for any towerfor which the overall tower is reduced
from the maximum bulk allowance by an equal or greater volume
(above a height of 85 feet),
• The maximum horizontal ("plan") dimension of 150 feet, and
• The maximum diagonal dimension of 190 feet.
8.3.5

8.3.6
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8.3.7

Limit heights in areas with a
high concentration of historic
buildings and areas of unique
character

Minimize the impact of shadows
on public spaces to the extent
feasible, balanced with other
core objectives

Utilize new buildings to diminish
the dominant presence of the
freeway in the neighborhood

8.3.5.1

Keep height limits as is at South Park, the South End Historic District
and the South End Historic District Extension.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.5.2

Create lower heights on 4'h and near Bessie Carmichael Annex.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.6.1

Set height limits districts to minimize shadow impacts on South Park,
Yerba Buena Gardens, and Bessie Carmichael School's 6th-8th grade
campus.

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.6.2

Sculpt new development to the degree possible to minimize shadows
on public spaces without unduly impacting development capacity.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

Raise height limits above the existing 30 feet limits between 2'd and

Zoning Map amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.3.7.1

4'h Streets.
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Ensure that
narrow streets
and alleys
maintain their
intimateness
and sense of
openness to the·
sky

8.4.1

Require new buildings facing
alleys and narrow streets to step
back at the upper stories

8.4.1.1

Maintain existing sun-angle requirements on the south side of eastwest narrow streets (35-feet wide or less).

Ongoing implementation
of existing Planning Code
requirements

Ongoing.

Planning

8.4.1.2

Extend the sun-angle requirement on the south side of east-west
narrow streets (35 feet wide or less) to the south side of north-south
narrow streets.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.4.1.3

Apply skyplane to north side narrow streets (35 feet wide or less)
at heights above 35 feet as follows (and as visually conveyed in the
"Guide to Site Design" document):

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

• Height districts of 55 feet and under: require upper stories set back
at least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent to 1.25
times the width ofthe abutting alley,
• Height district of 65 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 50%,
• Height district of 85 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of 70%,
• Height district of 130 feet: Require apparent mass reduction of85%,
• For towers, the skyplane controls do not apply, and
• For buildings along Perry Street, require upper stories set back at
least 10 feet at the property line above a height equivalent to 1.25
times the width of the street.

8.5

Ensure that large
development
sites are carefully
designed to
maximize public
benefit

8.5.1

8.5.2

Provide greater direction and
flexibility for large development
sites in return for improved
design and additional public
benefits

Limit the length of new buildings

8.4.1.4

On streets between 36 and 80 feet in width, apply the skyplane
requirements of major streets as described in Implementation
Measure 8.3.3.1, but begin the apparent mass reduction requirements
to the width of the street.
at a

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

8.5.1.1

Develop "Key Development Site Guidelines" that lay out more
detailed design guidance and convey specific exceptions allowed
and specific public benefits received in return (see "Drart Key
Development Site Guidelines" document).

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.5.1.2

An additional25 feet of height may be permitted on sites where
such flexibility in heightwould facilitate the provision of affordable
housing and/or public parks and recreational facilities beyond what
would otherwise be required by the Plan, as long as that additional
height did not increase the overall amount of development otherwise
enabled by the Plan or cause new significant impacts related to wind
and shadow.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.5.2.1

Continue implementing the existing requirements for horizontal mass
reductions.

Ongoing implementation
of existing Planning Code
requirements

Ongoing

1:\o
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8.6

Promote
high CjUality
architecture that
enhances the
neighborhood

8.6.1

Conform to the City's Urban
Design Guidelines

8.6.1.1

Comply with the City's Urban Design Guidelines (pending adoption).

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

Promote. innovative and
contextually-appropriate design

8.6.2.1

Utilize application of "skyplane" as a device to create interestingly
shaped buildings (as detailed in the "Guide to Site Design'
document).

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.6.2.2

Harmonize new building designs with existing neighborhood
materials but in a contemporary or reinterpreted way (as detailed in
the "Guide to Site Design" document).

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.6.2.3

Recognize and enhance existing local material and geometry
variations to support neighborhood-specific architecture (as detailed
in the "Guide to Site Design" document).

Design review of individual
projects
·

Ongoing

Planning

8.6.2.4

Employ innovative architectural ideas for larger projects that provide
a clear organizing principle for design (as detailed in the "Guide to
Site Design" document).

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.6.2.5

Allow rooftop screening mechanisms to be proportional to building
height

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.6.3.1

Require buildings to comply with skyplane controls discussed under
Policy 8.3.3 and 8.4.1.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.6.3.2

Utilize material systems that visually diminish upper facades.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.6.4.1

For buildings over 85 feet, set the following wind requirements:

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

I

i 8.6.2

s:G.3

8.6.4

Design the upper floors to be
deferential to the "urban room"

Design buildings to be mindful
of wind

• Do not allow an increase in the number of hours during which wind
exceeds the "comfort criterion" defined for Central SoMa.
• Do not allow an increase in the total exceedances of the "hazard
criterion" defined for Central SoMa.
·Apply the same exceptions included in Section 148.
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8.6.5

Ensure large projects integrate
with existing urban fabric and
provide a varied character

8.6.5.1

Modulate larger projects vertically or horizontally, whichever is more
appropriate, to reflect surrounding lots and massing patterns.
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8.6.5.2

For projects with more than one building, recognize and respond to
the existing pattern of long blocks, open spaces, and large and small
streets.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.6.5.4

Encourage projects on site that are larger than two acres to have
multiple architects.

Design review of individual
projects

Ongoing

Planning

8.7.1.1

Utilize the Community Plan Exemption process for complying
projects.

Ongoing implementation
ofCEQA

Ongoing

Planning

8.7.1.2

Minimize potentia I exceptions and exemptions within the Planning
Code.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.7.1.3

Increase the threshold for seeking "Large Project Authorization"
commensurate with the neighborhood's expected development.

Planning Code amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning

8.7.i.4

Limit the capacity for complaints against uses operating in a lawful
manner.

Administrative Code
amendment

Upon Plan
adoption

Planning
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8.7

Establish
clear rules for
development

I 8.7.1

Wherever possible, delineate
via the Planning Code what is
allowed and not allowed in new
development
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CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
I. INTRODUCTION

The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a social, economic, and environmentally sustainable
neighborhood by 2040, with space for approximately 30,000 new jobs and 8,300 new housing units. With its
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 neighborhoodcompared 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 mechanisms. 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 will serve new
growth anticipated under the Plan, including a description ofthe 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

1 As required by California Mitigation Fee Act (CA Government code§ 65000 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
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1

II. 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 CorridOI" Plan in 2013, and further l"efined 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. All public benefits identified will require further scoping and analysis on project design, financial feasibility,
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 conduc~ed 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).
The City may choose to revisit this list of projects in the future, as the neighborhood evdlves and/or new needs
are identified. 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.

Public benefits are goods and services expected to be generated by new development that typically: 1) support

2
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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 would be funded by the Central SoMa Plan in support of its Goals,
Objectives, and Policies. Tablel summarizes how the revenues generated by Plan would 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 forthe 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
ofthese mechanisms are 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?
Table 1

2 A!! dol\vr amounts expressed here are in 2017 dollars. Actual average revenues collected each year vvill be higher, due to scheduled tox rate escalation as we!l as indexing of City fees {which are escalated
annually to reflect construction costs).
3 The Economic lrnp3Ct Statement is not e:.:pected unUI3!'"Ler Initiation of this Plan, at \Vhich point a link \Viii be added to the report.
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CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: SUMMARY (IN 2017 DOLLARS)

0%
$35,000,000

2%

$10,000,000

0%

$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%

Restoration of the US Mint Building

$20,000,000

1%

Preservation and maintenance of historic buildings

$20,000,000

1%

recreation center*
Park and. greenery maintenance and activation

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

$15,000,000

1%

$9,000,000

0%

Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects

$32,000,000

1%

Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements

$22,000,000

1%

$6,000,000

0%

$10,000,000

0%

$6,000,000

0%

$2,160,000,000

100%

Living Roofs enhanced

New schools serving K-12 population

1%

Bessie Carmichael supplemental services

TOTAL

*If funds for these Parks & Recreation projects are provided by other sources (such as contributions from new development) or if revenues e'>iceed the projected arnounts, funding could be allocated to the
"Alternative" project listed here.
NOTE: Ovi"r the murse of Plan bui!d out (roughly 25 years), funds wil! be allocated among the public benefit categ~ries in tbe 3rnounts listed (or proporti0na!ly according to tl-Je category allocation percentages
lisled, should the nn~l amount of rev~nues differ from wh~.:~t is shov·m here). However, the sequence of fund disbursement wi!l be determined based on s variety of factors, inducting project 1eadiness, community
priorities, and other funaing opportur.ilies. Within individual public benefit categories. the list of specific projects is subject to change and is qat legally blndhg.
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Tab/e2
CENTRAL SOMA PUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE: DETAILED FUNDING SOURCES & USES (IN 2017 DOLLARS)

1136

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-inco~e households". 4 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).

Tab/e3
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- AFFORDABLE HOUSING

1,970 BMR units

$730,000,000

lnclusionary Housing
Program (Planning
Code Section (Sec.)
415)

Applicable to new residential projects.
Individual developments may choose
how to satisfy the program requirements,
but revenues are generally expected to be
split 50-50 between: 1) onsite lnclusionary
Housing Program units provided directly
by development projects; and, 2) off-site
lnclusionary Housing units or units provided
by MOHCD, funded by payment of the
Affordable Housing Fee

MOHCD

700 BMR units

$210,000,000

Jobs-Housing Linkage
Fee (Sec. 413)

Fee is paid by new nonresidential
developments, and units are provided by
MOHCD.

MOHCD

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 lnclusionary 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 s~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.

6
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4 Meeting this Ot•jective also fu!nlls the target of 33% affordability in the city, as established by the votes in 2014's Proposition K
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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 overtime to ensure that people can travel to and from the area safely
and conveniently.
Funding from the Plan will 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 would 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
improvements, Caltrain corridor improvements (such as the Downtown Extension, or DTX, project), and longerterm projects (such as advancement of a second Trans bay transit crossing).

Table4
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - TRANSIT 5

Local
transportation
enhancements

$340,000,000

Transportation
Sustainability Fee
(TSF) (Sec. 411A);
Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423); Central
SoMa Infrastructure
Impact Fee (CSF)
(Sec. 433); Central
SoMa Mello-Roos
Community Facilities
District (CFD)

Funds will go to SFMTA to support transit
service expansion/enhancement as well as
preventive maintenance projects.

SFMTA

Regional
transit capaCity
enhancement
and expansion

$160,000,000

TSF (Sec. 411A); CSF
(Sec. 433), Central
SoMa Mello-Roos
Community Facilities
District (CFD)

These funds will be split roughly equally
between (1) near term enhancements
on the Transbay corridor, (2) longer-term
"core capacity" projects (such as a
second Transbay rail crossing), and (3)
enhancements on the Caltrain/High Speed

TBD, but could
include BART,
Caltrain, MTC,
and California
High Speed Rail
Authority, among

5 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption
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Delivery and Timing
Funds for local transit improvements will 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, arid are thus tied directly to the rate of new development. The remaining funds derived from the CFD
would accumulate over the lifespan ofthe 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 thattransportation 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 (I PIC) 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 will come primarily from the CFD following a similar timeline
as described above. These funds would be collected by the Assessor-Recorder's office and directed to
regional transportation agencies, through a process that will 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.

TableS

8
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TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- PARKS & RECREATION 6

Gene Friend
Recreation
Center
Reconstruction/
Expansion

$25,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

Enhancement/expansion of existing facility
to accommodate growth in demand.

Rec & Park

Victoria Manalo
Draves Park
Programming

$5,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
District (CFD)

Funding for activation and programming.

Rec & Park

New 1-acre park
in Southwest
portion of Plan
Area

$35,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

Development of a potential park on the
existing SFPUC-owned lot in the area
between 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan
Streets. This may potentially be provided
by an In-Kind Agreement with surrounding

Rec & Park

New public
recreation
center*

$10,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

This may potentially be funded through
direct provision on a development project.

Rec & Park

Park and
greenery
maintenance
and activation

$15,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Maintenance and programming of public
parks and open spaces. Priority for this
funding is to ensure that the new 1-acre
is properly maintained.

Rec & Park;
Department of Real
Estate

l~ew large (2+
acre) SoMa
park (initial site
identification)'

$5,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

Funding for initial site identification and
coordination for a large signature park in
the larger SoMa area.

New Bluxome
linear park*

$5,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

A park built on the existing Bluxome Street
right of way. This may potentially be
developed as a privately-owned public open

Planning

New underfreeway public
recreation area

$5,000,000

Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee

This may potentially be developed as a
POPOS by nearby developments.

Rec & Park

Privately-Owned
Public Open
Spaces (POPOS)

$80,000,000

Direct provision by new
development (Sec. 138)

Up to four acres of net new publiclyaccessible open space spread across
the Plan area, provided directly on new
development

Planning

(Alternative project:
7th & Mission Park)

{$20,000,000}

Centra/SoMa Mel/o-Roas

Funding to acquire and develop a new park site ot
1133 Mission Street.

Park

Delivery and Timing
Revenues from impact fees wili 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 Parl<s & Recreation projects are provided by other sources (such as contributions from new developrnent) or if revenues exceed the projected amounts, funding cO~J!d be allocated to the
LAlternativeH project listed here,

6

Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption. This list of projects is ordered by priority, based on community ieedback and discussions with the Recreation and Parks Department. !tis not
legolly binding and is subject to change in response to future open space opportunities and priocities in the Plan AreJ. The cost of pad\S and recreational benefits is highly subject to design decisions and
identification of complementary funding sources. If the benefits listed all cost the City the mJximum foreseeable, then the sum of these benefits will exceed.the amount allocated.
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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 afour-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 PDRjobs. 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 7

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. 8 The
PDR space will be provided at the same time the associated space becomes ready for occupancy.

.7 Centr9l SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption
8 The Plan endorses the pursuit and analysis of an in~tieu fee for PDR, but the fee itself is not proposed as part of the Platt

10
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COMPLETE STREETS
Central SoMa Plan Objective 4.1. states that the City should "Provide a safe, convenient, and attractive walking
environment on all the streets in the Plan Area." The current network of streets in the Plan Area provides a poor
experience for all users- whether walking, driving, riding transit, or cycling. Streets are clogged with rush hour
traffic, many sidewalks are not up to City standards, crosswalks are few and far between, and bicycle infrastructure
is incomplete and discontinuous- all of which contribute to high rates of traffic crashes arid 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 will 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 9

Redesign of all
major streets in
the Plan Area

$110,000,000

Transportation
Sustainability Fee
(TSF) (Sec. 411A);
Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact
Fee (Sec. 423); C::entral
SoMa Infrastructure
Impact Fee (CSF) (Sec.
433); Central SoMa
Mello-Roos CFD ·

Redesign of approximately four miles of
major streets (including portions of 3rd, 4th,
5th, 6th, Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant,
Brannan, and Townsend Streets) at an
estimated cost of $4,400-$5,400 per linear
foot.

SFMTA

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 Ft:es
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

9 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption
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stream or utilizing other funds (including general fund revenues).
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 CJnd 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 increasingjobs 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. 1°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 will 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 will also be used to provide capital for cultural amenities. This funding could be utilized for capital
improvements atYerba 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 will also be used to help preserve and maintain important historic buildings within the Plan Area. This
revenue will come from the sale ofTransfer of Development Rights (TOR), 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 TOR 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
would 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 ofthis valuable funding source for the foreseeable future.

10 Available at: http://sfcontrolter.org/sites/default/fi\es/Documents/Budget/131124_Centra\%20SoMa%20Nonprofit%201\!exus_F!NAL_2016_03_24.pdf
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Table 8
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- CULTURAL PRESERVATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES 11

Restoration of
the US Mint
Building

$20,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Restoration and seismic upgrade of the US
Mint Building.

OEWD

Preservation and
maintenance of
historic buildings

$20,000,000

Transfer of
Development Rights
(TDR) (Sec. 128.1)

The sale of Transferable Development
Rights from historic buildings to new
development. Revenues from these sales
are required to be spent on the preservation
and maintenance of the associated historic
resource.

Planning

$20,000,000

Certtra I SoMa
Community Facilities
I Fee (Sec. 428.1)

Impact fees to develop new facilities for
nonprofit community services (such as
, health care or job training) needed to serve
i new growth.

! Central SoMa Mello-

! lviOHCD
I Annual funding for social and cultural
: programming for such activities as arts, job
I training, and tenant protections.

60,000 sq ft of
new space for
community
' services

1

Social and
cultural
programming
Capital for
cultural
amenities

Neighborhood
cleaning

1

$25,ooo,ooo

!

i
i

1

$15,000,000

I

1

$9,000,000

Roos Community
Facilities District (CFD)
Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Central Salvia MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Capital improvements and/or funding
; to help build or purchase a building for
the neighborhood's important cultural
communities.
Ongoing funding for cleaning of
neighborhood streets.

I MOHCD

lviOHCD

SFDPW

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 used to support the restoration ofthe 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 projects by
bonding against this revenue stream or utilizing other funds (including general fund revenues). Funding from the
Plan will be part of a larger funding and programming effort for restoration, rehabilitation, and ongoing operations
ofthe 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.

11 Centra! SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption
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Sale ofTDRs for the preservation and maintenance of other significant historic buildings in the Plan Area could
occur upon adoption ofthe 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-scaleinterventions 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 will 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.

Table9

TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS- ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY & RESILIENCE 12

Enhanced
stormwater
management in
complete street
projects

$32,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Stormwater infrastructure (grey
infrastructure, landscaping, etc.) on all
major streets.

Planning, SFPUC

Freeway corridor
air quality and
greening

$22,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Greening improvements along/under the
freeway corridor to improve air quality and
enhance pedestrian comfort.

Planning

Living Roofs
enhanced
requirements

$6,000,000

Direct provision by new
development (Sec.
249.77)

Living Roofs requirement of SOo/o of usable
roof area on projects 160' or shorter,
surpassing City policy.

Planning

$2,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Demonstration projects to highlight best
, practices, including a Living Roof pr·oject
($1mn) and a solar project ($500k).

Planning

Water recycling
and stormwater
management in
public spaces

$5,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Infrastructure for 100% recycled
(non-potable) water for street cleaning and
public park irrigation; green stormwater
. management in parks.

Planning, SFPUC

100% energyefficient street
lights

$1,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Energy efficient upgrades to street lights
throughout the Plan area.

Planning, SFPUC

Sustainability
studies &
guideline
documents

$2,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Funding for a District Energy &Water Utility
Systems Study ($SOOk), a Central SoMa Sea
Level Rise & Flood Management Strategy
($400k), a Fossil Fuel Free Buildings Study
&Guidelines Document ($300k), and Flood
Resilient Design Guidelines ($300k)

Planning

I Better Roofs
demonstration
projects

14
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12 Central SoMa Planning Code sections pending Plan adoption Enhanced Living Roof requiretllents will be applied to all properties in the Plan Area {private and public). Better Roofs demonstration projects
wilt be developed on public~owned properties.

Delivery and Timing

The majority of funding for environmental sustainability improvements will 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 will 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.
Table 10
TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS - SCHOOLS & CHILDCARE 13

Schools

$32,000,000

School Impact Fee
(State Education Code
Sec.l7620)

Impact fees to meet demand for school
facilities to serve growth generated within
the Plan Area.

SFUSD

Childcare

$26,000,000

Child Care Fee (Sec. 414
and Sec. 414A); Eastern
Neighborhoods Impact
Fee (Sec. 423)

lm pact fees to meet demand for child care
facilities to serve growth, located within the
Plan area.

HSA Office of Early
Care & Education

Bessie
Carmichael
Supplemental
Services

$6,000,000

Central SoMa MelloRoos Community
Facilities District (CFD)

Annual funding to provide supplementary
services to the school, such as additional
mental health services and the ability to
provide year-round programming

SFUSD

13 Central SoMa Planning Code sec~ions pending Plan adoption

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM

1146

15

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
tome 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 Bes;;ie Carmichael School will be provided by the CFD, and will occur upon accrual of revenues. As
an ongoing allocation, it need not be bonded against, and will 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
proposes 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 1 ). 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 ofthe 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 12), based on the amount of additional development
potential created. 2

Table 11
CENTRAL SOMA DEVELOPMENT TIERS'

15-45 feet

Tier A

' 50-85 feet

Tier B

I 90 feet or more

Tier C

i

I

Tables 13 and 14 below summarize what a specific new development project would be obligated to pay in impact
fees and taxes, based on the Development Tier ofthe underlying parcel and proposed land uses. Figures 15 and 16
map where these public benefit tiers occur in the Plan Area.

1

Developed by Seife! Consulting !nc. Available for download at: http:j/defau\t.sfp\anning.org/Citywide/Central_Corridor/Centra[_SoMa_Financia[_Analysis_Jan20i7_f!NAL.pdf

2

For areas currently zoned SLI or SAU and being re2oned 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) 4

Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee (S/GSF; office rate shown; Sec. 413)

S25.49

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

Sl8.73

Transportation
. Sustama
• b"1hty
. Fee (S/GSF; offi1ce rates hown; Sec.
411A)

1

I

80>09·99,99,99999GSGFS:FS:lS91.89.994

I'

Child care Fee (S/GSF; office and hotel rate; Sec 414 &414A)

Sl.65

I

School Impact Fee (S/GSF; office rate shown; CA Ed. Code Sec. 17620)

S0 .54

I

I

Public Art Fee (S)

1% of

co~struction cost (or direct provision on-site)

I

,___....-----·--------·------··------·---·----·---------·---·------·-·------·--··- ----j
Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [#of Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 &249.78*]
i
For projects seeking an Office Allocation of SO,OOOs square feet or more
11

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
Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X
(Planning Code Section 202.8)
feet of Office
N"""··=ew""'·.
·""".·
·.•""'R~E=Q=U~IR""e""'M_,.=E""'N""':ts=..•~U=N'""o"'E~R=.,.,=t=H""'e""p""t=A=N=•••.,..,•·"'':=<o:·..,-•·'''__,'·'·..=.=.="""7:'-:c:-==~==~~·
....··.··..··.·-o.o:o:·':•,•<·:o::o:>•:: j

,_i

I

I

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

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

S21.50

so

All other projects

S41.50

S20

so

S2.75
(4% escalation annually
for 25 years, 2%
thereafter)

Mello-Roos Special Tax Community Facilities District (CFD; S/GSF/
yr)

I

sus

Community Facilities Fee (S/GSF; Sec 428.1 *)
-····-·---·····--··-----·-·------···--·-·--------·--·-·------····-··-···-·-·-··-··-- -··-----·-··-·-····--·--·-···--····
Transferable Development Rights (#of Floor Area Ratios; Sec 128.1)

so

I Privately-Owned Public Ope_n Space (POPOS; Sec 138)

1.25 FAR

1 square foot for every 50 GSF of development

i

"Planning Code section pending Plan adoption.

4 These tables show the amount of req~irements on new development at the time of Plan Adoption. Impact fees shall be updated on an annual basis as fees are indexed or othe"\'ise 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 0
(165+ feet) are now collapsed into a single tier.
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Table 13
CENTRAL SOMA REQUIREMENTS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT: RESIDENTIAL (2017 RATES) 5

1 lnclusionary Housing (Sec. 415)
18% for rental and 20% for condo, escalating annually, per the
.
requirements of Planning Code Section 415

On-Site Option
Affo1·dable Housing Fee and Off-Site Options

30% for rental and 33% for condo

: Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee
I

S21.41

1

(S/GSF; Sec. 423)
21-99 Units: S8.13

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

100+ Units: S9.18
1-9 Units: S0.96

Childcare Fee (S/GSF; Sec 414 &414A)
10+ Units: SL92

School Impact Fee (S/GSF; CA Ed. Code Sec. 17620)

S3.48

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) [#of

Replacement requirements per 2016's Proposition X (Planning Code
Section 202.8)

Floor Area Ratios (FAR); Sec 202.8 & 249.78]

Central SoMa Community Infrastructure Fee

!! GSF;
Sec. 433*)
.

(S/

so

S10

so

S3.30
(2% escalation)

S5.50
(2% escalation)

so
suo

so

.

, Mello-Roos Speci;;~l Tax Community Facilities District (CFD; S/GSF/yr)
Condo
Rental

so
so

Community Facilities Fee (S/GSF; Sec 428.1*)
Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR; Sec
202.8 & 249.78)

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

• Planning Code section pending Plan adoption.

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 otherv~ise changed. The Fee
Register and related information can be found online at http:/jimpactfees.sfplanning.org. The Financial Analysis from December2016 had four public benefit tiers; the prior Tier C (90-155 feet) and Tier D

{165.,. feet) are now collapsed into a single tier.
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Figure 14
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Figure 15
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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 Report1 including:
• All development fees collected during the prior two fiscal years, organized by development fee account;
s All cumulative monies collected and expended over the life of each fee;

• The number of projects that elected to satisfy development impact requirements through in-kind
improvements;
• 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
• Other information required pursuant to the California Mitigation FeeActGovernmentCodeSection 66001,
including: fee rate and description; the beginning and ending balance ofthe fee account; the amount offees
collected and interest earned; an identification of each public improvement on which fees were expended and
1 The FY2012-20l3 and 2013-2014 report is available at: http://sfcontroller.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/6093-FYl2-l3%20%26%20l3-14%20Development',u201mpact"/o20Fee%20Report.
Revised.pdf
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the percentage ofthe cost ofthe 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
ofthe Public Utilities System, the General Manager of the Recreation and Parks Department, and the Executive
Director ofthe Port of San Francisco.
The IPIC fee revenue budgets and associated agency project work programs I 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 Com mission) 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 (I PIC) 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 (~omprised of separate Area Plans for Central SoMa, Central Waterfront, East
Soma, Mission, Showplace Square I 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 Pianning Committee, and the IPIC.

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee
The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (EN CAC) is the central community advisory body
chatged 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. 2
The EN CAC is established forthe 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
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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 for regional transit.

PLAN MONITORING & REPORTING
City agencies will be required to monitor and report on the implementation ofthe Central SoMa Plan, similarto
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:
a Central SoMa Implementation Matrix

• Development Activity
.;~ Public Benefit

• Fees and Revenues
0

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. Forthe most updated information on these funding sources, consultthe Planning Code
and associated legislation.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING
lnclusionary Housing Program (Sec. 415)
The lnclusionary 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 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).

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 16 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 16
TSF EXPENDITURE PROGRAM

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements- San Francisco

32%

Transit Service Expansion & Reliability Improvements- Regional Transit Providers

2%

Complete Streets

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 ofthe
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 ofthe Central SoMa Plan).

Creation of Production, Distribution & Repair Uses (Sec. 249.78)
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In addition to the PDR preservation requirements of Proposition X (as discussed above), the Plan will require large
office developmentto provide new PDR space of an area equivalent to 0.4 FAR (40 percent of their lot area). This
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 (POPOS), 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 thatthis 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
dog runs).
The Planning Department is the agency primarily responsible for reviewing and approvingPOPOS 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
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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
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 (TOR; Sec. 128.1)
In order to supportthe preservation of historic resources in the Plan Area, Central SoMa includes a Transferable
Development Rights (TOR) requirement, similar to the requirement in the Downtown Area Plan. Non-residential
development projects in Public Benefits Tiers C and D will be required to purchase the equivalent of 1.25
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) worth ofTDR 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 TOR 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
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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 ofthe East SoMa and Western SoMa
Plan Areas. Projects in Central SoMa will continue to pay the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee,
which is administered by the Planning Department and the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (I PIC)
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 17 below.

Table 17
EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE IMPACT FEE EXPENDITURE PROGRAM

Complete Streets: Pedestrian and Streetscape Improvements,
Bicycle Facilities

31%

34%

Transit

10%

53%.

Recreation and Open Space
Childcare
Program Administration

47.5%

6%

6.5%

2%

:

5% i

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
the taxes 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 againstthe 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
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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

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 ofthe 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.

PUBLIC BENEFITS PROGRAM
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PURPOSE

e

To convey design guidance that is specific to Central SoMa in a way that
complements and supplements the requirements of the Planning Code and
pending citywide Urban Design Guidelines; and

•

To visually demonstrate Central SoMa Plan bulk controls.

CONTENTS

1.

Additional Architectural Guidance This section contains additional
guidance for implementing the architectural vision for the Plan Area beyond
what was written under Objective 8.6 of the Plan;

2. Visualizing Bulk Controls This section contains a graphical representation
of the implementation of the skyplane, mid-rise, and tower controls·
contained in Implementation Measures 8.3.3.1, 8.3.3.2, 8.3.3.4, 8.3.4.1, and
8.3.4.2.
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855 Folsom. Photo by Natoma Architects
178 Townsend. Photo by Blake Marvin. HKS.Inc.

2

Folsom and Dore. Photo by Brian Rose
Historic building. Photo by SF Planning
South Park Cafe. Photo by Julia Spiess and Frank Schott
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PART 1: ADDITIONAL ARCHITECTURAL GUIDANCE

This section contains additional guidance for implementing the architectural
vision for the Plan Area conveyed by Plan Objective 8.6: "Promote high quality
architecture that enhances the neighborhood." Specifically, it includes guidance
around the following Implementation Measures:

8.1.2.1 Provide fixtures, furnishings, and art at interior and exterior ground floor
openings to invite and support use of adjacent public areas

8.6.2.1 Utilize application of"skyplane" as a device to create interestingly
shaped buildings

8.6.2.2 Harmonize new building designs with existing neighborhood materials
but in a contemporary or reinterpreted way

8.6.2.3 Recognize and enhance existing local form and geometry variations to
support neighborhood-specific architecture

8.6.2.4 Employ innovative architectural ideas for larger projects that provide a
clear organizing principle for design

8.6.3.2 Utilize material systems that visually diminish upper facades
8.6.5.1 Modulate larger projects vertically or horizontally, whichever is more
appropriate, to reflect surrounding lots and massing patterns

8.6.5.2 For projects with more than one building, recognize and respond to the
existing pattern of long blocks, open spaces, and large and small streets

8.6.5.3 Vary the roofs of buildings for projects with long facades.

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN
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Developing Site Concepts and Massing
Unlike downtown, the South of Market long blocks, low-rise buildings, and wide
streets provide a more open experience of sun and sky. Central SoMa alleys
contrast this ''bigness" with more human-scaled environments.

Below are suggested, riot prescribed, means that meet the intention of the implementation measure.

Support Lots of Sky

buildings but long undifferentiated facades, however,

Employthe flexibility of skyplane to creatively shape

are not ideal for a positive street experience. Consider

upper mass away from large streets and alleys. When

developing a modulated horizontality to express the

employing skyplane, consider the building base to

existing environment, but with other articulations and

the be the prominent and durable architecture and

fine-grained texture to create a visually compelling

the upper building portion above the urban room as a

urban room.

more recessive, sculptural or even etherial component.
Consider volumetrically sculpting the tops of buildings

Precinct-Specific Form

to reflectthe human scale, for example: contemporary

Central SoMa has several distinct building clusters

versions of the mansard roof, indentions for smaller-

that require more nuanced site design considerations,

scale balconies, clock towers, or light boxes that

for example: 5th and Brannan, South Park, 5th and

express interior use.

Howard, smaller residential enclaves,and parcels
close to the freeway. Note and respond to urban form

Enhance Horizontality

types and scales within these areas including nearby

While vertical articulations are common in most of San

proposed projects.

Francisco, designers working in the southern portion
of Central SoMa should consider how horizontal
geometry reads more strongly. The long blocks of
Central SoMa offer opportunities for large floorplate

Enhance a Scale-shift

Recognize the scale changes from the large street
environments to the small scale alleys by relating
facade textures and modulation to equivalent heights

Bryant Street elevation. Photo by Google Maps

4
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Brannan Street. Photo by SF Planning

Taber Alley. Photo by SF Planning

and proportions. Consider how building or landscap.e

Engage Wide Streets

corners turn between these two environments

The existing wide streets of Central SoMa will

and how the pedestrian experience can transition.

remain and be reinforced as the streetwall heights

Examine building openings that lead to alleys

are designed to match their widths. Alternating

or open spaces for opportunities as gateways.

big and small gaps are a familiar pattern in the

Include neighborhood landmarkfeatures such as

pedestrian experience of Central SoMa. Designers

clock towers, special geometry, refined materials,

should consider the cadence, proportions, and

coloration or other demarcating devices.

widths of alleys and wide streets in developing
mid-block passages, entries to POPOS and
courtyard spaces.

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN
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Selecting Contextual Materials
Central SoMa has rich and varied histories that have left material patterns and
scales. Contemporary architecture and coristru,ction techniques should express
their time, but thoughtfully within the lineage of the neighborhood.

Below are suggested, not prescribed, means that meet the intention of the implementation measure.

Express Industrial Legacy

Provide masonry buildings

Consider re-introducing familiar elements from historic

Designers should consider using materials that offer

building elements, for example: sawtooth light portals,

textures or geometries at the scale of brick. While

. longer spans for open floorplates, corrugation for
texture and articulation, roll up doors to support

brick is not endemic to all of Central SoMa, its scale of
texture, however, is a familiar pattern demonstrated

active street frontages, and small wall openings to

in earlier eras, such as corrugated metal, plate steel,

highlight the human scale. These elements should

industrial sash windows, larger window spans, frame

not be considered an industrial aesthetic but rather

buildings, and load-bearing masonry buildings with

a reinterpretation oftheir benefits for contemporary

large spans. Consider contemporary materials that

programs and uses.

employ similar logics for scale, texture and access but
avoid mimicry or appropriation.
Offer Gritty Architecture

Repeatedly noted by residents as both a benefit and
detriment, the "grit" of Central SoMa can be positively
interpreted as environments that are "eclectic,"
"surprising," or "hardy." Provide durable materials at
the ground floor that are more rugged and resilient.
Consider using facade systems that allow for smallscale flexible or modular insertions that would be
easy to repair or swap for a change in technology,
Neighborhood buildings. Photo by SF Planning

artistic exploration, or other future adaptation. Offer
pedestrian scale indentions atthe ground floor that

Support Historic Character

could host seating or outdoor work areas. Support

Adaptively re-use existing fabric in innovative ways.

production activities being visible from or extending

This includes developing very contemporary language

into the alley network.

or "hyphenations" with older low-rise buildings.

6
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Programming Architecture to Support Public Space
Central SoMa's history of industrial and art production have fostered it as a place
of innovation and experimentation. Consider how furnishings and programming
will help Central SoMa support this character and evolve over time.
..

.
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.. . .

..

.. .

..

.

..

;,

.'
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Bel~w are suggested, not prescribed, means that meet the int,ention of the implementation measure.
Support the Alley Experience

Alleys in Central SoMa foster both quiet residential
neighborhoods and industrial overflow. Rather than
being just utilitarian, they can sponsor art, outdoor
workspace or places to hang out The Department
recommends thoughtfully inventing alley way uses
that can support full and safe pedestrian use while still
facilitating loading and the other rougher functional
uses needed by PDR uses at the ground level.
Offer Mid-Block Surprises

Taber Alley. Photo by Street Arts SF

To animate alleys and public open space, offer and

support or host curated events or activities. Where

program small spaces that a1·e flexible for different

panels, solid surfaces, or other less pedestrian-friendly

activities, for example, fold out galleries, flexible

elements are required for utilitarian purposes, consider

kiosks, micro-retail, art or lighting installations, playful

those as opportunities for art, special materials, or

street furnishings, or places for outdoor workshops

display.

or maker activities. Create stewardship programs that
Provide Maker Spaces

As a place of production, Central SoMa favored
interior uses that were rough, eclectic, and supported
invention and less pristine or tightly honed activities.
Consider PDR as an active ground floor use where
making or distributing material goods can be a
recognized human endeavour through the use of
transparency, openings, lighting, and doorways.
Consider inventing ways for this use to invite
pedestrian views or engagement through affiliated
retail or more organized cultural events.
Loading dock near Little Skillet Photo credit: Kendra Aronson,

GUIDE TO URBAN DESIGN
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I PART 2: VISUALIZING BULK CONTROLS I
This section contains a graphical representation ofthe implementation ofthe
skyplane and tower controls contained in Implementation Measures 8.3.3.1,
8.3.3.2, 8.3.3.4, 8.3.4.1, and 8.3.4.2. It includes images for three kinds of buildings:

Buildings taller than 160 feet subject to tower controls
Buildings above 85 feet but not taller than 160 feet subject to skyplane controls
Buildings 85 feet and less subject to skyplane controls when fronting on narrow
streets and alleys

8
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Bulk Controls for Buildings Taller than 160'
Central SoMa will allow a handful of buildings taller than 160 feet, to punctuate important intersections (such as
at the Caltrain station). To support height at these locations while still supporting light, air, and sun access to the
streets, the Plan includes:

Below is~ ~aj~~i0 but not'coriipt~fe d~pictionof l·n~~lem~ntati~n

Meas~res (referenced by number that may affect the building envelope.

LOT
COVERAGE

ALLEY
CONTROLS

For residential use, a
rear yard (25%) and for
commercial use, POPOS at
grade (15%) requirements
may reduce amount
of allowable lot
coverage.

When a tower is
adjacent to an alley,
skyplane controls start
15' after the tovver
(hidden in this
view).

MIDBLOCK
ALLEY

On a lot longer than
200', a mid-block
alley may be
required.

STREETWALL
SETBACK

A15' setback between
65' 85' is required along
interior property lines
and public ROWs.

PODIUM
BULK
CONTROLS

i
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When a tower is adjacent
to a building that is between
85 to 160 feet, at least 30 feet
separation is required. That
. portion of the podium is also
. subjectto mid-rise bulk ·
controls.
·

9

When there is an existing tower, the second tower should be at least
llS'. The distance between towers may be reduced to a minimum of
85' if the difference in the height of the two towers is at least 50' and
the bulk of the second tower is reduced relative to the reduction in
tower separation, such that at 85', the maximum tower bulk shalt be
10,000 sf.

iM1413MM&tMt•l$1M\ft01Jfjtii!J
For towers 250' or more, the upper 1/3 of any tower must feature
minimum bulk reductions of 15% of the floorplate and the maximum
diagonal of7.So/o. The upper tower bulk reduction shall not be required
for any towerfor which the overall tower is reduced from the maximum
bulk allowance by an equal or greater volume (above a height of 85').

12,000 gsf. The average floor for commercial uses cannot exceed
15,000 gsf and no single floor may exceed 17,000 gsf. The maximum
horizontal dimension would be 150'. The maximum diagonal
dimension would be 190'.

Photo by Daniel Austin Hoherd, Flickr (CC BY-NC 2.0).

10
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Bulk Controls for 130' or 160' Tall Buildings
Central SoMa is primarily designed to be a mid-rise district, with buildings of 85 feet to 160 feet. To support this
density while still supporting light, air, and sun access to the streets, the Plan includes:

Below is a majority but not complete depiction of Implementation Measures (referenced by number that may affect the building envelope.

STREET
TYPES
Major St width 82.5'
Minor St width= 35'
For other street
widths, see 8.4.1.4

LOT
COVERAGE

SKYPLANE
Mid-rise buildings
will be required to
substantially reduce what
is visible from the street
based on site orientation
and streetwidth
proximity.

For residential use, a
rear yard (25%) and for
commercial use, POPOS at
grade (15%) requirements
may reduce amount
of allowable lot
coverage.

MIDBLOCK
ALLEY
On a lot longer than
200', a mid-block
alley may be
required

STREETWALL
SETBACK
A 15' setback between 65'
85' is required along interior
property lines and public
ROWs. On major streets, this
is only required for 60% of
the lot frontage.

MASS
BREAK
Maximum building
length is 300'

i
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Bulk Controls for Buildings 85' or Shorter
Small streets and alleys in Central SoMa offer special neighborhood character. To maintain this character by
supporting light, air, and sun access to these streets, the Plan includes:

Below is a majority butnot complete depiction oflmplementationMeasures(referenced by numberthatmay affect the building envelope.
STREET
TYPES

SOUTHSIDE
ELEVATION
SKYPLANE

Major St width= 82.5'
Minor St width= 35'
For other street
widths, see 8.4.1.4
LOT
COVERAGE

Development on the north side
of small streets and alleys must
reduce what is visible from the street
as per the apparent mass reduction.
Sites below 65' height must
setback 10' at the height of 1.25
x the street width.

For residential use, a
rear yard (25%) and for
commercial use, POPOS at
grade (15%) requirements
may reduce amount
of allowable lot
coverage.

MIDBLOCK
ALLEY

On a lot longer than
200', a mid-block
alley may be
required

NORTHSIDE
ELEVATION
SKYPLANE

Development on the south
side of small streets and alleys
must reduce what is visible
from the street as per
the apparent mass
reduction.

MASS
BR£AK

Maximum building
length is 300'

l
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KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES

• Public plazas, per Plan Policy 5.5.1: "Require new
non-residential development and encourage
residential development to provide POPOS that

PURPOSE

address the needs ofthe community."

The Central SoMa Plan Area contains a number of "key
development sites" -large, underutilized development

Finding space on which to locate these kinds of

opportunities with lot areas ranging from 25,000

public assets is tremendously difficult in a highly

square feet to well over 100,000 square feet (see Figure

developed neighborhood like SoMa. But on these

1). By providing greater direction to the development

key development sites, the City can partner with the

of these sites, the City has an opportunity to maximize

developer to address the unique design challenges

public benefits and to ensure that their development

that could constrain the creation of these amenities in

directly delivers critical public benefits, such as:

exchange for their provision.

• Affordable housing, per Plan Policy 2.3.1: "Set

The draft Key Development Site Guidelines contained

afford ability requirements for new residential

in this document are intended to help fulfill the

development at rates necessary to fulfill this

opportunities for public benefits and address these

objective;"

design challenges. In doing so, these Guidelines are

• Protections and incentives for production,

intended to help implement Objective 8.5 arid Policy

distribution, and repair space, per Plan Policy 3.3.4:

8.5.1 ofthe Central SoMa Plan. Objective 8.5 states,

"Provide incentives to fund, build, and/or protect

"Ensure that large development sites are carefully

PDR;"

designed to maximize public benefit," whereas Policy
8.5.1 states, "Provide greater direction and flexibility for

o A large hotel serving the Convention Center, per

Plan Policy 3.5.1: "Allow hotels throughout the

large development sites in return for improved design

growth-oriented parts of the Plan Area;"

and additional public benefits." The intent is forthese
guidelines to be further refined and codified with the

• Pedestrian access, per Plan Policy 4.1.9: "Expand

adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, with additional

the pedestrian network wherever possible

refinement to occur as these projects seek entitlement

through creation of new narrow streets, alleys, and

from the City.

mid-block connections;"
• New public parks, per Plan Policy 5.2.1: "Create a
new public park in the highest growth portion ofthe
Plan Area" and Plan Policy 5.2.2: "Create a new linear
park along Bluxome Street between 4th and 5th
Streets;"
• A new public recreation center, per Plan Policy
5.3.1: "Increase the amount of public recreation
center space, including the creation of a new public
recreation center;"
• Child care, per Plan Policy 2.6.2: "Help facilitate the
creation of childcare facilities"; and

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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Figure 1
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SITE 1: "5TH AND HOWARD"

Existing Conditions

Potential Flexibility

The 31,000 square foot site currently contains a large

Height

surface parking lot covering most of its area. It also

The site could contain two buildings- one of 300 feet

includes two small two-story commercial buildings,

and one of 180 feet. To maximize affordable housing

o.ne fronting Howard Street with parking in the rear

units, the Plan could allow the 180-foot building to

and one extending from Howard Street to Tehama

utilize the height to be treated as a mid-rise building

Street.

rather than a tower (per Implementation Measure
8.5.1.2), in which case it would be allowed to have floor

Development Potential

plates larger than 12,000 square feet and be within 30

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning

feet of the adjacent tower.

parameters, there is potential for approximately
four to five hundred thousand square feet of total

Massing

development at this site across all uses, including

Where buildings are taller than 160 feet, the Plan

any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the

requires a 15-foot setback along all property lines at a

site. This site is currently underthe ownership of a

height of 85 feet (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2).

non-profit housing development organization, and

To maximize affordable housing units, the Plan could

the expected d~velopment on the site would consist

allow a partial reductio nth is setback requirement.

of a residential project with a very high percentage of

However, at that height, design techniques including

affordable housing.

articulation (and not simply materiality and surface
treatments) must be used to distinguish the streetwall
podium from the tower. The Plan could also modify

Potential Public Benefits

the apparent mass reduction requirement (per

This site has the potential to provide a substantial

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1) along Howard Street

amount of affordable housing, approximately

for the 180-foot building.

400 housing units, at least 2/3 of which would be
affordable to very low, low, and moderate income San

Design Guidelines

Franciscans. This would greatly exceed the percentage
of below market rate housing otherwise required for

Parking and Loading Access

the site (as contained in Part C of the Central SoMa

To minimize conflicts on Howard and 5th Streets, any

Implementation Strategy, "Requirements for New

parking and loading for provided on this site shall be

Development").

accessed off ofTehama Street.

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES

1181

3

SITE 2: "4TH AND HARRISON"

Existing Conditions
The 102,000 square foot site currently contains four
single-story buildings, including automobile parking
for commuters and other non-residential uses.

Development Potential

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project
sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a
development agreement or other mechanism.
Public Recreation Center
Because of its large size and development potential,
this site contains the potential to include the new

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning
parameters, including requirements for mid-block
alleys, there is potential for approximately one million
square feet of total development at this site across all
uses, including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and
PDR on the site.

Potential Public Benefits

public recreation center being sought by the City.
Such a recreation center could be stand-alone, or
for purposes of site efficiency, incorporated into
the affordable housing site or a proposed office
development. Any proposed recreation center should
coordinate the amenities and offerings with those
available at the Gene Friend Recreation Center located
at 6th and Folsom Streets.

Because of its large size, the site has the potential
to provide space for one or more ofthe following as
described further below: 1) an affordable housing site,
2) affordable space for production, distribution, and
repair, 3) a public recreation center.
Affordable Housing Site
This site contains the potential for dedicating a portion
of the site for a 100% affordable housing development
while still including a large footprint for a substantial
commercial development. Should this site yield an
affordable housing site, the preferred location would
be interior to the block facing Harrison Street, with
a size of between15,000- 30,000 square feet (which
is the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development's preferred size for affordable housing
developments).
Production, Distribution, and Repair
Any proposed office building on this site would be
required to provide PDR space (per Implementation

Potential Flexibility
Height
If providing on-site affordable housing and/or a
recreation center, the Plan could allow up to 25 feet
of additional height on the buildings on the site (per
Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2).
Massing
The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate mass
reduction from 50-80% along street-facing property
lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). If
required to provide on-site affordable housing and/
or a recreation center without diminishing overall
project development potential, the Plan could allow a
reduction of the "skyplane" requirements along some
combination of Harrison Street and 4th Street. This
reduction would be designed to shift the building mass
in a manner that emphasizes the corner of 4th and
Harrison.

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this

4
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Design Guidelines
Mid-Block Connections
Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be
required to provide a mid-block connection between
Harrison and Perry Streets. The mid-block connection
should be located in the middle-third ofthe block.
Pedestrian Experience under 1-80
Current pedestrian conditions along 4th Street under
1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways
to create a safer, more engaging environment. The
project could provide or contribute to public art,
lighting and other improvements in coordination with
the City.
Parking and Loading Access
Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed off
of Perry Street and/or the new mid-block alley.
Privately-owned public open space (POPOS)
New development is required to provide POPOS,
on-site or within 900 feet of the project. A good
location for this project's POPOS is off-site under the
1-80 freeway, on the west side of 4th Street, where
it could serve to activate the street (in keeping with
Implementation Measures 4.1.10.1 and 5.3.2.1). If
provided on-site, the project's POPOS should be an
inviting indoor space along 4th Street as well as the
mid-block alley between Harrison Street and Perry
Street.

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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SITE 3: "2ND AND HARRISON"

Existing Conditions

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project

The site currently contains five buildings. There is a

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a

four story, 65,000 square foot commercial building

development agreement or other mechanism.

on Harrison Street between 2nd Street and Vassar
Place. To the west of Vassar Place, covering the full
lot from Harrison Street to Perry Street, is a four story,
150,000 square foot historically significant commercial
building. West ofthat building are three two-story
commercial buildings fronting Harrison Street with
parking lots fronting Perry Street.

Development Potential
Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning

Large Hotel
The City is seeking large hotels (500 rooms or more) in
the proximity ofthe Moscone Convention Center (as
discussed in Implementation Measure 3.5.1.1). This site
could accommodate such a hotel.
Childcare
Neighborhood support services, particularly child care,
are critical to support the vision of Central SoMa
and maintain a diversity of residents in the Plan

parameters, there is potential for approximately 1.2

area, consistent with Draft Plan Objective 2.6. The

million square feet of total development at this site

proposed site would have the potential to provide an

across all uses, including any office, residential, retail,

on-site child-care facility, to support the expanding

hotel, and PDR on the site.

population.

Potential Public Benefits

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80

As a large site, the site has the potential to deliver one

Perry Street runs between this site and the ACT ransit

or more of the following as described further below: 1)

bus storage facility, and is largely underneath the

increased affordable housing, 2) affordable space for

1-80 freeway. In addition, Perry Street dead-ends

production, distribution, and repair, 3) a large hotel, 4)

before reaching 2nd Street. The result is that existing

child care, and 5) pedestrian experience under 1-80.

conditions are unattractive and unsafe, as well as
lacking connectivity. This project may have the

Affordable Housing Site

opportunity to incorporate public realm and street

The collection of parcels west ofthe site's historic

improvements that connect Perry Street to both

building has been proposed for a residential tower.

2nd Street and Vassar Street and thereby improve

With additional development potential, the site could

the connectivity. Additionally,,the project could

potentially exceed the affordability levels required by

provide or contribute to public art, lighting and other

the Plan.

improvements along the bus facility and otherwise
under 1-80.

Production, Distribution, and Repair
Any proposed office building on this site would be
required to provide PDR space (per Implementation
Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this

6
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Potential Flexibility

Lot Consolidation

Height

To maintain historic neighborhood character, the Plan

The Plan contains two potential height limits for this

bans consolidation of lots containing buildings with
historic or neighborhood-character buildings (per

key development site- a lower height and a higher

Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1). As shown in Plan

height that could only be achieved through provision

Figure 7.2, several parcels fronting Harrison and 2nd

of the affordable housing and large hotel described
above. This would include up to 350 feet east of Vassar

Streets would not be allowed to consolidate with other
parcels under this provision. However, on this large

Place, 200 feet on the Lot 105 and 350 feet on the

site, this requirement may impact the ability to achieve

collection of pa reels to its west.

both public benefits and superior design and potential
Massing

for public benefits. Therefore, the Plan could allow the

The Plan's tower controls establish a maximum

projectto consolidate these lots.

floorplate of 12,000 square feet for hotels (per

Design Guidelines

Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2) and a minimum
distance of 115 feet between any two towers (per

Mid-Block Connections

Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4). Achieving the City's

The development site has the potential to add a

desired minimum number of hotel rooms on-site could

portion of Lot 112. lfthis occurs, the development

require the hotel tower to exceed the Plan's proposed

should connect Vassar Place all the way from Harrison

maximum floor size and dimensions, as well as its

Street to Perry Street. However, a second mid-block

minimum tower separation. However, such a tower

connection in addition to Vassar Place is unlikely to

would be required to be set back to the maximum

provide an important pedestrian route, given the

degree possible from Harrison Street.

availability of Vassar Street and the lack of a mid-block
connection south of Perry Street, and could diminish

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS)

from the street wall along Harrison Street. Therefore,

The Plan's POPOS requirements state that the

the project may not be required to develop a second

development's POPOS should be open to they sky

mid-block connection. Parking and Loading Access

(per Implementation Measure 5.5.1.1). However, the

Parking and loading should be provided off of Perry

location of the site adjacent to the freeway is not highly

Street or Vassar Place, but not 2nd Street or Harrison

conducive to an outdoor,POPOS. Simultaneously, a

Street.

use that activates 2nd Street for pedestrians is very
important along that busy street. As such, the Plan
could allow an exception to the requirement that the
POPOS be open to the sky, and instead provide an
enclosed POPOS, as long as it is at sidewalk grade and
has a clear ceiling height of at least 25 feet and meets
other standards for design and performance.
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CONTENTS

The following information is contained for each key
development site:
o The existing conditions on the site (as of January

2018);
o Its development potential, based on proposed

zoning and height limit;
o The "Potential Public Benefits," which, as the name

implies, describes the public benefits that could be
provided on the site that are not otherwise required
by the Plan, tailored to the unique potential of the
site;
c The "Potential Flexibility," which describes the

potential exceptions from the Plan's Implementation
Measures that may be necessary to achieve the
increased public benefits, tailored to the unique
circumstances of each site and of provision of the
potential public benefits; and.
o The "Design Guidelines," which describe site-specific

strategies to best implement the Plan's policies
where such explicit direction is not already given by
the Plan.
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SITE 4: "FLOWER MART"

. Existing Conditions

Affordable Housing Site

The site currently contains a large wholesale flower

Current plans for the site do not contemplate the

market consisting of single-story warehouses, smaller

inclusion of housing, due to potential conflicts with the

shops, parking, and ancillary facilities. Additionally,

operations of the wholesale flower market. However,

there is a surface parking lot at the corner of 5th

if such conflicts were mitigatable, and housing were

and Brannan that has been used to store utility

contemplated on the site, such housing could also

vehicles. Located at the north end of the site is a

provide s'pace for on-site affordability. The large size

shared easement that serves as a serviced rive for the

ofthe site could enable the potential for a 100%

wholesale flower market and its northern neighbors.

affordable housing development of 15,000-30,000
square feet, potentially at the corner of 6th and

Development Potential

Brannan, while still including a substantial commercial

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning

development.

parameters, including requirements for mid-block
alleys, there is potential for at least 2.4 million square

Potential Flexibility

feet of total development at this site across all uses,

Massing

including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR

The site design is driven by the wholesale flower

on the site.

market's need for a continuous ground floor operation
of almost three acres. Given this consideration, the City

Potential Public Benefits

could allow the following exceptions to the streetwall

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the

(per Implementation Measure 8.1.3.1), skyplane (per

potential to deliver one or more of the following as

lm plementation Measure 8.3.3.1), tower separation

described further below: 1) a replacement Flower Mart

(per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4), tower bulk

at subsidized rents, 2) an affordable housing site.

(per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), setback
requirements (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2),

Wholesale Flower Market

and building length (per Implementation Measure

Any proposed office building on this site would be

8.5.2.2):

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation
Measure 3.3.3.1). It is important that such space be

o The potential for the building at the corner of 5th

provided for the current wholesale flower market

and Brannan to have its 15-foot setback would occur

tenants as well as future operators, and that the facility

up to a height of 105 feet rather than 85 feet;

is provided at affordable rents to ensure their longevity
and financial success. The City and the·project sponsor

e The "mid-rise" portion of the building above the

are considering a development agreement to ensure

wholesale flower market to go to 200 feet rather

thatthis occurs.

than 160 feet, provided this increase is only
located internally to the block along the mid-block
connection created by the project;

KEY
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o A reduced setback at 85 feet along 5th Street and

Morris Street for a small percentage ofthe building;
o A reduced setback for the tower proposed at the

corner of 6th and Brannan Streets;
c A waiver of the the bulk reduction in the top 1/3 of

the tower;

potential for public benefits. Therefore, the Plan could
allow the project to consolidate these lots.
Design Guidelines
Mid-Block Connections
Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be
required to provide multiple mid-block connections.

e An ability to exceed the maximum building length of

These should be utilized to create an alley network

300 feetif the project still contains an architectural

on this block- one of the few in SoMa without one.

mass break (respecting the intent of Planning Code

This should include an east-west connection through

Section 270.1) and is largely permeable and open to

the entire block, potentially as an extension of

the elements at the ground floor; and
o A waiver of the narrow streets setback and skyplane

requirements at the new mid block east-west paseo

Freelon Street. This should also include a north-south
connection from Brannan Street to the east-west
connection.

and expanded service lane.
Pedestrian Experience under 1-80
PDR Space
To ensure no net loss of PDR due to the Plan, the
Plan proposes 100 percent replacement of PDR
space in areas being rezoned from SAL\ to PDR
(per Implementation Measure 3.3.3.1). However, by
increasing the efficiency of the current wholesale
flower market, it is possible to have the same amount
of businesses and workers on a smaller footprint. As
such, the Plan could allow an exception to the 100
percent replacement requirement.
Lot Consolidation
To maintain historic neighborhood character, the Plan
bans consolidation of lots containing buildings with
historic or neighborhood-character buildings (per

Current pedestrian conditions along 5th Street under
1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways
to create a safer, more engaging environment. The
project could provide or contribute to public art,
lighting or other improvements in coordination with
the City.
Parking and Loading Access
Parking and loading should be provided off of an
existing or new alley or service drive. Given the size and
industrial nature of this site, it may require multiple
parking access points,
Privately-owned public open space (POP OS)
Due to the site's size, there are multiple ways to meet
the intent ofthe POPOS requirement. This could

Implementation Measure 7.6.1.1). As shown in Plan

include pedestrianizing a ·large portion ofthe required

Figure 7.2, the site parcels fronting both 5th and 6th

mid-block connections. This could also include a large

Streets that would not be allowed to consolidate with

centralized public space on the site. Any such space

other parcels. On this large site, this requirement runs

should be oriented to maximize sunshine.

counterto the ability to achieve superior design and

10

1188

CEIHRAL SOMA PLAN

Ground Floor Activation
Presuming the replacement wholesale flower market
is at the ground floor, it will be important to ensure
that the facility is designed to support activation at
this level during the afternoon and evening hours
when the wholesale flower market typically has no
to low activity. The portion of the building fronting
POPOS should be lined with active commercial and/
or community uses that serve the local population into
the evenings and weekends.

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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SITE 5: "PARK BLOCK"

Existing Conditions
The site includes a nearly 100,000 square foot
parcel (Lot 045) fronting Brannan and 5th Streets
that includes a two-story building of approximately
40,000 square feet that formerly was a San Francisco
Chronicle printing plant (now partially used for
animal care), as well as a large parking lot. The site
includes three parcels fronting Brannan Street,
including a 60,000 square foot ''L" shaped parcel (Lot
052) currently owned by the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and used primarily for
open air storage of light poles. The other two lots are
each about 19,000 square feet and contain low-rise
industrial structures; one (Lot 051) contains a one-story
auto body shop and the other (Lot 050) is used for
additional storage by the SFPUC.

Development Potential

park on this site could be up to an acre in size
(-43,000 square feet), with a minimum desirable size
of approximately three-quarters of an acre (-32,000
square feet). If located on the interior to this typical
large SoMa block, it would be protected from noise
and traffic by its location and could be accessed by up
to six public streets based on implementation of the
design recommendations discussed below. Given the
limited opportunities to identify a site for a park of this
size, the creation ofthis park is a very high priority of
the Plan.

Affordable Housing Site
This site contains the potential for development on
a portion of the site (between 12,000 -18,000 square
feet) of a 100% affordable housing development
while still including a large footprint for a substantial
commercial development. Should this site yield an
affordable housing site, the preferred location would

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning
parameters, including requirements for mid-block
alleys, there is potential for approximately one
million one hundred thousand square feet of total
development at this site across all uses, including any
office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR cin the site.

Potential Public Benefits

include a significant frontage facing the proposed
park, which would directly benefit the residents and
help provide "eyes" on the park around the clock
throughout the week, in addition to that provided by
the new adjacent commercial buildings, as well as
ensuring a diversity of uses fronting the park.

Production, Distribution, and Repair

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the

Any proposed office building on this site would be

potential to deliver one or more of the following

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation

as described further below: 1) a public park, 2) an

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this

affordable housing site, 3) affordable space for

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project

production, distribution, and repair.

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a
development agreement or other mechanism.

Public Park
The Central SoMa Plan has identified this site as the
preferred location for a new public park (as discussed
in Implementation Measure 5.2.2.1). The potential

12
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Potential Flexibility

Welsh Street witt be connected through the newly

Height

created park.

If providing a public park and/or on-site affordable
2.

housing, the Plan could allow up to 25 feet of

ConnectFree/onStreetto5thStreet. Thisalleywoutd
provide east-west pedestrian access through the

additional height on the buildings on the site (per

block and remove a dead-end condition.

Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2).
3.

Massing

Connect Free/on Street to Brannan Street: This
connection should provide direct access to the

The Plan's "skyptane" requirements mandate

proposed park (discussed above) from Brannan

mass reduction from 50-80% along street-facing

Street. The intersection ofthis mid-block

property tines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1).

connection with Brannan Street should be located

Recognizing that the proposed park substantially

as far to the east as possible, in order to effectively

reduces the site's development potential, the Plan

reduce the block length, provide most direct

could allow the "skyptane" requirements to be reduced

alignment to the park, and most closely align with

on this site, as viewed from Brannan, 5th, Bryant,

both a proposed mid-block pedestrian crossing

and Welsh Streets. This reduction would shift the

on Brannan Street and with a required mid-block

building mass in a manner that increases sun access

connection on block 3786 ("88 Btuxome/Tennis

to the park by moving it towards the corner of 5th and

Club" site).

Brannan, towards Welsh Street, and towards Bryant.
The buildings would stilt need to establish a strong

4.

streetwall of 65 feet to 85 feet a tong the major streets,

Connect Bryant Street to Welsh Street: This
connection should provide direct iJCcess to the

step back substantially above that height, and use

proposed park from BryantStreet.

architectural techniques to rer~derthe upper portion
deferential to the tower portion.

Pedestrian Experience under 1-80
Current pedestrian conditions along 5th Street under

Design Guidelines

1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways

Mid-Block Connections

to create a safer, more engaging environment. The

The new mid-block connections required on this site

project could contribute to this improvement in

should connect and extend the existing dead end

coordination with the City.

alleys directly to the public open space, and increase
the pedestrian permeability through the interior of this

Parking and Loading Access ·
Any parking and loading provided shall be designed

block, as follows:

to minimize conflicts with the use of and access to the
1.

Connect the two ends of Welsh Street: This alley

public park.

would provide east-west pedestrian access through
the block and remove two dead-end conditions.

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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Privately-owned public open space (POPOS)
As required by the Plan, the site will provide a
significant amount of POPOS. This space should
be located adjacent to the proposed public park to
expand its size, and/or designed to enhance access to
. the park (via making the new mid-block connections
pedestrian-only}.

Ground Floor Activation
Activation of the park is critical. As required by
the Plan, the park shall be lined with active uses,
particularly retail, community uses (e.g., chitdcare),
and PDR. To maximize activation, the ground floor uses
should be diversified, in terms of users and time of use.
Residential uses should be located facing to the park
to provide additional eyes on it round the clock.

Light and Wind in the Public Park
The park and the development must be designed
cooperatively to ensure that the project remains
feasible and that the park does not reduce the site's
development potential. That being said, the massing
and design of the buildings should afford the park
a substantial amount of sunshine and a minimum
amount of wind to ensure its use and enjoyment.

14
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SITE 6: "WELLS FARGO"

Existing Conditions

Potential Flexibility

The site includes a 6,000 square foot single-story

Massing

building containing a Wells Fargo bank branch and a

Since the site is proposed to be zoned at 200 feet, it

chain coffee shop, as well as a large parking lot.

could choose to develop as a tower, subject to the
rules discussed in Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4,

Development Potential

and the exceptions discussed here would not be

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning

necessary. However, if the site chooses to develop

parameters, there is potential for approximately

subject to the controls of a mid-rise building, with

three- to four-hundred thousand square feet oftotal

a maximum height of 160 feet, it could provide

development at this site across all uses, including any

significantly more light and air onto Freelon Alley
than the tower scenario. To support this outcome,

office, residential, retail, hotel, and PDR on the site.

the Plan could allow 1) an alteration of the skyplane
Potential Public Benefits

requirements so that there is still significantly more

As a single, relatively modest sized parcel the site has

light and air on Freelon Streetthan under the tower

the potential to deliver one or more of the following

scenario, though less than otherwise required by

as described further below: 1) affordable space

Implementation Measure 8.4.1.1, and 2) a minor

for production, distribution, and repair, 2) a public

reduction in apparent mass reduction on Brannan

recreation center.

Street. Such a gesture could help emphasize the
importance ofthe corner of 4th and Brannan Streets.

Production, Distribution, and Repair
Any proposed office building on this site would be

Privately-owned public open space (POPOS)

required to provide PDR space (per Implementation

To maximize development potential on the site, and in

Measure 3.3.3.1). While the City cannot require that this

return for the public benefits described above, the City

space be subsidized as part of the Plan, the project

could allow the POPOS not open to the sky, as long as

sponsor could provide affordable rents to through a'

it has a clearance of at least 25 feet and meets other

development agreement or other mechanism.

standards for design and performance included in
Implementation Measure 5.5.1.1.

Public Recreation Center
This site contains the potential to include the new

Design Guidelines

public recreation center being sought by the City.

Mid-Block Connections

Any proposed recreation center should coordinate

Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site may be

the amenities and offerings with those available at

required to provide a new mid-block connection

the Gene Friend Recreation Center located at 6th and

connecting 225-foot long lot frontages on Brannan

Folsom Streets.

. and Freelon. However, given the existing permeability
of the block (via such alleys as Freelon, Welsh, Zoe,
and Ritch), such an alley is not necessary. If provided,

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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it should serve as a POPOS and be activated by uses
within the development.
Pedestrian Experience under 1-80
Current pedestrian conditions along 4th Street under
1-80 along could be improved in a number of ways
to create a safer, more engaging environment. The
project could provide or contribute to improvements
in coordination with the City.
Parking and Loading Access
Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed

off of Freel on Street, rather than 4th Street or Brannan
Street.
Privately-owned public open space (POPOS)
Part of the POP OS requirement on this site can be met
through the required five foot setback along 4th Street,
which is necessary to provide adequate sidewalk
widths (see Implementation Measure 4.1.1.2). As per
the remaining POPOS requirement, notwithstanding
the potential exception discussed above, a good
location for this project's POPOS is off-site under the
1-80 freeway, where it could serve to activate the street
(in keeping with Implementation Measures 4.1.10.1 and
5.3.2.1). If such a POPOS is infeasible, the site should
consider a pedestrianized mid-block connection on
the eastern end ofthe property (as discussed above)
or through a setback along Freelon Street. The POP OS
should not be provided as a "carve out" along 4th or
Brannan Streets that diminishes from the streetwall
provided by the building (per Implementation Measure
8.1.3.1).

16
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SITE 7: "88 BLUXOME/TENNIS CLUB"

Existing Conditions

Bluxome Linear Park

The site is currently utilized as a private recreational

The site contains the potential to create the new

facility, most prominently featuring the city's only

linear park along Bluxome Street between 4th and

indoor tennis courts.

5th Streets. While part 'of this requirement could meet
the Plan's POPOS requirements (per Implementation
Measure 5.5.1.1), construction of the entire park would

Development Potential ·

likely exceed the amount of required POPOS.

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning
parameters, including requirements for mid-block

Potential Flexibility

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million
square feet of total development at this site across all

Height

uses, including any office, residential, recreational,

If providing an on-site affordable housing and/or a

retail, hotel, and PDR on the site.

public recreation center, the Plan could allow up to 25
feet of additional height on the buildings on the site
(per Implementation Measure 8.5.1.2).

Potential Public Benefits
This large site has the potential to deliver one or more

Massing

of the following as described further below: 1) an

The Plan's "skyplane" requirements mandate mass

affordable housing site, 2) public recreation center, 3)

reduction from 50-80% along street-facing property

Bluxome Linear Park.

lines (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.1). In return
for the public benefits discussed above, the City could

Affordable Housing Site
This site contains the potential for dedicating a portion

some combination of Bluxome, Brannan, and 5th

of the site (between 15,000-30,000 square feet) for

Streets. This reduction would be designed to shift the

a 100% affordable housing development while still
including a large footprint for a substantial commercial
development. Should this site yield an affordable
housing site, the preferred location would be interior
to the block.

allow a reduction ofthe "skyplane" requirements along

building mass in a manner that emphasizes the corner
of 5th and Brannan Streets. For the potential tower
on the western portion of the site, the design should
explore ways to increase floorplates and dimensions in
a fashion that is minimally visible from the street, given

Public Recreation Center

the depth of the development lot. For the potential

This site contains the potential to include the new

mid-rise building in the eastern portion of the site, it

public recreation center being sought by the City. For

may be necessary to add mass on the upper floors to

purposes of site efficiency, such a recreation center

account for development capacity lost in providing the

could be incorporated into the affordable housing

additional public benefits. These potential exceptions

site or a proposed office development. Any proposed

should be mindful of potential shadow impacts on the

recreation center should coordinate the amenities

proposed park on the north side of Brannan Street (see

and offerings with those available at the Gene Friend

"Park Block" site).

Recreation Center located at 6th and Folsom Streets.

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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Production, Distribution, and Repair
The Plan requires that any proposed office building
on the site would be required to provide PDR space
(per Implementation Measure 3.3.3.1). The City could
allow this PDR requirement to be waived in return
for providing more than one ofthe public benefits
discussed above.

Design Guidelines
Mid-Block Connections
Per Planning Code Section 270.2, the site will be
required to provide a mid-block connection between
Brannan and Bluxome Streets. The mid-block
connection between Brannan and Bluxome Streets
should be located in the middle-third ofthe block.
While a new mid-block connection could be required
east from 5th Street, it is unlikely that such a
connection would benefit the circulation pattern in the
area, and is therefore not a priority.

Parking and Loading Access
Any parking and loading provided shall be accessed off
of Bluxome Street, rather than 5th Street or Brannan
Street. To minimize disruption ofthe proposed linear
park along Bluxome, this loading should occur as far
east on the site as possible.

Light and Wind in the Public Park
The development on the site should consider its
effects on shadows and wind on the proposed
Bluxome Street linear park, balancing this issue against
other massing considerations on the site.

18
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SITE 8: "4TH AND TOWNSEND"

Existing Conditions

oft he Central Subway are both going to bring a

The site currently has several uses. On the triangular

lot of new people to the intersection of 4th and

lot fronting 4th Street is a single-story building hosting

Townsend Streets. To facilitate the movement of

two retail uses- a restaurant and a coffee shop. On

these pedestrians across this busy intersection, this

the triangular lot fronting Townsend Street is a single

development sites should consider ways to facilitate

story furniture store. In the northeast corner of the site

pedestrian movementthrough this block, including a

are two residential condominiums and a commercial

new connection to Lusk Street. It should also consider

condominium. These are connected via a driveway to

incorporation of underground pedestrian access to the
. Caltrain station.

a curb cut atthe intersection of 4th and Townsend.
Development Potential

Potential Flexibility

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning

Land Use

parameters, including requirements for mid-block

The Plan requires parcels larger than 40,000

alleys, there is potential for approximately one million

square feet south of Harrison Street to be primarily

square feet oftotal development atthis site across all

non-residential (per Implementation Measure 3.1.1.1).

uses, including any office, residential, retail, hotel, and

The Plan could allow this site to be a primarily

PDR on the site.

residential development, with potential for ground
floor retail. This exception would be tied to the
provision of non-residential development beyond

Potential Public Benefits

otherwise required at an affiliated site (i.e., the Park

As a large collection of parcels, the site has the

Block site, currently proposed for development by the

potential to deliver one or more of the following as

same sponsor).

described further below: 1) an architectural identifier
for the Plan Area, 2) pedestrian access to transit.

Massing
The site has the potential for two towers designed

Architecture

in an architecturally superior way. Given this

The corner of 4th and Townsend is the intersection

consideration, the City could allow exceptions to tower

of two rail lines- Caltrain and the Central Subway.

separation (per Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4),

The Plan seeks to emphasize the importance ofthis
location by establishing the Plan Area's highest height
limits. Additionally, the Plan seeks to use distinctive
architecture to demarcate the importance of this
site and serve as an identifier of Central SoMa on the

tower bulk (per Implementation Measure 8.3.4.2), and
setback requirements (per Implementation Measure
8.3.4.2), as follows:
• A reduced tower separation between the two

skyline.

buildings, so that there is a perceived separation of
approximately 50 feet on the lower half of the tower

Pedestrian Access to Transit

and 70 feet on upper third of the building;

The ongoing upgrades to Caltrain and the completion

KEY DEVELOPMENT SITE GUIDELINES
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o Allow the expression of the desired 50 foot height

difference be withinthe massing of each tower,
rather than between towers;
101

An increase in the bulk such that the towers may
have an individual floorplate of more than 12,000
square feet until the upper third of the towers, and
the top 1/8 of the towers must have floorplates of no
more than 8,000 square feet each;

e A waiver from the streetwall requirement to allow

the setbacks below the podium to be gradual and to
exceed five feet;
~a An increase in the plan dimension and diagonals of

the towers up to 270 feet;
o A reduced setback at 85 feet along Townsend Street,

though this setback could be no less than 10 feet
Design Guidelines

Parking and Loading Access
To minimize impacts to transit vehicles traversing the
intersection of 4th and Townsend Streets, all vehicle
access to the site must be from Townsend Street at
the eastern edge ofthe site. New curb cuts are not
permitted along 4th Street.

Public Plaza
The City requires residential projects to provide open
space, and provides an incentive to make such open
space publicly accessible. This site would be a good
location for one or more such public open spaces,
which could include a substantial, accessible, and
inviting public plaza.

20
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SITE 9: "505 BRANNAN"

Existing Conditions

The 25,000 square foot site currently contains a
recently completed 130,000 square foot, six-story office
building.
Development Potential

Based on the proposed height, bulk and zoning
parameters, there is potential to add up to 165,000
square feet of additional office development on top of
the existing office building.
Potential Public Benefits
Bluxome Linear Park

The site contains the potential to create the new linear
park along Bluxome Street between 4th and
5th Streets.
Potential Flexibility

Massing
The Plan requires tower separation of at least 115
feet (Implementation Measure 8.3.3.4) and for towers
to be set back from all property lines by 15 feet
(Implementation Measure 8.3.4.1). This addition to this
building is expected to be entitled after entitlement
of an adjacent tower at 646 4th Street. To facilitate the
construction of the addition at 505 Brannan, the tower
separation controls could be reduced, though the
separation should be the maximum feasible. Strategies
should be used to minimized the perceived separation,
such as off-setting the buildings to the maximum
degree possible. The building could also be allowed
to have a reduced setback at its western boundaries,
. particularly around Block 3786 Lot 039 that has an
irregular configuration with the 505 Brannan lot.
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EXHIBIT V.3E RAFT KEY
STREETS GUIDANCE

1200

CENTRAL SOMA KEY STREETS GUIDANCE

PURPOSE

RELEVANT PLAN GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
AND POLICIES

This Key Streets Guidance document will further the
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan by providing

Goal4 ofthe Central SoMa Plan (contained in Chapter

street-specific guidance for the neighborhood's major

4) is to "Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation

east-west and north-south streets: 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th,

that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit."

6th, Howard, Folsom, Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, and

Chapter 4's comprehensive suite of Objectives and

Townsend. This additional guidance will benefit City

Policies seeks to improve mobility and reduce traffic

agencies, the community, and major development

congestion through street and sidewalk improvements

project sponsors as the design of these "key streets"

that support and prioritize sustainable transportation

is considered and implemented over the 25-year Plan

modes (walking, biking, and transit). In addition,

horizon.

Goal6, "Create and Environmentally Sustainable and
Resilient Neighborhood," recognizes complete streets

Although the Central SoMa Plan area only includes

and sidewalks as critical opportunities to amplify

four to five blocks of each key street, the visions and

environmental sustainability and resilience (air quality,

benefits described in this guidance could inform

stormwater management, urban flooding, greening/

planning for the entire length of each roadway

biodiversity, and energy use). Together, the Objectives

corridor. For ease of use, this document is organized

and Policies of this chapter also support the City's

by street, which is how most ofthese improvements

larger climate mitigation (greenhouse-gas reduction)

will be implemented. As with much ofthe Plan, an

goals.

underlying goal is to thoughtfully leverage each future
investment to maximize quality of life for everyone
living, working, and playing in Central SoMa. In the
neighborhood, streets and sidewalks occupy over
70% acres- nearly one-third ofthe land area. As such,
our investments in these streets should emphasize
creating healthy, vibrant, and green places for people
to walk, gather, recreate, and experience nature.

'

SFMTA, SFDPW, SF Planning, SFPUC, and SF Environment (as needed)
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Figure 1
NEIGHBORHOOD MOBILITY AND PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS SUMMARY

MARKET ST

@
'""'""""'~l·~·~w"

Protected I striped bicycle lane

-1---·

Transit-only lane I transit route

c c • e • o • "

Sidewalk widening (general pedestrian improvements on every street)

1 - - - 1,000 Feet -----1

Green Connections & major greening opportunities (street trees on every street)

2
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UNIVERSAL ELEMENTS AND DESCRIPTIONS

• Resilience and resource-efficiency tools include

Pedestrian comfort, greening. resiliency. and resource

those that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and

efficiency are concepts are applicable to all of Central

energy use include well-designed and appointed

SoMa's streets. This section describes these concepts

streets that encourage walking/biking/transit

in more detail.

(sustainable mobility), publicly accessibl~ electric
vehicle charging, and LED streetlights. Well-designed

• Pedestrian comfort includes amenities along

sidewalks and medians that contribute to safe

green infrastructure helps reduce urban flooding

'

impacts by detaining and slowing precipitation

convenient, and attractive walking environments.
Such improvements help fulfill the City's pedestrian

that falls on streets and sidewalks. This is especially
helpful in already built urban centers like Central

safety policies (especially Vision Zero) and

SoMa where raising site elevations on a project-by-

sustainability policies (such as having 80% of a[[

project basis is challenging. Advanced stormwater

trips be by sustainable means by 2030). Elements
include wider sidewalks to accommodate increased

management also provides downstream benefits
to the City's wastewater system by reducing water

populations, signalized crosswalks and bulb outs

volumes in the combined sewer system. Finally,

to improve crossings, street trees and landscaping

stormwater is a non-potable water source that if

for experience of nature and more, furnishings and
other public amenities for respite and gathering, and

captured, detained, and treated properly may be
used for local park irrigation and street cleaning.

improved lighting and public art.
• Greening refers to a mix of street trees for shade

and beauty, landscaped medians and sidewalks for
pollinator habitat, green infrastructure incorporated
as urban design and place making elements, and
living walls on adjacent building facades. These
elements may be incorporated throughout streets,
sidewalks, medians and bike lane buffers, and
adjacent open spaces. Local air quality, mental
health, biodiversity, stormwater management,
micro-climate comfort, and environmental
justice issues are all enhanced through a robust
integration of nature into the built environment.
In Central SoMa, special attention is needed on
the identified Green Connections (2nd Street and
Folsom Street) and around/under the elevated
freeway. The Plan directs all landscaping throughout
the neighborhood to use climate appropriate and
habitat supportive plants, which prioritize native
or non-native/non-invasive species (see www.
sfp[antfinder.org for an easy-tO-use tool for plant
selections that support this biodiversity vision).

KEY STREETS GUIDANCE
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Figure2

PROPOSED AMENITY SUMMARY

This table summarizes the information contained in the following pages.

STREET
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3rd

X

X

X

X
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X

X

X

X
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X

X

X

X
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X

X

X

2nd

X

X

X
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Folsom

X
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X

X

X

X

X
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X
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HOWARD STREET

Vision

Key Features & Co-Benefits

Howard Street is the westbound companion to

• Pleasant and safe pedestrian realm with sufficient

eastbound Folsom Streets to its south. It is envisioned

sidewalks, shorter arid more frequent crossings,

as a one-way roadway with two travel lanes and a

greening, furnishings/gathering spaces, and art.

two-way protected bicycle lane. Identified in the

• Safe cycling with a two-way protected bike lane on

SFMTA's Fiscal Year2017-2021 Capital Improvements

the south side of the street, in between the existing

Program from 3rd to 11th streets, Howard Street is

sidewalk and new median strip.

a key piece of the neighborhood's pedestrian and
• A new median in envisioned to protectthe bicycle

bicycle network, as well as a major conduit for people

lane users and for a mix of loading, greening, and

biking from downtown through SoMa to areas further

other public amenities.

south and west.

• Landscape areas should be included in medians,
bulb-outs, and sidewalks as feasible. As
complementary to local stormwater management,
landscape areas should also be considered for
functional green infrastructure, such as rain gardens
and bioswales. Especially on the blocks between
4th and 6th streets, these systems may also provide
downstream system benefits and help minimize
urban flooding on 5th Street.

2

Per SFMTA's SoMa Improvement Strategy, near-term projects include those where construction is

expected by 2022. Long-term projects are expected to sta1t after 2022.
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FOLSOM STREET

Vision

Key Features & Co-Benefits

Functionally, Folsom Street is the eastbound

o Dedicated transit-only lane to increase bus speeds

companion to westbound Howard Street. In the

and reliability, along with new and enhanced

City's General Plan, Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, and

boarding areas and bus shelters with real-time

Central SoMa Plan, it is envisioned as a civic boulevard

schedules to enhance user experience.

linking multiple existing and emerging neighborhoods

a Safe cycling with a one-way protected bike

in the SoMa area and beyond. Folsom Street is also

lane situated in between the existing sidewalk

identified in San Francisco's Green Connection Plan

and protective new median strip, which will

as SoMa's main traverse. Thus, designs should foster

accommodate a mix of passenger and commercial

linkages between inland open spaces and the Bay,

loading, greening (streettrees and green

and provide verdant habitat for native plants and

infrastructure), and other public amenities.

wildlife. Identified in the SFMTA's Fiscal Year 2017-2021
Capital Improvements Program from the Embarcadero

e Pleasant pedestrian realm comprised of enhanced

existing sidewalks, wider sidewalks on the north side

to 11th Street, Folsom Street is a key piece of the

ofthe street between 4th and 8th Streets, shorter

neighborhood's transit and bicycle network, as well as

and more frequent crossings, landscaping, sidewalk

a major conduit for people that bike downtown from

furnishings, and art. In addition to buffering cyclists

adjacent neighborhoods to the south and west. As part

from vehicle traffic, the new median will also expand

of a robust planning process, Folsom Street is intended

the usable space for public respite and stormwater

to maintain one-way travel on two to three lanes and

management to reduce urban flooding, especially

include the amenities outlined.

on the bike lane.
• Landscape areas should be included in medians,
bulb-outs, and sidewalks as feasible. As
complimentary to local stormwater management,
landscape areas should also be considered for
functional green infrastructure, such as rain gardens
and bioswales. Especially on the blocks between
4th and 6th Streets, these systems may also provide
downstream system benefits and help minimize
urban flooding on 5th Street.

6

1206

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN

HARRISON & BRYANT

Vision

Key Features & Co-Benefits

Harrison and Bryant streets are a couplet recognized

• Pedestrian safety and comfort improvements will

as major regional freeway access corridors for vehicles

be made along with major development projects,

entering or exiting the San Francisco Bay Bridge. Both

·recognizing that the current sidewalks (typically 8'

roadways are also identified as important local transit

wide) are insufficient and below the City's Better

corridors. Therefore, neither are seen as appropriate

Streets standards. Additionally, the 5th Street project

roadways for people that bike. As pedestrian safety

will include pedestrian improvements to the 5th/

and comfort is a priority throughout SoMa, sidewalk

Harrison and 5th/Bryant freeway ramps.

and street crossing improvements are important,

• Significant greening and tree planting is to be

especially in around freeway on and off ramps.

implemented along the freeway corridor to help

SFMTA's SoMa improvement strategy does not include
Bryant or most of Harrison in its list of capital projects

mitigate current air quality impacts, which de.pends
on the streetscapes of Harrison and Bryant streets to

priorities. Therefore, it is understood that four of the

support these aims.

existing five general traffi·C lanes on each streetcould
be retained, with the fifth lane converted to transitonly during daytime/peak hours. Off-peak, both curb
lanes would be used for.on-street parking. Similarly,
on-street parking would be limited to off-peak hours,
but curbside loading pockets would be provided
where needed.
In general, the Central SoM·a Plan prioritizes healthy
air quality improvements for all local residents and
workers. Since _a bulk of today's impacts center around
emissions from vehicles traversing the neighborhood
on the elevated 1-80 freeway impacts, as well as
queuing and idling at on and off ramps, parallel and
adjacent Harrison and Bryant streets (and the areas
beneath the freeway) provide key opportunities to
add protective and filtering layers of urban greening,
such as significant tree canopies, living walls, and
the neighborhoods larger green infrastructure
investments.

KEY STREETS GUIDANCE
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BRANNAN STREET

Vision

Key Features & Co-Benefits

Brannan Street is the east-west spine of the

o Protected bike lanes in both directions.

southern half of the Plan area where substantial

ill>

Sidewalk improvements, such as enhanced

employment and residential growth is expected.

crossings, street trees, and landscaping; note,

Currently it is a two-way street with narrow sidewalks

sidewalk widening may occur along blocks with

and no provisions for safe bicycle travel. The

major new developments.

street is envisioned to retain two-way operations
but re-balance Brannan Street to function as a

e Opportunities for green infrastructure rain gardens

and bioswales, especially on the blocks between 4th

neighborhood hub. For the stretch of Brannan

and 6th streets, to help manage local stormwater

between the Embarcadero and 8th Street, the SFMTA

and minimize local urban flooding on downstream

Fiscal Year2017-2021 Capital Improvements Program

5th street, as well as contribute to the streets overall

identifies sidewalk improvements and protected

greening goals.

bicycle lane in both directions, and reduced vehicle
lanes. As with 5th Street, required streetscape
improvements associated with major development
projects will be coordinated to contribute maximum
benefits to an enhanced roadway condition for people
that walk, bike, and take transit.

TOWNSEND STREET

Vision

Key Features & Co-Benefits

Townsend Street is important due to the density

@

New and/or improved transit boarding areas.

@

Protected bike lanes in both directions.

of residents, bicycle use, and proximity to Caltrain.
Currently conditions vary greatly- east of 4th Street,
Townsend functions like other SoMa streets. West of
4th Street it lacks some of the basic amenities, such
as sidewalks. Townsend Street between 8th and 4th
is also part of the Vision Zero High Injury Network.
Envisioned improvements support better walking,
biking, and transit service. Long-term, these efforts
will be tied into improvements related to changes to
the Caltrain station and yard, which are tied to the
proposed High Speed Rail project.

8
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2ND STREET

1

Vision

Key Features & Co-Benefits

Incorporating community input, the SFMTA SoMa

• Protected one-way bicycle lane facilities in both

Improvement Strategy describes 2nd Street as a

directions to enhance safety and provide a major

primary bike, transit, and pedestrian thoroughfare,

piece ofthe City's bike network.

as well as a 'green connector' for the neighborhood.

• Transit boarding islands in both directions to

Second Street is a major, near-term capital project

improve service speeds and user experience.

delivered by SFMTA and SFDPW, which includes a
• Landscaped bulb-outs to improve pedestrian (ADA)

repaved street curb-to-curb with protected bicycle

safety at crossings and connect people to nature.

lanes, wider sidewalks and additional signalized

• Road diet to accommodate the above removes one

crosswalks, and transit amenities. Landscape features

vehicle travel lane in each direction.

are included, although not designed to function as
green infrastructure. Construction is underway and is
estimated to conclude in Fall2019.

3RD AND 4TH STREETS

lanes and facilities, and curb management. On

Vision

3rd Street, these projects span the entire length

Third and Fourth Streets connect the City's downtown

through SoMa, while on 4th Street, they focus on

commercial center, Moscone convention center,

the portion north of Harrison to coordinate with the

major cultural institutions, Caltrain station (4th and
King), and Mission Bay (hospital, university, office, and
residential clusters with interconnected parks system).
Currently they are auto-centric one-way couplets

Central Subway. The Central SoMa Plan prioritizes
the rebalancing of both streets to better support
these sustainable transportation upgrades, as well as
their important civic role to support higher-density

with multiple traffic lanes, narrow sidewalks, and no

pedestrian activity.

facilities for safe bicycle travel. A priority transit lane
was added to northbound Third Street and the Central
Subway is under construction. The portion of 4th

Key Features & Co-Benefits

• Major transit improvements, including the City's new

. Street south of the freeway will soon include a center-

underground subway.

running, above-ground light rail; while the northern
balance will be tunnelized below ground; in SoMa, new

• Pedestrian improvements, such as enhanced
crossings, street trees, and other amenities to

transit stations are planned at Folsom and between

support the anticipated activity levels along these

Bryant/Brannan.

major civic linkages.
SFMTA identifies both streets for longer-term capital

• Calmed vehicle traffic, more appropriate to a denser
urban environment.

projects such as pedestrian improvements, transit

KEY STREETS GUIDANCE
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5TH STREET

Vision

and thus serve as key points in its watershed.

The City's Bicycle Plan identifies 5th Street as an

The complete length of 5th Street is an important

important north-south bicycle corridor and suggests

linkage in the neighborhood's stormwater and

improvements. The SFMTA Fiscal Year 2017-2021

urban flood management network-by integrating

Capital Improvements Program has identified 5th

green infrastructure into new landscape areas along

Street as a smaller near-term capital project from

its length, the corridor cim also provide important

Market to Townsend streets, focusing on more minor

neighborhood greening benefits.

yet potentially impactful upgrades. For example,
envisioned improvements include restriping the street
to add conventional (non-protected/buffered) bike

Key Features & Co-Benefits
o Pedestrian safety and comfort improvements,

lanes in both directions, and adding sidewalk bulb

such as bulb outs as key crossings, street trees,

outs at intersections to facilitate safer pedestrian

and furnishings. Sidewalk widening may be

crossings. The portion between Market and Harrison

possible adjacent to major development projects,

streets also serves as a local transit corridor. Timing

recognizing thatthe current sidewalks do not meet

of any improvements may be impacted by the Central

the City's Better Streets standards.

Subway construction schedule on 4th Street, during
which transit has been being diverted to 5th Street.

• Tree planting and landscaped bulb outs are
envisioned to add habitat-supportive greening along
the length of 5th Street.

Per the Central SoMa Plan, any north-south street
traversing under the freeway should enhance
pedestrian and bike comfort under the elevated
infrastructure using sufficient and aesthetically
pleasing lighting (including illuminated art
installations), widened and beautified sidewalks, and
safe bicycle lanes. 5th Street, especially south of the
freeway, will also host some of the plan area's largest
development projects, and associated mobility needs
of an expanded daytime employee population. This
quadrant will also include the new Central SoMa
public park and Bluxome Alley linear park, both of
which have critical linkages to and from 5th Street.
Finally, 5th Street and its surrounds comprise some
of the lower-lying topography of the neighborhood;
in fact, portions of 5th Street around and under
the freeway sit on top of the historic Hayes Marsh

10
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5TH STREET, CONTINUED

• Localized air quality improvements, not only
through transportation demand management
strategies, but also through 5th Street's opportunity
to help mitigate air quality impacts through
functional greening.
• Urban flood m~magement (and associated
co-benefits) through integration of cost efficient
and most effective green infrastructure investments;
typically, on 5th Street this wo.uld take the form of'
bioswales and rain gardens, which slow, filter, and
help redirect peak flows.

6TH STREET

Vision

Key Features &Co-Benefits

The 6th Street corridor is a Vision Zero priority dUe

., Road diet reducing four lanes to two; one lane in

to its high concentrations of pedestrian collisions,

each direction from Market Street to Folsom Street.

injuries, and fatalities. The SFMTA Fiscal Year 2017-2021

• Wider sidewalks, corner bulb-outs, new traffic

Capital Improvements Program includes 6th Street as a

signals, and new crosswalks at targeted

near-term capital project; planning and environmental

.intersections to encourage slow, calm, and

review is underway and construction is estimated to

predictable movement.

?egin in Winter 2019. The proposed project includes
safety improvements for all modes. From Market to

• Streetscape improvements such as distinct paving,
street furniture, and pedestrian-scale lighting.

Folsom, vehicle travel lanes are to be removed to
accommodate wider sidewalks and conventional
bike lanes in both directions. South of Folsom, 6th
Street is identified as a regional freeway access and
transit corridor, but will also include pedestrian safety
improvements such as bulb-outs, new signals and
crosswalks, and enhanced lighting.

KEY STREETS GUIDANCE
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
1650 Mission st

Proposed Changes to the Implementation
Program since February 15, 2018
HEARING DATE: MAY 10,2018
Project Name:
Date:
Record Number:
Staff Contact:

Central SoMa Plan Implementation Program
May 10,2018

Suite 400

San Francisco;
CA 94103;2_4"79

Reception;

415.558..6~78
Fax::
415.~58~6409

Steve Wertheim, Principal Plarmer, Citywide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim@sfgov.org

This document includes a summary of proposed changes to the Implementation Program that occurred
between the version that was in the February 15, 2018 Planning Commission packet and the version
included in the May 3, 2018 Planning Commission packet.
Document
Change
Implementation Deleted Implementation Measure
Matrix
(IM) 1.1.2.2 that described which
parcels were to be rezoned WMUO.

.
Implementation Added IM 2.6.1.2 to state the Plan
Matrix
should help fund supplemental
services at Bessie Carmichael School.
Implementation Amended IM 3.1.1.1 to increase the
size of sites required to be
Matrix
commercially-oriented from 30,000
square feet to 40,000 square feet.
Implementation Added measures to implement new
Policy 3.1.3, including IM 3.1.3.1 to
Matrix
continue existing programs and
strategies (e:g., First Source and
Local Hire) and IM 3.1.3.2 to seek
new strategies (via implementation
ofAB73).
Implementation Revised IM 3.3.4.1 such that only
PDR uses will have a required
Matrix
ground floor height of 17'.

Rationale
Reflects changes to the zoning proposal on ·
Block 3777 Lots 047-049 and Block 3778 Lots
001, 001C, 001D, 001E, 001F, 016-019, 022-023,
025-026,032, 046A, 046B, 046C, 046D, 046E,
046F, 046G, 046H, 051-087 anticipated to be
made as part of an expected April 10th
substitute draft Planning Code and
Administrative Code Draft Ordinance.
As discussed below, this IM represents the
allocation of the previously un-allocated
funding.
Reflects changes to Sections 249.78(c)(6)(A)
anticipated to be made as part of an expected
April 10th substitute draft Planning Code and
Administrative Code Draft Ordinance
Addition of this Policy is discussed in
"Proposed Changes to the Central SoMa Plan
Amendments Draft Ordinance since
Initiation." Addition of these implementation
measures reflects support for known strategies
that support living wage jobs and advocates for
the City to continue to seek new strategies.
Reflects changes to Sections 145.1(c)(4)(A),
249.78(d)(8) anticipated to be made as part of
an expected April 10th substitute draft Planning
Code and Administrative Code Draft
Ordinance.

www.sfplanning.org
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415.558.6377

Changes to the Plan since February 15, 2018
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Case Number 2011.1356U
Approval of the Implementation Program
related to the Central SoMa Plan

Document
Implementation
Matrix

Change
Revised IMs 5.2.1.1, 5.2.2.1, 5.3.1.2,
and 5.3.3.2 to convey that the Plan
may help maintain these new parks
and recreational amenities.
Implementation Added 1M 6.8.3.3 to state the Plan
should help fund neighborhood
Matrix
cleaning services.
Implementation Revised 1M 7.2.1.2 and added 1M
7.2.2.3 to reflect allocation of funding
Matrix
for social and cultural programming
that can be utilized by the Filipino
and LGBTQ communities,
respectively.
Implementation Deleted 1M 8.5.2.2 that limited
building length to 300 feet
Matrix

Deleted 1M 8.6.5.3 that asked
buildings vary their roofs if they
have long facades
Implementation Amended 1M 8.6.5.4 so that large
Matrix
sites with multiple buildings are
"encouraged" but not "required to
have multple architects
In Table 1 and throughout the
Public Benefits
document, included funding
Program
strategy for $70M previously
identified as "To Be Determined."
This includes:
• $25 million for social and
cultural programming
$15
million for park and
•
greenery maintenance and
activation
• $15 million for capital for
cultural amenities
$9
• million for neighborhood
cleaning
• $6 million for Bessie Carmichael
supportive services
Public Benefits
Merged "Cultural Preservation" and
"Community Services" categories
Program
into "Cultural Preservation and
Community Services."

Implementation
Matrix

S~.N

fRANCISCO

Rationale
As discussed below, these IMs represent the
allocation of the previously un-allocated
funding.
As discussed below, this 1M represents the
allocation of the previously un-allocated
funding.
As discussed below, these IMs represent the
allocation of the previously un-allocated
funding.

Upon further consideration, this strategy is
better fulfilled through the existing
requirements for mid-block alleys contained in
Section 270.2
Design strategies such as these are now
contained in the City's Urban Design
Guidelines
Upon further consideration other design
review processes can ensure large sites have
the varied, non-campus feel that is being
sought
These benefits were identified by decisionmakers and stakeholders as priorities for
allocation of the previously un-allocated
funding, particularly as they address needs
otherwise not addressed by the Plan.

With the addition of the benefits described
above the distinction between these two
categories became blurry and not useful.

2
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Changes to the Plan since February 15, 2018
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Case Number 2011.1356U
Approval of the Implementation Program
related to the Central SoMa Plan

Document
Public Benefits
Program

Change
Add a potential park at 1133 Mission
Street as a candidate for recreation
and open space funding should
other identified projects not need
their full funding amount.

Public Benefits
Program

Reduced the Plan's amount of
contribution to Complete Streets by
$20M, from $130M to $110M.

Public Benefits
Program

Removed participation in the
proposed Mello-Roos Community
Facilities District (CFD) for rental
housing.

Key
Development
Site Guidelines
Key
Development
Site Guidelines

Replaced tower separation standard
with guidance for Key Site #8 (4th
and Townsend)
Added an additional Key Site at 505
Brannan Street.

SAN FRANCISCO

Rationale
1133 Mission is a site 1.5 blocks west of the
Plan Area that was identified as a potential
park site by the D6 Open Space Task Force, and
whose development as a park would benefit
the residents of the northwestern part of the
Plan Area.
As discussed below, the Plan's public benefits
package is expected to be reduced by $20M.
The Central SoMa Plan had proposed to fully
fund complete streets improvements. Given the
availability of other capital funds within the
City for complete streets, the proposal is to
reduce the amount in this category from the
Plan by $20M. The Plan would still fund the
vast majority of complete streets improvements
and the expectation is that all proposed
complete streets improvements would occur
within the Plan Area.
Since development of the Plan's public benefits
program in 2015-2016, the cost of construction
has gone up considerably. While the revenues
associated with building office and for-sale
housing have gone up in a largely
commensurate way, revenues associated with
rental housing have remained largely flat. As
such, rental housing including the CFD is
unlikely to be economically feasible. Given the
social benefits of rental housing and the desire
to maximize housing development in the Plan
Area, the Plan's sponsors advocated removal of
the proposed participation of rental housing in
a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District.
This change facilities increased feasibility for
rental housing projects.
These guidelines should not contain specific
requirements, but should serve as guidance.
This site has the potential to provide the
Bluxome Linear Park and the proposed project
would require exceptions for tower separation
and upper story setbacks.
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,
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Executive Summary
Approval of the Central SoMa Plan

1650 Mission St

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Receptton:

HEARING DATE: MAY 10,2018

415.558.6378
Fax:

Project Name:

Date:
Record Number:
Initiated By:

Staff Contact:
Recommendation:

Central SoMa Plan: Approval of Amendments to the General
Plan, Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps,
and Adoption of the Implementation Program
May3, 2018

2011.1356EMTZU
Mayor Farrell and Supervisor Kim on February 27,2018 (Planning
Code and Administrative Code Amendments, Zoning Map
Amendments)
Planning Commission on March 1, 2018 (General Plan
amendments)
Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim®sfgov.org
Approval with Modifications

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 employment, housin~ and visitor
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible
history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years,
Central SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood
without losing what makes it special and unique today. 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. This includes a public benefits
package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the neighborhood.
Adoption of the Plan will consist of numerous actions. These include approval of amendments to
the General Plan, Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Map, as well as adoption of
an Implementation Program. Together with actions related to certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report and adoption of CEQA Findings, these actions will constitute the
Commission's approval of the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing mechanisms.
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RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed
Ordinances and Implementation Program and adopt the attached Draft Resolutions to that effect.

PLAN BACKGROUND
The desire for a Central SoMa Plan began during the Eastern Neighborhoods planning process.
In 2008 the City adopted the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, including new land use controls and
proposed community improvements for the eastern part of the South of Market neighborhood
(SoMa), as well as the Central Waterfront, Mission, and Showplace Square/Potrero Hill
neighborhoods. At that time, the City determined that the development potential of the
industrially zoned part of East SoMa, coupled with the improved transit provided by the Central
Subway, necessitated a subsequent, focused planning process that took into account the city's
growth needs and City and regional environmental goals. The Central SoMa Plan is that
subsequent process.
Similarly, the Western SoMa Area Plan, adopted in 2013, explicitly recognized the need to
increase development capacity near transit in Objective 1.5, which states that the City should
"Support continued evaluation of land uses near major transit infrastructure in recognition of
citywide and regional sustainable growth needs." The explanatory text in Objective 1.5 concludes
that "The City must continue evaluating how it can best meet citywide and regional objectives to
direct growth to transit-oriented locations and whether current controls are meeting identified
needs." The Objective's implementing Policy 1.5.1 states that the City should "Continue to
explore and re-examine land use controls east of 6th Street, including as part of any future
evaluation along the 4th Street corridor." The Central SoMa Plan is intended to fulfill the Western
SoMa Plan's Objective 1.5 and Policy 1.5.1.
The process of creating the Central SoMa Plan began in 2011. Since that time, the Planning
Department released a draft Plan and commenced the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) process in April2013, released an Initial Study in February of 2014, released a revised
Draft Plan and Implementation Strategy in August of 2016, and released the Draft Environmental
Impact Report in December of 2016.
Throughout the process, the Central SoMa Plan has been developed based on robust public
input, including ten public open houses; twelve public hearings at the Planning Commission; two
public hearings at the Board of Supervisor's Land Use & Transportation Committee; additional
hearings at the Historic Preservation Commission, Arts Commission, and Youth Commission; a
"technical advisory committee" consisting of multiple City and regional agencies; a "storefront
charrette" (where the Planning Department set up shop in a retail space in the neighborhood);
two walking tours, led by community members; two community surveys; an online discussion
board; meetings with over 30 of the neighborhoods groups and other community stakeholders;
and thousands of individual meetings, phone calls, and emails with stakeholders.
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The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street,
exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan that comprise much of the area north
of Folsom Street (see "Plan Area", below). The vision of the Central SoMa Plan is to create a
sustainable neighborhood by 2040, where the needs of the present are met without compromising
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. The Central SoMa Plan seeks to achieve
sustainability in each of its aspects- social, economic, and environmental. The Plan's philosophy
is to keep what is already successful about the neighborhood, and improve what is not. Utilizing
the Plan's philosophy to achieve the Plan's vision will require implementing the following three
strategies:
"
•
•

Accommodate growth;
Provide public benefits; and
Respect and enhance neighborhood character.

Implementing the Plan's strategies will require addressing all the facets of a sustainable
neighborhood. Doing so can be accomplished by meeting all of the Plan's eight Goals:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing
Maintain the Diversity of Residents
Facilitate an Economically Diversified
and Lively Jobs Center
Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and
Transit
Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities
Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood
Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage
Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and
the City

The implementation of the Plan would fulfill its vision, philosophy, and goals by:
•

•

•

•

Accommodating development capacity for up to 33,000 jobs and 8,300 housing units by
removing much of the area's industrially-protective zoning and increasing height limits
on many of the area's parcels;
Maintaining the diversity of residents by requiring that over 33% of new housing units
are affordable to low- and moderate-income households and requiring that these new
units are built in SoMa;
Facilitating 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;
Providing safe and convenient transportation by funding capital projects that would
improve conditions for people walking, bicycling, and taking transit;
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Offering an abundance of parks and recreational opportunities by funding the
rehabilitation and construction of parks and recreation centers in the area and requiring
large non-residential projects to proyide publicly-accessible open space;
Creating an environmentally sustainable and resilient neighborhood by requiring green
roofs and use of non-greenhouse gas energy sources, while funding projects to improve
air quality, provide biodiversity, and help manage stormwater;
Preserving and celebrating the neighborhood's cultural heritage by helping fund the
rehabilitation and maintenance of historic buildings and funding social programs for the
neighborhood's existing residents and organizations; and
Ensuring 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.

PLAN ELEMENTS
This section discusses the information contained in the packet, including the key documents
whose adoption or approval will constitute adoption of the Central SoMa Plan, as well as
supplemental information to help convey the proposed changes. The packet is organized around
items that require Commission action, as follows:
•

Parts I- CEQA Findings

•

Part II - General Plan Amendments Ordinance

•

Part III- Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Ordinance

•

Part IV- Zoning Map Amendments Ordinance

•

Part V - Implementation Program

Full case reports detailing these are included in this package.

In addition to these elements, the Plan includes amendments to Articles 10 and 11 of the Planning
Code designating new landmarks and buildings of significance in Central SoMa. These
amendments were initiated and adopted by the Historic Preservation Commission on March 21
and April 18, respectively. Additionally, the Plan includes a proposed AB73 Housing
Sustainability District, which is also scheduled to come to the Planning Commission on May lOth
for your consideration.
The content of each section is briefly described below:
(I) CEQA Findings
Per the C<ilifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), prior to considering approval of the
proposed Central SoMa Plan and related approval actions, the San Francisco Planning
Commission must make and adopts the findings of fact and statement of overriding
considerations and adopt recommendations regarding mitigation measures and alternatives
SAN fR.~NC!sCQ
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based ori substantial evidence in the whole record. Exhibit I contains all of the information
related to the proposed CEQA Findings, including (1) the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to
make findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, (2A) the draft CEQA Findings, and
(2B) the draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.
(II) General Plan Amendments
The primary General Plan Amendment proposed is the creation of a Central SoMa Area Plan.
This new Area Plan contains Goals, Objectives, and Policies for this area, as well as related
contextual information. The General Plan Amendments also include amendments to the East
SoMa Area Plan and Western SoMa Area Plan, reflecting that the creation of the Central SoMa
Plan will require amendments to the boundaries of these other Plan Areas. Finally, the General
Plan Amendments include various map updates and text amendments to update several
Elements of the General Plan to reflect the specifics of the Central SoMa Plan. Exhibit II contains
all of the information related to the proposed General Plan Amendments, including (1) the case
report, (2) the draft Resolution to approve the Ordinance, (3) the draft Ordinance, (4) the draft
Central SoMa Plan, (5) the draft updated Map of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, and (6)
Changes to the Central SoMa Plan portion of the General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance
since Introduction.

(III) Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments
The primary regulatory changes proposed in the Plan are reflected in proposed amendments to
the Planning Code and Administrative Code, include changes to controls related to land use,
density, urban form, open space, parking and loading, review procedures, and impact fees.
Exhibit Ill contains all of the information related to the proposed Planning Code and
Administrative Code Amendments, including (1) the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to
approve the Ordinance, (3) the draft Ordinance, (4) a summary of Planning Code and
Administrative Code amendments (5) Changes to the Planning Code and Administrative Code
Amendments Draft Ordinance since Introduction, and (6) a memo with issues for Planning
Commission consideration regarding the Planning Code and Administrative Code.
(IV) Zoning Map Amendments
The Zoning Map amendments reclassify properties as necessary throughout the Plan area to
enable application of the Plan's policies via the Planning Code controls. The amendments include
changes to zoning districts, special use districts, height limits, and bulk districts. Exhibit IV
contains all of the information related to the proposed Zoning Map Amendments, including (1)
the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to approve the Ordinance, (3) the draft Ordinance, (4)
Expected Changes to the Zoning Map Amendments Draft Ordinance since Introduction, and (5) a
memo with issues for Planning Commission consideration regarding the Zoning Map.
(V) Implementation Program
The Implementation Program contains several pieces, each intended to facilitate the Plan's
implementation:
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•

•

•

•

•

An "Implementation Matrix'' document conveying how each of the Plan's policies would
be implemented, including implementation measures, mechanisms, timelines, and lead
agencies.
A "Public Benefits Program" document containing the Plan's proposed public benefits
package, including a description of the range of infrastructure and services that will
serve new growth anticipated under the Plan, a summary of how those benefits will be
funded, and a description of how this program will be administered and monitored. The
revenue allocations shown in the Public Benefits Program are for projection purposes
only and represent proportional allocation to the various public improvements based on
the revenues projected at the time of Plan adoption. Actual revenues will vary from these
projections based on many factors, including the amount and timing of new
development which cannot be predicted. The Board of Supervisors, with input from the
Interagency. Plan Implementation Committee and Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens
Advisory Committee (or its successor), shall monitor and allocate revenues according to
these proportional allocations based on actual revenues over time and the readiness of
the various public improvements for expenditure. No improvement project listed in the
Public Benefits Program is guaranteed to receive the absolute amounts shown in the
Public Benefits Program. Allocations for all projects will be increased or decreased
proportionally based on actual revenues received or revised projections over time
A "Guide to Urban Design" document containing design guidance that is specific to
Central SoMa in a way that complements and supplements the requirements of the
Planning Code and citywide Urban Design Guidelines.
A "Key Development Sites Guidelines" document that includes greater direction than
available in the Planning Code for the development of the Plan Area's large,
underutilized development opportunity sites, in an effort to maximize public benefits
and design quality.
A "Key Streets Guidelines" document that includes greater policy direction for each of
the major streets in the Plan Area.

Exhibit V contains all of the information related to the proposed Implementation Program,
including (1) the case report, (2) the draft Resolution to approve, (3A) the draft Implementation
Matrix, (3B) the draft Public Benefits Program, (3C) the draft Guide to Urban Design, (3D) the
draft Key Development Site Guidelines, (3E) the draft Key Streets Guidance, (4) Changes to the
Implementation Program since Introduction, and (5) a memo with issues for Planning
Commission consideration regarding the Implementation Program.

PLAN AREA
The Central SoMa Plan Area runs from 2nd Street to 6th Street, Market Street to Townsend Street,
exclusive of those areas that are part of the Downtown Plan or in the C-3 zoning districts. It is an
"Eastern Neighborhoods Plan'' comprised entirely of areas formerly part of the East SoMa Plan
Area and Western SoMa Plan Area, whose boundaries will be adjusted accordingly. The Central
SoMa Plan Area boundaries were created to include areas within easy walking distance (i.e., two
blocks) of the Central Subway's 4th Street alignment.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the
Response to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of
the Final Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA
findings on May 10, 2018. Subsequently the Planning Commission will consider approval of the
Ordinances affiliated with the General Plan Amendments, Planning Code and Administrative
Code Amendments, and Zoning Map Amendments, as well as the Implementation Program.
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Central SoMa Plan Adoption of CEQA Findings
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Steve Wertheim, Principal Planner, Citywide Planning
(415) 558-6612; steve.wertheim®sfgov.org
Adoption

BACKGROUND
For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report.

CEQA FINDINGS
Before agencies of the City can take approval actions that will implement the Central SoMa Plan, they
must consider the EIR and adopt certain findings required by CEQA. The CEQA Findings set forth the
basis for approving the Central SoMa Plan and its implementing actions (the "Project") and the ecoiwmic,
social and other policy considerations, which support the rejection of alternatives in the EIR, which were
not incorporated into the Project. The Findings provide for adoption by the Planning Commission all of
the mitigation measures in the EIR. Finally, the Findings identify the significant adverse environmental
impacts of the project that have not been mitigated to a level of insignificance by adoption of mitigation
measures, and contain a Statement of Overriding Considerations, setting forth the specific reasons in
support of the approval of the implementing actions and the rejection of alternatives not incorporated
into the project.

In reviewing the Central SoMa Plan and preparing the amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code
and Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps as well as the Implementation Program document, staff has
considered the EIR mitigation measures. Staff has also concluded that approval of these amendments and
actions now under consideration will not create new environmental effects ot substantially increase the
severity of previously identified significant effects and no new information has come to light that would
require a review of the EIR. Therefore, Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the
proposed CEQA Findings.
To see the CEQA Findings, see Exhibit I.2A
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I

RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed CEQA Findings, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act, including a Statement of Overriding Considerations, by adopting
the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends Commission approval of the CEQA Findings because it will allow for the
Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. 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 employment, housing, and visitor facilities in
the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history and a rich,
ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has the
opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it
special and unique today. 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. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the
neighborhood.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
The proposed CEQA Findings are before the Commission so that it may adopt it, reject it, or adopt it with
modifications.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan prior to consideration of this item at a hearing on
May 10, 2018.

RELATED ACTIONS
These CEQA Findings are in conjunction with the other actions related to the adoption of the Central
SoMa Plan, including the proposed approval of amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code,
Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps and approval of the Plan's Implementation Program. These
proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit I.2- CEQA Findings Draft Resolution
A - CEQA Findings
B- Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
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BACKGROUND
For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report.

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT
The proposed Ordinance would amend the General Plan by adding the Central South of Market (SoMa)
Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on
its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend
.Street (see "Plan Area," below). This area is currently divided between the East SoMa Plan and Western
SoMa Plan, and subject to their Objectives and Policies. The proposed Ordinance would also make
conforming amendments to the Commerce and Industry Element, Housing Element, Urban Design
Element, the Land Use Index, and the East SoMa and West SoMa Area Plans.
The Central SoMa Plan would contain Goals, Objectives, and Policies for this area, as well as related
contextual information. The Plan's eight Goals are as follows.
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing
Maintain the Diversity of Residents
Facilitate an Economically Diversified
and Lively Jobs Center
Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking, Bicycling, and Transit
Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities
Create an Environmentally Sustainable arid Resilient Neighborhood
Preserve and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage
Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and
the City

For a complete list of the Plan's Goals, Objectives, and Policies, see Exhibit II.4.

www.sfplanning.org

1227

Case Number 2011.1356M

Case Report
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Approval of General Plan Amendments
related to the Central SoMa Plan

RECOMMENDATION
The Department .recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the
attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends Commission approval of the proposed Ordinance because it will allow for
the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multi-year public arid
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 employment, housing, and visitor
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history
and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has
the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it
special and unique today. 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. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the
neighborhood.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with
modifications.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to
consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018.

RELATED ACTIONS
In conjunction with the new Area Plan and other General Plan amendments, the Department is proposing

approval of amendments to the Planning Code, Administrative Code, and Zoning Maps and approval of
the Plan's Implementation Program. These proposed actions are discussed in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit II.2 - General Plan Amendments Draft Resolution
Exhibit Il.3 - General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance
Exhibit Il.4 - Central SoMa Plan
Exhibit Il5- Map of Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas
Exhibit II.6 - Changes to the General Plan Amendments Draft Ordinance since Initiation
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Approval with Modifications

BACKGROUND
For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report.

PLANNING CODE AND ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AMENDMENTS
The proposed Ordinance would amend the Planning Code and Administrative Code to give effect to the
Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its
eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on
its southern portion by Townsend Street.
The following is a summary of the major Code changes proposed by the Central SoMa Plan, organized by
topic. For a detailed section-by-section explanation of the proposed amendments, see Exhibit III.4
"Summary of Revisions- Planning Code and Administrative Code."
Zoning and Land Use
The Plan proposes to accommodate growth and facilitate the provision of public benefits by rezoning
much of the area to the newly created CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office) (Section 848) (see the
Case Report to the Zoning Map Amendments (Exhibit IV.1)). The CMUO largely would replace zoning
districts that only allow production/ distribution/ repair uses (SLI and WS-SALI), only allow co:D:unercial
uses (WS-MUO), or are largely limited to housing (MUR, WS-MUG, and RED). In general, the CMUO
zoning is very flexible, allowing residential, office, retail, hotel, and production/ distribution/ repair
(PDR) uses.
In addition, the whole Plan Area would be part of a new Central SoMa Special Use District (Section
249.78). The creation of this SUD facilitates the implementation of many of the Plan's core objectives and
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policies, as discussed here and elsewhere in this document. To facilitate the creation of jobs on the small
handful of the largest sites, the SUD would require sites over 40,000 square feet to be predominantly nonresidential. PDR replacement would be required per existing Section 202.8, though the SUD would
require additional PDR uses in large office projects. The SUD would enable nighttime entertainment uses
to continue to be permitted west of 4th Street and south of Harrison Street, and be conditionally
permissible in much of the rest of the area. To facilitat~ active and engaging ground floors, per Section
145, many of the major streets would be required to have ground floor commercial uses, while per the
SUD large projects would be required to provide "micro-retail" units of 1,000 square feet or less, but
offices would not be allowed on the ground floor, and formula retail uses would be limited. Finally,
Section 128.1 extends the right to sell Transferable Development Rights (TDRs) to the neighborhood's
important historic buildings and 100% affordable housing sites, and the SUD requires purchase of these
TDRs in large non-residential projects.
Physical Character
The Plan proposes to help respect and enhance the neighborhood's physical character through a number
of zoning strategies. Per Sections 132.4, 261.1, and 270, projects would have to: help create the "urban
room" by being built up to the sidewalk edge and have a height roughly equivalent to the width of the
street; ensure light and air on the street while facilitating architectural creativity by requiring setbacks
and performance based measures ("skyplane") for buildings where height limits exceed the urban room;
and minimize the impact of the limited number of tower sites by requiring them to be substantially
separated and have floor plates smaller than those permitted in the core of the downtown. Because of the
comprehensiveness of bulk controls proposed in the Plan, per Section 124, FAR limits would not apply in
most zoning districts. To maintain areas of fine-grained building pattern of historic and/or character
enhancing buildings, the SUD (Section 249.78) would prohibit lot mergers for such buildings. Per the
SUD (Section 249.78), the Code would include restrictions on wind conditions in this area for the first
time.
Open Space, Greening, and Environmental Sustainability:
The Plan proposes a number of ways to ensure the direct provision of the public benefits of open space,
greening, and environmental sustainability. Per Section 138, Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces
(POPOS) would be required for non-residential uses. Generally these will need to be at the ground floor,
open to the sky, and be publicly accessible seven days a week. The Planning Commission would be able
to permit alternative means of satisfying this requirement, including providing the POPOS indoor or offsite, or paying a fee. Per the SUD (Section 249.78), buildings would be required to provide living roofs on
at least 50% of their roof area, more buildings would be required to provide solar photovoltaic and/or
thermal systems than currently required, and buildings would be required to use electricity that is 100%
greenhouse gas-free.
Parking and Loading
The Plan's Code amendments include a number of provisions that would improve conditions and reduce
conflicts between private vehicles and people walking, biking, and taking transit and support the City's
Transit First Policy and Vision Zero Policy. In addition to the street improvements discussed in the Public
Benefits Program (Exhibit N.2), per Section 151.1 residential parking would be capped at an absolute
maximum of 0.5 spaces per unit, and office parking would be capped at an absolute maximum of one
SAN
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space per 3,500 square feet. Per Section 155, curb cuts would be banned on many major streets and
require conditional use on the other major streets. Also per Section 155, projects would need to prepare a
Driveway and Loading Operations Plan for Oty approval to reduce potential driveway operational
conflicts, including loading activities, and to maximize reliance of on-site loading spaces to accommodate
new loading demand.
Exactions
In order to pay for the proposed public benefits, the Plan includes a number of new fees and taxes.
Section 423 classifies parcels into Central SoMa fee tiers, based on the additional development capacity
created by the Plan. Section 432 creates a new Central SoMa Community Facilities Fee and Fund to help
pay for new community facilities such as health care clinics and job training centers. Section 433 creates a
new Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee and Fund to help pay for enhanced local transit service.
Sections 413, 415, 417, and 419 include mechanisms to facilitate affordable housing in SoMa, including
requirements that funding generated by development projects in Central SoMa be expended in SoMa.
Section 426 and 427 include revised in-lieu fees for open space, reflecting the appropriate cost for
providing such space in a dense area such as SoMa, including land acquisition and construction costs.
Additionally, it is expected that the ultimate Ordinance would include language regarding participation
in the Plan's proposed Mello-Roos Community Facilities District for large projects that opt to utilize
upzoning allowances (including greater height, bulk, density, and use provisions) provided by the Plan
rather than building under zoning applicable prior to adoption of the Plan.
Process
The Central SoMa Plan includes a number of important changes to process. Section 329 raises the
threshold for projects in Central SoMa to come before the Planning Commission to over 85 feet in height
and/or 50,000 square feet. Section 329 also includes additional flexibility for the Planning Commission in
their review of the area's largest development projects. Sections 169, 411A, and 415 state that
requirements for the Transportation Demand Management (TDM), Transportation Impact Development
Fee (TIDF), and Inclusionary Housing Program would not be reduced for projects that receive an increase
in development capacity due to the Plan, whereas Section 175.1 states that projects that could be built
without the Plan and have already submitted an application could proceed under existing controls.

RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission approve with modifications the proposed Ordinance
and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.
The Departments proposed modifications are as follows:
•
"
•
•
•
•

128.1(c): Reverse the terms "Development Lot" and "Transfer Lot".
132.4(d)(1)(B)(iv): Increase allowed streetwall architectural modulation from five feet to eight feet.
135.3: Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS under 138 satisfies the open space requirements of 135.3.
138(a)(2): Eliminate the requirement for retail uses to provide POPOS.
138(d)(2), (2)(A), (2)(B), and (e)(2): Update references to point to appropriate subsections.
138(d)(2)(E)(i): Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be under a cantilevered portion of the building
if the building is at least 20 feet above grade.
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•
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•
•
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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•
•
•
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•
•
•

•

•
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138(d)(2)(F)(ii): Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have ceiling height of less than 20 feet.
140(a): In the Central SoMa SUD, allow units above 85' in height to meet exposure 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.
154 and 155: Allow approval of the "Driveway and Loading Operations Plans" (DLOP) per Section
155(u) to meet the freight loading requirements of Sections 152.1, 154. And 155.
155(r)(2)(JJ): Update reference to point to 329(e)(3)(B).
249.78(c)(1) and 32.9(d): Allow "active uses" to only be to a depth of 10 feet from the street (as
opposed to the current standard of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor streets, 2) along minor
streets as there is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at comers for lots less than 50 feet in width
249.78(c)(1)(D): Add that hotels are allowed as an active commercial use per 145.4(c).
249.78(c)(5)(B): Expand the uses alloweq to fulfill the PDR requirements oflarge office projects to also
include nonprofit community services, city:owned public facilities, and Legacy Businesses.
263.32, 263.33, 263.34: Clarify that projects that comply with these sections do not need a Conditional
·
. Use approval.
263.32(b)(1): Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable housing are eligible for this Special
Height Exception
263.32(c)(3): Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height Exception to exceed 160 feet are still
subject to controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and not towers.
Table 270(h): For Perry Street, make the Base Height" none".
329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant exceptions for wind per the controls·
contained in Section 249.78(d)(7).
329(d): Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant tower separation exceptions per the controls
contained in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B).
329(d): Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the freight loading requirements of Sections 154 and
155.
329(d): Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for exposure requirements under Section 140.
329(e)(2): Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site .
·
329(e)(3): Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the exceptions granted in 329(d).
329(e)(3)(A): Include donation of land for affordable housing and construction of affordable units as ·
qualified amenity.
329(e)(3)(B): Limit certain exceptions to specific Key Development Sites, as discussed in the Key
Development Sites Guidelines.
406: Include a waiver that allows land dedication of space for and construction of a public park on
Block 3777 to count against various fees, including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver
already exists for the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees).
411A: Provide a $5/ gsf exception from the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for projects within
the Central SoMa SUD (pending the adoption of a $5/ gsf increase by proposed legislation contained
in Board File No. 180117).
4l8.7(a): Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow funding to accrue from the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District.
434: Add a Section that describes the purpose, applicability, and requirements of the Central SoMa
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD). This CFD should be applicable to projects that (1)
includes 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 non-residential
development in Central SoMa Development Tier C, and (3) the project proposed project is greater, in
terms of square footage, than what would have been allowed without the Central SoMa Plan.
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Admin Code 10E.2: Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC to create two CACs- one for the three
SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa, Central SoMa, and Western SoMa) and one for the other three Plan
Areas (Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central Waterfront).

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends Commission approval of the proposed Ordinance because it will allow for
the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. 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 employment, housing, and visitor
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history
and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has
the opportunity to become a· complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it
special and unique today. The Central SoMa Plan contains the goals, objectives, and policies to guide this
growth and evolution such that the results serve the best mterests of San Francisco - in the present and
the future. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the
neighborhood.
The basis for the recommended modifications is as follows:
#
1

Section
128.1(c)

2

132.4(d)(1) (B)(iv)

3

135.3

4

138(a)(2)

5
6

138(d)(2), (2)(A),
(2)(B), and (e)(2)
138(d)(2)(E)(i)

7

138(d) (2)(F) (ii)

8

140(a)

Change
Reverse the terrns "Development Lot"
and "Transfer Lot"
Increase allowed streetwall
architectural modulation from five
feet to eight feet
Clarify that satisfaction of POPOS
under 138 satisfies the open space
requirements of 135.3
Eliminate the requirement for retail
uses to provide POPOS

Update references to point to
appropriate subsections
Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS
to be under a cantilevered portion of
the building if the building is at least
20 feet above grade
Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to
have ceiling height of less than 20 feet

In the Central SoMa SUD, allow units
above 85' in height to meet exposure
requirements if they are 15' back from
the property line; allow 10% of units
at or below 85' to have an exposure of

SAN FRANCISCO

Rationale
Corrects drafting error in sequence of
terms.
Preserves the sense of a substantial
edifice while allowing for inset
balconies.
Corrects drafting error to properly
cross-reference 135.3 and 138.
Corrects drafting error to include retail
uses. Retail uses (like institutionally
uses) would still need to provide open
~ace per Section 135.3.
Corrects drafting error in references
within Section 138.
Facilitates architectural creativity in
projects while maintaining the goal of
having outdoor POPOS feel outdoors
This change would facilitate the

creation of mezzanines within the
POP OS
These changes would make a rule of
commonly granted exceptions.
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#

Section

9

154 and 155

10

155(r) (2)0D

11

249.78(c)(1) and
329(d)

12

249.78(c)(1 )(D)

13

249.78(c)(5)(B)

14

263.32, 263.33,
263.34

15

263.32(b)(1)

Clarify that sites that donate land for
affordable housing are eligible for this
Special Height Exception

16

263.32(c)(3)

Clarify that sites that utilize this
Special Height Exception to exceed
160 feet are still subject to controls in
Section 270 for mid-rise projects and
not towers

Change
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
Allow approval of the "Driveway and
Loading Operations Plans" (DLOP)
per Section 155(u) to meet the freight
loading requirements of Sections
152.1, 154. And 155

Update reference to point to
329(e)(3)(B)
Allow" active uses" to only be to a
depth of 10 feet from the street (as
opposed to the current standard of 25
feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on minor
streets, 2) along minor streets as there
is a doorway every 25 feet, and 3) at
corners for lots less than 50 feet in
width
Add that hotels are allowed as an
active commercial use per 145.4(c).
Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the
PDR requirements of large office
projects to also include nonprofit
community services, city-owned
public facilities, and Legacy
Businesses
Clarify that projects that comply with
these sections do not need a
Conditional Use approval.

SAIJ FRANCISCO
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Rationale

Currently exceptions for freight loading
controls are routinely granted. The
DLOP is meant to ensure that freight
loading strategies are vetted and
approved by MTA and Planning. This
change thus eliminates redundant
process.
Corrects drafting, error in references
Active use requirements are to ensure
proper street activation. However, some
flexibility may be beneficial in the case
of micro-retail uses (i.e., uses less than
1,000 square feet), along narrow streets
and alleys, and on small corner lots
where the requirements of one frontage
impinge on the perpendicular frontage.
Hotels generally have very active
ground floors, including lobbies, bars,
and restaurants.
Like PDR, these uses are beneficial to
the community and can only pay
limited rent

The intent of 263.32-34 is that projects
that meet certain definitive standards
can receive a height increase, as occurs
in other subsections of 263. This change
would remove any uncertainty around
the intent.
Corrects oversight such that dedicated
affordable housing sites can receive the
height bonus just as sites that build
units or that dedicate land for open
space.
The purpose of this height bonus is to
incentive projects to provide sites for
affordable housing and open space provide benefits that are otherwise
difficult to site in a dense
neighborhood. This change is in
6
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#

Section

Change

17

Table 270(h)

For Perry Street, make the Base
Height "none"

18

329(d)

19

329(d)

20

329(d)

Add a subsection referencing the
ability to grant exceptions for wind
per the controls contained in Section
249.78(d)(7)
Add a subsection referencing the
ability to grant tower separation
exceptions per the controls contained
in Section 132.4(d)(3)(B)
Add a subsection enabling exceptions
for the freight loading requirements
of Sections 154 and 155.

21

329(d)

Add a subsection allowing for
exceptions for exposure requirements
under Section 140

22

329(e)(2)

Add Block 3786 Lot 322 as a Key Site

23

329(e)(3)

Clarify that Key Sites may utilize the
exceptions granted in329(d)

24

329(e)(3)(A)

25

329(e)(3)(B)

Include donation of land for
affordable housing and construction
of affordable units as qualified
amenity
Limit certain exceptions to specific
Key Development Sites, as discussed
in the Key Development Sites
Guidelines.

26

406

Include a waiver that allows land
dedication of space for and
construction of a public park on Block
3777 to count against various fees,
including the TSF and Central SoMa

SAN FRANCISCO
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Rationale
keeping with the intent of this section in
that it maintains the benefit for projects
in 160' height districts.
This is the correct change to effectuate
the goal of treating Perry St. like current
northern sides of alleys, as discussed in
the Central SoMa Plan's
Implementation Matrix.
Corrects drafting error to properly
cross-reference 249.78(d)(7) and 329(d).

Corrects drafting error to properly
cross-reference 132.4(d)(3)(B) and
329(d).
These are commonly granted exceptions
that are important to maintain but
would otherwise be removed based on
proposed changes to 329(d)(12).
This is a commonly granted exception
that is important to maintain but would
otherwise be removed based on
J>IOposed changes to 329Jd)(1~.
As discussed in the Key Development
Sites guidelines, this site has the
potential to build additional public
amenities (e.g., the Bluxome Linear
Park) but would require additional
exceptions to do so.
Extra language needed to make sure
intent of this section is clear.
Corrects oversight based on benefits
proposed by Key Sites.

Certain exceptions were developed
recognizing the specific needs and
opportunities of certain Key
Development Sites. However, these
exceptions should not be broadly
applicable to all the Key Sites.
Such a waiver would facilitate the
timely and cost-effective construction of
the proposed one-acre park on the block
between 4th, 5th, Bryant, and Brannan
Streets. The transit fees waived for this
7
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#

Section

27

411A

28

418.7(a)

29

434

30

Admin Code
10E.2
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Change
Fee (such a waiver already exists for
the Eastern Neighborhoods
Infrastructure Impact Fees).
Provide a $5/ gsf exception from the
Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF) for projects within the Central
SoMa SUD (pending the adoption of a
$5/ gsf increase by proposed
legislation contained in Board File No ..
180117).
Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to
allow funding to accrue from the
Central SoMa Community Facilities
District
Add a Section that describes the
purpose, applicability, and
requirements of the Central SoMa
Mello-Roos Community Facilities
District (CFD). This CFD should be
applicable to projects that (1) includes
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 nonresidential development in Central
SoMa Development Tier C, and
(3) the project proposed project is
greater, in terms of square footage,
than what would have been allowed
without the Central SoMa Plan.
Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods
CAC to create two CACs - one for the
three SoMa Plan Areas (East SoMa,
Central SoMa, and Western SoMa)
and one for the other three Plan Areas
(Mission, Showplace Square/Potrero
Hill, and Central Waterfront).

Rationale
project would be refunded through
other mechanisms, such as the Central
SoMaCFD.
The Central SoMa Plan's public benefits
package is structured to maximize
feasible contribution, and the addition
of $5/ gsf fee may render some projects
infeasible.

Change necessary to legalize the
funding structure proposed by the Plan

This language was always proposed for
inclusion but was not ready for
discussion until this time.

The Eastern Neighborhoods CAC has
proven to be an unwieldy size for
administering its oversight
responsibilities.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with
modifications.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response
to Comments in March 2018. The. Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to
consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018.

RELATED ACTIONS
In conjunction with these Planning Code and Administrative Code amendments, the Department is
proposing approval of amendments to the General Plan and to the Zoning Map and approval of the
Plan's Implementation Program. These proposed actions are covered in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit III.2- Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Draft Resolution
Exhibit III.3 -Planning Code and Administrative Code Draft Ordinance
Exhibit III.4 Summary of Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments
Exhibit III.S- Changes to the Planning Code and Administrative Code Amendments Draft Ordinance
since Introduction
Exhibit III.6 - Planning Code and Administrative Code - Issues for Consideration
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BACKGROUND
.For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report.

ZONING MAP AMENDMENTS
The proposed Ordinance would amend the Zoning Map of the Planning Code to create the Central South
of Market (SoMa) Special Use District and make other amendments to the Height and Bulk District Maps
and Zoning Use District Maps consistent with the Central SoMa Area Plan, encompassing an area
generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its
northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area, and on its southern portion by Townsend
Street. The following is a summary of the proposed changes:
Zoning
The Central SoMa Plan would amend much of the zoning in the Plan Area. As shown in Figure 1A, the
area currently contains 13 zoning districts, including large areas where the zoning promotes
predominantly industrial use, other areas where the zoning promotes predominantly residential use, and
other areas where the zoning supports other mixes of uses. As shown in Figure 1B, the Plan proposes to
reduce this to seven districts, as follows:
•

Most of the Plan Area would be rezoned CMUO (Central SoMa Mixed Use-Office), including
much of the production/ distribution/ repair-only zoning (SLI and WS-SALI) and commercialonly zoning (WS-MUO) south of Harrison Street, the housing-oriented zoning east of5th Street
(MUR, WS-MUG, and RED), and other similar districts in the area (MUO, M-1, SSO). As
discussed in the Case Report for the proposed Planning Code and Administrative Code
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amendments (Exhibit ill.l ), the CMUO zoning district would allow for a range of uses, including
residential, office, retail, hotel, and production/ distribution/ repair.
•

West of 5th Street and north of Harrison Street the zoning would generally change from MUR
and WS-MUG to MUG, which is similarly residentially oriented.

•

West of 4th Street and between Harrison and Bryant Streets the zoning would generally remain
WS-SALI (except for publicly-owned parcels associated with the I-80 freeway right-of-way). This
zoning only permits PDR uses.

Height and Bulk Districts
The Central SoMa Plan would amend height and bulk limits in much of the Plan Area. As shown in
Figure 2A, existing height limits in Central SoMa are generally 85 feet and below, with a handful of
parcels bordering the Downtown Plan Area that have a height limit of 130 feet. The predominant
proposed changes are focused in the areas in the vicinity of the Caltrain Station, along the Central
Subway alignment (i.e., 4th Street), and generally adjacent to Downtown and Rincon Hill. In those areas,
base height limits of 130 to 160 feet are proposed, though as discussed in the Case Report for the
proposed Planning Code and Administrative Code amendments (Exhibit Il-l), the Plan includes a new
"CS" bulk district whose bulk controls are intended to minimize the effect of such height as seen from the
street. Finally, a limited number of parcels are proposed to allow taller, more slender towers ranging in
height from 200 feet to 400 feet.
Special Use District
Currently, the Western SoMa Special Use District covers all parcels zoned RED, WS MUG, WS MUO, WS
SALI, and some parcels zoned P. Under the proposed Plan, the Western SoMa Special Use District would
no longer apply in this area. The new Central SoMa Special Use District would cover the whole Plan
Area.
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FIGURE 1A- EXISTING ZONING

Central SoMa Plan
Existing Zoning Districts
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FIGURE 1B- PROPOSED ZONING

Central SoMa Plan
Proposed Zoning Districts
SAN FRANCISCO

4

1243

Case Report
Hearing Date: May 10, 2018

Case Number 2011.1356Z
Approval of Zoning Map Amendments
related to the Central SoMa Plan

FIGURE 2A- EXISTING HEIGHT LIMITS AND BULK DISTRICTS
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FIGURE 28- PROPOSED HEIGHT LIMITS AND BULK DISTRICTS

Central SoMa Plan
Proposed Height/Bulk Districts
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RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the
attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends Commission approval of the proposed Ordinance because it will allow for
the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. 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 employment, housing, and visitor
facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible history
and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central SoMa has
the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing what makes it
special and unique today. 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. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs of the
neighborhood.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or approve it with
modifications.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to
consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018.

RELATED ACTIONS
In conjunction with these Zoning Map amendments, the Department is proposing approval of
amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, and Administrative Code and approval of the Plan's
Implementation Program. These proposed actions are covered in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit IV.2- Zoning Map Amendments Initiation Draft Resolution
Exhibit IV.3 - Zoning Map Draft Ordinance
Exhibit IV.4- Changes to the Zoning Map Amendments Draft Ordinance since Introduction
Exhibit IV.5 Zoning Map - Issues for Consideration
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BACKGROUND
For background on the Central SoMa Plan, see the accompanying Executive Summary case report.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM
In addition to General Plan, Planning Code and Adnunistrative Code, and Zoning Map amendments
related to the Plan, the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will consider and adopt an
Implementation Program for the Plan. This Implementation Program would facilitate the implementation
of the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street,
on its eastern portion by 2nd Street, on its northern portion by the border of the Downtown Plan Area,
and on its southern portion by Townsend Street.

The Implementation Program is comprised of five documents. The following is a summary of the each.
Implementation Matrix
The "Implementation Matrix" is a document that comprehensively conveys how each of the Plan's
. Policies would be implemented. Each Policy includes one or more Implementation Measures of discrete
action(s) that will be undertaken. Each Implementation Measure contains detailed information on how
the measure will be undertaken, when, and by whom. Overall, the Plan includes over 220
Implementation Measures. Collectively, this document is meant to facilitate accountability and
transparency for present and future decision makers, stakeholders and City agencies.
Public Benefits Program
The "Public Benefits Program" is a document that comprehensively conveys the Plan's expenditure
strategy for public benefits and the funding strategy to generate those public benefits, as well as
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providing explanation of how the public benefits package was developed and how it will be
administered and monitored.
The Central SoMa Plan is anticipated to raise nearly $2.2 billion in public benefits over a 25-year period.
This is over 400% more than the $500 million in public benefits that would be expected to occur if the
Plan were not adopted. All of these public benefits would be provided by new development, and would
be directed back to the neighborhood. Additionally, it is anticipated that the General Fund would see $1
billion in new revenues over this 25-year period from increased taxes in the neighborhood.
The Plan would deliver a wide range of public benefits. These are detailed thoroughly in Table 1.
Table 1 - Central SoMa Public Benefits Package
VALUE ($2017)

BENEFIT

$940,000,000

Affordable Housing
38% of new/rehabilitated housing is Below-Market Rate (BMR) (35% low/ moderate
income and 3% middle income)
Transit
· Local transit improvements to enhance convenience and safety
Recional transit capacity enhancement and expansion
Parks & Recreation
Gene Friend Recreation Center Reconstruction/Expansion
Victoria Manalo Draves Park Programming
New 1-acre park in Southwest portion of Plan Area
New public recreation center
Park and greenery maintenance and activation
New large (2+ acre) SoMa park (initial site identification)
New Bluxome linear park
New under-freeway public recreation area
Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS)
Production, Distribution, & Repair
Preservation and creation of PDR space to ensure no net loss of PDR due to the Plan
Complete Streets
Redesign of all major streets in the Plan Area to be safe and comfortable for people
walking, biking, and on transit.·
Cultural Preservation & Community Services
Restoration of the US Mint Building
Preservation and maintenance of historic buildings
New community facilities (e.g., health care .clinics and job training centers)
Social and cultural programming
Capital for cultural. amenities
Neighborhood cleaning
SAN FRANCISCO

$940,000,000
$500,000,000
$340,000,000
$160,000,000
$185,000,000
$25,000,000
$5,000,000
$35,000,000
$10,000,000.
$15,000,000
$5,000,000
$5,000,000
$5,000,000
$80,000,000
$180,000,000
$180,000,000
$110,000,000
$110,000,000
$109,000,000
$20,000,000
$20,000,000
$20,000,000
$25,000,000
$15,000,000
$9,000,000
2
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Environmental Sustainability & Resilience
Enhanced stormwater management in complete street projects
Freeway corridor air quality and greening improvements
Living Roofs enhanced requirements
Other energy and water efficiency projects
Schools & Childcare
New childcare centers
New schools serving K-12 population
Bessie Carmichael Supplemental Services
TOTAL

$70,000,000
$32,000,000
$22,000,000
$6,000,000
$10,000,000
$64,000,000
$26,000,000
$32,000,000
$6,000,000
$2,160,000,000

.The $2.2 billion would be generated through a combination of three mechanisms:
•

Direct provision of benefit by specific development projects (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. JobsHousing Linkage Fee) and Area Plan fees (e.g. Eastern Neighborhoods Irifrastructure Impact
Fee);

•

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

These mechanisms would be applied differently, based on 1) the type of development being built, and 2)
the increase in the amount of development capacity that occurs through the Central SoMa Plan. This can
be summarized as follows:
•

All non-residential projects will need to abide by existing requirements, such as the Jobs-Housing
Linkage Fee, Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability
Fee, Childcare Fee, School Impact Fee, Public Art Fee, and replacement requirements for
Production, Distribution, and Repair uses. Non-residential projects receiving an increase in
development capacity via the Plan would also be subject to additional fees for transit and
community facilities, be required to purchase Transferable Development Rights from historic
buildings, and may participate in a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District depending on the
size of the project and whether the project is opting to utilize greater zoning allowances provided
by the Plan (i.e., rather than building under pre-existing zoning).

•

All residential projects will need to abide by existing requirements, such as the provision of
inclusionary housing, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, Transportation
Sustainability Fee, Childcare Fee, School Impact Fee, and replacement requirements for
Production, Distribution, and Repair uses. Non-residential projects receiving a substantial
increase in development capacity via the Plan would also be subject to additional fees for
community facilities and may participate in a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District

A Mello-Roos Community Facilities District which is not currently part of the Central SoMa legislation but is being
proposed to come before the Planning Commission for consideration on May lQ<h, 2018

1
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depending on the size of the project and whether the project is opting to utilize greater zoning
allowances provided by the Plan (i.e., rather than building under pre-existing zoning).
Administration and monitoring of the Plan will be undertaken by a range of bodies and organizations in
the manner than currently applies to the Eastern Neighborhoods. This includes oversight by the City's
Controllers Office and Capital Planning Committee, with guidance from the City's Interagency Plan
Implementation Committee and the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee, with ultimate
funding oversight from the Board of Supervisors. The revenue allocations shown in the Public Benefits
Program are for projection purposes only and represent proportional allocation to the various public
improvements based on the revenues projected at the time of Plan adoption. Actual revenues will vary
from these projections based on many factors, including the amount and timing of new development
which cannot be predicted. The Board of Supervisors, with input from the Interagency Plan
Implementation Committee and Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee (or its successor),
shall monitor and allocate revenues according to these proportional allocations based on actual revenues
over time and the readiness of the various public improvements for expenditure. No improvement
project listed in the Public Benefits Program is guarantee~ to receive the absolute amounts shown in the
Public Benefits Program. Allocations for all projects will be increased or decreased proportionally based
on actual revenues received or revised projections over time
Guide to Urban Design
A "Guide to Urban Design'' document containing design guidance that is specific to Central SoMa in a
way that complements and supplements the requirements of the Planning Code and citywide Urban
Design Guidelines. It is meant to help the architectural and development community better understand
the intent of Plan Objective 8.6, "Promote high quality architecture that enhances the neighborhood." The
Guide suggests strategies that are appropriate in this unique neighborhood, such as utilizing the long
blocks to "enhance horizontality" and utilizing the wide streets and historic alleys to "support lots of
sky." It suggests selecting contextual materials such that express the industrial legacy, historic character,
and even the gritty character of the neighborhood. It asks that the architecture support public spaces,
such as the alley experience. Finally, the Guide provides a series of diagrams to help visualize the
Planning Code's numeric requirements.
Key Development Sites Guidelines
The Central SoMa Plan Area contains eight "key development sites" - large, underutilized development
opportunities with lot areas ranging from 30,000 square feet to well over 100,000 square feet. The Key
Development Sites Guidelines are meant to complement the Planning Code and inform the subsequent
entitlement process for these sites. To do so, each site includes detailed context as well as an exploration
of potential opportunities, challenges, and design guidelines.
By providing greater direction to the development of these sites, the City has an opportunity to maximize
public benefits and to ensure that their development directly delivers critical public benefits, such as
affordable housing, additional park and recreational amenities, and expansion of the alley network.
Finding space on which to locate these kinds of public assets is tremendously difficult in a highly
developed neighborhood like SoMa. But on these key development sites, the City can partner with the
SAN FRANCISCO
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developer to address the unique design challenges that could constrain the creation of these amenities in
exchange for their provision.
Key Streets Guidance
The "Key Streets Guidance" document helps implementation of the Central SoMa Plan by providing
street-specific guidance for the neighborhood's major streets: 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th, 6th, Howard, Folsom,
Harrison, Bryant, Brannan, and Townsend Streets. This additional guidance will benefit City agencies,
the community, and major development project sponsors as new designs for these "key streets" are
considered and implemented over the 25-year Plan horizon.
Although the Central SoMa Plan area only includes four to five blocks of each key street, the visions and
benefits described in this guidance could inform planning for the entire length of each roadway corridor.
For ease of use, this document is organized by street, which is how most of these improvements will be
implemented. As with much of the Plan, an underlying goal is to thoughtfully leverage each future
investment to maximize quality of life for everyone living, working, and playing in Central SoMa. In the
neighborhood, streets and sidewalks occupy in aggregate over 70 acres -nearly one-third of the Plan's
land area. As such, our investments in these streets should emphasize creating healthy, vibrant, and
green places for people to walk, gather, recreate, and experience nature.

RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Implementation Program and
adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Implementation Program
because it will allow for the Central SoMa Plan effort to move forward. The Plan is the result of a multiyear public and cooperative interagency planning process that bega,n 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 employment, housing, and
visitor facilities in the core of the city and Bay Area region. It is also a neighborhood with an incredible
history and a rich, ongoing, cultural heritage. As it grows and evolves over the next 25 years, Central
SoMa has the opportunity to become a complete, sustainable, and vital neighborhood without losing
what makes it special and unique today. 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. This includes a public benefits package of over $2 billion to serve the needs
of the neighborhood.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
The proposed Implementation Program is before the Commission so that it may approve it, reject it, or
approve it with modifications.

SAN FRANCISCO
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report in December 2016 and the Response
to Comments in March 2018. The Planning Commission will consider certification of the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the Central SoMa Plan and adoption of CEQA findings prior to
consideration of this item at a hearing on May 10, 2018.

RELATED ACTIONS
In conjunction with this Implementation Program, the Department is proposing approval of amendments
to the General Plan, Planning Code and Administrative Code, and Zoning Map. These proposed actions
are covered in separate Staff Reports.

ATTACHMENTS
Exhibit V.2 - Implementation Program Draft Resolution
Exhibit V.3 -Implementation_ Program
Part A- Draft Implementation Matrix
Part B - Draft Public Benefits Program
Part C- Draft Guide to Urban Design
Part D - Draft Key Development Site Guidelines
PartE - Draft Key Streets Guidance
Exhibit V.4 - Proposed Changes to the Implementation Program since Introduction
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Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
RE: Old Mint Central SoMa Letter

From: Son, Chanbory {CPC}
Sent: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 11:26 AM
To: Lau, Jon {ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John {CPC} <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Frye, Tim {CPC}
<tim.frye@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua {CPC) <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa {CPC} <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; lonin,
Jonas {CPC} <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela {BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Andrew Wolfram
<andrew@tefarch.com>; Aaron Jon Hyland- HPC <aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com>; Black, Kate {CPC}
<kate.black@sfgov.org>; Ellen Johnck <EIIen@EIIenJohnckConsulting.com>; RichardS. E. Johns <RSEJohns@yahoo.com>;
Dianematsuda@hotmail.com; Jonathan Pearlman <jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>; Rich Hillis
{richhillissf@gmail.com) <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Melgar, Myrna {CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; 'Rodney Fong'
<planning@rodneyfong.com>; Johnson, Milicent {CPC} <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel {CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin {CPC} <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis {CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie {BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia {BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra {BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane {BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>;
Peskin, Aaron {BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha {BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy {BOS)
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Vee, Norman {BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine {CPC} <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa {CPC} <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>
Subject: Old Mint Central SoMa Letter

.Everyone,
Please accept this letter on behalf of the Historic Preservation Commission regarding the Central SoMa Public Benefits
Package and the Old U.S. Mint.
Sincerely,
Chanbory Son, Executive Secretary
Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6926 1 www.sfplanninq.org
San Fran<;jsco Prop_E;rt__}l_]_nformatJon [vl_ap
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
August 14, 2018
Land Use and Transportation Committee of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

1650 Mission st.
Suite. 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
Reception:

415.558.6378
Fax:
415.558.6409

Re: Central SoMa Public Benefits Package and the Old U.S. Mint
Pl~nning

Chair Katy Tang and Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee,
At its August 1, 2018 hearing the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) discussed the proposal to
reduce the amount of potential funding from the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program towards the
rehabilitation of the Old U.S. Mint (Old Mint), City Landmark No. 236. While a much greater
investment is needed to realize the full potential of the Old Mint, the HPC strongly encourages the
Land Use Committee to recommend retention of the 1% allocation (potentially $20,000,000)
considering its potential as a facility that supports the community and the City's history.
Built in 1874, The Old Mint is not only a locally-designated Landmark; it is listed as a National
Historic Landmark, the highest recognition bestowed upon only the most significant places in
America. In 1997, the federal government sold the Old Mint to the City of County of San Francisco for
one dollar on the condition that it would be rehabilitated for public use. In 2015 the Old Mint was
listed by the National Trust for Historic Preservation on its America's eleven most endangered places
due to lack of investment. Despite stops and starts to revive the Old Mint, the City Family has made
significant progress over the last three years by actively working with community partners to
reposition the structure as one that represents the activity, safety, and stability of the surrounding
neighborhood.
The HPC supports the many goals of the Public Benefits Package and agrees that the Central SoMa
Plan should not shoulder the entire cost of rehabilitating the structure. The 1% allocation is a fraction
of the total resources required to bring the Old Mint to current safety standards but remains a critical
contribution to realizing its potential. As one of the most significant public buildings in the West, our
community partners, along with the City family, are committed to sharing the financial
responsibilities to reimagine the Old Mint as an anchor of safety, utility, and in service to the many
communities that make up Central SoMa. The HPC strongly urges the Land Use Committee and the
Board of Supervisors to retain the opportunity for the Old Mint to potentially capture $20,000,000
from the Public Benefits Package commitment.
Sincerely,

Andrew Wolfram
President
Historic Preservation Commission

www.sfplanning.org
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Information:

415;558.6377

cc:

Board of Supervisors
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Historic Preservation Commission
Planning Commission
Jonas Ionin, Office of Commission Affairs
Jon Lau, Mayor's Office of Employment and Workforce Development
John Rahaim, Planning Department
Timothy Frye, Planning Department
Josh Switzky, Planning Department
Lisa Chen, Planning Department
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Central SoMa Area Plan:
Economic Impact Report

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Office of the Controller
Office of Economic Analysis
Items #180184 & #180185
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Background: Housing Prices and Office Rents
Price Trends in San Francisco Real Estate, 2011-2018
(2011=100)

The plan has been
developed during a
period of unprecedented
growth in housing prices
and office rents in San
Francisco.
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This rapid price growth
in both residential and
commercial real estate is
an indication of
significant unmet
demand in both sectors.
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From 2011 to 2018,
residential asking rates
have grown twice the
rate of inflation, office
rents have grown three
times, and condos have
grown four times the
rate of inflation.
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2015

2016

2017

2018

Sources: For condo prices and residential rents; Zillow. For office rents, REIS. For CPI, Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Amount of New Development
• The proposed plan would increase potential development in the area
through a combination of relaxed of land use controls, an increase of
height limits, and changes to bulk limits.
• The Planning department conservatively estimates that approximately
5.8 million additional square feet of non-residential space (including
office, retail, replacement PDR, and hotels), and 5.4 million square feet
of additional residential space, could be accommodated through the
plan.
• This is not the total amount that would be built, but the difference
between what will likely be built under the new zoning controls, and
what would likely have been built under the old zoning controls.
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REMI Model Estimate
• The OEA's REM I model was used to estimate the combined impact of
the following changes to the San Francisco economy. E"ach impact was
considered to phase in gradually over a 25-year period beginning in
2019:
• 15,000 office and retairjobs created, distributed across 10 different
office-using industries and retail trade, associated with $5.0 billion
in new non -residential development.
• 12,200 new residents who are be expected to occupy the new
housing, created by $6.6 billion in new residential investment.
•

$940 million in affordable housing subsidy, reducing the housing
burden of low-income households, and freeing up additional
consumer spending in the local economy.

•

$500 million in transit spending and investment.

• $538 million in other facility and infrastructure construction.
• The REM I model calculates the multiplier effects associated with each
of these direct impacts, to estimate the total economic impact of the
plan.
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REMI Model: Wages, Prices, & Incomes
• The growth in office space and employment will raise the demand for
labor in San Francisco, particularly in office and closely-related
industries.
• Since growth in the labor force is constrained, new employment
demand wi ll raise wages. As shown on the next page, average
earnings of all workers in San Francisco are projected to be 0.8%
higher as a result of this plan, at bu ild-out.
• At the same time, this will also raise demand for housing in the city,
leading to higher housing prices, although this will be partially offset
by the new housing provided for in the plan.
• As shown on the next page, wage growth is expected to outweigh the
effect of higher housing prices. The rea l per capita income of San
Francisco residents, in today's dollars and including the effect of
housing prices, is expected to be $539 more than it would be without
the plan.
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REMI Model: Impacts by Industry

Ill
• As a growing, high-paying industry, the technology industry is likely to
occupy a significant share of new office space developed in the Central
SoMa plan area.
•

However, the tota l number of technology industry jobs in the city is
not projected to grow disproportionately because of the plan. While
the industry may prefer new space in an area where it is already
concentrated, it can also more easily afford high rents, and would
likely continue to grow rapidly, even in the absence of new office space
in the plan area.

• As shown on the next page, on a percentage basis, retail trade,
administrative services/ and construction are expected to add the most
jobs citywide. Professional, scientific, and technical services, the city's
largest sector which includes most technology employment, will add
the most jobs in absolute terms, but not in percentage terms.
• The manufacturing industry is the only industry not expected to add
jobs, mainly because of its sensitivity to labor costs. Other PDR
industries, like wholesale trade and transportation, are projected to
add more jobs than manufacturing wou ld lose.
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The Balance of Housing

and Office Uses

• The emphasis on office has led to suggestions that the imbalance
between jobs and housing harms city residents, by raising housing
pnces.
• The results of this analysis suggest that, while housing prices will rise
because of the employment growth, this is only half of the story.
•

Housing affordability depends on incomes, as well as housing prices.
Increasing employment, in a constrained housing market, will make
the labor market more favorable to workers, and put upward pressure
on wages.

•

The growth real per capita incomes, after accounting for housing price
inflation, indicates that the plan will make housing more affordable in
San Francisco, on average.

• The fact both office rents and housing prices have grown much faster
than inflation this decade is an indication of unmet demand for both
types of rea I estate.
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Staff Contact
Ted Egan, Ph.D., Chief Economist
ted.ega n @sfgov.org
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ITODAY'S ACTIONS I
1.

Amendments to the General Plan (180490)

2.

Ame·ndments to the Planning & Administrative Code (180184)

3.

Amendments to.the Zoning Map (180185)

4.

Ap·proval· of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

5.

Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612)

1266

1267

NOTABLE PLANNING DEPARTMENT RECOM ENDATIONS
(

• Hotels on proposed MUR sites; allow projects that
submitted a development application or environmental·
application before 1/1/18 to proceed, subject to Conditional
Use Authorization

• PDR design standards
• Transparency: Require 30% transparency for facades
>50' in length; no transparency required for shorter
facades

• Floor-to-floor height: Require 17' height for PDR uses,
· regardless of location in build·ing .
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NOTABLE PLANNING DEPART ENT RECOM ENDATIONS
..

• Key Site Exceptions: exceptions crafted to each site
• Special Height Exception for 1 Vassar: condition the extra
height at the residential project on additional public benefits (ex:
on-site BMR units or higher affordability)

• ·Bulk requirements on Stillman Street: ·lessen the bulk reduction
requirements to reflect the alley's adjacency to the freeway

1269

• POPOS Design & Approval Process: Establish that the· .
Commission shall consider the open space of diverse
inhabitants of the Plan area, including but not limited to: youth,
families, seniors, workers, and "residents
• Green/living walls: Require new developments to provi.de
green or living walls, subject to further exploration on feasibility

1270

NO.TABLE PLANNING DEPART ENT RECOM END

IONS .

· . • Old M·int: Restore funding to $20 millio·n (from ·$15 million)
•. Regional Transit Capacity-Enhancement & Expans.ion: reducefunding by $5 million·, to $155- million

• Maintain other-categories as amended: PD.R Relocation
Assistance Fund ($1 0 million) and Environmental Sustainability &
. ·Resilience ($65 million)
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S ·(may require trailing legislation)

• Live/Work Lofts: Explore legalization .~s a source of revenues to
fund community stabilizatio·n and affordabl_e housing acquisition
and rehabilitation
• Privately-Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS): Explore the
development of design guidelines
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5/10/18

G~andfathering:

Require projects that submitted
applications before September 4, 2016 to meet 75% of the TOM.
requirements

• 505 Brannan Street: Add-the project as a Key Site
• 598 Brannan Street (Park Block): Allow Co.mmission to grant a
waiver that allows land dedication of space for construction of a · ·
public park to count against various fees, including the TSF and
Central SoMa Fee
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1.

Am·endments to the Gene,ra·l Plan (180490)

2.

Amendments to th·e Planning & Administrative Code (180184)

3.

Amendments to the Zoning Map (180185)

4.

Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

5.

Amendments to the Special Tax Financing. Law (180612)
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Overview of the Central SoMa Plan
»
))

2

I

Plan vision & goals
Public Benefits package

Plan Evolution
»

Changes from 2016 Draft Plan through May 10th Planning
Commission Adoption

3 Planning Commission Recommendations
r

4

Conclusion
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1.

Amendments to the General Plan (180490)

2.

Amendments to the Planning Code and Administrative Code (180184)

3.

Amendments to the Zoning Map (180185)

4.

Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

5.

Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612)
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• Creation of the Central SoMa Plan
• Amendments to East SoMa & Western SoMa Plans
• Planning Code: creation of the Central SoMa
Special Use District (SUD)
•· Admin Code: PDR protection
• Amendments to Height and Bulk District Maps
• Amendments to Zoning Use District Maps
•
•
•
•
•

Implementation Matrix
Public Benefits Program
Guide to Urban Design
Key Development Sites Guidelines
Key Streets Guidelines

(continuecl on next page)
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TENTS
• Amendments to Administrative Code Special Tax
Financing Law
• Resolutions of Intention (ROts) and Ordinances to
establish the Central SoMa Special Tax District*
• Amendments to Business & Tax Regulations and
Planning Codes to create a Central SoMa Housing
Sustainability District (HSD), pursuant to California
A873

;,
I

I

~;
~·
j

* Trailing legislation
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PLAN AREA

I I
A sustainable neighborhood:
socially, economically,
environmentally

-

.. a Central Subway under construction,

expected to open in 2019
BART/Muni Metro Subway
Muni Metro (Surface)
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Accommodate
Demand

0

Provide
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0

Respect a
Enhance
eig bo
Character

keep what's great

Diversity of
Residents
and Jobs

Diversity of
Buildings and
Architecture

Abundant Local
and Regional
Transit

Renowned
Culture and
Nightlife

Lack of Public
Parks and
Greenery

Inefficient Zoning
and Insufficient
Funding

address what's not

Unaffordable
Rents

Unsafe and
Unpleasant
Streets
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1. Accommodate a Substantial Amount of Jobs and Housing
2" Maintain the Diversity of Residents
3.. Facilitate an Economically Diversified and Lively Jobs Center
4 . Provide Safe and Convenient Transportation that Prioritizes Walking,
Bicycling, and Transit
511 Offer an Abundance of Parks and Recreational Opportunities

6., Create an Environmentally Sustainable and Resilient Neighborhood
, 7.

~reserve

and Celebrate the Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage

:.: 8.. Ensure that New Buildings Enhance the Character of the Neighborhood and
·the City
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2012

Plan
process
·!begins.

2013

2014

2015

1st Draft Plan
Released

2016

2017

2018

Revised
Draft Plan
Released

EIR process
begins

DEIR
Released

Plan

Adoption
process
begins
(expected)
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PROCESS:2

18

• 15 public workshops, office hours,
charrettes, walking tours

• Public surveys
• 17 hearings at Planning Commission
& Historic Preservatic1n Commission

• 2 informational hearh1 gs at Board of
Supervisors (Land Use Committee)
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OUTREACH: ADVOCACY GROUPS (PARTIAL LIST)

77 Dow Place HOA

SF BLU HOA

Alliance for Better District 6

SoMa Community Coalition .

Arden HOA

SoMa Community Collaborative

Asian Neighborhood Design

SoMa Community Stabilization Fund Citizens
Advisory Committee

California Culture and Music Association

SoMa Pilipinas

Central City SRO Collaborative

South Beach/Mission Bay Merchants Association

Central Subway Outreach Committee
Ch~mentina

';

South of Market Action Network (SOMCAN)

Cares

South of Market Business Association (SOMBA)

Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee

South of Market Leadership Council

Filipino-American Development Foundation

South of Market Project Area Committee (SOMPAC)

Good Jobs for All

TODCO

Housing Action Coalition (HAC)

Walk SF

One Bluxome HOA

WeAre SoMa

Rincon Hill /South Beach/Mission Bay Neighborhood
.\ Asspciation

f

Western Soma Taskforce

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Verba Buena Alliance

San· Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR)

Verba Buena Community Benefit District

Satn· ·Francisco Senior and Disability Action

YIMBY Action

San Francisco Youth Commission
1288
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SUALIZATI

3-[)

odel of Existing Buildings (2016)1289

Digital Model t y Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill

14

'

~~

SIUALIZATIO - POTENTIAL EVELOPMENT

Central SoMa Development Potential
Anticipated Projects Outside of Central SoMa

3-D

ode I of Potential Development
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IEXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY!
CJ
CJ

30-85feet

-

130-160 feet

1-

.Existing Development Capacity

1291

Ofeet

180 - 250 feet
260 - 400 feet

Proposed Development (=apacity
16

No Plan = $500 million in Public Benefits

I

--

illi

ill

I

li

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.
1292
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E

(continued on next page)
NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over
1293 the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years; in 2017 dollars.

18

KAGE(CO

NUED)

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.
1294
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I

$~.\'1 E) billi
I

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years: in 2017 dollars.
1295
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NEW FUNDING SOURCES: RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES)

$0

$0

$10

$0

CONDO:
$3.30
(2% escalation)

CONDO:
$5.50
(2% escalation)

RENTAL:
$0

RENTAL:
$0

$1.30

NC>TE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.)
1296
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RCES:

RATES)

-RESIDENTIAL (2

Office >50k sq ft: $21.50

Office >!:;ok sq ft: $0

All other projects: $41.50

All other projects: $20
$~~.75

$0

(4% escalaU)n annually for
25 years, :;: % thereafter)

0

1.2ti FAR
$1.75

1 sq ft for every 50 GSF of development
Office >50k: greater of 0.4 FAR or Sec. 202.8 (Prop X)

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern N )hds Fee, etc.)
1297
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I KEY DEVELOPMENT SITES I
BPOSE
Larger sites where we have
crafted more flexible I sitespecific ·zoning in exchange
for a greater amount of public
benefits, including:
• afJordable housing
• parks & recreational
facilities
• community facilities
• low-rent I extra PDR

' I
I

~

..

l~1i
l~lw

: l\~L . · .···.··.
I HARRISON ST

;~iiitiftarsa.oor

I ...
I
.I
I·;,
I
.. I
I

~11r~ar6a~1ta

· .. :I.
·I
I
I

'"'

.

I.
I'"

.. " .. ' . .. I
BRYANTST I
I

·\'{{!;\if}:j![\j;fi~'i@•; I
I

• bike & ped improvements

I

'~\~~~;~;~~;;~

I

..

..

'

'

:

BR)\NNAN ST 1
I
I

I
I
I

<

•,' .• ,/
..

:

. ".,TOWNSEND ST I

-------------------=----~
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ISTRICT

• Enacts California AB73 (Chiu) to create the first Housing
Sustainability District in the state

• lncentivizes & streamlines housing production: Creates
ministerial process

1~20-day

• lncentivizes use of prevailing wage and union labor
• Qualifies SF for 'zoning incentive payments' from State (l'BD)

1299
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SING SUSTAINABI

ISTRICT

E
•· District must provide 20% BMR units (Central SoMa provides 33%)
•• District must have an approved EIR to address environmental
impacts
• Projects must provide 10% on-site BMR units
• Projects must meet wage and labor standards
»

Pay prevailing wages (projects <75 units)

»

Use skilled and trained workforce (projects 75+ units)

1300
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OUSING SUSTAINABI

,,.,
J.

ISTRICT

E
• Projects that are NOT eligible:
»

Projects over 160ft (unless 100% affordable)

»

Article 10 or 11 historic properties

»

Properties containing existing units

»

Projects with >25,000 GSF of office space

1301
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CT

s
4•

·120-Day Review Process:
»

Before applying: demonstrate compliance with EIR Mitigation
Measures

»

Design review

»

Informational hearing

»

Progress requirement: once approved, must seek a site/
building permit within 36 months of approval, or seek an
extension

1302
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SPECIAL TAX DISTRI

I"

Special Tax Financing Law

¥

r

~·

'

1 :

Proposed amendments would enable the City to spend c,antral
SoMa Special Tax revenues on eligible Facilities and Services*,
. ~.which may include, but are not limited to:
• Grants to nonprofit/public social service organizations
• Environmental sustainability, including air quality mitigation and
technical studies/guidelines
• Park programming and activation

*NOTE: As identified in the forthcoming Resolutions of Intention,
or ROis
1303
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1304

EVOLUTION D RING ADOPTION PROCESS

• Jobs-Housing Balance
• Public Benefits Package
• Development Requirements

1305
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USING

CE

• Maximize housing production, especially affordable units
• Streamline the production process
• Produce I protect affordable housing units upfront through
aggressive site acquisition

1306

31

• Housing production is now maxed out at the EIR cap (+17o/c,, from
7100 to 8300 units)
• Central SoMa will be the state's 1st Housing Sustainability Cistrict
(HSD) under AB73
1

• Some Key Sites are pursuing land dedication for affordable housing
• Continuing to work with MOHCD to leverage City programs:
»

Acquisition I rehabilitation to stabilize existing units

»

Securing additional housing locations in the broader ~-OMA
neighborh-ood

1307
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BLIC BENEFITS

E
"

· •,, rylaximize affordable housing (also see previous section)
<>'.>

• :Provide funding for social/cultural programming (not just facilities)
• Plan for future capital needs at Verba Buena Gardens
• Fund neighborhood cleaning & maintenance
• Work with SFUSD to support existing schools and plan for future
growth
• Support development of Good Jobs (e.g. living wage and/or
unionized) for low-income households
• Keep the Prop X Conditional Use for PDR replacement

1308
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• Increased housing == +230 more affordable units (2900 total)
• Additional $70 million for public benefits from CFD (see belc1w)
• A Good Jobs goal was added to General Plan

amendment~;

EGO IES

1309

34

C BENEFITS

I I

SSI

I

., Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Committee (CAC) &
SoMa Stabilization CAC
» Because adjusting the CAC will require significant

consideration of responsibilities and allocation of funding from
projects, this will return to the Planning Commission and the
Board as trailing legislation.
4~

Staff are working with SFUSD to assess future school capacity
needs and how growth here and Citywide may be accommodated

~D

The Good Jobs goal may need to be fleshed out through trailing
legislation

1310
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I

··I.

I

• NOTE: There is no need for a Conditional Use requirement for PDR
replacement under Prop X, since PDR replacement is explicitly
required.
» In addition, any CU requirement applied to housing would make them

ineligible for the Housing Sustainability District, affecting ---75% of
units impacted (up to 1/2 of total units)

1311
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• Changing financial market has made some projects less feasible,
particularly rental housing
• Want greater flexibility I exceptions (e.g. similar to a Planned Unit
Development)

1312
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• Dropped the Mello-Roos Special Tax on rental housing to in1prove
financial feasibility ($1.75/sq ft)
• NOTE: Kept current zoning structure (no PUD-type exceptions
possible)
» However, site-specific exceptions were crafted for individual l<ey Sites

in Section 329(e).

1313
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1314

POPOS Design
Exc:eptions

To allow greater flexibility and diversity of POPOS dasign.

Passenger & Freight
Loading

To streamline and improve processes for reviewing passenger
and freight loading.

Transportation Demand
Management

To allow some relief for projects that have been designed
assuming the same level of grandfathering as the citywide TOM
ordinance.

Active Uses on Ground
Floors

To allow some flexibility for micro-retail and hotel uses.

Alternate Uses in PDR
Replacement Space

To support other desirable uses that cannot pay hi£ h rents.

1315
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To craft exceptions to specific key sites, and to add an additional
key site (505 Brannan Street)

·Fee Waiver at 598
· Brannan Street

To enable construction of a park on land currently owned by
SFPUC.

· Central SoMa Mello. Roos Special Tax
· Dist1rict

To establish the purpose and application of the proposed MelloRoos Special Tax District in Central SoMa.

SoiVIa Stabilization Fund

To allow Mello-Roos tax revenues to accrue to the fund.

Community Advisory
Committee (CACs)

·To split the existing Eastern Neighborhoods CAC into two more
manageable geographies.

Other Clarifying
Amendments

To correct and clarify the code amendments.

1316
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'

I

1,.

Amendments to the General Plan (180490)

2.

Amendments to the Planning Code and Administrative Code (180184)

3.

Amendments to the Zoning Map (180185)

4..

Approval of the Housing Sustainability District (180453)

5.

Amendments to the Special Tax Financing Law (180612)

1318
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November 13, 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
RE:

November 13, 2018 Agenda Items Nos. 52 through 56
Central SoMa Plan Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps,
Business & Tax Regulations, Administrative Code (Board File Nos. 180490, 180184,
180185, 180453, 180612)

Dear Board President Cohen and Supervisors:
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in with SPUR’s support for the Central SoMa Plan,
with two caveats below (on page 2). We are pleased to see that the approval of the Central SoMa
Plan and its implementing actions are finally before you. The city has been working with the
community for several years to get this ambitious plan completed, and we urge you to approve it.
Why should the Central SoMa Plan be approved? What do we see are its merits?
1. Central SoMa is the right location for jobs: Central SoMa is an area that is key to San
Francisco and to the region. It lies adjacent to the Financial District, an existing dense
jobs center, and it holds the most links to regional transportation infrastructure.
Downtown San Francisco is the area in the region with the lowest rate of driving to work
and one of the few places within the region where people can and do commute by public
transportation.
This is therefore the right place — from an environmental standpoint, a jobs
agglomeration standpoint and others — for accommodating a significant amount of
growth for both jobs and housing, but particularly for the 40,000+ jobs this Plan
contemplates.
2. The Central SoMa Plan helps to address the housing shortage and the affordability
crisis: With recent amendments, this plan now accommodates 8,300 homes, which is an
increase from what was originally planned. Additionally, the housing sustainability
district, which uses David Chiu’s AB 73 from last year, will help expedite the production
of these units which have already been considered through this planning process.
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We would support future efforts to add more housing in the Central SoMa Plan and
elsewhere in San Francisco and the region without coming at the expense of jobs in
regional-transit locations.
3. The Central SoMa Plan provides for unprecedented public benefits: The growth
accommodated by this Plan is expected to one day fund up to $2 billion in public benefits
towards affordable housing, transportation, open space, sustainability and many other
needs for the city and this neighborhood. These benefits will be transformative…once the
Plan is approved and once that development moves forward. But we have been waiting
for the plan’s completion for long enough. In the meantime, the economy has been
shifting, construction costs have been rising and the feasibility of development moving
forward is now shakier than it was a few years ago.
In that spirit, now is better than later. Displacement of both residents and businesses from San
Francisco is happening in part because there is more competition for homes and office space.
Quote unquote “normal” office jobs for nonprofits, engineering and architecture firms and other
businesses are being shifted to downtown Oakland in the best case, but also to more suburban
locations or other regions, because of the increased cost to lease office space in San Francisco.
While we are extremely supportive of the Central SoMa Plan overall, SPUR has concerns
about two of the amendments under consideration:
•

249.78(c)(7) and 249.78(c)(8): Prohibition on Market-Rate SRO and Group Housing
We oppose the prohibition on new construction, market-rate SRO housing or group
housing in Central SoMa. Given the scope of the housing shortage and the fact that
housing models are already evolving across the country, this seems like the wrong move
to make today. We need more places for people to live, and it's clear that people are
choosing to live in many different ways in cities today, particularly in places like South of
Market. The development of market-rate group or SRO housing does not harm the current
or future residents of existing SRO housing. While we think that the city should closely
monitor trends in housing development to understand how it is impacting the city and its
residents, we strongly disagree with precluding a whole category of housing types, when
what we need today is more creativity, not less, and more options, not fewer.

•

Uncodified: Non-Severability/Effect of Litigation
Lastly, we are very concerned about the clauses proposed and deleted on the topic of nonseverability and litigation. We agree that the upzonings in the Central SoMa Plan should
remain tied to the benefits promised with the plan, but we suggest not throwing the baby
out with the bathwater. The CFD is only responsible for generating $400 million out of a
potential $2 billion in benefits. We must protect the broader benefits of the plan and leave
this clause out of the final approved legislation.
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2

The Central SoMa Plan is a thoughtful and ambitious plan to improve the neighborhood for
residents, workers and visitors. It will increase housing opportunities, provide significant
affordability, expand green space, transform the experience of being on the street, maintain a vital
mix of uses, allow a diverse mix of businesses to remain in San Francisco and more. SPUR urges
you to support this Plan and set in motion the processes that will bring these benefits to Central
SoMa, San Francisco and the region.
Thank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions.
Best,

Kristy Wang
Community Planning Policy Director
cc:

SPUR Board of Directors
Mayor London Breed and staff
Planning Department staff
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/22 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing

#

Section

Page/Line

Change

1

128.1

page 22, lines 7-11

2

138(d)(2)

3

138(d)(2)

Add that the Commission's evaluation of the design of privately-owned public open spaces (POPOS) shall
page 38, lines 12-13 include whether landscaped areas incOrporate plantings which include, but are not limited to, living
walls, stormwater gardens, and drought-tolerant landscaping.

4

138(e)(2)(C)

page 40, lines 15-28

5

169.3

Amend the TDM language to require projects that submitted applications before September 4, 2016 to
page 56, lines 9-21 :.:neet 75% of the TOM requirements. Projects that submit after this date are required to meet 100%. of the
TOM requirements.

Clarifying language on calculation of land subject to Transferable Development Right (TDR)
requirements.
Clarifying language on payment of the in-lieu fee in satisfaction of privately-owned public open space
page 37, lines 18-20
(POPOS) requirements, pursuant to Section 426.

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.

6

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 shail be limited to a maximum
Floor Area Ratio of 4.0:1.
(ii) 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 capacit)'1 up to the amount specified in the Zoning Map, the project
must elect to develop a project subject to 434.

7

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.

8

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.

9

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
page 79, lines 7-17
(and conforming edits
of the existing supply of child care facilities in the Central SoMa SUD, the inability to provide suitable
in Sec. 414.4)
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.

10

263.33

If the development on Assessor's Block 3763, Lot 105 (1 Vassar I Second and Harrison) elects to build
page 90, lines 6-19 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.

11

263.34

page 90, line 23
through page 91,
line 25

12

329(e)(3)(A)

Permit land dedication that is valued at less than the subject project's Jobs-Housing Linkage Fee or
page 104, line 17
Affordable Housing Fee obligation to be considered a Qualified Amenity in order to be a Key Site,
through page 105,
pursuant to Sections 413.7 and 419.6, respectively. Projects would be required to pay the balance of fue fee
line2
obligation, subject to the land value calculation in Section 413.7.

13

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

page 106, line 2-3

On the Key Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C) (1 Vassar /2nd & 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 1015

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

Add Tier B Non-Residential projects to the CFD Tax (at a rate of $2.00/GSF).and remove Tier B Condo
page 144, lines 6-11 Residential projects (currently proposed at $3.30/GSF), as specified in the Rate and Methodof
Apportionment document {pari of the CFD formation legislation)

17

753; 814; 840; 841; 846; various; pages 148 Require a Conditional Use Authorization for Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensary uses in
230
848
the Central SoMa SUD.

249.78(e)(4)

r_

uncodified section

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.

Add language specifying that if the City is unable to apply any new development requirement that would
page 234, lines 6-14 generate revenue for the Public Be.nefits Program, the other provisions of the Plarming and
Administrative Code amendments wouid not apply.
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/l l s nd U5e & Transportation Committee Hearing
#

Section

t•/~\ llB'

Page/Line

Change

134

p. 27, Uno 22-23

Clarify lh•l project.l in tho Control SoMa SUD mus t meet the oppllcnble lot coverage requtro1n~n ~ In
!kc. 249.78(d)(4) and thor the"'"' yord requtrvmvnt1 of thlo Section 134 do not •pply.

2

1S5.S

p. 34,11Ml •2

Clarify thor opM •pares provided h) . . u,fy tho l'rlvntoly Owned Public Open Spaao• (POPOS)
r«jUiro"'ontln S.ctlon ISS cnn oo t!Jfy the nonrcsldenllol uaable open tpa rcquJr •mcntln Sc:cdon
135.3.

3

249.78(<)

p. 4S, Uno 9·12

Clnrily !hot prof..:t.s •ubjoct to •the Prlvololy Owned PubUc Open Spncts (POI'OS) r«julremont in Section
138 and the required SI'Ound noor C<)Oimudal Ustl tn Section 145.~ moy JOOlte u•• 1'01'05 along the
str..t fron.t•gcaubje<t to 145.~, provided lila lined with active comm•ron i ~Uu.

4

249.78(c)(l)(l'J

p. 67,11no1-10

eq<~lvolcn t

5

249.78(<)(5)

p. 69,11nt3-S

Oorify t~ot profo<ta with mu ltiple bulldlng4 or lol3 may lowe the r ·<tulrcd PDR uxs or community
buJldlng 1poce onywho,.. on the tubjKt project •Ito.

6

249.78(d)(J)

Clarify the ltllndoJd lor 100% gn:onhoua.-gu free electricity and the proceo for review, •11<1 apedly
p. 72,11no 16through p.
that the requlroment thollopply to newly co~tructcd commordol or mldontlol bull dingo, or major
73,lint?
lrt novotloMto ""~ling building. u defined by San Fr•ndsco Cre~n Building Cod.o Sc<tlon 202.

7

263.92(b)

p. 86, liM 15 ond 20

8

26S.S2(c)

p. 87, line 3·21

9

263.33

p. 88, llno 15·16

10

170(h)

p. 93, lino17through p. Modlly the blllk requlremr::nLS to sptdfy thol t ky pion control• will t1ke P"'cedmro over 261.1 control•
94,1lneS
on Silliman Stne~ Reduce the oky plone nppnr<nt niUI contrololo"i SUIJmon Strut to 85%.

11

270(h)

i2

319(d)(13)(0)

I

(-60\~L\

~o~:~

Rrdu"" the sround noor traJUporency teq<~lrcm nt lor now I' DR bmlnHSel from 60% (which Is
to the requirement for sround noor retail) tO 30% on l•cados >SO' lin ar leo~ ond 0% lor

$hOrl~fu<Od~.

Sp<dfy that MOHCD oholl review l~nd prop011ed to l;e dcdlao ted foJ o{(o<dablo hoUJtng. ond the
Olrtetor o( Plonnlng • holl review I.M\d pr~posed to be dedicated lot pa.rk.s and ~i\ spaCI!.
Clorlly the method or eakulollng the development copodly o( U.o primory profectollowablc with the
Spodol Height Ex«~p~on.
If tho deve lopmoJII on A.,o..or's Block 3763, L<lt 105 stela! a sped•l h lght <XCC:ptlon to build
resldentloiiMit#d or. hot~l. require tha t it me t tho rn~rtty or Its lnclualonory houolng r qutreMen t
through the On.Slte Nlordoblo Houtlns Ah<rtlotlvc pursuant to S.ction 415.5(g)(l)(A).

Por p<o)cc'" that are rtqulreci to provldel'DR (purouont to S«tton$ 202.8 ru>d 249.78(c)(S)), l{ such PDR
p. 92, li ne II throush p. Is provided on the ground floor or obove, odd 3 vortleal feet to:
94. lint \6
The Base Height specified in U1c Appo r nt Mou Redu<tlon :fnble 270(h) .
Tho holght wh•re the upper story l<lbodc La required pursuont to Section 261.1 •
Clartly tha t Ute wiJ\d e•ceptiOA Is Avlliloble lor both wind comlortand wind haurd O'lterlon, oub)e<t to
p. IOO,Itne 10
l'lonnln~ Commlulon rtvlew pwsuont to 249.78(d)(7}(C)(Iil).
On th Key Site ld•nltlled In S.c~on 329(e)(2)(P) (Flower Mort Jtte), odd n a<ctlon to nllow tho Plonnlng
Com<n!.,lon to grant certnin code cx<llpUons, U ogr«d upon with the City tn a deve lopment agreement,
Including:
nxccpUon to ofl.. treot parking conttolsof S.cllon 15l.1 to •Dow addltlono.l fOR p3rking tol •ly
lo nrvf the Flower Mark~ t tennnttand customers.
Ex<tptlon to the rcqulr mont thot POPOS be open to the oky In !kctlon 138(d)(2)(1l)(l) t.o nUow
p. I03, llne18 thmugh
& cumulative m&><lmum of 20%of the POPOS to be tovcrcd by MY combination o( (o) nn tnhabltnble
p.lO.. Uncll
portion of a buUdlng wllh a minimum tlenr= height ol 20' and moxlmwn depth from focc cf
overh .. d buUdlng of 15', or (b) on Inhabitable portion of a building with a n\i nlmum d or•nco
height of 50' and mlnlmum. horizontal dlmonslon In oil dlroctloll! of 20'.
Excoption 10 the trnn•pnrcncy ond l<ntlt rallon requlramon!S of Socii on 249.78(cj(l)(F) on 5th
Street betweM BraMon ond llryant s...e~ .
Exception to the prote<ted stte"t frontage req11ir menta ol Section lSS.l(r) on 5th St... et
bctwton BriJltliJ\ and Brya.nt Streeto.
On tho Key SlteldenUIIed In Sc<tlon 329(e)(2)(lv) (the Park l)locJI),aJ.low exctptlon to !he requircmtnt
p. 103, line 4;5
thot POPOS be OJX'n to the •ky In S.cllon 138.
On the Key Slteldentlfled In Section 3.Z9(e)(2)(vl) (the Creamery), allow oxcoptlon to tho requirement on
p.103, line 11·12
Iprotected otr«t lrontagesln S.ctlon 155(r)
Clarlfy U10t sponsora must pay an In-lie u lee for any optn Sp4« !hot docs no t mcot the rondltlona of
p. 124, line 22-25
S.ctlon3 135.3 or 138, unlou n Key Site excopUon La aped fled lnS.cllon 329(o).

..
.
.

13

319(e)(2)(b)

.

.

14

329(e)(2)(b)(lv)

IS

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

16

{26

17

11-10&841

18

\Jnoodlflcd Section
(Block $7$6, lot
p.223
035/636 4th
Slroet)

p. 189-202

Make conforming odlts to l11e MUR &nd MUG zoning control toblu I~ reflect tholonlng mop
•rnendmenu Introduced nt the Boord of Supcrvt&ora and to aou-r•lerenC<t the Centtlll SoMa SUD.
Staff reoommtnda •ddlng lang\lagelhat the Commlll$lon Jhall ~vnluoto th~ project doslgn lh rough the
Large Project Authort.. uon procc.. pwsuont to Section 319 and mab recommendations to addr sslfl
wb1n dcalgn Imp•<.., In order to: (I) limit !he vtsuol Jmpnct or th lorsor tower bull: and floorplate; and
(1) odd rc.. thelmpo.c u of the UOt.lted to1ver seporoUon betw•cn thh project nod thu.djocmt
dev~lopment fit Block 3786, lot322 (.5Q5 Brannon S!rHt).
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
LEGISLATIVE AMENDMENTS PROPOSED B't ::.UPERVISOR KIM AT 7/23 LAND USE & TRANSPORT~->. •. uN COiVIMITTEI:

#

'

Sec.

Legislation
Page/Line

Rationale

Change

HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT
[File ~o.180453- Business and Tax Regulations; PlantJing Co4.l:!~- C~ntra1Soutl1.ofJ\1arket I'J-o1lsii1g Sustainability District]
To incentivize production of on-site affordable
1
pg 10, lines 14- Modify project eligibility to require that projects
?43(d)(7)
21
seeking approval pursuant to this Section 343 elect housing units.
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.
This clarifYing amendment specifies that the
2
343(g)(S)
pg 13, line 25
Clarify the discretionary review requirement to
to pg 14, line 3 specify that as long as the Planning Commission has Commission will not hold a hearing for
discretionary review of these projects as long
delegated its authofity to the Planning Department
as the Planning Commission has delegated its
to review applications for projects subject to this
Section 343, the Planning Commission shall not hold review authority to the Planning Department
a public hearing for discretionary review of projects This amendment would clarif'ythatthe Board
of Supervisors is not purporting to unilaterally
subject to this Section 343.
delegate the Commission's permit review
authority.
3
343(g)(6)
pg14,line 18
To reduce delays in housing production by
Establish expiration of approval: Approval of a
requiring approved projects to commence
to pg 16, line 2 project pursuant to this Section 343 shall expire if
construction within a reasonable timeline.
the project sponsor has not procured a building
permit or site permit for construction of the project
within 30 months ofthe 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 m·onths.
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. 180i84- Plaiiriiiig Code, Zoning Map- Cep.tra1 South ofMarketSpecia1 Us_e Dist:I;ic~]
Section 2,
With a special height exemption pursuant to
4
pg 15, line 13
Amend Height and Bulk District Map HT01 for the
Section 263.32 (eligible for properties that
development on Assessor's Block 3777, Lot 052 to
subsection (c)
provide 100% affordable housing), this would
increase the permitted height/bulk from 45-X to
allow the affordable housing building at 59 5
50-X.
Brannan to achieve a height of70', thus
enabling an extra floor of affordable units.
PLANNING CODE &ADMiNiSTRATIVE CODE
..
[File no.180184: AdlruriiStnitlve, Planning C.odes' Central S~l!-i:h of Market Area Plan]
Amend the PDR Requirements to:
(1) remove grocery stores from the definition
of"'community building space"';
(2) require that the 25% space reduction for
below market rate PDR space provide the lower
rent for the life of the development project; and,
(3) when a development application is
' 249.78(c)(5)(B pg 65, line 21;· submitted, require the -project sponsor to
5
pg 6 7, lines 8-9
demonstrate that they notified existing PDR tenants
)
and 14-27
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
.J?.!splaced Busi!lesses availabl~ fro!l1 theQffj'~e of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) or
its successor agency.
Allow the development on Assessor's Block 3763,
6
263.33(c)(2)
pg84, line 24
Lot 105 to receive the special height exemption for.
residential use, in addition to hotel.
7

329(e)(3)(A)

pg 98, lines 2023

Include donation ofland for satisfaction of jobsHousing Linkage fee pursuant to Section 413.7 as a
qualified amenity provided by Key Sites, if the value
of the land donated is equal to or greater than the
fee amouqt owed.

Central SoMa Amendments Introduced on 7/16 and 7/23
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..

To incentivize provision of below market rate
PDR space and to support existing PDR
businesses with relocation.

To encourage housing production by allowing
flexibility for this site to be developed as
housing in addition to, or instead of, a hotel.
Corrects oversight based on benefits proposed
by Key Sites.

Page 1
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Legislation
Page/Line

#

Sec.

8

329(e)(3)(B)(i
v)

pg 99, lines 1-4

9

329(e)(3)(B)(v
i)

pg 99, lines 710

10

413.7(a) .

pg101, Jines
21-23

11

840 (Table
840)

pg 186, line 22
topg190, line
13

12

841 (Table
841)

pg 192, line 6
to pg 195, line
21

13

848

pg 208, Jines 16

14

Uncodified
section

pg 216, Jines 518

Change

Rationale

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(E),
allow exception to the Jot 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).
On the Key Site identified in Section 32 9 (e) (2) (H),
remove the exception to the protected pedestrian-,
cycling-, and transit-oriented street frontage
requirements of Section 155(r). Add possible
exemptions to include the street frontage
requirements in Section 145.1, and the required
ground floor commercial uses in Section 145.4.
Clarif'ythat projects that satisfY all or a portion of
the jobs-Housing Linkage fee via land dedication
pursuant to Section 413.7 may receive a credit
against such requirements up to the value of the
land donated.

Certain exceptions were developed recognizing
the specific needs and opportunities of certain
Key Development Sites. However, these
exceptions should not be broadly applicable to
all the Key Sites.

Make conforming edits to the MUG General District
Zoning Control Table to correct numbering and
cross-references, and to add references to various
requirements in the Central SoMa SUD.
Make conforming edits to the MUR Gen,eral District
Zoning Control Table to correct numbering and
cross-referepces, and to add references to various
requirements in the Central SoMa SUD.
Correct the residential off-street par!dng code
references in the CMUO District Zoning Control
Table.
For a residential Tower on Block 3786, Lot 035, the
following controls shall apply, provided the project
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 Jess 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 length of a Residential tower
shall be 165 feet.

The code as introduced was contradictory, as it
specified that projects could meet part or all of
their jobs-Housing Linkage fee obligation
through land dedication, but later said the
proposed, land must be equal to or greater in
value than the fee obligation. This clarification
is consistent with our other land dedication
policies.
Conforming edits to address the zoning
amendments introduced on july 16th.

Conforming edits to address the zoning
amendments introduced on july 16th.

Corrects cross-references.

To facilitate an increase in residential units in
the tower. at 636 4th Street, provided the
project provides affordable housing units onsite.

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM. DOCUMENT [ADOPTED
BY REEER,ENCE] .,
. : ::'... .!.:'' ·.:-; . . ··.-.:;~·-. -~·-,·-~··.~·?.'. :.,.~..
15

Public Benefits
Program

16

Key
.nja
Development
Site Guidelines

nja

Amend the Implementation Program Document to:
(1) In the Cultural Preservation and Community
Services category, create a $10million PDR .
Relocation Fund and subtract $5million from the
Restoration of the US Mint building; and, (2)
subtract $5million from the Environmental
Sustainabi!ity & Resilience category ($4 million
from "Enhanced stormwater management in
complete streets" and $1million from "Water
recyclillg_and stormwater management in parks").
Edit the description of Key Development Site 3 to
specifY that the hotel may be developed as a
residential building, and to remove the reference to
500 hotel rooms.

Central SoMa Amendments Introduced on 7/16 and 7/23
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To support existing PDR businesses and
mitigate the impacts of displacement by
providing-relocation assistance, including
business services and support with rent and
moving costs.

Conforming amendment with item #6 (Section
263.33) above.
··-
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY SUPERVISOR KIM AT 7/16 LAND USE & TRANSPORTAl tuN COMMITIEE
., . = non-substantive edits

#

Sec,

Page/Line

Change

Rationale JNotes

1

Section 2, Finding
(d)

pg 8, lines 1-16

Add a finding establishing intent for the Board
of Supervisors to revise the jurisdiction and
composition of Citizen Advisory Committees
(CACs) to guide Plan implementation.

2

Section 2, Finding
(e)

pg8, lines 17-24

3

128.1(b)

pg 20, line 25; pg
21, line 1-2

Add a finding establishing intent for the Board
of Supervisors to develop a "Good jobs·
Policy."
. ClarifY the FAR definition for Transferable
Development Rights to exclude:
- lot area devoted to land dedicated to the City
for public parks or recreation centers
-lot area devotee\ to development of
affordable housing buildings

To advance future legislation to revise the
Eastern Neighborhoods CAC and split it into
two bodies, one serving the three SoMa Plan
Areas (East, Central, and West SoMa), and one
serving the southern Plan Ares (Mission,
Showplace Square j Potrero Hill, and Central
Waterfront). A process would be developed to
incorporate the recommendations of
neighborhood stakeholders and community
members.
To advance future legislation to promote good
jobs with living wages in the Plan area.

lZBTi(c) •··

pg 21; li* 15.

'4.

.~f/!{~~~t0s "Dev~laplrterit Lor' iliii

5

132.4(d)(1)(B)(iv) pg:24}lines 1-2

.lncr~~sii1i!l9w~g. ?P"~~~<ijl architectural
. If19dulatiiin from five feet to eight feet.

6

135.3

pg 32, lines 10-12

7

138(a)(2)

pg 33; lilies 2-3.

ClarifY that satisfaction ofPOPOS under 138
satisfies the open space requirements of
135.3.
,tfafifY:tliatl:7tail11se~ are Jiotreqilired to .
·proVide POPO~, ; ·.·
·
.
.
,

8

138(d)(2),
~ubsections

pg35, line 14-19;
pg 37, line 19-21

9

138(d)(2)(E)(i)

10
11

Clarif'ying amendment

Corrects grafting error tn sequence of terms.
·Preserves the sense of asuostantial.edifice
while
alloWing. for
inset.balconi~s .
' ·:··
;:. ·...... ·::·; ., .. , .. ' .. ·:
·',"!~··.

·.·~·:·-·

Corrects drafting error to properly crossreference Section 138.

. •.
•·
"
Update references to point to appropriate
subsections.

Corrects 'draftillg'erf.6r.i:Q:i~'clude'retail uses:•' .
Jl.etail ~s~s (iikrdnstitutional tis~s)w.ould still
need to proVide usable open space per Section
i35.3.
Corrects drafting error in references within
Section 138.

pg 36, lines 4-5

Allow up to 10% of outdoor POPOS to be
under a cantilevered portion of the building if
the building is at least 20 feet abo:ve grade.

Facilitates architectural creativity in projects
while maintaining the goal of having outdoor
POPOS·feel outdoors.

138(d)(2)(F)(ii)

pg 36, lines 13-14

Allow up to 25% of indoor POPOS to have
ceiling height of less than 20 feet.

This change would facilitate the creation of
mezzanines within the POPOS.

151.1

To limit parldng in this transit-rich district, in
Change parking requirements to up to 0.25
spaces/unit principally permitted or up to 0.5 keeping with the citywide TDM program.
spaces/unit with a Conditional Use
Authorization.
...
, ~pi,reC!f;dra,f.ting ,errorin referenc~s
pgS~;)iri~T
-l]~q~te r~f~l:ii~c~ t~ J1.9f~~tfi929(e) (3)
The Passenger Loading Plan is a new concept
pg 52, lines 1-5
Add to the Driveway Loading and Operations
Plan (DLOP) the requirement that projects
aimed at minimizing the impact of passenger
drop-offs, particularly on high injury corridors.
include a Pa0senger Loading Plan. Whereas
the DLOP focuses on issues within the
All of the projects required to do such a Plan
building, the PLP would focus on on-street
would also be required to undertake the DLOP,
so there's svnergy in merging the two efforts.
loading issues:
pg 64, lines 18-23 Allow "active uses" to only be to a depth of10 Active use requirements are to ensure proper
feet from the street (as opposed to the current street activation. However, some flexibilitY may
standard of25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on be beneficia.!' in the case of micro-retail uses
minor streets, 2) along minor streets as long
(i.e., uses less than 1,000 square feet), along
there is a doorway every 25 feet.
narrow streets and alleys, and on small corner
lots where the requirements of one frontage
impinge on the perpendicular frontage.
pg 64, line 16-17 Add that hotels are allowed as an active
Hotels generally have very active ground floors,
commercial use per 145.4.
including lobbies, bars, and restaurants.

.

(A) &
tB); 138(e)(2)

l'it'f.i' .~~:sqJ(~) OJ) ·

.

.

pg42, lines 4-6

mr

13

155(u)

14

249.78(c)(1)

15

249.78(c)(1)(D)

16

249.78(c)(4)

pg 65, lines 6-9

~7-':

249:78(6)(4)

pg 65,

li:ne 9; ;t.z

ModifY the Micro-Retail definition to require
To provide a minimum micro-retail size to
that spaces measure no less than 100 gross
ensure usable retail space, and to allow
maximum flexibility for residential projects.
square feet, and modifY the requirement so
that it applies to new non-residential
development only.
·:Key site exception'" Micra R.etaii:requiremell,ts ·dafif§ihlfai'rieilillli.e'iit ·
f~rt~;,YN~~ it clear that it refers to "lots:' Iiot

Central SoMa Amendments Introduced on 7/16. and 7/23
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is• ; Z49)~(c)(5l

···::,...

;pg 66 line 7'12

'.ere·· ''the PDR're'pJai:etiieilthinguageito'···· •·
; that the requir.e~entwould only
! apwy co thenol1r~side~tiai poitioii;and
!would ~xducie ~esid~ntlj;F& r6Pbs; ·

· tial'il};:iilg iimenplrie'"• ·

in.

19

249.78(c)(5)(B)

pg 65, lines 2022; pg 66, line 19

20

249.78(d)(3)(C)

pg 69, lines 3-6

. •.

Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR
requirements oflarge office projects to also
include nonprofit community services, cityowned public facilities, and Legacy
Businesses. Amend the·eastern boundary of
the area where the off-site PDR requirement
may be satisfied from Embarcadero Street to
Second Street.
Allow projects the flexibility to provide their
living and solar roof elements of subsections
249.78(d)(3)(C)(i)-(v) on any rooftops within
the subject project, provided the equivalent
amount of square footage is provided.

Like PDR, these uses are beneficial to the
community and can only pay limited rent. The
eastern boundary for off-site PDR replacement
is being amended to conform with the Plan
area boundary.

To allow some flexibility

Claril}i lot merg'Wr~stfictiotis tdexeiripfthe
' ClarifYing airierldfuent.
Key Site identified in 3Z9(e)(Z)(C), consist~ht
. . .
..
. '
with the key Development Site Guidelines.
Wihd staild~rd" clarify i:hatprojects ~ust .
I,n,eetthe l'li}'e l:jou,r ~Ti\(Ori,on):l:'l:ih m{tigations

Glarif)iii\g ani'endih.ent '

pg 72, line 16-25;
pg 73, line 1-3

In the Central SoMa SUD,
-allow units above 85' in height to meet
exposure requirements if they are 15' back
from the pro percy line,
-allow 10% of units at or below 85' to have an
exposure of15'x15' instead of25'x25'; and,
- do not require the increase in setback at
every horizontal dimension that increases of
5' at each subsequent floor.

These changes would mal<e a rule of commonly
granted exceptions.

263.32; 26':3i3'3T
263.34 . ..

pg 83,lihe 6 "7,

cla[if:Ytratproj~ct,#W:~tcp~nWV1tlf~~:S,e .•·.·.· 'Cor~e;;i:S ovetsigJ1t suchiliatdedicate~, :<,·
Special Height Exce'ptilinseCtions do not need . pif6l:i:\abie hdusiiig sites can receive tl:ie height
Conditional ifs~ appriW~l
iJ'ii:iiusjust as sites that build units or that
·
:dedicate !arid fpi: open spa,ce.

25

263.32(b)(1)

pg 82, lines 21-24

26

26332(c) (3),:: '. :

,.22

249.7B(d)(7)

23

249.78(d)(9)

pg 84; line~ 16:
1'i; pg ss, u:n~s 67

a

'·. .· . ..

ClarifY that sites that donate land for
affordable housing are eligible for this Special
Height Exception. ·

The purpose of this height bonus is to incentive
projects to provide sites for affordable housing
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.

•pg'B3;;)I:qes 23"2~ · ·Glaril}i that sites that utilize tlii{Spei:ial ·
HeightException 'to exceed 160 feet are still
subject eontrols in Section 270 fof mid~ rise
projects and hot t'~w~ts. . .
.

to

.

27

·Table 270(h),

·.·

pg 90, !hie 11

For·Perr:y Street; make the Base Height "none" .. This is the eorrect:charige to effecfuatethii·goa]
of treating Perry St. like current n'o·ijbern sides
ofaileys, as discussed in the Centr'al SoMa:,.
'Plan's Implementation Matri~.

a

28

329(d)

pg 96, lines 1QC11

/l.dd subsection referencing the ability to
grant exceptions for wind p.er the co.ritrols.
contained.in Section 249.7B(d)(7}.

:Corrects drafting error to properly cross- ·
reference 249.7B(d)(7) and 329(d) ..

29

329(d)

pg 96, lines 4-5

Add a subsection referencing the ability to .
grant tower separation exceptions per the .
cqntrols contained in Section132.4(d)(3)(B).

.Corrects drafting error to properly crossreference 132.4(d)(3)(B) and 329(d).

30

329(d)

pg 95, Jines 1821, pg 96, Jines 67

Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the
freight loading requirements of Se.ctions 154
and 155, and to allow the "Driveway and
Loading Operations Plans" (DLOP) per Section
155(u) to be used when evaluating this
exemption.

These are commonly granted exceptions that
are important to maintain but would otherwise
be removed based on proposed changes to
329(d)(12).

31

329(d)

pg 96, lines 8-9

Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for
exposure requirements under Section
;1.40/249.78

},32'

329(d)

This is a commonly granted exception that is
important to maintain but would otherwise be
removed based on proposed changes to
329[d)[12).
Grarifying'.amertdme~t ·· ·

Central SoMa Amendments Introduced on 7/16 and 7/23
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33

329(e)(2)(A)

pg 97, lines 20-23

Corrects oversight bJncl
'onation of!emd for affordable
by Key Sites (for res
houc
J!er Sec 419.6 (Alternatives to the
lnclusionary Housing Component) as qualified
amenities to be considered a Key Site.
• ClarifY tliaii KeY, Sites mayutilize tlie'
exception~
in 329(d).
. . . . .gragted
,,.;.
; ·....

' '

' on benefits proposed
,a] projects only).

·.Eicfra langllage neededto'li:i\iJ{e sure intent' of'·
tliis section is' ~lear.

~

'35

329(e)(3)(B)

pg 98; uries 3'4

Clarify that Key· Sites can have exceptions for
tov:rer sep~\at!~Ii e~~ri ~re?ter than the
exception in·132.4
' .
Limit certain exceptions to specific Key
Development Sites, as discussed in the Key
Development Sites Guidelines.

Cla\:ifying 'non~silbstanttve amendment

Certain exceptions were developed recognizing
the specific needs and opportunities of c.ertain
Key Development Sites. However, these
1 - - l - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - l exceptions should not be broadly applicable to
all the Key Sites.
37
On the Key Site identified in Section
329(e)(2)(E), the ground floor non-residential
height in Sections 145.1 and 249.78(d)(8)
may be reduced to 14'. In addition, the
Add new section
pg 98, lines 11-16 apparent mass reduction controls in Section
329(e)(3)[B)[i)
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.
36

329(e)(3)(B)

pg 97, line 9-25;
pg. 98, line 1-6

38

Add new section
329(e)[3)[B)[ii)

pg98, lines 17-21

On the Key Site identified in Section
329(e)[2)(C), exception to the lot coverage
limits in Section 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 maybe permitted
to seek a Conditional Use Authorization to
establish a Formula Retail Limited Restaurant,
pursuant to Section 303.1.

Add new section
329[e)(3)[B)(iii)

pg 98, lines 22-23

On the Key Site identified in Section
329[e)[2)[D), exception to the requirement in
Section 138(d)(2)[E)[i) that ground floor
POP OS be open to the sky.

, Add new section
329[e)(3)(B)[iv)

pg 98, lines 24-25

On the Key Site identified in Section
329(e)(2)(G), exception to the PDRspace
requirements of Section 249.78(c)(5).

pg 99, lines 1-6

On the Key Site identified in Section
329(e)(2)[H), exception to the protected
pedestrian-, cycling-, and transit-oriented
street li:ontage requirements of Section
155(r) and to the required nonresidential use
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 all private.

39

40

41

Add new section
329[e)(3)(B)(v)

43

418.7(a)

44

418.7(b)(2)

pg102,lipes 8~13

Require the J:)ii'es:tor ofProperj:y to either. ·
cqndiu:t
t'h¢ iiui~ appr~is~1for land
dedii:<ttibn ii:i sati~f<tctibn.cif the)obs-Housing·
.
..
Link,age Fe~ r~q~irem~pt

Clarlf:0ng amendment

pg106line 21
through pg 107,
line 8; pg 108
lines 7-8
pg 107, lines 2023

Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to allow
funding to accrue from the Central SoMa
Community Facilities District.

Change necessary to legalize the funding
structure proposed by the Plan.

Update SoMa Stabilization Fund to reference
Central SoMa Implementation Prowam
Document
Cladzythattl:\e POPO~ iri-l~eu fee ~ho11ld not

Change necessary to legalize the funding
structure proposed by the Plan.

or approye

'-q·~ i:!)#g~'4wii~re e~c~iitiq'nsn'om d)~sign
sbinciards'
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46

434

'4T'· ''848'

-.

pg 132, line 9
through pg 134,
line4

Ad' ~ection that describes the purpose,
ap
Ji!itY, and requirements of the Central
So!VJa. ,>rello-Roas Community Facilities
District (CFD). This CFii 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 Band C and/or nonresidential 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.

!jYg•2Qz;:'itff.1i~ sc2o ·

:Add' a cross:refereiii:e iii tlie'GJ'vlUO table' to

th~iesi'ci~ntrah6\)t:oterage requirements in

249.7s. ·:·_·,:-:::-·,_ ,-,.~ ,,,,. .

48

Zoning map
amendments &
various
conforming
sections in
Planning Code

Zoning map
ordinance:
pg4,line 17-19;
pg 5, line 4-5; p 6,
line 20; pg 7, line
15 &22

.

.

Modify the proposed zoning as follows:
-Keep the MUR zoning on the portions of
Assessor blocks 3725,3732, 3750, 3751, 3752
and 3753 that are currently zoned MUR
-Rezone the WMUG- and M-zoned parcels in
block 3733 in the Plan Area and the WMUGzoned parcels in block 3752 to MUR
-With the exception of parcels that are part of
Key Development Sites, rezone the SAL!zoned parcels on blocks 3777, 3778, 3785 tp
MUG

Ceritral SoMa Amendments Introduced on 7/16 and 7/23
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This language was ?""qys proposed for
inclusion but was :
ady for discussion until
this time.

'-Non:subst:intive arnendillent but not indilded'.,,:'in fh~t~s~ Report · ·
·
··
To increase housing development by limiting
hotels and other non-residel\tial uses.

Page 6

From:

-

Sent:
To:.
Cc:
Subject:

fl

Patricia Valencia ·<glosunsunshine@gmail.com~
· Monday, October 01, 2018 10:59 AM
Tang, Katy (BOS).
Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)
RE: San Francisco Flower Market

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

L!

Dear Sirs,
We have been a tenant in the San Francisco Flower Mart for 10 years.
We support the Flower Mart project with office and retail above the new wholesale flower market.
Our business starts very early in the morning with loud trucks loading/unloading as early as midnight.
I support housing in San Francisco, but tlie .housing project
.
. units in the Flower . Mart project does not seem
feasible, because of the odd hours (very early'in the morning} will conflict with our wholesale business.
If people are living righ~ above or right next to the wholesale flower market, they will complain and it may not
.be a very good fit.

Patricia Valencia
Patricia Araujo Clay
Su.nshine Flowers International

1
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From:

Pin Nursery <pinnurseryinc@gmail.com>
Monday, October .01, 2018 9:21 AM
Major, Erica (BOS)
New Flower Mart project

Sent:
To:
Subject:

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

•
•

I am a tenant ofthe Flower Mart, have been for 30 years.
I support the New Flower Mart project as an office and retaii project above the new wholesale flower

market.
•
We.are a late-night/early morning operation and I d·on't support any residential units in the New Flower
Mart.
•
I don't support residential units above or right next to the new wholesale flower market.
•
Our work is noisy and if you put housing in the New Flower Mart it will hurt our operations and cause
conflict with the new residents.

Charlie Cheng
Pin Nursery
7980 Holsclaw Rd
Gilroy CA, 95020
408-710-933 8-

·~

1
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·'·
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

:l

Jeanne <jeanne@sfflowermart.com>
su·nday, September 30, 2018 8:12 PM
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)
Letter from SFFM
180928 Ltr from SFFM to BOS Land Use.docx

This message is from outside the. City email system. Do not open links or attachments from ·untrusted sources.

September 28, 2018

Chair Katy Tang
/
Vice-Chair Jane Kim
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Land Use and Transportation Committee
Dear SupervisorsTang, Kim and Safai:
r-

We represent theSan Francisco Flower Mart, one Of the oldest wholesale flower markets in the United St.ates. We
manage the wholesale marketplace .which houses over 50 individual flower vendors. We support the Flower Mart
Project in Central SoMa as an office and retail development above a new, state-of-the-art wholesale flower
market. This has been the plan for the site for at least the past four years. Ho'wever, it is important to note that we are
·
absolutely opposed to any residential units o'nthe site.
The San Francisco Flower Mart is an industrial business. We are heavily reliant on vehicles to both receive and deliver
the products we sell in our wholesale marketplace, many of these vehicles are semi-trucks and box trucks. Our
businesses operate late night and very early morning hours, as early as 12:0~ AM, when our vendors begin receiving
deliveries on semi-trucks and box trucks. Our customf?rS arrive and begin buying our perishable products at 2:00
AM. Although .we sell a beautiful product, we are extremely noisy and typically have trucks parked, sometimes-double
parked, in our alleyways and surrounding streets most days during the week. If housing were to be built on this site, it
would conflict with these activities and cause a hardship for ~ur wholesale vendors and customers to operate
·
effectively. While we support housing being built in San Francisco in general, we very strongly. request that you maintain
the Flower Mart Project as it has been planned; with only office and retail space above and adjacent to the wholesale
flower market.
·
Respectfully,

v~Y~
Vance Yoshida
President
~an Francisco Flower Mart LLC
J~Bo-e-y

Jeanne. Boes
Chief Op~rations Officer and General Manager
1
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San Francisco Flower Mart LLC

Jeanne Boes
General Manager
Chief Operations Officer
SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART
640 Brannan Street
San Francisco, CA 94107
415.392.7944
415.637.8817 cell
www.sfflowermart.com
http://www.facebook.com/SFFiowerMart
https://twitter.com/sfflowermart
~ONFIDENTIALITY NOTE: This email is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged,
confidential or otherwise protectedfrom disclosure. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this email or the information herein by anyone other
than the intended recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received
this email in error, please call the California Flower Mart LLC at 415.392.7944 and destroy the original message and all copies.
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.· · . . ·. ·..· ·~<IDOJJt~ ~ ~tru~®~ C®tJUU~~[(IDm~ A©t~®trul ~®m®rk
·1110 Howard Street

I SF,

CA 94103

·

I

phone (415) 255-7693

I www.somcan.org
·
I t1

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Environmental Review Officer
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Room#244
San Francisco, CA 94102
June 11, 2018

Via Hand Delivery
RE: Central SoMa Plan- Appeal of the 5/10/18 Planning Commission Decisions
Dear Clerk of the Board and the Members of the Board of Supervisors:
The South of Market Community Action Network (SOMCAN) appeals the following
decisions concerning the Central SoMa Plan ("the Plan"). The Plan Area is bounded by Second
Street on the east, Sixth Street on the west, Townsend Street on the south, and an irregular border
that goes along Folsom, Howard, and Stevenson Streets to the north.
1) Certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Adoption of Findings
and Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and Alternatives and a Statement of
Overriding Considerations
The final resolutions for the relevant appeals are attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in
support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits A-D.

I. Citizens appeal the decisions made by the Planning Commission to certify the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and adopt Findings and Evaluation of Mitigation
Measures and Alternatives and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, State
Clearinghouse No. 2013042070 (Exhibit A, Resolutions)
The appeals related to CEQA are filed on the following bases.
The EIR is inadequate, incomplete, and deficient
• Inadequate and incomplete analysis of and failure to disclose the severity of the
level of impact for the following environmental impacts:
o Creation of a Second Financial District
o Existing Youth and Family Special Use District
o Transportation and Ride Hailing Companies
o State Density Bonus Laws
o Economic Impacts from Displacement and Increase in Vehicle Miles
Travelled
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Residential Units Not Being Used as Traditional Housing
The 5M Project
New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements
o Consideration of Continued PDR Uses
o Lack of Mfordability of Housing Incentivized by the Plan and
Socioeconomic Makeup of New Residents
o Open Space
o
Stabilization ofNon-Profit Organizations
o Health Impacts
o Density of Workers Based on Square Footage of Office Space and
Auxiliary Jobs is Under Calculated
Failure to adopt all feasible mitigations and alternatives
Strong disagreement with Responses to Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report
,
Inadequate and incomplete Findings, Evaluation of Mitigation Measures and
Alternatives, and Statement of Overriding Considerations
o
o
o

•

II. Exhibits (Attached)
Exhibit A: Resolutions
20182 EIR Certification
20183 CEQAFindings
Exhibit B: Letters (including comments submitted on the Plan EIR during the EIR comment
period)
Exhibit C: Links to videos of hearings in which testimony was given on the Central SoMa Plan
Exhibit D: Transcript Planning Commission Hearing, May 10, 2018 on the Central SoMa Plan

Thank you,

Angelica Cabande
Organizational Director, South of Market Community Action Network

1336

2

.· ~~tiD ®H 11VA1~lftk~ (fE@ffiiDI]])Gll[fi)rn~ £~rn®NTI ~~®!rlk
1110 Howard Street

I SF, CA ,94103 I phone (415) 255-7693 I www.somcan.org

February 13, 2017
Lisa M. Gibson
Acting Environmental Review Officer
1650.Mission Street
Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
and via e-mail Lisa.Gibson@sfgov.org
Re:

Planning Department Case 2011.1356E
State Clearinghouse No. 2013042070

Dear Ms. Gibson:
The South of Market Community Action Network ("SOMCAN") is a multi-racial, community
organization that educates, organizes, and mobilizes immigrant and low-income South of
Market ("SoMa") residents to fight for improvements to their quality of life by engaging in the
decision making processes that affect their neighborhood and greater San Francisco. Our
mission is to build and support a strong, organized community that takes collective action to
achieve equity, and social and economic justice. SOMCAN works to address gentrification and
displacement issues in SoMa and San Francisco.
We respectfully submit this comment letter on the Central SoMa Plan Draft Environmental
Impact Report (the "DEIR"), which encompasses the area of South of Market bounded by 2nd
Street (east); 6th Street (west); Townsend Street (south); and an irregular border jogging
between Folsom, Howard and Stevenson Streets (north).
Comment Period Extension Period Should Have Been Granted
Firstly, we object again on the grounds that there has been insufficient time for the public to
review this nearly 700 page long technical document. We, along with other community
members, submitted a letter dated February 3, 2017 requesting for an extension of the
comment period, which Planning denied.

SOMCAN Central SOMA DE/R Response Letter Page
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Since 2000, SOMCAN has worked to educate and organize the community particularly around
land use issues. With only 60 days from the release of the DEIR to the closing of the comment
period, and the fact that the DEIR was released on December 14, 2016 just prior to the
holidays, there has not been enough time for our organization to complete a thorough review,
technical and otherwise, of the DEIR, as well as present the contents to community members,
and compile their feedback. This a fatal flaw and fundamental deficiency of this DEl R that it has
not sufficiently been available to the public for review and comment.
A More Extensive and Thorough Public Review Needed of DEIR Given Relaxing of Project
Level Reviews
This is nota project level EIR. This is a Plan Area EIR that comes to us in the new era of "byright" development encouraged at the State level (there is once again legislation pending at the
State level to allow development "by-right" without any project level environmental review or
public hearings) arid at our local level, with this Central SoMa Plan proposing a radical relaxing
of development controls.
In the past, Area Plans have been written with the presumption that more detailed
environmental review will be done as projects are proposed by developers during the
implementation of the Area Plans. This will almost certainly not be the case here, yet the public
has not been allowed a reasonable time to review this DEIR and provide comment; and
Planning has ignored the fact that the City is reducing the public's ability to comment on
implementation of the Central SoMa Plan going forward.
The following are SOMCAN's comments to the DEIR as we have best been able to compile
them given the insufficient time Planning has afforded our organization to engage residents of
SoMa in a thorough review and understanding of the contents of this DEIR.
SOMCAN's areas of concern are:
1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Financial District at the Expense of
Families, Youth and Seniors Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa.
2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregards the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use
District
3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure and Impact of Ride Hailing
Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not Fully
Considered
4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls
Have Not Been Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR
5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR
6. The DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being
Used as Traditional Housing
7. The SM Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis
8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not
Properly Presented or Studied in the DEIR

SOMCAN Central SOMA DEIR Response Letter Page
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9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate
10. The DEIR Does Not Address the Lack of Affordability of Housing lncentivized By
the Plan and the Socioeconomic Makeup of New Residents That Will Result
11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoMa By
Relying on POPOS
12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stabilization of SoMa based Non-Profit
Organizations
13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise,
Degraded Air Quality, Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and Increased Wind Speeds
EXPLANATION OF CONCERNS:
1. The Central SoMa Plan Creates a Second Financial District at the Expense of
Families, Youth and Seniors Living, Working and Going to School in SoMa
The area defined as the Central SoMa Plan Area is a neighborhood. While we are not opposed
to further growth, we are opposed to Planning's proposed transformation of this neighborhood
into a new Financial District. The scale of development and the mix of commercial, office and
high end luxury development described in the Plan are not conducive to a healthy
neighborhood.
There are many established aspects to what constitutes a healthy neighborhood that the DEl R
should be studied against. We demand that this DEl R be studied against the City's Healthy
Development Measurement Tool (HDMT), which was developed by Planning in partnership with
the Department of Public Health and community organizations during the Eastern
Neighborhoods rezoning 1. Please refer to the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Health Impact
Assessment (ENCHIA) 2 •3
Youth, families and seniors in SoMa demand a family-friendly neighborhood, human scale,
safety for pedestrians of all ages and abilities, with access to light and air, and neighborhood
services close by. The Plan as proposed is completely out of character with the goal of
sustaining Central SoMa as a neighborhood and a dynamic employment center co-existing in a
mutually supportive way. Instead of building towards the long-established community and City
goal of creating a family-friendly neighborhood in Central SoMa, the DEIR proposes a second
Financial District, which will harm the health of existing and future populations.
2. The Central SoMa Plan Disregards the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use

District

1 http://www.who.int/hia/conference/poster_bhatia_2.pdf

http :1/www. pewtrusts. org/e n/m ulti med ia/d ata-visua lizations/20 15/h ia-ma p/state/ca lifo rn ia/easte rnneighborhoods-community
3 http://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2007/09/hiareportenchia.pdf?la=en
2
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The Central SoMa Plan incorporates areas that are covered under the SoMa Youth and Family
Special Use District! was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January 2009. The SoMa
Youth and Family Special Use District's purpose is to expand the stock of affordable housing, as
well as protect and enhance the health and environment of youth and families in SoMa. The
Central SoMa Plan does not adequately take into account the SoMa Youth and Family Special
Use District and instead of strengthening its controls, the DEIR undermines its goals.
We demand that as part of the Central SoMa Plan, projects within the SoMa Youth and Family
Special Use District are required to undergo review and approval by resident groups and
community organizations before they are considered by the Planning Department. We are
demanding that this community approval process function similarly to other Special Use Districts
in the City such as the Bernal Heights Special Use District. 5
Planning has abused the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District since it was established
during the Eastern Neighborhood rezoning. These abuses including the re-mapping of the
SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District by the Hearst and Forest City's 5M development,
which covers five city blocks near 5th and Mission Streets. The 5M project gained approval in
December 2015 for a large office tower by re-mapping the boundaries of the SoMa Youth and
Family Special Use District with justifications by the Planning Department that this Special Use
District does not have strong controls. SOMCAN, along with several other community-based
organizations, have been demanding strong controls since before 2009 for the SoMa Youth and
Family Special Use District so we can protect youth, families and seniors in the neighborhood.
Planning has ignored our calls to strengthen this SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District
through the Central SoMa rezoning process. The Central SoMa Plan must be revised to
address this deficiency.
The environmental impact of displacement is clear and further criticized in our point #5 below.
As long as Planning continues to promote the displacement of youth, families and seniors from
Central SoMa in favor of large scale office and luxury housing developments, there will be an
increasing and compounding environmental impact which has not been studied or reported in
the DEIR. We demand that Planning revises the Central SoMa Plan in partnership with the
community to strengthen the controls of the SoMa Youth and Family Special Use District in
order to stabilize and grow our economically and racially diverse community.
3. The Inadequate Transportation Infrastructure and Impact of Ride Hailing
Companies Within and Adjacent to the Plan Area of the DEIR are Not Fully
Considered
The transportation infrastructure within and adjacent to the plan area of the Central SoMa DEl R
lags far behind the infrastructure needs of both past and current growth. This is true, even if you
factor in the transportation improvements that are underway, such as the Central Subway.

4 http://sf-planning. org/sites/defau lt/files/FileCenter/Docu ments/14 79-SoMa_YFZ_ SUD_Legislation. pdf
5

http://masonkirby.com/wpb/wp-content/uploads/201 0/03/nwbhdrb_infopacket.pdf
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The Central SoMa Plan is predicated on the construction of the Central Subway that connects
Central SoMa with Chinatown. The Central Subway addresses a transit need that is long
overdue as public transit for SoMa has been inadequate for decades. Because of years of lack
of infrastructure improvements, the Central Subway is addressing a past need, not a present or
future need. As State Senator Scott Wiener has said, "San Francisco's unfunded transportation
needs are billions and billions of dollars" because "MTA has a long history of not moving quickly
enough on important capital projects"' 6 Thus, even with the new Central Subway, the
transportation infrastructure will continue to be inadequate.
There is also mention of the construction of the new Transbay Terminal just to the east of the
Central SoMa Plan Area. However, Transbay Terminal won't be completed for some time, and it
is unclear whether it will connect with CaiTrain. Also, proximity to BART should not factor into
the Central SoMa Plan because it runs down Market Street which is two to three long blocks
north of the Central SoMa Plan Area. BART is not only far from the Plan Area, it has its own
issues with capital obsolescence, arid is hardly in condition to accommodate dramatic growth.
The DEIR is also negligent in assessing the new impacts of ride-hailing/ Transportation Network
Company (TNC) services like Uber and Lyft. The references in the DEIR on pages IV.D-65 and
IV.D-76 are completely inadequate. Their impact can in no way be equated with bicycles in
terms of traffic or environmental impact. Their vehicles circle endlessly as they aim to be
proximate to the next person who orders their services such as rides and food deliveries. As
more office space and more residences are built in the Plan Area, the volume and impacts from
these services will increase dramatically. The DEIR completely ignores this environmental
impact.
The increase in ride-hailing/ TNC traffic not only increases "Vehicle Miles Traveled" (the new
CEQA standard in assessing traffic impacts) it will also impact the "Level of Service" (the CEQA
previous standard) at many intersections. It will also impact pedestrian safety in ways that have
not been studied. All of these omissions-- inadequately evaluating the transportation
infrastructure needs of the current and increased future population and the lack of proper
analysis of ride-sharing traffic-- make the DEIR dangerously deficient.

4. The Proposed Intensity of Development and Relaxing of Development Controls
Have Not Been Evaluated With Respect to State Density Bonus Laws in the DEIR
In 2016, the City passed the "Density Done Right" legislation allowing 100% affordable housing
developments to apply for a significant increase in height and number of units without any
rezoning. Also during 2016, legislation passed at the State level to enable developers
throughout California to more easily take advantage of State Density Bonus incentives.
The DEIR references these laws on p. 11-22 but only in reference to increased heights. It's
unclear how the State Density Bonus will or will not be applied to heights and to unit counts for
6 http://www.sfexaminer.com/wiener-proposes-major-fundraising-legislation-for-transportation-agenciesstatewide/
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market rate developments, especially in light of Planning's approval of the project at 333 12th
Street, the first housing development in San Francisco to be approved with applying the State
Density Bonus. The DEIR also references the Density Bonus for affordable housing projects on
p. Vl-2 but says that the increased number of units has not been considered for the DEIR. The
DEIR is incomplete if it does not completely study the impacts of increased heights and
increased number of units for both affordable and market rate housing.
The DEIR must also completely disclose to the public where developers are eligible to use
either the State Density Bonus Program, or the San Francisco "Density Done Right" program.
The DEIR must clearly indicate on maps where those sites are located, and must compare the
new proposed zoning and its resulting intensity of use with the potential intensity of use if
developers take either the State or Local density bonus. The DEIR must compare the relative
impacts of these two scenarios on the environment. Without these analyses for each project
within the plan area, as well as the overall impacts, the DEl R is inadequate.
5. The Economic Impacts From Displacement Were Not Analyzed in the DEIR
Regardless of the assertions in the DEIR, there are environmental impacts due to displacement
of residents from their homes or small businesses in SoMa, especially when considering the
huge increase in "Vehicle Miles Traveled" that will result with this proposed Central SoMa Plan.
There are several ways that the Central SoMa Plan encourages displacement in an area
already suffering from increased no-fault evictions and skyrocketing rents. A UC Berkeley study
in collaboration with UCLA shows that SoMa is undergoing "advanced gentrification.'>?
Gentrification happens when more affluent people replace less wealthy people. The DEIR
encourages luxury, high end housing in SoMa, which in turn encourages the price of other
housing to increase. Landlords of adjacent properties begin to charge more rent to cash in on
the new populations in the nearby luxury condos or new high-end shops.
The DEIR upzones large swaths of Central SoMa. Upzoning of property increases the values of
the underlying land, which leads to increased costs for residential and commercial tenancies
and increased sale prices. Therefore existing residents or small businesses that are paying less
than the new market rate will be forced out. Upzoning incentivizes tearing down existing housing
and existing small businesses so that developers can maximize the new build-out potential of
that property. Coupled with the relaxing of local controls and push to have less local approval
hearings, there will be less incentive for developers to provide "right to return'' or provide
increased levels of affordability to existing residents or businesses that will be forced out when
the buildings are torn down.
There are no new protections being implemented by the DEIR for existing tenants and
community serving institutions and businesses. Other than the push to preserve certain historic
areas and buildings, there are no new protections in place to prevent displacement that the City

7

http://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf
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knows will occur due to the new development that will be incentivized by this Central SoMa Plan
(as exhibited in Plan Bay Area "Communities of Concern"). As shown in a University of
California Berkeley report on transit oriented development and gentrification 89 , areas in the Bay
Area that have convenient access to transit are areas most likely to suffer gentrification and
displacement, including SoMa. 10 The Central SoMa Plan talks about increasing land values as a
primary reason for the underlying elements of the Central SoMa Plan, yet it does not adequately
take into account the fact that increased land values cause speculation and displacement. The
increased land values presented in the Central SoMa Plan's various "menu" options is a recipe
for massive displacement of existing residents and small businesses.
Large-scale displacement creates a significant environmental impact when considering CEQA's
"Vehicle Miles Travelled" standard. Working class and lower income households get displaced
outside San Francisco and their commutes increase, increasing their "Vehicle Miles Travelled."
When people who work in SoMa are displaced, they will often retain their employment in SoMa,
therefore their"Vehicle Miles Travelled" will increase. Many existing residents in SoMa can not
afford the luxury homes that are and will be built in SoMa and access to affordable housing is
extremely limited, so if for any reason they need to move out, it's highly unlikely they will move
be able to stay in the neighborhood.
Furthermore, much of the luxury housing that gets built doesn't provide housing even though it's
approved by Planning to be residential housing units. When these units are used as "pied-aterres" or "short term rentals" or "corporate rentals" or "student housing", they are not helping to
alleviate any housing shortage, because although they are approved by Planning as residential
use, they are not in fact used for residential purposes. Therefore people are being displaced
and commuting farther for work, meanwhile the new housing units aren't necessarily supporting
residents being able to live in homes close to their work.
Replacing low income residents with higher income residents replaces a population with lower
car ownership with a population that has a higher rate of car ownership. 11 12 More affluent
people are also more likely to use ride-hailing/ TNC services than public transit. They have
access to the smartphone-based apps and can pay more for a ride than public transit riders.
This puts more single vehicles on the road that are idling and circling in their competition for
fare-paying customers. There are also tech shuttles that service SoMa residents to take them to
their offices on the Peninsula. The impacts of the increased "Vehicle Miles Travelled" caused by
the new, more affluent populations which is encouraged in the DEl R is not considered in the
document.

http://ucconnect.berkeley.edu/transit-oriented-development-and-commercial-gentrification-exploringlinkages
9 http://www.urbandisplacement.org/map/sf
10 http://communityinnovation.berkeley.edu/reports/Gentrification-Report.pdf
11 http://socrates.berkeley.edu/-raphaei/BerubeDeakenRaphael.pdf
12 http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0965856400000185

8
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This means that gentrification has a "quadruple" environmental impact by lengthening the
commute times of people working in So'Ma from their new place of residence outside of San
Francisco; replacing these people with a population more likely to own and use automobiles;
increasing the number of people living in SoMa as a "bedroom" community for their commute on
a shuttle to the Peninsula; and increasing use of ride-hailing/ TNC services whose vehicles
constantly idle and circle in competition for rides. None of these impacts of gentrification on the
environment have been studied, which a significant flaw in the DEIR.
6. The DEIR Omits Analyses of the Current Trend of Residential Units Not Being
Used as Traditional Housing
Cities across the US and even Canada are learning that developers are not producing housing
units to be used for housing people. Many cities are now fully realizing the negative impacts of
the push to "build, build, build", an ideology fully embraced by this Central SoMa Plan.
Footnoted here are examples of Vancouver13 and New York City14 that show that in world where
real estate is solely developed as a commodity and home-sharing is corporatized, often new
condos are not being occupied by local residents, or any people at all. Also footnoted is a map
of vacant units in San Francisco indicating that many of our City's vacant units are in SoMa. 15
We are not opposed to building new housing, but we feel that it is environmentally important to
ask the question, who are we building new housing for? Without adequate controls and
enforcement in place:
• SRO's in SoMa will not continue to be used as open and accessible affordable housing
options;
• new condos will be affordable only as high end luxury housing or sitting vacant because
they are owned by investors who have no intention of living in these units;
• new condos will be used as commercial "short term rentals" instead of as residential use;
• new condos will be used as "corporate rentals" instead of as residential use; and
• other buildings will be used as "student housing" instead of residential use.
The inadequacy of the DEIR is that it studies the impacts of residential development as though it
will be used for residences. The environmental impacts of corporate rentals, short term rentals
and other commercial uses are different from residential uses. Without sufficient controls and
enforcement, there is no way to ensure that new housing that is incentivized to be built under
this new land use Plan will be used as housing.

7. The 5M Project Must be Included in the DEIR Analysis

13 http://www.theglobeandmail.com/real-estate/vancouver/dark-windows-illuminate-problems-invancouvers-real-estate-market/article31822833/
14 https://www.nytimes.com/2015/02/08/nyregion/stream-of-foreign-wealth-flows-to-time-warnercondos.html
15 http://www.antievictionmappingproject.net/vacant.html
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The DEIR has moved 5M from being "Plan-induced growth to cumulative growth" per footnote
on p. IV-5. The problem is that 5M is the largest single development within the boundaries of the
Central SoMa Plan Area. It created new rules for development (its own Special Use District) that
were based on recommendations from a draft version of the Central SoMa Plan.
Furthermore, new development in the Central SoMa Plan Area is being proposed in this Plan at
a scale that is conversely driven by the scale of development that Planning pushed to approve
for 5M. With 5M being the largest single development in Central SoMa, they must be considered
together in the Central SoMa Plan. They have linked, not dissociated as separate, cumulative
impacts. 5M is not built and its construction timeline is not clear. 5M should be studied as a
principal contributor to the environmental impacts of the Central SoMa Plan. The omission of
any analyses of the impacts of the 5M project in the DEIRis a critical flaw of the DEIR.
8. The Impacts of New Office Space and Lack of Local Hiring Requirements are Not
Properly Presented or Studied in the DEIR
The DEIR is inadequate on the grounds that it does not incorporate all the City's policies with
respect to office space development controls. Page 111-19 of the DEl R details the City's pipeline
of office developments with respect to Planning Code Section 321, which caps large office
construction at 950,000 square feet per year. The way that this section III.C.2 is presented is
unclear since there is additional office space development that is not subject to this cap
because the cap only applies to "large office." Furthermore, this section of the DEIR fails to
incorporate the voter approved Proposition 0 passed in November of 2016, which significantly
increased the large office cap to include an increased amount of office space at the Shipyard.
The Plan is focused on constructing a massive amount of new office space and essentially
makes SoMa a second Financial District (this is true for all the Project Alternatives as well). The
DEIR's lack of clarity on how it will comply with Prop M requirements, especially in light of the
passage of Proposition 0, is a critical flaw.
Given the intensity of new high-end office space that is being proposed, the fact that "local hiring
and training goals" are still in the section of the DEIR called "Areas of Controversy and Issues to
be Resolved" (p. S-79) is not only offensive to the community, but is potentially very damaging
environmentally. With this approach, Planning is saying that new jobs in SoMa will be for people
who are not current residents which indicates an in-migration of new people. Planning is also
saying that current residents of SoMa will have to move somewhere else to find work. What are
the environmental impacts of all this forced migration? This is not analyzed in the DEl R. Also, as
new, more affluent people move into SoMa displacing current residents who live and work in
SoMa, how much farther will those displaced workers have to travel and what is the resulting
environmental impact? Again this is not analyzed in the DEIR.

9. Consideration of Continued PDR Uses in Central SoMa is Inadequate
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Page S-4 of the DEIR clearly indicates that Planning has not created an actual plan for
Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses in its vision for Central SoMa. This has
historically been one of San Francisco's most important areas for PDR uses, which ensured a
diversification of the economic base of the city and job opportunities for people with trade
credentials, not just advanced university degrees.
The DEIR indicates that it is removing "protective zoning" for PDR, but there is no complete
report of how much PDR has been lost since the implementation of the Eastern SoMa Plan,
which was in part intended to protect against the loss of PDR. Creating "incentives to fund,
build, and protect PDR uses" is problematic since features that appear to be incentives today
will quickly not be incentives tomorrow depending on land use, financial, and capitalization
macro conditions that are driving the development market at any particular time.
There are many innovative mixed-use building types, but the prospect of "require(ing) PDR
space as part of large commercial developments" seems to be a limited application. It would be
important to understand what precedent there is for such a mix of uses in new developments
and how likely it would be to have PDR on the ground level of a large commercial tower. What
kind of PDR would it be? Who would be employed?
For all PDR, we are concerned that there be increasing job opportunities for SoMa residents
and diversification of San Francisco's economy. This will protect San Francisco against "boom
and bust" cycles; it will ensure that there is less regional impact on the environment that comes
when sectors of the economy are segregated geographically; and will therefore result in less
"Vehicle Miles Traveled."
The Plan calls for adding technology jobs to SoMa, yet these jobs are largely inaccessible to
existing community residents. SoMa needs a diversity of job types in the neighborhood that are
not only accessible to community residents but provide a living wage that can support workers
to stay in the neighborhood. This is highlighted especially in the types of jobs provided by
production, distribution, and repair businesses that provide jobs for working class residents and
are jobs that cannot afford to be lost. PDR businesses also provide essential support to other
industries and sectors so should be proximate to those other functions for them to be viable and
effective. More consideration of continued PDR use is required in the DEIR.
10. There is No Proof that the Plan will Accomplish its Goal of Alleviating Housing
Prices or Maintaining a Diversity of Residents

The Plan states as one of its main goals accommodating housing demand and addressing such
demand to alleviate housing prices. The Plan, however, does not provide any studies or figures
that support the claim that new development will drive down housing costs. As a result, the goal
of the Plan of maintaining the diversity of residents, here in terms of socioeconomic makeup,
appears empty. The Plan would cause a greater increase in the number of people living and
working in the area than would be seen without the Plan, as shown in the DEIR. As the DEIR
states on page V-10, "what effect development under the Plan would have on housing
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affordability is a matter of considerable controversy," and that "the influx of real estate
investment and higher income, residents may increase gentrification of a neighborhood, with
displacement of households being a negative outcome."
Further study must be done regarding what effects new housing development will have on
housing prices if the Plan is serious about its commitment to maintaining a diversity of residents
in the area. If new housing development under the Plan-- the majority of which is market-rate-cannot be proven to bring down housing prices, the Plan will then only work to exacerbate the
gentrification and displacement crisis in the area. Studies must be done to address these facts if
the Plan is to move forward in meeting its core goals, especially as they relate to affordability
and maintaining a diversity of residents.
11. The Plan Continues to Provide an Inadequate Amount of Open Space in SoMa By
Relying on POPOS
The SoMa is the most open space deficient neighborhood in San Francisco 16 , along with the
neighboring Tenderloin. Instead of providing sufficient, green and publicly accessible open
space, Planning has been defaulting to providing new open space for SoMa through Privately
Owned Public Open Spaces (POPOS) 17 . POPOS have a negative impact on the community for
many reasons:
• These spaces aren't truly open to the public, activity is discouraged and hours are
limited;
• POPOS are not protected by the Proposition K Shadow Ordinance because they are not
open spaces owned by the City's Rec and Park Department;
• Because there's no Prop K protection, it's difficult to establish a standard of shadow
protection for these open spaces because CEQA is not specific on this matter;
• These spaces do not represent the type of open space that is public and accessible for
use by youth, families, and seniors (like a public park); and
• POPOS overly regulate the types of activities allowed and have restrictive hours that
limit access;
SoMa has such a lack of places for public recreation and truly accessible open spaces that
there must be a clear plan for creating new public open spaces that are owned-and managed by
Rec and Park.

12. The Plan Does Not Address the Stabilization of SoMa based Non-Profit
Organizations
The Central SoMa Plan has no provision for stabilizing nonprofit organizations in the
neighborhood. As studied by Supervisor Kim, MOHCD, and the Northern California Community

16
17

http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/OpenSpaceMap.pdf
http://sf-planning.org/privately-owned-public-open-space-and-public-art-popos
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Loan Fund, the escalation in property values, and the lack of commercial rent control has put
nonprofit organizations at imminent risk of displacement. 1819
By encouraging the construction of a second financial district, commercial rents will become
increasingly more expensive placing nonprofit organizations even more at risk. Low income and
immigrant communities in SoMa rely on many of these nonprofit organizations for basic services
and to be able to survive in the community. Without these organizations, SoMa residents will be
further at risk for displacement.
As noted elsewhere in this letter, displacement does result in environmental impacts. Therefore,
the DEIR is deficient in that it does not recommend strategies for stabilizing nonprofit
. organizations in SoMa.

13. The DEIR Does Not Adequately Study the Health Impacts from Increased Noise,
Degraded Air Quality; Pedestrian Safety Hazards, and Increased Wind Speeds
On page V-3, section V. 8.6 "Wind" it says that "Subsequent future development anticipated
under the Plan could alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public areas."
Organizations that work with seniors and people with disabilities in SoMa are concerned that
any increase in wind speeds caused by the heights and bulk of the proposed buildings in
Central SoMa will cause a hardship and injury to seniors and people with disabilities at both
public open spaces and in the public rights of way.
Noise in SoMa is already the worst in the City. 20 Any increase in noise levels from construction
incentivized by the Central SoMa Plan (p. Vl-44 says it would be "significant" and that Mitigation
Measure M-N0-2a "would be insufficient to reduce the construction-related noise impacts to a
less than significant level" on p Vl-45). Noise levels especially from construction activity have
not been studied in the DEIR. Also after construction, the degraded air quality from increased
traffic, increased idling from vehicles stuck in traffic or increased ride-hailing vehicles, or from
increased truck traffic will all have detrimental impacts.
We are also concerned about the vulnerability of seniors and people with disabilities while
walking in the neighborhood to injury from vehicle collisions, Providing sidewalk extensions may ·
help in some areas, but the extent of increase in automobile traffic is under-reported in the
DEIR, and the potential incidents of pedestrian injuries from automobiles is also under-

estimated. These environmental impacts are not sufficiently studied in the DEIR.
Conclusion: Preparation of the DEIR Did Not Sufficiently Allow for Public Input

https://www.ncclf.org/npdmitigation/
https :1/sfgov.legistar.comNiew. ashx?M=F &I D=2730532&GU ID=77CFFOCE-7AC6-4569-ACEED2568711018F
20 http://default.sfplanning.org/publications_reports/library_of_cartography/Noise.pdf
18
19
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The Central SoMa Plan DEIR is inadequate and should be revised with the additional suggested
studies and recirculated to address the critical flaws we outlined above. Going forward, a
version of the Central SoMa Plan that creates a family-friendly neighborhood would be
SOMCAN's preferred alternative. We are recommending that Planning study a new alternative
that supports growth of SoMa in a way that supports the needs of current and future youth,
families and seniors. None of the alternatives currently outlined in the plan supports this vision
or these needs, and instead will reshape SoMa to be San Francisco's second Financial District
with little regard to the protection of the environment of existing residents, small businesses,
non-profits and PDR spaces.
The preparation of this DEIR did not adequately allow for incorporation of community input. For
example, the boundaries of the Central SoMa Plan changed significantly during 2016, and the
public was not sufficiently noticed. Despite SOMCAN's history in engaging with a diverse and
large constituency in SoMa, SOMCAN was not provided an opportunity to participate in
TODCO's "community alternative;', and therefore we can not endorse this alternative. While the
Mid-Rise Alternative has intriguing elements, it does not come close to being a vision that we
can embrace. The changes in boundaries, the brief public comment on the published DEIR all
make it impossible for the SOMCAN, its members and the larger SoMa community to
adequately assess the Plan or any of its proposed alternatives.
As a public disclosure document, the Central SoMa DEIR is wholly insufficient and a new
alternative should be studied that fully supports families and seniors in SoMa, and the DEl R
should be recirculated for public input and review.

Sincerely,
Angelica Cabande
SOMCAN
Organizational Director
Joseph Smooke
SOMCAN
Board Chair
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AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY SUPERVISOR I<IM AT 7/16 LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE

\ ~~ \\\\'{) t\J

; non-substantive edits

Add a finding establishing intent for the Board of
Supervisors to revise the jurisdiction and
composition of Citizen Advisory Committees
(CACs) to guide Plan implementation.

(d)

Section 2, Finding
(e)

establishing intent for the Board of
to develop a "Good jobs Policy."

12B.1(b)

To advance future legislation to revise the Eastern
Neighborhoods CAC and split it into two bodies, one
serving the three SoMa Plan Areas (East, Central, and
West SoMa), and one serving the southern Plan Ares
(Mission, Showplace Square j Potrero Hill, and Central
Waterfront). A process would be developed to
cot·no,ralte the recommendations of neighborhood
l"•d"''llc"u'"', and community members.
future legislation to promote good jobs
living wages in the Plan area.
Clarifying amendment

Development Rights to exclude:
lot area devoted to land dedicated to the City for
c parks or recreation centers
-lot area devoted to development of affordable
housing buildings

4

128.1(c)

5

Corrects drafting error in sequence of terms.
(l)(B)(iv)

6

135.3

pg 32, lines 10-12

7

138(a)(2)

pg 33, lines 2-3

8

subsections (A) &
(B); 138(e)(2)
9

138(d)(2)(E)(i)

10

138(d)(2)(F)(ii)

11

151.1

pg 35, line 14-19; pg Update references to pointto appropriate
37, line 19-21
subsections.

Corrects drafting error in references within Section
138.
Facilitates
creativity in projects while
maintaining the goal of having outdoor POPOS feel
outdoors.·
This change would facilitate the creation of mezzanines
within the POPOS.
To limit parking in this transit-rich district, in keeping
with the citywide TOM program.

nger Loading Plan is a new concept aimed at
the impact of passenger drop-offs,
on high injury corridors. All of the projects
to do such a Plan would also be required to
the DLOP, so there's synergy in merging the
pg 64, lines 18-23

ow "active uses" to only be to a depth of 10 feet
from the street (as opposed to the current
standard of 25 feet) for 1) micro-retail uses on
minor streets, 2) along minor streets as long there
is a doorway every 25 feet.

Modify the Micro-Retail definition to require that
spaces measure no less than 100 gross square
feet, and modify the requirement so that it applies
to new non-residential development only.
pg 65, line 9, 12 .

Key site exception • Micro Retail requirements
(c) (4) ·• make it clear that it refers to "lots" not
11

Sites.".
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Clarify the PDR replacement language to indicate
that the requirement would only apply to the
nonresidential portion, and would exclude
residential & POPOS.
pg 65, lines 20-22;

Expand the uses allowed to fulfill the PDR

-~~ t:r.' 1!~~ 'f{)
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Like PDR, these uses are beneficial to the community
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include nonprofit community services, city-owned
public facilities, and Legacy Businesses. Amend
the eastern boundary of the area where the offsite PDR requirement may be satisfied from
Embarcadero Street to Second Street.
Allow projects the flexibility to provide their living
and solar mofelements of subsections
249.78(d)(3)(C)(i)-(v) on any rooftops within the
subject project, provided the equivalent amount of
sauare footage is provided.
Clarify lot merger restrictions to exempt the I<ey
Site identified in 329(e)(2)(C), consistent with the
Key Development Site Guidelines.
Wind standard - clarify that projects must meet
the Nine Hour Criterion with mitigations

----- --·--

----.~

r

--.~

-------- -· - --- -· ----

- -·-- ----

- - ··--

.... _,

for off-site PDR replacement is being amended to
conform with the Plan area boundary.

20

249. 78( d) (3)(C)

pg 69, lines 3-6

21

249. 78( d) (5)(C)

pg 70, lines 5-6

22

249.78(d)(7)

pg 72, line 1

23

249.78(d)(9)

These changes would make a rule of commonly
granted exceptions.

24

263.32, 263.33,
263:34

pg 72, line 16-25; pg In the Central SoMa SUD,
73, line 1-3
-allow units above 85' in height to meet exposure
requirements if they are 15' back from the
property line,
-allow 10% of units at or below 85' to have an
exposure of15'x15' instead of25'x25'; and,
-do not require the increase in setback at every
horizontal dimension that increases of 5' at each
suhsenuent floor.
pg 83, line 6-7, pg Clarify that projects that comply with these
84, lines 16-17, pg Special Height Exception sections do not n'eed a
85, lines 6-7
Conditional Use approval. ·

25

263.32(b)(1)

pg 82, lines 21-24

Clarify that sites that donate land for affordable
housing are eligible for this Special Height
Exception.

26

263.32(c)(3)

pg 83, lines 23-25

27

Table 270(h)

pg 90, line 11

Clarify that sites that utilize this Special Height
Exception to exceed 160 feet are still subject to
controls in Section 270 for mid-rise projects and
not towers.
For Perry Street, make the Base Height "none".

The purpose of this height bonus is to incentive
projects to provide sites for affordable housing 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.
Clarifying amendment

28

329(d)

pg 96; lines 10-11

29

329(d)

pg 96, lines 4-5

Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant.
exceptions for wind per the controls contained in
Section 249.78(dl(7l.
Add a subsection referencing the ability to grant
tower separation exceptions per the controls
contained in Section 132.4(clli3l[6).
Add a subsection enabling exceptions for the
freight loading requirements of Sections 154 and
155, and to allow the "Driveway and Loading
Operations Plans" (DLOP) per Section 155(u) to
be used when evaluating this excemption.

To allow some flexibility

Clarifying amendment

Clarifying amendment

Corrects oversight such that dedicated affordable
housing sites can receive the height bonus just as sites
that bu'ild units or that dedicate hind for open space.

This is the correct change to effectuate the goal of
treating Perry St. like current northern sides of alleys,
as discussed in the Central SoMa Plan's
lm_illementation Matrix.
Corrects drafting error to properly cross-reference
249.78(d)(7) and 329(d).
Corrects drafting error to properly cross-reference
132.4(d)(3)(B) and 329(d).

i

30

329(d)

pg 95, lines 18-21,
pg 96, lines 6-7

31

329(d)

pg 96, lines 8-9

Add a subsection allowing for exceptions for
This Is a commonly granted exception that is important
exposure requirements under Section 140/24·9. 78 to maintain but would otherwise be removed based on
proposed changes to 329(d)(12).

32

329(d)

pg 96, Jines 12-13

Add a subsection allowing for exceptions to lot
coverage requirements pursuant to 249.78 for
projects that convert from nonresidential to
residential.

1351

These are commonly granted exc~ptions that are
important to maintain but would btherwise be
removed based on proposed changes to 329(d)(12).

Clarifying amendment

needed to make sure intent of this

34

pg 97, line 9-25; pg. Limit certain exceptions to specific Key
Certain exceptions were developed recognizing the
98, line 1-6
Development Sites, as discussed in the Key
specific needs and opportunities of certain Key
Development Sites Guidelines.
Development Sites. However, these exceptions should
1 - 3 - 7 - + - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - . J - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 not be broadly applicable to all the Key Sites.
Oh the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(B),
the ground floor non-residential height in Sections
145.1 and 249.78(d)(8) may be reduced to 14'.1n
new section
t<Hwtuu.", the apparent mass reduction controls in
98, lines 11-16
29(e)(3)(B)(i)
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.
38
On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(C),
exception to the lot coverage limits in Section
249.78(d)(4), the micro-retail requirement in
249.78(c)(4), the active use requirement in
new section
Section 145.1, and the ground floor commercial
pg 98, lines 17-21
329(e)(3) (B)(ii)
use requirements in Section 145,4., In addition, the
site may be permitted to seek a Conditional Use
Authorization to establish a Formula Retail

40

new secEion
329( e)(3)(B)(iii)

pg 98, lines 22-23

Add new section
329( e)(3)(B)(iv)

pg 98, lines 24-25

On the Key Site identified in Section 329
(G),
exception to the PDR space requirements of
Section

new section
329( e)(3) (B)(v)

pg 99, lines 1-6

On the Key Site identified in Section 329(e)(2)(H),
exception to the protected pedestrian-, cycling-,
and transit-oriented street frontage requirements
of Section 155(r) and to the required
nonresidential use in Section 24·9.78(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 all private.

413.7

pg 102, lines 8-13

418.7(a)

pg 106line 21
through pg 107, line
8; pg 108lines 7-8

418.7(b)(2)

pg 107,

41

42

44·

45

4·6

Require the Director of Property to either conduct ClarifYing amendment
or approve the land appraisal forland dedication
in satisfaction of the jobs-Housing Linlcage Fee
Change necessary to legalize the funding structure
proposed by the Plan.

ing structure

pg 120,

43.4

pg 132, line 9
the purpose,
through pg 134·, line applicability, and requirements of the Central
4
SoMa Melle-Roes Community [lac IIi ties District
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language was always p
inclusion
was not ready for discussion until this time.

residential lot coverage requirements in 249.78.

48

Zoning map
amendments &
various conforming
sections in Planning
Code

Zoning map
ordinance:
pg4,line 17-19; pg
5, line 4-5; p 6, line
20; pg 7, line 15 &
22

Modify the proposed zoning as follows:
To increase housing development by limiting hotels
-Keep the MUR zoning on the portions of
and other non-residential uses.
Assessor blocks 3725,3732,3750, 3751,3752 and
3753 that are currently zoned MUR
-Rezone the WMUG- and M-zoned parcels in block
3733 in the Plan Area and the WMUG-zoned
parcels in block 3752 to MUR
-With the exception of parcels that are part of Key
Development Sites, rezone the SALl-zoned parcels
on blocks 3777 3778. 3785 to MUG

1353
P::IP'P 4 nf4

t~ \k'"\

1h~\~f
Requested Code Amendment under BOS File 180184
Proposed Planning Code Section 175.1

b\ff;~\tw ~~ ~~~

(c) Applicability. A Code Conforming Project within the Central SoMa Special Use District may
elect to be exempt from the Centro/ SoMa Controls and instead by subject to those controls in
place or legislation introduced but not yet adopted immediately prior to the effective date of the
Cehtral 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.

Contact information for amendment requestor:
Andrew Junius- Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP

(415) 567-9000
ajunius@reubenlaw.com
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June 29; 2018

Dear President Cohen and Members of the SF Board of Supervisors,
My name is Jeanne Boes, General Manager and Chief Operations Officer of the San Francisco Flower
Mart LLC (SFFM). SFFM is the master tenant of the historic wholesale flower market at 6th & Brannan
Streets in SoMa. I represent our members/ownership group and our 50+ tenants which make up the
San Francisco Flower Mart. I am writing to express our support for the Central SoMa Plan and the
Flower Mart Project.
To give you a brief history, the San Francisco Flower Mart has operated in the City of San Francisco
since 1912. We were founded by groups of immigrant flower farmers to the Bay Area, Chinese, Italian
and Japanese farmers of California cut flowers and plants. We have relocated our market four times
over the years in SF, going from selling at the foot of Lotta's Fountain to our current location at 6th and
Brannan Streets. These farmers even supported and worked their Japanese neighbors' farms during
World War II, when Japanese Americans were relocated to internment camps. We have always stayed
together in SF!
We are now at another transition in our life in the City, preparing to relocate to a temporary location at
2000 Marin Street, as our partner Kilroy Realty builds-out the new Flower Mart. We are eternally
grateful for the support of both Supervisor Jane Kim, and Supervisor Aaron Peskin. These Sup·ervisors
worked tirelessly to assure that the temporary location of the SFFM will be at 2000 Marin Street and
not at Piers 19 & 23 on the crowded, busy Embarcadero. This temporary site will assure the viability
of our tenants during the buildout of the new Flower Mart at 6th & Brannan Streets.
Here is a snapshot ofthe SF Flower Mart. We are part of a $26 billion US Industry; with retail sales in
the US totaling $7,500,000,000. This means we generate hundreds of millions of dollars annually in the
City of San Francisco.
We house over 50 small businesses in the market (vendors}, 26 of these vendors qualify as "Legacy
Businesses" in SF. They are purveyors of cut flowers, potted plants, blooming plants and floral supply
products. Products in our market at one time were only from the immediate Bay Area, now flowers
come from aU over the world. These products are delivered to our marketplace via the aid of the
trucking and transportation industry. We are heavily reliant on semi-trucks and box trucks to receive
and distribute our products.
In addition to showing our full support for the Plan and the Project, we want to bring attention to couple of very
important issues as they relate to the viability of the wholesale flower market, parking and zoning requirements.
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We employ over 350 blue-collar workers in the Flower Mart, and most ofthese workers drive their
vehicles to work. They currently park on the surrounding streets and alley ways, with no cost to them.
Our business depends on the use of personal vehicles-- vans, and box trucks. We are heavily reliant on
transportation; publiC transportation is not an option for our vendors. In addition to the inaccessibility of
public transit during our early morning hours, our vendors often arrive with trucks full of product. We
operate during the hours of:

12 am to 3 pm, Monday, Wednesday and Friday
5 am to 3 pm, Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday
Our peak hours of operation run from 5-6 am to 12-1 pm Monday-Friday.
We have over 4,300 registered buyers ("Badgeholders"), most of which are small business owners, who
operate in every surrounding county of the Bay Area, including SF. Our customers load their vehicles with
the product they purchase at the SFFM and deliver the product back to their businesses via personal
vehicles, small trucks, or vans. Currently, our parking lot holds 144 customer cars and trucks and is often
double parked to accommodate demand. Our vendors park their box trucks on the streets surrounding the
market.
In the New Flower Mart Project we have been promised 150 car spaces and 25 truck parking spaces within
the parking garage dedicated to the SFFM --there is no way we can operate with less than that. In addition to
those spaces within the project, we will also need to use the parking and loading spaces proposed on the streets
surrounding the market for the early morning and late night hours.
Another issue that has been brought to our attention is the zoning requirement for PDR use to have transparent
windows and doors on 60% of the ground floor street frontage. Looking at the current design and customer
flow, either the windows would look into the refrigeration units causing temperature variations along with
sunlight which would damage the product. Our perishable products need regulated stable environments to
maximize shelf life. The other option woud have the windows opening into the back-of-house of the vendor's
operation, resulting in a lack of privacy and security. This requirement would negatively affect the operations of
our vendors in the market.
We urge you to approve the Central SoMa Plan, and the Flower Mart Project, which will allow our vendors to
continue to grow and thrive for another 100 years in SF. Please also consider the exceptions for the Flower Mart
Project related to the two issues described above.
Respectfully,

anne Boes
General Manager, Chief Operations Officer
SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART LLC

6Hl

& BRANNAN STRI:.ETS 0/) SAN FRANCISCO,

0

CA

941 07 (?} 41 5.392·7944

{~) WWW.SANFRANCISCOFLOWERMART.COM '~j
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Central SoMa Zoning Analysis - Suggested Planning Code Amendments

The table below identifies issues in the proposed Central SoMa Planning Code amendments ordinance (BOS File No. 180184) that are
of particular concern to the proposed Flower Mart Project. Suggested revisions are indicated in red.
Topic

Parking

Draft Planning
Code Section:
Proposed§
329(e)(3)(B)

Suggested Revision

Issue

SFFM Proposed Amendments not Addressed by Planning Commission
The proposed ordinance does not provide an
Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) should be amended to allow Key Sites to seek
an exception from the maximum accessory parking requirements in
exception from the parking standards for the Key
order to provide sufficient parking for large scale wholesale and
Sites, even though those properties are required to
distribution uses.
provide large PDR spaces, the future tenants of
which are likely to require large amounts of
(B) Exceptions•. .. the req_uirement that POPOS be 0{2.en to the s/9!_
parking.

In particular, the success of the replacement
Wholesale Flower Market will depend in large part
on the provision of adequate parking (as required
by KRC's agreement with the Wholesale Flower
Market tenants) to accommodate a high volume of
wholesale customers moving large amounts of
goods. We propose the addition of an exception
that would allow Key Sites to receive an exception
to provide additional parking for wholesale
/distribution uses.
Transparent
Fenestration
ofPDR

Proposed§§
249. 78(c)(1 )(E)
and 329(e)(3)(B)

established in Section 138(d2C22(B2; er the commercial orientation o{
large sites established in Section 249. 78(c2(62~; or the access01JI
earking maximwns set fjJrth in Section 151.1, such that the Kev Site
identified in Section 329{_e2{_22(F2 may_ erovide accessory_earking tor
Wholesale Sales and Distribution uses U{2. to a rate o{_one car {2_er each
750 square (eet o{_Gross Floor Area.

The Proposed§ 249.78(c)(l)(E) applies the
transparency and fenestration requirements of
existing Code Section 145.1 to PDR uses.

Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) should be amended to allow Key Sites to seek
an exception from the requirement that PDR uses meet the transparency
and fenestration requirements contained in§ 249.78(c)(l)(E).

The types of uses that occupy PDR space often
involve machinery, noise, and abnormal operating
hours, and are not the type of uses enhanced by
ground floor transparency-nor are they the kinds
of uses for which ground floor windows would
enhance the pedestrian environment.

(B) Exceptions•. .. the req_uirement that POPOS be 0{2.en to the skv
established in Section 138(dl(22(B2; er the commercial orientation o{
large sites established in Section 249. 78(cl(6h or the reg_uirement that
PDR uses meet the trans{2.arency_ and &nestration reg_uirements
established in Section 249. 78{_cl0 lC..£2.

I:\R&A\729409\Memos & Correspondence\BOS CSOMA Comment Letter\Zoning Text.Redlines 7.9.18.docx
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POPOS

Amended§ 138;
Proposed§
329(e)(3)(B)

Under proposed § 329(e)(3)(B), Key Sites may
seek an exception from "the requirement that
POPOS be open to the sky established in Section
138(d)(2)(B)." But it is§ 138(d)(2)(E)(i) that
requires at grade open space to be open to the sky.

Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) regarding open space exceptions that should be
corrected as follows:

(B) Exceptions. ... the requirement that POPOS be 0[2_en to the skv
established in Section 138{_d2(J2@E2U2.· or the commercial orientation o(
large sites established in Section 249. 78Cc2C62.

Proposed§ 138(d)(2)(B) requires that projects "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."
POPOS&
Open Space
In-Lieu Fee

Amended § 426

As amended,§ 426 states that an in-lieu fee is
required for each square foot ofPOPOS and nonresidential open space that is _required but not
provided.

Amended § 426 should be revised such that an in lieu fee would not be
required where a project obtains an exception only from the qualitative
standards of the POPOS requirements, but where the project provides
the amount of POPOS mandated by the Code. We suggest the following
amendment:
... In the CMUO District, the usable open space requirement ofSection
135.3 and the POPOS requirement of Section 138 may be satisfied
through payment ofa fee of$890 for each square foot ofrequired usable
open space not provided. Pay_ment o(a &e shall not be required {gr any_
square {gotage o{ usable 0{2en s12ace or POPOS that is [2_rovided in the
amount required, but (gr which a variance or exce[2_tion is granted tor
desigt_z standards othenvise a[2_[2.licable to such o12en S{2ace or POPOS . .
~

Living and
Solar Roofs

Proposed§§
249.78(d)(3) and
329(e)(3)(B)

Proposed§ 249.78(d)(3) requires that Central
SoMa buildings that are 160-feet-tall or less
provide at least 50% of the roof area as living roof
and comply with Building Code Section 5.201.1.2,
which sets forth the requirements for solar systems
on non-residential buildings.

Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) should allow for a Key Sites exception from
the living roof and solar requirements as long as a comparable amount
of required living roof and!or solar system area is provided elsewhere
on the property.

(B) Exceptions.. .. the requirement that POPOS be 0[2.en to the sf£i.
established in Section 138Cd2C22(B2; 6-1' the commercial orientation o(
large sites established in Section 249. 78Cc2(_6h or the living and solar
roo{§ requirements established in Section 249. 78(_d2(_32, so long as a
comf2.arable amount o[.required living and/or solar roo[. area is
[2_rovided else·where on the f2.rof2.ertJ!..

I:\R&A\729409\Mernos & Correspondence\BOS CSOMA Comment Letter\Zoning Text Redlines 7.9.18.docx
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Tower
Separation

Key Sites
Exceptions,
Generally

Proposed§§
132.4(d)(3) and
329(e)(3)(B)

Proposed§
329(d)(12)

Proposed§ 329(e)(3)(B) states that Key Sites can
seek an exception for the tower separation
requirements in§ 132.4, and Planning staff has
advised that Key Sites are not required to meet the
4 criteria listed in proposed§ 132.4(d)(3) in order
to obtain this exception. However, this should be
clarified in the Code language.

The proposed language eliminates the ability of
Central SoMa SUD projects to seek the PUD
exceptions under § 304, which are currently
available to LPA projects pursuant to existing §
329(d)(12).
The Central SoMa Plan requires or encourages a
mix of PDR, office, retail, and residential in a
relatively dense environment, all while striving for
a dense, walkable, and transit-oriented
neighborhood. Some measure of flexibility in
applying prescriptive Code standards is necessary
in order to facilitate building typologies and mixes
of uses that are relatively novel.

Proposed § 132.4(d)(3) should be amended to clarify that Key Sites can
obtain an exception from the tower separation requirements without
meeting the four criteria set forth in proposed§ 132.4(d)(3)(B):
Through the 12rocedures o[_Section 329, the Planning Commission may_
reduce the sef2_aration reguired under subsection (.A2 i[_it finds that a
Tower 12rotect meets all o[_the fjyllowing criteria. Key_ Sites, as identified
in ~ 329(.e2(.22, are not reguired to com12lY. with the fjyllowing criteria in
order to obtain a reduction o{_the Building Se12aration reguirements ser
{orth in subsection (.Al. as the Key_ Sites are eligible tor a general
excef2_tion fiom the Building Se12aration reguirements 12ursuant to §
329(.e2(.32(J32.
Revise amended§ 329(d)(12) to allow Key Sites projects to seek PUDtype exceptions (as set forth in § 304) via an LPA:

Where not specified elsewhere in this S~bsection (d), modification of
other Code requirements whieh that could otherwise be modified as a
Planned Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of
the zoning district in which the property is located, exce12t that such
modifications shall not be 12ermitted fjyr non-Ke11 Sites 12rotects in the
Central SoMa S12ecial Use District. Those 12rotects on Key_ Sites, as
identifjed in subsection (.e) below, mav obtain excef2_tions fj_·om those
Code requirements that could be otherwise be modifjed as a Planned
Unit Develo12ment.

I:\R&A\729409\Memos & Correspondence\BOS CSOMA Comment Letter\Zoning Text Redlines 7.9.18.docx
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From;

Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Chloe V. Angelis <cangelis@reubenlaw.com>
Thursday, July 05, 2018 11:36 AM
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Al1sha (BOS)
Daniel Frattin; Ross Guehring; Scott Bastiani
Central SoMa Zoning Amendments (Fi le No . 180184) '- 816 Folsom St
LTR to Land Use Comrnittee_Centra l SoMa Comments_816 Folsom 7.5.18 with
exhibits. pdf

Chair Tang and Supervisors,
On behalf of citizenM Hotels, attached please find a comment letter regarding the Central SoMa zoning legislation,
which the Land Use Committee is scheduled to consider on Monday, July 9. CitizenM is proposing a new hotel at 816
Folsom Street, and this letter outlines our concerns regarding the impact of several Central SoMa zoning controls on this
and other small sites.
Thank you.

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, uP
Chloe Angelis, Attorney
Tel: (415) 567-9000
Fax: (415) 399-9480
cangelis@reubenlaw.com
www.reube nlaw.com
SF Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Oakland Office:
456 8th Street, 2nd Floor
Oa l<land, CA 94607

PRIVILEGE AND CONF IDENTIALITY NOTICE- This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee , and may contain.
confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender and delete the
transmittal and any attachments.

1
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July 5, 2018

Delivered Via Email and U.S. Mail
Land Use & Transportation Committee
Chair Katy Tang (Katy.Tang@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Kim (Jane.Kim@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Safai (Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org)
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689

Re:

Central SoMa Zoning Amendments
BOS File No. 180184
816 Folsom- citizenM

Dear Chair Tang and Supervisors:
CitizenM proposes to construct a 180-foot-tall, 18-story hotel with 208
guestrooms (the "Project") at 816 Folsom Street (the "Property"), between 4th and 5th
Streets within the Central SoMa Plan Area. The Central SoMa Plan permits heights up to
180 feet on the Property, but a number of complex design regulations set forth in the
proposed ordinance to implement the Central SoMa Plan (the "Ordinance") result in a
substantial loss of development potential and drive up already-steep construction costs.
The tower setback and streetwall articulation requirements are the most problematic.
Absent modifications to allow minor exceptions from prescriptive Code
requirements, a hotel at this site will be financially infeasible, and citizenM will be
forced to walk away from the Project.
CitizenM is an integrated hotel developer and operator with another San Francisco
project entitled and underway at 72 Ellis Street. The company currently has 12 hotels
operating worldwide and another 12 under construction in the US, with 5 in California
alone. Construction of the hotel at 816 Folsom Street would provide 24-30 permanent
employment opportunities and over 200 temporary ones. The company plans to work
with Webcor Builders for construction of the Project, and will participate in the City's
citizenM hotels support office
leidseweg 219
2253 AE voorschoten
the netherlands
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First Source Hiring Program for both the construction phase and ongoing hotel
operations. Additionally, citizenM has already executed agreements with UNITE HERELocal2 for hotel operations at 816 Folsom and with the Plumbers and Steamfitters Local
38, IBEW Local 6, Sheet Metal Workers Local 104, and Sprinkler Fitters Local 483 (the
"Trade Unions") regarding construction of the Project.
CitizenM bought the Property a year and a half ago, and since then, construction
costs have increased 10 percent. Prescriptive design standards imposed by the Ordinance
effectively add up to an additional $9.5 million in construction costs. If provisions for
minor design flexibility are not incorporated into the legislation, the compounding effect
of strict Code requirements on unprecedented construction costs will render the Project
financially infeasible. The tower setback and streetwall articulation requirements are
particularly difficult for a small site like 816 Folsom to comply with, as outlined below, and
suggested redline modifications to address these concerns are attached to this letter.

•

Tower setback requirements would drastically limit development potential
on small lots. The Ordinance requires a 15-foot setback for towers above 85 feet.
(Proposed§ 132.4(d).) On a small lot like 816 Folsom, a 15-setback would limit the
maximum floorplate size to only 3,500 square feet, resulting in substandard room
sizes. (See massing diagrams attached at Exhibit A.) It may also be beneficial at
certain properties to reduce setbacks on one side to benefit adjoining neighbors
and regain lost area on another side where neighbors would not be impacted. The
Ordinance should allow exceptions from the tower setback requirements on small
sites: minor changes to the prescribed design may benefit neighboring properties
and make it possible to realize additional density, while still achieving the design
intent of the setback requirements.

e

Streetwall and tower setback requirements applied in tandem cause
building misalignment and increase construction costs on small lots. The
Ordinance requires that buildings be built to the property line up to 65 feet and
that towers include a 15-foot setback above 85 feet. On some sites, these
requirements force misalignment of the building interior between the tower and
podium and would necessitate a transfer of the risers and possibly the structure.
This has two consequences for buildings: (1) the more complex structural
requirements will increase construction costs, which have dramatically increased

citizenM hotels support office
leidseweg 219
2253 AE voorschoten
the netherlands
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in the last several years; (2) transferring risers and structures may take up
additional space in the building, resulting in a loss of occupiable space (See section
diagram at Exhibit B.)
At 816 Folsom, the net result of the tower setback and streetwall articulation
requirements is to reduce hotel room count by 33 rooms and add a 15% cost premium
over an efficient design that might be allowed with minor exceptions. Giving the
Planning Commission flexibility to work within the site constraints to apply these
requirements will help minimize critical inefficiencies and promote project feasibility in a
very challenging market.
These losses to the development potential of the site make the construction of the
Project cost-prohibitive, and citizenM may be forced to walk away from the Project if the
Central SoMa legislation is not amended to provide some flexibility in the application of
the tower setback and streetwall articulation requirements.
Thank you for your consideration and attention to these concerns.
Very truly yours,

Scott Bastiani
Project Director USA
cc·
President Cohen (Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Ronen (Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Breed (London.Breed@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Stefani (Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Fewer (Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Sheehy (Jeff.Sheehy@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Peskin (Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Yee (Nonnan.Yee@sfgov.org)

Sarah Dennis Philips, OEWD (Sarah.Dennis-Phillips@sfgov.org)

Erica Major, Clerk, Land Use Committee
(erica.major@sfgov.org)

Bobbi Lopez, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Kim
(Barbara.Lopez@sfgov.org)

citlzenM hotels support office
leldseweg 219
2253 AE voorschoten
the netherlands
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EXHIBIT A
Massing Diagram
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i='ROPOSED BUILDING

PROPOSED BUILDING (MASSING DIAGRAM)
at tower:
11 floors at 10 rooms I floor

= 11 0 rooms

PER CODE (MASSING DIAGRAM)
at tower:
11 floors at 7 rooms I floor = 77 rooms

.c. -33 rooms
-16%

Gensler
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EXHIBITB
Section Diagram
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column

mep riser

mep riser

15' front setback

Gensler
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EXHIBIT C
Suggested Code Modifications
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Central SoMa Zoning Analysis - Suggested Planning Code Amendments
The table below identifies issues in the proposed Central SoMa Planning Code amendments ordinance (BOS File No. 180184) that are
of particular concern to the proposed hotel project at 816 Folsom Street. Suggested revisions are indicated in red.
Topic

}>Ianning Code. Issue
$ection

Suggested. Revision

Streetwall
Articulation

Proposed§
132.4(d)(l)

Revise proposed § 132.4(d)(l )(B) to allow a permitted streetwall setback
above the ground floor on sites that are less than 100 feet deep.

Tower
Setbacks

Proposed§
132.4(d)(2)(B)

The streetwall articulation requirements mandate that
new projects be built up to the property line up to 65
feet in height. Application of the streetwall
articulation requirements in tandem with the tower
setback requirements creates building misalignment
that drives up construction costs.

The proposed language mandates a 15-foot setback
for towers for the portion above 85 feet. On small
parcels, this setback will drastically limit floorplate
sizes and will prevent projects from shifting massing
so as to avoid undesirable conditions for adjacent
properties.

(..Bl Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the
reg_uirements o[_subsection CAl, an~ building ma~ be recessed fl.om the
property line as fOllows:
(jl To the extent necessary_ to accommodate an~ setback reg_uired
b~ this Code;
(ji2 For eortions o[_residential buildings with walk-ue dwelling
units that have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential
Guidelines;
(jiil For eubliclv-accessible oeen seace built eursuant to the
reg_uirements o[_Section 138; or
(jv 2 For building fj;u;_ade architectural articulation and modulation
up to a maximum depth o[_5 teet.,-;
(_v l Above the gr_ound .floor on parcels less than 100 f§et deep.
up to a maximum depth oO 2 (get.

Revise proposed § 132.4(d)(2)(B) to provide a reduced setback where the
Commission finds that a 15-foot setback would unduly restrict the
development potential of a site, so long as at least an 8-foot setback is
provided.
CB2 For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all propertJ!.lines, a
15-fpot setback is reg_uired fpr the Tower Portion fpr the entire fl.ontage.
This setback rna~ be reduced fpr obstructions permitted according to
Section 136. Pursuant to Section 329, the Planning Commission mav grant
a modification to this setback reg_uirement as aPl2.lied to a proposed protect
i[_it finds that 0) a 15-fpot setback would undulv restrict the develor2.ment
eotential o[_the site and (2) that a setback o[_no less than five (_52 teet is
erovided along alleroeertv lines.

I:\R&A\1034403\Memos & Correspondence\CSOMA Land Use Committee Letter\Ex C- 816 Folsom Zoning Text Redlines 7.2.18.docx
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Hearing to consider:
1.

Amendments to Administrative Code
- Section 35: PDR and Residential I Hotel Compatibility
- Chapter 43, Section 10: Special Tax Financing Law

2.

Amendments to Planning Code
- Note: this item is intended to be heard at Land Use &
Transportation Committee
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TODAY'S PRESENTATION
1 Overview of the Central SoMa Plan
»

»

Plan vision & goals
Public Benefits package

2 Central SoMa Plan: Administrative Code Amendments
3

Central SoMa Special Tax District
»

Special Tax District Overview

»

Special Tax Financing Law Amendments
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• Creation of the Central SoMa Plan
• Amendments to East SoMa & Western SoMa Plans
• Planning Code: creation of the Central SoMa
Special Use District (SUD)
• Admin Code: PDR protection and Special Tax
Financing Law

• Amendments to Height and Bulk District Maps
• Amendments to Zoning Use District Maps
•
•
•
•
•
Bold text

Implementation Matrix
Public Benefits Program
Guide to Urban Design
Key Development Sites Guidelines
Key Streets Guidelines

= items considered at Rules Committee on 7/9
1373

(continued on next page)
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PLAN - C NTENTS
• Resolutions of Intention (ROis) and Ordinances to
establish the Central SoMa Special Tax District
• Amendments to Business & Tax Regulations and
Planning Codes to create a Central SoMa Housing
Sustainability District (HSD), pursuant to California
AB73

Bo~d

text

= items considered at Rules Committee on 7/9
1374
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PlJ~N

AREA

I I
A sustainable neighborhood:
socially, economically,
environmentally

STILLHAN .ST
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• • Central Subway under construction,
expected to open in 2019
BART/Muni Metro Subway
Muni Metro (Surface)
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I

PLAN STRATEGY

I

Accommodate
Demand

Provide
Public Benefits

1377

Respect and
Enhance
Neighborhood
Character

keep what's great

Diversity of
Residents
and Jobs

Diversity of
Buildings and
Architecture

Abundant Local
and Regional
Transit

Renowned
Culture and
Nightlife

Lack of Public
Parks and
Greenery

Inefficient Zoning
and Insufficient
Funding

address what's not

Unaffordable
Rents

Unsafe and
Unpleasant
Streets
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~NGOALS

Goal1

Accommodate a Substantial
Amount of Jobs and Housing

Goal 2

Maintain the Diversity of Residents

Goal3

Facilitate an Economically
Diversified and Lively Jobs Center

Goal 4

Provide Safe and Convenient
Transportation that Prioritizes
Walking, Bicycling, and Transit
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PLAN GOALS

Goal 5

Offer an Abundance of Parks and
Recreational Opportunities

Goal 6

Create an Environmentally Sustainable
and Resilient Neighborhood

Goal 7

Preserve and Celebrate the
Neighborhood's Cultural Heritage

Goal 8

Ensure that New Buildings Enhance
the Character of the Neighborhood
and the City
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PLAN TIMELINE

2015

2016

2017

~111111111111-~ ·. . d~ ~111111111111~~
Plan
proe:ess
begins

l

1st Draft Plan
Released

2018

·1

Revised
Draft Plan
Released

EIR process
begins

DEIR
Released

1381

Plan
Adoption
process
begins
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OUTREACH PROCESS: 2011 - 2018

• 15 public workshops, public surveys,
office hours, charrettes, walking
tours
• 17 hearings at Planning Commission
& Historic Preservation Commission
• 2 informational hearings at Board of
Supervisors (Land Use Committee)
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OUTREACH: ADVOCACY GROUPS (PARTIAL LIST)

77 Dow Place HOA

SF BLU HOA

Alliance for Better District 6

SoMa Community Coalition

Arden HOA

SoMa Community Collaborative

Asian Neighborhood Design

SoMa Community Stabilization Fund Citizens
Advisory Committee

Cali'fornia Culture and Music Association
Central City SRO Collaborative
Central Subway Outreach Committee
Clementina Cares
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee
Filipino-American Development Foundation
Goad Jobs for All
Housing Action Coalition (HAC)
One Bluxome HOA
Rim~on

SoMa Pilipinas
South Beach/Mission Bay Merchants Association
South of Market Action Network (SOMCAN)
South of Market Business Association (SOMBA)
South of Market Leadership Council
South of Market Project Area Committee (SOMPAC)
TODCO
Walk SF
WeAre SoMa

Hill /South Beach/Mission Bay Neighborhood
Association

Western Soma Taskforce

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

Verba Buena Alliance

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research (SPUR)

Verba Buena Community Benefit District

San Francisco Senior and Disability Action

VIM BY Action.

San Francisco Youth Commission
1383
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IVISUALIZATION - POTENTIAL DEVELOPMENT I

Central SoMa Development Potential
Anticipated Projects Outside of Central SoMa

3-D Model of Potential Development
1385

Digital Model by Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill
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EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY

D
D

f~

I

I

I

:

I

~~

~~-

HOWARDST

,
CJ,

L-- 0

I

:I fdJlJ rn~m ffilll&~a:1

Existing Development Capacity

30- 85 feet
130 - 160 feet

!Pd R~ ~~
1

0 feet

-

180 - 250 feet
260 - 400 feet

Proposed Development Capacity
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PUBLIC BENEFITS: TOTAL (25 YEARS; 2017 DOLLARS)

No Plan

= $500 million in Public Benefits
- .1 illi I
li
Ill

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.
1388
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IPUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE I

(continued on next page)

NOT~: P~bliCbenefits patkage represents funds raisedover the life of thepl~m (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.
1389
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IPUBLIC BENEFITS PACKAGE (CONTINUED) I

.· · · . . NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars. .
1390
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PUBLIC BENEFITS: FUNDING SOURCES (25 YEARS; 2018 DOLLARS)

OUNT

FUNDING S URCE

I

Central SoMa

I

I

C'o.fnmuni~y Facilities Fee (NEW)
i

$ko million

I

TOTAL

$2.16 billion

I

NOTE: Public benefits package represents funds raised over the life of the plan (estimated as 25 years) in 2017 dollars.
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INEW FUNDING SOURCES: RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES) I

CONDO:
$5.50
:~''ii:·'i'iK?.·~ escalat:i~m):;:m:: ·•·

IIRENTAIII . •
$0

.30

NOTE: Projects must meet all existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.)
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INEW FUNDING SOURCES: NON-RESIDENTIAL (2018 RATES) I
i\,fiilli'S~'i:\,~sok sqi;,';'(W],!m~:1t\\\;)'i•l\

,,.,L~~:r project§;~,r~~~~\i(l).il(fl\
$2.75
$0

(4% escalation annually for
2%

I

Tr'i'nsferable Development Rights
(Floor Area Ratios)
"
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+
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$1.75
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NOTE: Projects musfrneetall existing requirements (e.g. affordable housing, Eastern Nbhds Fee, etc.),''''
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(~ENTRAL

NON-RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT TIERS

SOMA FEE TIERS

m!l Tier A& B (15'·85' Increased development capacity)

OnerA(l5'-45'increaseddevelopmentcapac!ty)

.TicrC(Ovcr!lO'Incrcascddcvclopmcntcapacity)

CENTRAL SOMA

1394

DEVELOPMENT TIERS

II1Tier8(50'·SS'Increaseddevelopmentcapacity)

CENTRAL SOMA

.TlerC(90'ormorelncreaseddevelopmentcapaclty)
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ADMINISTRATIVE CODE AMENDMENTS

i
Section 35:
Residential and PDR Compatibility and Protection
THE WAY IT IS

THE WAY IT WOULD BE

• Residents cannot complain
about noise and other nuisance
issues (odors, loading, etc.)
from a neighboring PDR use if
it complies with all applicable
regulations & permit conditions
("no kvetching")

• Hotels would be added to the
list of uses that cannot lodge
groundless complaints
• Improvements to notification
process would be added

• Sellers must disclose this rule to
potential homebuyers
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Al1MINISTRATIVE CODE AMENDMENTS

RATIONALE
• As Central SoMa evolves, PDR uses should be protected from
complaints from lawfully emitted noise and other impacts
• Based on best practices:
»

PDR and other 24-hour uses (e.g. entertainment) are part of a
complete and mixed-use neighborhood

»

Similar to the current process for entertainment uses (Admin
Code Section 116)
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SPECIAL TAX DISTRICT - LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS

AchninistratiVeCode Chapter 43, Section 10:
Special Tax Financing Law·•·

Proposed amendments would enable the City to spend Central
SorJia SpeciarTax revenues on eligible Facilities and Services*, . ·.· .· , .·
whlch may include, but are not limited to: · ·• ·
• Grants to nonprofit/public social service organizations
.· · · . ·. · •• Environmental sustainability, including air quality mitigation and .· .·
· ·.·.· .• •. . . ·.· · · •· •· · · •·•· · · •. • .·• · technical studies/guidelines
. ... ···: .··.·

.:·

···:.

..

.

..

.

.

.. . · :··

•· · • • ·• · . . . . •••• Park programming and aCtivation····. >. > .

*NOTE: As identified in the forthcoming Resolutions of Intention, or ROis
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SPECIAL

•

OVERVIEW

icability: large Condo and Non-Residential

ects

• Exemptions: 100% Affordable Housing Projects; BMR
units; Rental Housing; Production, Distribution & Repair
(PDR) uses; Community Facilities
• Annexation required before 1st Certificate of Occupancy
(COO); Tax levy commences at 1st COO

•
• Accelerates the provision of public benefits
• Taxable properties in the Special Tax District are subject
to foreclosure/sale in the event of non-payment of special
taxes*

* Special taxes are secured by priority liens (ahead of private liens)
1400
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SPECIAL TAX RATES ($/SF, FY18-19 RATES)

I

Years 1-99: Facilities Tax*

$2.75

,~;=rm~;gm !.:_= ;_·,:~- _;· :~_. ;-•_.i:·,~S_ •,~- .· i_:.·~-5:. _r~.:,;_ ·:~.-•:_.· 50

.... LLL>
:

...... ···. . · ...·.:::

...

..

:.:.•_._r_::__

__

.

..

__•

.

··...

YearS "100+: services Tax Only

*Facilities tax may be spent on either capital facilities or services (e.g. maintenance, programming)
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term needs (>25 years): could include, but are not limited to,
Sea Level Rise adaptation and maintenance of capital facilities

*in I:Y2018-2019 dollars. Note that projects are non-binding, and the Public Benefits may be amended
1402
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IAL TAX

iti

NCE PLAN

public benefits identified duri

ad

rocess
$/YR

$/25 YRS

*If this funding is needed, it would be provided as a lump sum rather than an ongoing contribution ..
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I

.ADMINISTRATION ENTITIES

I

• Approve 5-year expenditure plan (subject to Board

• Develop 5-year revenue forecast
• Authorize tax commencement
• Autti;u;;,
nd iss~::~~w:.:·~~~1 (subjeql~:!~(:,··;·;~: :.::·o::~;ard app:~~~~~~:J![i:::

, • Devl:~~~l~ear Ex1fNSflre Plan ~~~jlff~ID~~ ·.

llfllfi

• Advisor to CPC & Director of Public Finance
':,.:·.·':·.·.'.•=;.• ·.•.'.:.·.·.• .~..;.·.•.·.·,•.·,.:, ·,•.·.,:·.•.:·.·.·.·.•.,

:·,=

',:~::;;:::_;(/?<~:.:x,::;::
::·;::-;·;~·:/·;;~~:;.'L·;: ;~::~

~;;tal'l:~tirf!':'~~~Ji~~~f~~f~ ,~~'@, ~~~~l5rrf"~f~~Gi~!!!fjf1~!~'~·~;
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•· • · • · ·• . Jbint Community Facilities••Agreements···(JCFAs)············· •. . · · ·• •.• .· · . ·
. .. . . . • Will be rSquired for non-City agenCies receiving taX revenues .....·
• Example: Regional transit providers {1/3 of transportation
·• · · · · · · ·.· · •·•· ·•· • •· · ·•.•· ·.· ·• funding)Will collaborate with City through IPIC and Mayor/ · •. .·.· . ·. •.·. ·.· · ·
.· · · · .· ·•· .· .·.·.· > Board····
.. ·
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Com ission Recommendation i

Amend the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory
Committee (CAC) and split it into two:
• SoMa-wide (East, West, and Central)
• Rest of Eastern Neighborhoods: Mission, Showplace Square I
Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront

As this will require significant consideration of responsibilities
and reallocation of funding, this will return to the Planning
Commission and the Board as trailing legislation.
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OTHER PlANNING CODE AMENDMENTS

Zoning amendments to create the Central SoMa Special Use
District, including:
• Zoning district changes, including the newly created CMUO (Central
SoMa Mixed Use Office)
• Urban design requirements
• Open space (POPOS) and environmental sustainability requirements
• Development exactions
• Changes to development review process
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T

'S ACTIONS

t-learing to consider:
1.

Amendments to Administrative Code
- Section 35: PDR and Residential I Hotel Compatibility
- Chapter 43, Section 10: Special Tax Financing Law

2.

Amendments to Planning Code
- Note: this item is intended to be heard at Land Use &
Transportation Committee
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From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

uxr-

Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Tuesday, November 27, 2018 2:26 PM
80S-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)
FW: Central SoMa Plan and EIR (SCH NO. 2013042070). 11/27/18 Agenda Items 14-18;
Request for Supplemental EIR

From: Tom Lippe <lippelaw@sonic.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 9:56AM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: 'Paul Phillips' <paulrphillips@gmail.com>
Subject: Central SoMa Plan and EIR (SCH NO. 2013042070). 11/27/18 Agenda Items 14-18; Request for Supplemental EIR

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
I write on behalf of Paul Phillips, Genia Phillips and Gina Cariaga, to object to the Board approving the Central
SoMa Plan and to request that the Board require the Planning Depmiment to prepare a Supplemental EIR to
address the significant new information presented in the Transpmiation Network Companies and Congestion
Repmi, as requested in Richard Drury's letter dated October 18,2018 and as fmiher suppmied by Daniel
Smith's November 26, 2018letter to Mark Wolfe, which Mr. Wolfe and Mr. Phillips separately submitted to the
Board of Supervisors on November 26,2018.
I also write to supplement Mr. Drury's October 18, 2018, letter, which states: "Mr. Smith points out the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority studies showed that ride-hailing services have a significant adverse
impact on traffic."
Mr. Smith's April12, 2018, comment letter on the FEIR at page 7, states:
"While reviewing the responses to our own comments, our attention was drawn to Response TR-7 which replies
to the comments of others regarding the impacts ofTranspmiation Network Companies ("TNCs"). The response
devotes four and two-thirds pages discussing research on TNCs (two San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Authority documents and one elsewhere) and then concludes that a) while TNC reliance might cause an
increase in VMT over that predicted in the study, there would have to be an enormous use ofTNCs to impact
VMT significantly, b) traffic congestion in the area would naturally limit TNC use and c) the City doesn't know
enough about TNCs yet at the time the response was written to more substantively address the impacts ofTNCs
in this EIR. This facile dodge ignores several salient pieces of evidence in the research it cites.
Considering all auto mode trips that have origin, destination or both in San Francisco, TNCs went from 0
percent in 2013 to 1 percent in 2014, jumped to 2 percent in 2016 and doubled to percent in 2017 . So the trend
is that use of this mode in San Francisco is continuing.increase.

1
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TNCs (9%) and taxis (1%) account for 10 percent of all weekday person trips that are internal to San Francisco
. In the AM and PM weekday commute peak hours, they account for 25 and 26 percent respectively of all
vehicle trips internal to San Francisco that originate or are destined in SoMa . On weekdays 21 percent of all
TNC VMT is out-of-service travel. In other words, a trip by TNC generates 21 percent more VMT than if the
passenger drove them self.
Some 22 percent ofTNC travel is induced; that is to say, 22 percent of trips by TNC wouldn't be made at all if
services by TNC were not available. And 39 percent ofTNC trips are ones that otherwise would have been
made by walking, bicycle or transit .
In summary, there is substantial evidence that the proliferation of reliance on TNC services could substantially
alter the subject EIR's findings and conclusions with respect to transportation impacts. Rather than pleading
insufficient infmmation and ignoring the issue as Response TR-7 proposes and rushing to cetiify the EIR, the
City should take the time to draw measured conclusions about TNC service impacts."
Thus, as Mr. Drury concluded: "A Supplemental EIR is required to analyze the impact of ride-hailing services
on traffic congestion, and related air pollution and pedestrian safety impacts. The San Francisco County
Transpmiation Authority study constitutes significant new information that must be analyzed in a supplemental
EIR to propose feasible means to mitigate the Plan's significant traffic impacts."
Thank you for bringing this email to the attention of the Board of Supervisors and including it in the record of
proceedings for this project.
Sincerely,
Tom Lippe
Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe APC
201 Mission St., 12th -Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel 415 777-5604 X 1
Fax 415 777-5606
e-mail: lippelaw@sonic.net
Web: www.lippelaw.com
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From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Tuesday, November 27, 2018 8:18 AM
Major, Erica (BOS)
FW: BOS File No 180651: TNCs & Congestion and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions
Memorandum
Letter to BOS re Central SoMaPian EIR_ll-26-18._with Attachment.pdf

From: Mark Wolfe <mrw@mrwolfeassociates.com>
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 1:10PM
To: White, Elizabeth (CPC} <elizabeth.white@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS} <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; 80SSupervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; 80S-Legislative Aides <bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC} <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS} <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Starr, Aaron (CPC}
<aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; MIUANICH, PETER (CAT) <Peter.Miljanich@sfcityatty.org>; WONG, VICTORIA (CAT)
<Victoria.Wong@sfcityatty.org>; Rodgers, An Marie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Range, Jessica (CPC)
<jessica.range@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC} <lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC} <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>;
Wietgrefe, Wade (CPC} <wade.wietgrefe@sfgov.org>
Subject: Re: BOS File No 180651: TNCs & Congestion and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions Memorandum

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

To the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors:
Attached is correspondence attaching a response to the Planning Department's November 8, 2018letter concerning the
referenced request for supplemental or subsequent environmental review of the Central SoMa plan. Please likewise include
these materials as part of the Board of Supervisors File No. 180651, and distribute to Supet-visors as appropriate prior to the
November 27, 2018 meeting on this matter.
Thanks you very much,
Mark Wolfe

On 11/8/2018 11:19 AM, White, Elizabeth (CPC} wrote:
Good morning,
The Planning Department is submitting the attached memorandum entitled "TNCs & Congestion and
Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions". Please include this memorandum as part of Board of Supervisors
File No. 180651. This memorandum is being electronically submitted to the Board Members and Clerk of
the Board.
Thank you,
Liz White

1
1413

Elizabeth White, Senior Environmental Planner
Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.6813 1 www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map

Mark R. Wolfe I M. R. Wolfe&. Associates, P.C.
Land Use I Environmental Law 1 Elections
555 Sutter Street I Suite 405 1 San Francisco, CA 94102
Tel:415.369.9400 I Fax:415.369.9405 I www.mrwolfeassociates.com
The information in this e-mail may contain information that is confidential and/or subject to the attorney-client
privilege.
If you have received it in error, please delete and contact the sender immediately. Thank you.

2
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mlrlwo.lfe
& associates, p.c.
attorneys-at-law

November 26,2018

By E-Mail Only
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
c/o Clerk of the Board
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa. gibson@sfgov. org

Re:

Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report
[SCH NO. 2013042070]

To the Board of Supervisors and Environmental Review Officer:
On behalf of Jonathan Berk, please accept and consider the attached letter
dated today from Daniel T. Smith, P.E., of the traffic engineering consulting firm
Smith Engineering & Management. Mr. Smith's letter responds to the Planning
Department's November 8, 2018 Memo to Planning Commissioners and the Board
of Supervisors that addressed d1is firm's and others' requests for a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan based on the recent
emergence of significant new information concerning the documented contribution
to traffic congestion and vehicle miles traveled by ride-share services such as Uber
and Lyft in District 6.
Please review and consider the points raised in Mr. Smith's letter prior to the
November 27, 2018 scheduled Board action on the Central SoMa Plan.
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555 Sutter Street I Suite 405 1San Francisco CA 94102 I Tel 415.369.9400 I Fax 415.369.9405 I www.mrwolfeassociates.com
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November 26,2018
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.
Yours sincerely,

MRW:
attachment
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SMITH

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

November 26, 2018

Mr. Mark Wolfe
M. R. Wolfe & Associates
555 Sutter Street, Suite 405
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions
Dear Mr. Wolfe:
Per your request, I have reviewed the San Francisco Planning Department (the
"SFPD") Memo of November 8, 2018 to San Francisco Planning Commissioners
and Board of Supervisors responding (the "SFPD 11-8 response memo") to
letters requesting a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Central
SoMa Plan (the "Project"). My qualifications to perform this review include
registration as a Civil and Traffic Engineer in California and 50 years of
consulting practice in traffic and transportation engineering. I have both prepared
and reviewed the traffic and transportation components of numerous CEQA
environmental documents. My professional resume is attached herewith.

Background
The basis of the requests for a Supplemental EIR on the Project is that the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority's ("SFCTA") publication October
2018 publication Transportation Network Companies and Congestion Report
('TNCs & Congestion Report') constitutes new information of substantial
importance, which was not known and could not have been known with exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EI'R was certified as complete
and that shows significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR.
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Mr. Mark Wolfe
November 26, 2018
Page2

The Key Issue
The TNCs & Congestion Report demonstrates how TNCs have had a
transformative effect on the ways residents and workers travel in San Francisco.
What the TNCs & Congestion Report shows, which SFPD 11-8 response memo
admits on pages 1 and 2, is that, due to use of TNC services and the TNC
vehicles circulating while waiting or traveling to respond to their next service call,
TNC's generate about equal VMT to that which would have been generated by
all the population and employment growth that occurred between 2010 and 2016
if TNCs did not exist. The SF-Champ transportation model, which the Project's
EIR assumptions about trip generation, origin-destination patterns, mode choice
and ultimately VMT generation, was validated on 2010 data, a time when TNC
services were nonexistent. What this demonstrates is that the post-2016 travel
patterns and choices of the post-2016 resident and job-holder population in the
Project study area are undeniably radically different from the assumptions and
traffic model outputs the Project EIR relied on, most explicitly in significantly
increasing VMT generated per capita resident and per capita jobholder. The
TNC's & Congestion Report also presents compelling new evidence of radically
increased congestion and delay that has implications for transit impacts,
emergency service impacts, impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists and other
important considerations.

Inadequacy of the SFPD 11-8 Response Memo
The essence of the SFPD 11-8 response memo's claim that a Supplemental EIR
is not needed is that the TNC's & Congestion Report has not handed the
Planning Department neat computations of how much VMT each resident or job
in Central SoMa creates and computations of how much the indicators of
congestion increases the TNC's & Congestion Report did compile directly impact
transit, emergency vehicles and other considerations. That is exactly why a
Supplemental EIR is needed- to find and disclose those things and disclose
what the impacts of the Central SoMa Plan are in light the strong evidence of the
existing radically altered travel behavior from that assumed in the current EIR
analysis. The circular logic employed in the SFPD 11-8 response memo is
indicative of a rush to adopt this Plan regardless of how flawed this Plan's EIR
may be and the lack of the good faith effort to disclose impact that CEQA
demands.

Conclusion
FEIR Response to Comments response TR-7, in addressing the potential for
TNCs to increase per resident and per employee VMT per capita states at·
Response page 154, "it is highly unlikely that the VMT estimates would increase
to a level such that the Project's VMT impacts would be significant." However,
the TNCs & Congestion Report provides direct evidence that TNCs have
increased per capita VMT in areas like Central SoMa to levels that, more likely
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Mr. Mark Wolfe
November 26, 2018
Page 3
than not would increase to levels that would be significant. Hence, a
Supplemental EIR must be prepared.
Sincerely,
Smith Engineering & Management
A California Corporation

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
President
Attachments:
Resume of Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
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Mr. Mark Wolfe
November 26, 2018
Page4

.'-:\1: I l l

I:N~ii~.:L:J~L:\1.::;

C JvlANAGE!vif.I'-:T

DANIEL T. SMITH, J1·.
President
EDUCATION
Bacbeloo: ofScieoce, Engineering and Applied Sc:iJ!nl:e. Yale Uoi\'l!Iiity, 1967
Master ofSci.roru:e, 'Ii:lmsp<Jrtation Plalming. Un.Wersily of Ci!lifomia, Bed:eley, 196&
PROIESSlONAL REGISTR.!\TION
Nevada No. 7969 (Civil) Wasb:ingttm No. 29337 (cml)
ArimnaNo. 22131 (Ci!,il)

Ciilifomia No. 21913 (Civil)
California No. 93g (fraflic)
PROIESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Smith Ellgineeriog & :Ma.nageDll!lll. 1993 to presi!lll. Presidi!nl.
DKS Associa!es, 1979 to 1993. Founder. Vice Pnsident Principal Tnmspo:rtliion Engineer.
Dl!Le:!w, Callier& Compmy, 1968 to 1979. Senior'D:i!niport1Uol1Pimner.
Pmonal spi!da1lies md project experil!llCl! ~
Litig;ttioa CollSllltiag. PrO'Ioidei consuill!lion. in\<e.>tigatioos and expEn witness te;timooy in bi.ghway d!!sign,
transit d!!sign and traflk engineeriog lllil.ltl!f'S inrluding o:m.:!.emna1iom involsing trilllSpmt1tion accl!is isrol!S; 1rnflk
acdd!!nts in\'Olv.ing hlghwa.y d!!sign or traffic engineering factors; land usl! ll!lid oo'lllilpllll!lll Illil.tll!r3 im'olving
access ll!lid tr1m5p0rtaticn :impacts; pi!Iking ll!lid oilier 1rnflk and tr1m5p0rtalion llllt!m.

Urbu Conidor Sfadies/AIIemdirn Analysis. Prilu:ip.ll-in-cha!ge fur Stare Rout!! (SR) 102 Feasibility Study. a
J. 5~ freeway aligDmenl stud.y OOIIh of SliCRI1ll!nlo. COliSUl.tant on I-280 lotl!l'5tale Transfer Concept Progillm.
Sm Frnoc:i=. an AAIEIS for compleliool ofl-280. d!!molition of Emb.m:adero lh!eway, sullslitu1>llight rllll and
commutEr mil projeds. Principal-in-charge, SR 238 coclidDJ freewayf!!llpll!SS'II'ay designlemironnll!ntal study,
Hayward (Calif.) Project lllilllllgl!l', Sarnnnento NOI1h.e.1t A.rl!a llllllli-modal lnmsp!Htaticn cmridor stud.y.
Transpomt:ion planner for I-SiJN West T&minal Study,ll!lid Hl!.lbor DrWe Traffic Study, Poi&nd. Oregon. Project
mamger for design of !illlfue >egllll!l1l of Woodward Cmridor LRT. Dl!troit. Micblgan. Dilect!!d staff on I-SO
National Strall!gi<: Qmidor Study (Sacramento-San Flancisco). US 10!-SIIll0llli1 fu!l!Way operations study, SR 92
ft'eeu11y oper.!.Uons study. I-880 freeway l!p£li!liaDs study, SR 152 a.lignml!ll.t studies, Sacram.ento RTD light mil
sy;'l!!ms srody. Tasman CorridDi LRT AA.'EIS, Fremml.I-Wa.nn Springs BART ~on planiEIR, SRs 70/99
freemy i!.ltl!ma1ives stud.y, ll!lid Richmond Parkm.y (SR 93) d!!sign stody.

*..lll!!Ill

Arl!ll Trulsporb.tioll Plans. l.lrindpal-in rba:rg fur transportation
of City of Los Allgeles Gl!nml Plan
Frarnim'Oik, shaping nations largrn cily lti'O decad!!s i:n!o ll'st cmtmy. Project managl!l" for thl! trarJspm:ta.tion
elemenl of 3()()..acre Mission Bll}' dl!velopment in downtown San Frnoc:isco. Mission Bll}' imrol\<e.> 7 million g>f
offu:e.'cotl1Illl!l'dal space.. 8,500 dwelling 'IIlli.!;, and ammillllily f.u:ilities. TranspDJtation fea1l1Ies includ!! relocation
of commutEr rail stalion; exlr!!bion ofMUNI-Mmo LR.T; a mnlti-modalll!mliru!l fur LRl', cmnmnl.l!r mil and local
bus; Il!lliOVal of a quarter mile ell!vatl!d freew.l}~ :n!placemmt by Ill!W ramps and a boula>ard; m internal roadway
oou"Oik DVl!r
•
•
•
tidal basin; freeway 5!ml:ltm!5 and rail fllrililii!s; and
concept plans
al-i~Kbarge for dn:ull!tion plan to accOilllllCidzrte 9
million g>f of offtce'c(}lllDll!;fda! growth in
uwn Bellevue (\!;·am.). Pril!dpal.-in-char!le for 64 acre, l million
gsf mnlti-use comple:l; fur FMC adjaten! to San Jose ~ Aiiport. Project manager for trilllSpmt1tion
elemenl of SliCDIIIl!l!:to Capiro! Area Plan fur the stal<! go11emmen!al. comple&. and for DOWIItomi Sacrallll!lllo
Red!!~l!!opmen! Plan Project lllil.nager fur Napa (Calif.) General Pll!ll Circulation Element and Downmwn
Riverfront ~~ Plm. on pi!Iking progrun for do'ii'ntW'l! Waloo! Cre£k, on downtown lrnll5J.XIIIation
plan foi San Mateo and red!!\'lllilp!Mlltplanfur downtownMOTmt!in VH!W (Calif.). fortraflir circulation and safety
plam for Ciilifomia cities ofDnois, Pleasant Hill and Hayward, and for Sali!DI, Oregon.
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Mr. Mark Wolfe
November 26, 2018
Page 5
Transportation Centers. Project manager for Daly City Intermodal Study which developed a $7 million surface
bus terminal, traffic access, parking and pedestrian circulation improvements at the Daly City BART station plus
development of functional plans for a new BART station at Colma. Project manager for design of multi-modal
terminal (commuter rail, light rail, bus) at Mission Bay, San Francisco. In Santa Clarita Long Range Transit
Development Program, responsible for plan to relocate system's existing timed-transfer hub and development of
three satellite transfer hubs. Performed airport ground transpmtation system evaluations for San Francisco
International, Oakland International, Sea-Tac International, Oakland International, Los Angeles International, and
San Diego Lindberg.
Campus Transportation. Campus transportation planning assignments for UC Davis, UC Berkeley, UC Santa
Cruz and UC San Francisco Medical Center campuses; San Francisco State University; University of San Francisco;
and the University of Alaska and others. Also developed master plans for institutional campuses including medical
centers, headqumters complexes and research & development facilities.
Special Event Facilities. Evaluations and design studies for football/baseball stadiums, indoor sports arenas, horse
and motor racing facilities, theme parks, fairgrounds and convention centers, ski complexes and destination resmts
throughout western United States.
Parking. Parking programs and facilities for large area plans and individual sites including downtowns, special
event facilities, university and institutional campuses and other large site developments; numerous parking
feasibility and operations studies for parking structures and surface facilities; also, resident preferential parking.
Transportation System Management & Traffic Restmint. Project manager on FHWA program to develop
techniques and guidelines for neighborhood street traffic limitation. Project manager for Berkeley, (Calif.),
Neighborhood Traffic Study, pioneered application of traffic restraint teclmiques in the U.S. Developed residential
traffic plans for Menlo Park, Santa Monica, Santa Cruz, Mill Valley, Oakland, Palo Alto, Piedmont, San Mateo
County, Pasadena, Santa Ana and others. Pmticipated in development of photo/radar speed enforcement device and
experimented with speed humps. Co-author oflnstitute of Transportation Engineers reference publication on
neighborhood traffic control.
Bicycle Facilities. Project manager to develop an FHWA manual for bicycle facility design and planning, on
bikeway plans for Del Mar, (Calif.), the UC Davis and the City of Davis. Consultant to bikeway plans for Eugene,
Oregon, Washington, D.C., Buffalo, New York, and Skokie, Illinois. Consultant to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for
development of hydraulically efficient, bicycle safe drainage inlets. Consultant on FHWA research on effective
retrofits of undercrossing and overcrossing structures for bicyclists, pedestrians, and handicapped.
MEMBERSlllPS
Institute of Transportation Engineers Transportation Research Board
PUBLICATIONS AND AWARDS
Residential Street Design and Traffic Control, with W. Homburger et al. Prentice Hall, 1989.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Citation, Mission Bay Master Plan, with I.M. Pei WRT Associated, 1984.
Residential Traffic Management, State of the Art Report, U.S. Depmtment of Transportation, 1979.
Improving the Residential Street Environment, with Donald Appleyard et al., U.S. Depattment of Transportation,
1979.
Strategic Concepts in Residential Neighborhood Traffic Control, International Symposium on Traffic Control
Systems, Berkeley, California, 1979.
Planning and Design of Bicycle Facilities: Pitfalls and New Directions, Transportation Research Board, Research
Record 570, 1976.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Award, Livable Urban Streets, San Francisco Bay Area and London, with
Donald Appleyard, 1979.
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Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:
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Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Tuesday, November 27, 2018 8:14 AM
80S-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)
FW: Central SoMa Plan and EIR (SCH NO. 2013042070). 11/27/18 Agenda Items 14-18;
Request for Supplemental EIR
D_Smith_Central SOMA comment 11-26-18.pdf; Central SOMA comment 11-26-18.docx

From: Paul Phillips <paulrphillips@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 7:42 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>
Subject: Central SoMa Plan and EIR (SCH NO. 2013042070). 11/27/18 Agenda Items 14-18; Request for Supplemental EIR

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
I write on behalf of myself, my wife Genia Phillips and my neighbor, Gina Cariaga, to object to the Board
approving the Central SoMa Plan and to require the Planning Department to prepare a Supplemental EIR to
address the significant new information presented in the Transportation Network Companies and Congestion
Report, as requested in Richard Drury's letter dated October 18, 2018 and as further supported by Daniel
Smith's November 26, 2018 letter to Mark Wolfe, which Mr. Wolfe submitted to the Board of Supervisors on
November 26, 2018.
Sincerely,
Paul Phillips

1
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mlrlwo.lfe
& associates, p.c.
attorneys-at-law

November 26,2018

By E-Mail Only
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
c/o Clerk of the Board
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
1650 J\llission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org

Re:

Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report
[SCH NO. 2013042070]

To the Board of Supervisors and Environmental Review Officer:
On behalf ofjonad1an Berk, please accept and consider the attached letter
dated today from Daniel T. Smith, P.E., of the traffic engineering consulting firm
Smith Engineering & Management. Mr. Smid1's letter responds to the Planning
Department's November 8, 2018 Memo to Planning Commissioners and the Board
of Supervisors that addressed this f1tm's and others' requests for a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report for the Central SoMa Plan based on the recent
emergence of significant new information concerning the documented contribution
to traffic congestion and vehicle miles traveled by ride-share services such as Uber
and Lyft in District 6.
Please review and consider the points raised in Mr. Smith's letter prior to d1e
November 27, 2018 scheduled Board action on the Central SoMa Plan.
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November 26, 2018
Page 2

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns.
Yours sincerely,

ASSOCIATES, P.C.

l'YIRW:

attachment
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November 26, 2018

Mr. Mark Wolfe
M. R. Wolfe & Associates
555 Sutter Street, Suite 405
San Francisco, CA 94102
Subject: TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions
Dear Mr. Wolfe:
Per your request, I have reviewed the San Francisco Planning Department (the
"SFPD") Memo of November 8, 2018 to San Francisco Planning Commissioners
and Board of Supervisors responding (the "SFPD 11-8 response memo") to
letters requesting a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Central
SoMa Plan (the "Project"). My qualifications to perform this review include
registration as a Civil and Traffic Engineer in California and 50 years of
consulting practice in traffic and transportation engineering. I have both prepared
and reviewed the traffic and transportation components of numerous CEQA
environmental documents. My professional resume is attached herewith.
Background
The basis of the requests for a Supplemental EIR on the Project is that the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority's ("SFCTA") publication October
2018 publication Transportation Network Companies and Congestion Report
('TNCs & Congestion Report'/ constitutes new information of substantial
importance, which was not known and could not have been known with exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EI'R was certified as complete
and that shows significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR.
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The Key Issue
The TNCs & Congestion Report demonstrates how TNCs have had a
transformative effect on the ways residents and workers travel in San Francisco.
What the TNCs & Congestion Report shows, which SFPD 11-8 response memo
admits on pages 1 and 2, is that, due to use of TNC services and the TNC
vehicles circulating while waiting or traveling to respond to their next service call,
TNC's generate about equal VMT to that which would have been generated by
all the population and employment growth that occurred between 201 0 and 2016
if TNCs did not exist. The SF-Champ transportation model, which the Project's
EIR assumptions about trip generation, origin-destination patterns, mode choice
and ultimately VMT generation, was validated on 2010 data, a time when TNC
services were nonexistent. What this demonstrates is that the post-2016 travel
patterns and choices of the post-2016 resident and job-holder population in the
Project study area are undeniably radically different from the assumptions and
traffic model outputs the Project EIR relied on, most explicitly in significantly
increasing VMT generated per capita resident and per capita jobholder. The
TNC's & Congestion Report also presents compelling new evidence of radically
increased congestion and delay that has implications for transit impacts,
emergency service impacts, impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists and other
important considerations.

Inadequacy of the SFPD 11-8 Response Memo
The essence of the SFPD 11-8 response memo's claim that a Supplemental EIR
is not needed is that the TNC's & Congestion Report has not handed the
Planning Department neat computations of how much VMT each resident or job
in Central SoMa creates and computations of how much the indicators of
congestion increases the TNC's & Congestion Report did compile directly impact
transit, emergency vehicles and other considerations. That is exactly why a
Supplemental EIR is needed -to find and disclose those things and disclose
what the impacts of the Central SoMa Plan are in light the strong evidence of the
existing radically altered travel behavior from that assumed in the current EIR
analysis. The circular logic employed in the SFPD 11-8 response memo is
indicative of a rush to adopt this Plan regardless of how flawed this Plan's EIR
may be and the lack of the good faith effort to disclose impact that CEQA
demands.

Conclusion
FEIR Response to Comments response TR-7, in addressing the potential for
TNCs to increase per resident and per employee VMT per capita states at
Response page 154, "it is highly unlikely that the VMT estimates would increase
to a level such that the Project's VMT impacts would be significant." However,
the TNCs & Congestion Report provides direct evidence that TNCs have
increased per capita VMT in areas like Central SoMa to levels that, more likely
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than not would increase to levels that would be significant. Hence, a
Supplemental EIR must be prepared.
Sincerely,
Smith Engineering & Management
A California Corporation

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
President
Attachments:
Resume of Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
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DAl"ilEL T. SMITH, .JI'.
President
EDUCATION
BacbelJ>r of St:ieoce, Engineering and Applifd Sderu:e, Yrue Um\'t!Iitty, 1967
MliS!er of Scieu:e, Tnm;·portaOOJI Planning. Un.WE!sily of Califoo:nia, Be<keley, 1968
PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION
Nevada No. 7969 (Civil) Wasbin_gtun No. 29337 (Civil)
Arizo!l.!l No. 22Bl (Ciltil)

Ci!lifomill No. 21913 (CMJ)
California No. 938 (fillffic)
PROFESSIONAL En'ERIENCE

Smilh Ellgin.eerin,g & Mamgemen.t, 1993 to pre5i!lll. Preside:n:t.
DKS Associates. 1979 to 1993. Frunder, Vice Preiidmt, Prindpal Transpo:rtation lln,gineer.

De Leuw. Cath!!r & Company, 1968to 19"79. Senior Tnmsportation Plmner.

PernJni!l spo!di!llies md project experimce in<:hlde:

Litigatioa Coi1Sllllillg. Pr!Mdei consul1l!liOOJ. in\'eiligatiooi and e:l:JlEft wilne;s testin:loay in highway design.
triln5it design and l!ilffic !!flgineerin,g 11111.ttl!rs including cl!lldemnmom in~"DMng lrlll!SpOit&tion acce;s isrua;;; trnffir.
accidents invo:Mng highwa.y design or traffic engineEring factor5; land me l!Dd d.e\'1!lopiDI!Ilt ma.:tl)!IS irmlhling
access iUld lllmSJXlrt.l.lion impacts; pi!lking iUld oth!!r trnffir. and fllmSp!lit.ltion llll1lei>.

Urban Corridor Sladie:i/AI!ezmtins Analysis. Principal-in-charge for State Root!! (SR) 102 Fa;ibility Study, a
35-mile freeway al.i.gJlmeDlstudy D<Jith ofSi~Clalllm1D. C=Itmt on I-280liitllf5tate Transfer Concept:Progrnm.
Sm FnmdSCD, an A.<\IEIS for compleliJm ofl-280, demolition of Embm:adero freeway, substilute light rail and
co:m:mtl!E!r rail projects. Principal-~ SR 238 amidor :fi:eem!y.'api1!55Way de;ignlemironmJ!nta! study,
Hayward (Calif.) Project !llanlljll!f, Sacramento Norlheast Area mWli-IOOdal lllmspOrt.l.tion amidor study.
TriWSpo:rtalion planner for I-8l!N W!!it Termin.al Study. iUld Hl!Ibol DIWe Traffic Sllldy, Portl.md, Oregon. Project
Dlllllilg& for design of surfdce segmmt of Woodward Corxi.dor LRT, Detroit, :Michigan Directed staff on I-SO
NIIOO!I.!Il Strategic Cotridor Study {Sacra.m<!llto-Sm Fmu:isco). US 101-SODOI!lil freeway operations study, SR 9l
l"I"elm-ay opoeii~.lions study, I-880 freeway operations study, SR 152 a.ligninmt studies, Sacramento RTD light rut
sy>1l!m!i study. T11Slllm Con:idor LRT AA•'EIS, Frem.on!-Wann Spring; BART exlen.>i~m. planlffiR, SRs 70!99
l"I"elm·a.y ahemati:v1!5 study. and Rirlimlmd Parlm;ty (SR 93) design stody.
Area Trampc~rtation PIU1S. Principal-in charge for transpDIIlltion ~of CiJy of Los Angell!; GeomJ. Plm
Framim'OIIt, shaping natiolls Iargl!it d!y m'll ileGI.des inlo 21'st Cl!l!luiy. Project :mmager for 1h!! lmlSpOitltiDn
el~ of 300-acre Mission Bay d!m!JDpment in downtown San Fnmc:iSCD. Mission Bay inwl\'l!i 7 million gsf
officelcomllll!fCla.l space. 8,500 dwl!lling nnils, md ammnmity ficili1ies. TriWSportJilj~m. featmes ioclud!! reloca!ion
ofco:m:mtl!E!r rail station; I!XII!!bion of:MUNI-Metro LRT; 11. mnlti-modi!lll!!IIJ.inal for LRT, commlll)!,r rail and local
bus; Il!IIlD\'ill of a quarter mile ell!va.tl!d freewa}'; :replaceml!D.t by lll!'lll ramps and a boull!\oard; an intemi!l roadway
netu'Odt ovl!Icoming co:nstraints imposed by m ilm!rnal tidal basin; meway strucflUI!S iUld !ail fadlilies; and
concept plms for 10,000 strurlml!d pi!lking spacES. Prilll:ipi!l-in-cllllrge for dmllnliDn plan to accommodate 9
milliDn gsf of olftre'comme;rdal. gromh in downtown Bellewe (\lla;b.). Prindpal·in~ for 64 acre, 2 million
gsf mnlti-USI! wmples for FMC i!ldjaci!IIt to San Jose In!emational .Aiiport Prtlject manager for transportation
elem!m of SiKilll!lllnlo Capitol Area Pli!ll for til@ slll.te goVl!£IlDll!!lli! COlilJIIe~ and fur DOWil!oWil SacrammlO
Rl!deve!opllll!lll Plm. Project IM!I.!Iger for Napa (Cnlif.) Ge:nera.l Plm C:iroJlalion memem iUld DowntDW!l
Ri\'l!J:fmnt ~-elopmmt Plm, on paiking program for downtown Wa.bmt Creek, oo down!!nm lrlll!SpOit&tiDn
plan fur San Mateo and rnda>eloplll.!!fltplanfordowlllaWnMDUIJtain \rii!W (Calif.). for traffic ci.rculali1mand safety
plam for Califomill dlies ofDnois, !lleasant Hill and Ha"yw;!rd, and for Salem, Oregon.
I':<:. 1·1·1'
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Tt·ansportation Centers. Project manager for Daly City lntermodal Study which developed a $7 million surface
bus terminal, traffic access, parking and pedestrian circulation improvements at the Daly City BART station plus
development of functional plans for a new BART station at Colma. Project manager for design of multi-modal
terminal (commuter rail, light rail, bus) at Mission Bay, San Francisco. In Santa Clarita Long Range Transit
Development Program, responsible for plan to relocate system's existing timed-transfer hub and development of
three satellite transfer hubs. Performed airport ground transpOiiation system evaluations for San Francisco
International, Oakland International, Sea-Tac International, Oakland International, Los Angeles International, and
San Diego Lindberg.
Campus Transportation. Campus transpotiation planning assignments for UC Davis, UC Berkeley, UC Santa
Cruz and UC San Francisco Medical Center campuses; San Francisco State University; University of San Francisco;
and the University of Alaska and others. Also developed master plans for institutional campuses including medical
centers, headquarters complexes and research & development facilities.
Special Event Facilities. Evaluations and design studies for footbalVbaseball stadiums, indoor sports arenas, horse
and motor racing facilities, theme parks, fairgrounds and convention centers, ski complexes and destination res01is
throughout western United States.
Parking. Parking programs and facilities for large area plans and individual sites including downtowns, special
event facilities, university and institutional campuses and other large site developments; numerous parking
feasibility and operations studies for parking structures and surface facilities; also, resident preferential parking.
Transportation System Management & Traffic Restraint. Project manager on FHWA program to develop
techniques and guidelines for neighborhood street traffic limitation. Project manager for Berkeley, (Calif.),
Neighborhood Traffic Study, pioneered application of traffic restraint techniques in the U.S. Developed residential
traffic plans for Menlo Park, Santa Monica, Santa Cruz, Mill Valley, Oakland, Palo Alto, Piedmont, San Mateo
County, Pasadena, Santa Ana and others. Participated in development of photo/radar speed enforcement device and
experimented with speed humps. Co-author oflnstitute ofTranspotiation Engineers reference publication on
neighborhood traffic control.
Bicycle Facilities. Project manager to develop an FHWA manual for bicycle facility design and planning, on
bikeway plans for Del Mar, (Calif.), the UC Davis and the City of Davis. Consultant to bikeway plans for Eugene,
Oregon, Washington, D.C., Buffalo, New York, and Skokie, Illinois. Consultant to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for
development of hydraulically efficient, bicycle safe drainage inlets. Consultant on FHWA research on effective
retrofits of undercrossing and overcrossing structures for bicyclists, pedestrians, and handicapped.
MEMBERSIITPS
Institute ofTranspotiation Engineers Transportation Research Board
PUBLICATIONS AND AWARDS
Residential Street Design and Traffic Control, with W. Hamburger eta!. Prentice Hall, 1989.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Citation, lvlission Bay Master Plan, with I.M. Pei WRT Associated, 1984.
Residential Traffic Management, State of the Art Report, U.S. Department ofTranspotiation, 1979.
Improving the Residential Street Environment, with Donald Appleyard et al., U.S. Department of Transportation,
1979.
Strategic Concepts in Residential Neighborhood Traffic Control, International Symposium on Traffic Control
Systems, Berkeley, California, 1979.
Planning and Design ofBicycle Facilities: Pitfalls and New Directions, Transportation Research Board, Research
Record 570, 1976.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Award, Livable Urban Streets, San Francisco Bay Area and London, with
Donald Appleyard, 1979.
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November 26, 2018

Mr. Mark Wolfe
M. R. Wolfe & Associates
555 Sutter Street, Suite 405
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions
Dear Mr. Wolfe:
Per your request, I have reviewed the San Francisco Planning Department (the
"SFPD") Memo of November 8, 2018 to San Francisco Planning Commissioners
and Board of Supervisors responding (the "SFPD 11-8 response memo") to
letters requesting a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Central
SoMa Plan (the "Project"). My qualifications to perform this review include
registration as a Civil and Traffic Engineer in California and 50 years of
consulting practice in traffic and transportation engineering. I have both prepared
and reviewed the traffic and transportation components of numerous CEQA
environmental documents. My professional resume is attached herewith.

Background
The basis of the requests for a Supplemental EIR on the Project is that the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority's ("SFCTA") publication October
2018 publication Transportation Network Companies and Congestion Report
('TNCs & Congestion Report') constitutes new information of substantial
importance, which was not known and could not have been known with exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EI'R was certified as complete
and that shows significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR.
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The Key Issue
The TNCs & Congestion Report demonstrates how TNCs have had a
transformative effect on the ways residents and workers travel in San Francisco.
What the TNCs & Congestion Report shows, which SFPD 11-8 response memo
admits on pages 1 and 2, is that, due to use of TNC services and the TNC
vehicles circulating while waiting or traveling to respond to their next service call,
TNC's generate about equal VMT to that which would have been generated by
all the population and employment growth that occurred between 2010 and 2016
if TNCs did not exist. The SF-Champ transportation model, which the Project's
EIR assumptions about trip generation, origin-destination patterns, mode choice
and ultimately VMT generation, was validated on 2010 data, a time when TNC
services were nonexistent. What this demonstrates is that the post-2016 travel
patterns and choices of the post-2016 resident and job-holder population in the
Project study area are undeniably radically different from the assumptions and
traffic model outputs the Project EIR relied on, most explicitly in significantly
increasing VMT generated per capita resident and per capita jobholder. The
TNC's & Congestion Report also presents compelling new evidence of radically
increased congestion and delay that has implications for transit impacts,
emergency service impacts, impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists and other
important considerations.

Inadequacy of the SFPD 11-8 Response Memo
The essence of the SFPD 11-8 response memo's claim that a Supplemental EIR
is not needed is that the TNC's & Congestion Report has not handed the
Planning Department neat computations of how much VMT each resident or job
in Central SoMa creates and computations of how much the indicators of
congestion increases the TNC's & Congestion Report did compile directly impact
transit, emergency vehicles and other considerations. That is exactly why a
Supplemental EIR is needed- to find and disclose those things and disclose
what the impacts of the Central SoMa Plan are in light the strong evidence of the
existing radically altered travel behavior from that assumed in the current EIR
analysis. The circular logic employed in the SFPD 11-8 response memo is
indicative of a rush to adopt this Plan regardless of how flawed this Plan's EIR
may be and the lack of the good faith effort to disclose impact that CEQA
demands.

Conclusion
FEIR Response to Comments response TR-7, in addressing the potential for
TNCs to increase per resident and per employee VMT per capita states at
Response page 154, "it is highly unlikely that the VMT estimates would increase
to a level such that the Project's VMT impacts would be significant." However,
the TNCs & Congestion Report provides direct evidence that TNCs have
increased per capita VMT in areas like Central SoMa to levels that, more likely
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• T R ·\ N:; I' U I< TAT

I~) 1'--:

•

~IAN

A G lo f. IE 1'.: T

53!! Lowr;· Road. Union Cit;·. CA 9.J.587 tel: 510.489.9.J.77 1>1.\·: 5IO...fi\9.9.J.78

1431

Mr. Mark Wolfe
November 26, 2018
Page 3

than not would increase to levels that would be significant. Hence, a
Supplemental EIR must be prepared.
Sincerely,
Smith Engineering & Management
A California Corporation

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
President
Attachments:
Resume of Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
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DANIEL T. SMITH, J1·.
President
EDUCATION
Bache!J>r ofSciJmce, Engineering and Applied Sci.Eou:e. Yale Un:i\>ersity, 1967
Mas1!!r of Science. 'I'rim.-parta:ti<m Plam!ing, Unm!rsily of California, Bed:eley, 1968

PROFESSlON.U REGISIRATION
Nevada No. 7969 (Civil) Washing!<m No. 29337 (CMI)
Arizooa No. 22131 (Cillil)

Califumia No. 21913 (Civil)
California No. 93g (Tmlic)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
Smilb Ellginee:riog & Management, 1993 to pruen!. Pres:i.dem.

DKS Associare:s,l979 to 1993. Frunder, Vice Pnsident. Prindpal TD:osporta!ion Bnginl!er.
Del..emr, Cl!lb&& Compmy,I96B to 1919. Si!nior'I'nmsport!.tionPianner.

Pernlml !ip'!dallies and project ~en.ce ~
Litigatioa CollSlllting. Provide; c0!1511fu!lion,. ia\'eitigatiom and l!l.JlEft witness testimoay in highway dl!sign,
transit design and traffic l!flginee:riog maltl!fS indwling co:odl!mn!liom inwlrnl;g lrl!nspmt1tion awss is!.tllS.; traffic
acddents inwlrnl;g highway design or traffic enginl!ering factors; land u.;e illlld devElapmeDt mat!ler5 irmlhring
access i!Dd trm>pomtion impacts; pm:ldng i!Dd o1b& traffic and lrl!nspmt1tion !Mtlm.

Urban Corridor Stadies/Aitumtins Analysis. Principal-in-cllllge fur Slate Rout!! (SR) 102 Feasibility Study, a
35-mile frei!WaY aiignm;!nt 5tllidyoorth ofSllmllllen!o. Comul- oo 1-lBO lDtesstllle TillllSfl!r Con<:Ep!Program.
San Fnmdscn, an .AAIE!S for complJ!Iion ofi-28(), dl!molition of Em.bm:adero freeway. substitute light rail and
cOllllllU!er Illil projects. Principal-in-clJarge. SR 23g corridor freewayfe&pii!5SWay dl!signo'emiromnl!ntal study,
H~~JWa:rd (Calif.)
Project manager, Sacralll!DID Nort!Js>t Area mulli-modal tnmspoltatinn corridor ~tudy.
Transportation plano& fur I~ West Tennlnal Smdy, zmd Hrubor Drive Traffic Stlldy. Portimd. ~· Pnljec£
mamger for Lle;ign of S1Irli!.ce segml!lll of WODdward Coiiidor LRT, De1mit. Michigan. Di:Iected stllff on I..SO
Naliooal SIL!I!!gic Corridor Study (S~San Francisco). US 101-Sonoma freeway operations smdy, SR 9l
fret!way opera.~ smdy. I-SW freeMIJ operations smdy, SR 152 a.lignmmt studies, Sacralll!DID RTD light rail
sygerns study, TMm!lll. Coiiidor LRT AAJEIS, Fl"l!fiiDli!..Warm Spring; BART extension planiEIR, SRs 70/99
fll!l!'il'ilyalt!!rna1ives !.1Udy, zmdRichmondPa.tkmy (SR 93) design stody.
Area l'mlsjMJr!J.tion PIIIIS. Prin.cipal·in cbarge fur tran5portalion ~of City of Los Angeles Geol!ral Plan
Fmneu'Orll:, shap~ nations largest dty tu'O c!ecadl!s into :Jl'st centmy. Project ID!Illlgl!r for 1be transportation
elenEJ! of 30{)..acre Mission Bl!Y developflll!llt in dawntown San Fnmdscn. Million Bay invol\oe; 7 million gsf
oflicelco!ll!Ill!rCial. ;pace. 8500 dwelling unit;, and COIIIIIIIHlity farilines. Transportation fealU!e!il ioclude reloca.!ion
of cmmnuter rail stlli.on; e:~.1:en;ion ofMUNI-Metro LR.T; a mnJti..modal tl!rnlinal for LR.T, COllliii1l!l!r rail and local
bus; Il!IIlllVl!l of a quarll!r mile ell!vated freeway; :n!placi!Dll!llt by rum' Jam~~• and a boula'll!d; an internal roadway
D!!lt~'Otk M•ercoming constill.ints imposed by an interml tidal basin; frel!lVaY ilnil:llm!5 zmd rail f.u:ilili!!s; and
CODC!!pt plans for lO,OOO SIIUCiml!d paOOr!g spK15. Prinripal-in-charge fur dn:uli!tion plan to accommodate 9
million gsf of office'cOIIlllll&dal growth in downtown Bellewe (\llash.). Prindpal-in-cha:rge forM roe.l million
gsf mnJti..use comple:l; for FMC adjacl!lll to San Jose In!Eil!alional Aiiport. Project ID.anilget fur transportation
element of Sacramento Capitol Area Plm fur ~ stlle gov1!fiiiD!!Illal comp!e-g, and fur DDWI!IDwn Sllmlll1en!o
R.edevelopllll!lll Plan. Project maoager for Niij~a (Calif.) General Plan Cin:ula!ion Element and DDWii!DWil
Riv&from Redi!Vi!lopnlmt Plan, on pm:ldng program for downtown Walool Creek, on downtown lrl!nspmt1tion
plan for San Mateo and redl!'l'l!l.opmentplanfurclowntownMount!ln VII!W (Calif.), for traffic ctrculirt:ionand safety
plam fur ailifumia citil!s ofD;n<is, Pleasant Hill and Haymrd, and for Sal!!m, Oregon.
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Transportation Centers. Project manager for Daly City Intermodal Study which developed a $7 million surface
bus terminal, traffic access, parking and pedestrian circulation improvements at the Daly City BART station plus
development of functional plans for a new BART station at Colma. Project manager for design of multi-modal
terminal (commuter rail, light rail, bus) at Mission Bay, San Francisco. In Santa Clarita Long Range Transit
Development Program, responsible for plan to relocate system's existing timed-transfer hub and development of
three satellite transfer hubs. Performed airport ground transpmiation system evaluations for San Francisco
International, Oakland International, Sea-Tac International, Oakland International, Los Angeles International, and
San Diego Lindberg.
Campus Transportation. Campus transportation planning assignments for UC Davis, UC Berkeley, UC Santa
Cruz and UC San Francisco Medical Center campuses; San Francisco State University; University of San Francisco;
and the University of Alaska and others. Also developed master plans for institutional campuses including medical
centers, headquatters complexes and research & development facilities.
Special Event Facilities. Evaluations and design studies for football/baseball stadiums, indoor spmts arenas, horse
and motor racing facilities, theme parks, fairgrounds and convention centers, ski complexes and destination resmis
throughout western United States.
Parking. Parking programs and facilities for large area plans and individual sites including downtowns, special
event facilities, university and institutional campuses and other large site developments; numerous parking
feasibility and operations studies for parking structures and surface facilities; also, resident preferential parking.
Transportation System Management & Traffic Restraint. Project manager on FHWA program to develop
techniques and guidelines for neighborhood street traffic limitation. Project manager for Berkeley, (Calif.),
Neighborhood Traffic Study, pioneered application of traffic restraint techniques in the U.S. Developed residential
traffic plans for Menlo Park, Santa Monica, Santa Cruz, Mill Valley, Oakland, Palo Alto, Piedmont, San Mateo
County, Pasadena, Santa Ana and others. Patticipated in development of photo/radar speed enforcement device and
experimented with speed humps. Co-author oflnstitute of Transportation Engineers reference publication on
neighborhood traffic control.
Bicycle Facilities. Project manager to develop an FHWA manual for bicycle facility design and planning, on
bikeway plans for Del Mar, (Calif.), the UC Davis and the City of Davis. Consultant to bikeway plans for Eugene,
Oregon, Washington, D.C., Buffalo, New York, and Skokie, Illinois. Consultant to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for
development of hydraulically efficient, bicycle safe drainage inlets. Consultant on FHWA research on effective
retrofits of undercrossing and overcrossing structures for bicyclists, pedestrians, and handicapped.
MEMBERSHIPS
Institute of Transportation Engineers Transportation Research Board
PUBLICATIONS AND AWARDS
Residential Street Design and Traffic Control, with W. Homburger eta/. Prentice Hall, 1989.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Citation, Mission Bay Master Plan, with I.M. Pei WRT Associated, 1984.
Residential Traffic Management, State of the Art Report, U.S. Department of Transportation, 1979.
Improving the Residential Street Environment, with Donald Appleyard eta!., U.S. Department ofTranspmiation,
1979.
Strategic Concepts in Residential Neighborhood Traffic Control, International Symposium on Traffic Control
Systems, Berkeley, California, 1979.
Planning and Design of Bicycle Facilities: Pitfalls and New Directions, Transpotiation Research Board, Research
Record 570, 1976.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Award, Livable Urban Streets, San Francisco Bay Area and London, with
Donald Appleyard, 1979.
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SMITH

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

November 26, 2018

Mr. Mark Wolfe
M. R. Wolfe & Associates
555 Sutter Street, Suite 405
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: TNCs & Congestion Report and Central SoMa Plan EIR Conclusions
Dear Mr. Wolfe:
Per your request, I have reviewed the San Francisco Planning Department (the
"SFPD") Memo of November 8, 2018 to San Francisco Planning Commissioners
and Board of Supervisors responding ( the "SFPD 11-8 response memo") to
letters requesting a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Central
SoMa Plan (the "Project"). My qualifications to perform this review include
registration as a Civil and Traffic Engineer in California and 50 years of
consulting practice in traffic and transportation engineering. I have both prepared
and reviewed the traffic and transportation components of numerous CEQA
environmental documents. My professional resume is attached herewith.

Background
The basis of the requests for a Supplemental EIR on the Project is that the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority's ("SFCTA") publication October
2018 publication Transportation Network Companies and Congestion Report
(''TNCs & Congestion Report') constitutes new information of substantial
importance, which was not known and could not have been known with exercise
of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EI'R was certified as complete
and that shows significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previous EIR.

The Key Issue
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The TNCs & Congestion Report demonstrates how TNCs have had a
transformative effect on the ways residents and workers travel in San Francisco.
What the TNCs & Congestion Report shows, which SFPD 11-8 response memo
admits on pages 1 and 2, is that, due to use of TNC services and the TNC
vehicles circulating while waiting or traveling to respond to their next service call,
TNC's generate about equal VMT to that which would have been generated by
all the population and employment growth that occurred between 2010 and 2016
if TNCs did not exist. The SF-Champ transportation model, which the Project's
EIR assumptions about trip generation, origin-destination patterns, mode choice
and ultimately VMT generation, was validated on 2010 data, a time when TNC
services were nonexistent. What this demonstrates is that the post-2016 travel
patterns and choices of the post-2016 resident and job-holder population in the
Project study area are undeniably radically different from the assumptions and
traffic model outputs the Project EIR relied on, most explicitly in significantly
increasing VMT generated per capita resident and per capita jobholder. The
TNC's & Congestion Report also presents compelling new evidence of radically
increased congestion and delay that has implications for transit impacts,
emergency service impacts, impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists and other
important considerations.

Inadequacy of the SFPD 11-8 Response Memo
The essence of the SFPD 11-8 response memo's claim that a Supplemental EIR
is not needed is that the TNC's & Congestion Report has not handed the
Planning Department neat computations of how much VMT each resident or job
in Central SoMa creates and computations of how much the indicators of
congestion increases the TNC's & Congestion Report did compile directly impact
transit, emergency vehicles and other considerations. That is exactly why a
Supplemental EIR is needed -to find and disclose those things and disclose
what the impacts of the Central SoMa Plan are in light the strong evidence of the
existing radically altered travel behavior from that assumed in the current EIR
analysis. The circular logic employed in the SFPD 11-8 response memo is
indicative of a rush to adopt this Plan regardless of how flawed this Plan's EIR
may be and the lack of the good faith effort to disclose impact that CEQA
demands.

Conclusion
FEIR Response to Comments response TR-7, in addressing the potential for
TNCs to increase per resident and per employee VMT per capita states at
Response page 154, "it is highly unlikely that the VMT estimates would increase
to a level such that the Project's VMT impacts would be significant." However,
the TNCs & Congestion Report provides direct evidence that TNCs have
increased per capita VMT in areas like Central SoMa to levels that, more likely
than not would increase to levels that would be significant. Hence, a
Supplemental EIR must be prepared.
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Sincerely,
Smith Engineering & Management
A California Corporation

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
President
Attachments:
Resume of Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E.
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DAI'UEL T. SMITH., Jr.
President
EDUCATION
Bachelor of Sd.!!oce.. F.ngineering and Applied Srieru:l!, Yale Uni\'I!ISity, 1967
Mas.tl!rofSciem:e.. Transpomti<m Planning. Uniw!:si.tyofcalifumia. Bern!ey.l968

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION
CalifOrnia No. 21913 (CIVil)
CalifOrnia No. 93l! (I'l:affu:)

NI!Vdda No. 7969 (Civil) Wasbingtoll No. 29337 (CIVil}
Arizoll!l No. 22131 (Civil)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Smith Engineering & Maiillgemenl. 1993 tD present President
DKS As;ocia!es, 1979 tD 1993. FOUildl!r, Vice Prl5i.dmt. Prilldpal Trmsportati.on EDgi.nl!er.
De Leuw. Cather & C~mpany. 1968 tD 1979. Senior Thm:spoxtltion Plllll!lll!T.
Perwllll ~ md project expErience indil<l!!:
Litigatiam Coi!Sllllillg. PrO\'idei cl>llSUit!lillll. i:u\oesligatiom and expErt willless teslimnlly in highway desigu..
transit dl!sign and milk l!llgineering matl!!rs inl:hlding c:ondemll!ltiom inwlving lritll:SpOitatiml access isWI!S; lri!ffic
acridmts inwlving highway dl!sign or lrilffic ~ factors; li!Dd USI! il!ld de'l'l!l.opmi!nl matters inwlvi.ng
access and lrilnsporta.tion impKts; pi!Ilsing and other lrilffic md lrilnsporta.limlll:l!1!en.
Urbm Con:ider Slmdies/Aitmu~tms Au lysis. Princtpal-in-cba:rgl! for State Rilllm (SR) 102 Fea;;l!ility Study, a
35-m.ill! freewey a.lignmEoDt 51Udj OOith of SliCUilllen!o. Con>W.tmt on l-280 Il:m!rnate Transfi!T Coocept Program.
Sllll Fnmdsco, an A.AiEIS for compll!lion of I-21!0, dmtolition of Embarcadero li:el!wa:y. sub5titute light nil and
co1lliilll!er nil projects. Priru:ipal-in-chaige. SR 231l corridor fu!eM.)'fi!Jr.llll!SSI"a:y designlenviroll1111!111al study.
Ha:yn•ard {Calif.) Proji!Cl Imllllgl!l', Sarnml!ll!D NI>IIheast Area multi-modal !rmspOifation corridar 51Udj.
Transportation plann!!r fur I-soN WI!St TI!T'min.al Study,l!OO Hiubor Dliw Traffic Study, i>oJ:t1;md. Oregoo. Proji!Cl
lllilmg& for dl!sign of 5lllf4t:l! ~ of Woodwmi C.on:idor LRT, Detroit, :Michigan. Dirl!d!!d 51aff on I-SO
Nmollll Stta11!gil: Con:idnr Study (Sacramento-San Franrisco), US 101-SOllOlllil fu!I!IYay opl!lillions study, SR 92
f[~!~!Woiy opmtions study, I-81!0 freeway opermom study. SR 152 1!.ligmw!nt sllldies, Sa01!lili!!J!D KID light rail
sy51l!m5 s!iidy, Tilsmm Corridor LRT AAlEIS. Fremmll-Wann Springs BART e&ll!nsion pllln!EIR. SRs 70/99
f[l!I!Woiy i'1l!l!ma1ivl!s 51Udj. and R.icbmond. Pa!kway (SR 93} dt!sign 51udy.

Area 'l'ramp4Jrlation Plans. Principal-in charge fur transporta.lion el!!menl of City of Los A.ngele; Gl!lleral Pllln
Frittneu'Orlt, shaping natiooslllrgi!St city two do!.a.des into 21's! centwy. Project J:lliMg& for tile transporta.ti<m
elemi!nt of 30!Htcre Mission Bi!f dewlop!IU!Ot in downmwn Sm Fmicisco. :Million Bi!f :ir.wol\'6 'I milliml gsf
ofliC!!<'comnlllfi:ial space. 8,500 dWI!Uing 11llili.l!OO comnnmity fildlities. Transpomtion fearures il!du.de reloca!iml
of conmruti!T rail sta.timl; I!Xtl!i!SIDn ofMUNI-Metro LRT; a mnlti-modal termi:nal for LRT. commlller nil and local
bus; 11!1ll0Val of a quarter mile el!!va1Ed freeway; replacement by lii!W ramps and a boule\oard; ;m i.ntemal madwa:y
netn'Orlt ovl!ftoming conslrilin.ts imposed by 1111 i.ntl!rllll tidal basio; freeway structures md nil facil:iti.l!s; md
concept plans for 10,000 stru.dln!l!d pi!Ilsing spaces. Prindpal-in<harge fur drrulmon pian 10 accmnmod.ate !I
million gsf of office'tomiD.erdal growth in damllOim Belli!Vlll! (Wash.). Principal-in-cllarge forM acre.. 2 million
~f mnlti-use comple:.: for FMC adjacent tD Sm Jo;e lntE:ma!ional Aiiport. Project llli!ll.lg& fur lrilnspolfa.tion
elem!nl of SliCmlll!ll!tD Capitol Area Plan for 100 slale gDVI!!Dlll!!llt compl!e11, and for DDWniDml Smami!nto
Redeveklpment P!.m. Proii!CI mil.llllger for Napa (Calif.) GEnHai P!.m Circulalion Eleme!:rl and Dowmown
Riverfrom R.ed!!lre!opment l?lan. on pi!Ilsing program for downtown Wallllil! Creek. on d.ownl:ovm lrilnsportati.on
pllla for Sm Mateo and Iedl!\'l!lopmem pian for downtDWI1MD1lllt1in VH!W (Calif.), for lrilffu: rircullllion and safety
pllln; for Caiifurnia ritil!5 ofDa\o:is, Pleasant Hill and Hayward. and for Salem. Oregon.
I' l< :,1·1•11
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Transportation Centers. Project manager for Daly City Intermodal Study which developed a $7 million surface
bus terminal, traffic access, parking and pedestrian circulation improvements at the Daly City BART station plus
development of functional plans for a new BART station at Colma. Project manager for design of multi-modal
terminal (commuter rail, light rail, bus) at Mission Bay, San Francisco. In Santa Clarita Long Range Transit
Development Program, responsible for plan to relocate system's existing timed-transfer hub and development of
three satellite transfer hubs. Performed airport ground transpmtation system evaluations for San Francisco
International, Oakland International, Sea-Tac International, Oakland International, Los Angeles International, and
San Diego Lindberg.
Campus Transportation. Campus transportation planning assignments for UC Davis, UC Berkeley, UC Santa
Cruz and UC San Francisco Medical Center campuses; San Francisco State University; University of San Francisco;
and the University of Alaska and others. Also developed master plans for institutional campuses including medical
centers, headquarters complexes and research & development facilities.
Special Event Facilities. Evaluations and design studies for football/baseball stadiums, indoor spmts arenas, horse
and motor racing facilities, theme parks, fairgrounds and convention centers, ski complexes and destination resorts
throughout western United States.
Parking. Parking programs and facilities for large area plans and individual sites including downtowns, special
event facilities, university and institutional campuses and other large site developments; numerous parking
feasibility and operations studies for parking structures and surface facilities; also, resident preferential parking.
Transportation System Management & Traffic Restraint. Project manager on FHWA program to develop
techniques and guidelines for neighborhood street traffic limitation. Project manager for Berkeley, (Calif.),
Neighborhood Traffic Study, pioneered application of traffic restraint techniques in the U.S. Developed residential
traffic plans for Menlo Park, Santa Monica, Santa Cruz, Mill Valley, Oakland, Palo Alto, Piedmont, San Mateo
County, Pasadena, Santa Ana and others. Patticipated in development of photo/radar speed enforcement device and
experimented with speed humps. Co-author ofinstitute of Transportation Engineers reference publication on
neighborhood traffic control.
Bicycle Facilities. Project manager to develop an FHWA manual for bicycle facility design and planning, on
bikeway plans for Del Mar, (Calif.), the UC Davis and the City of Davis. Consultant to bikeway plans for Eugene,
Oregon, Washington, D.C., Buffalo, New York, and Skokie, Illinois. Consultant to U.S. Bureau of Reclamation for
development of hydraulically efficient, bicycle safe drainage inlets. Consultant on FHWA research on effective
retrofits ofundercrossing and overcrossing structures for bicyclists, pedestrians, and handicapped.
MEMBERSHIPS
Institute of Transportation Engineers Transportation Research Board
PUBLICATIONS AND A WARDS
Residential Street Design and Traffic Control, with W. Homburger eta!. Prentice Hall, 1989.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Citation, Mission Bay Master Plan, with I.M. Pei WRT Associated, 1984.
Residential Traffic Management, State of the Art Report, U.S. Department of Transportation, 1979.
Improving the Residential Street Environment, with Donald Appleyard et al., U.S. Department of Transportation,
1979.
Strategic Concepts in Residential Neighborhood Traffic Control, International Symposium on Traffic Control
Systems, Berkeley, Califomia, 1979.
Planning and Design of Bicycle Facilities: Pitfalls and New Directions, Transpottation Research Board, Research
Record 570, 1976.
Co-recipient, Progressive Architecture Award, Livable Urban Streets, San Francisco Bay Area and London, with
Donald Appleyard, 1979.
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November 13, 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
RE:

November 13, 2018 Agenda Items Nos. 52 through 56
Central SoMa Plan Amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, Zoning Maps,
Business & Tax Regulations, Administrative Code (Board File Nos. 180490, 180184,
180185, 180453, 180612)

Dear Board President Cohen and Supervisors:
Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in with SPUR’s support for the Central SoMa Plan,
with two caveats below (on page 2). We are pleased to see that the approval of the Central SoMa
Plan and its implementing actions are finally before you. The city has been working with the
community for several years to get this ambitious plan completed, and we urge you to approve it.
Why should the Central SoMa Plan be approved? What do we see are its merits?
1. Central SoMa is the right location for jobs: Central SoMa is an area that is key to San
Francisco and to the region. It lies adjacent to the Financial District, an existing dense
jobs center, and it holds the most links to regional transportation infrastructure.
Downtown San Francisco is the area in the region with the lowest rate of driving to work
and one of the few places within the region where people can and do commute by public
transportation.
This is therefore the right place — from an environmental standpoint, a jobs
agglomeration standpoint and others — for accommodating a significant amount of
growth for both jobs and housing, but particularly for the 40,000+ jobs this Plan
contemplates.
2. The Central SoMa Plan helps to address the housing shortage and the affordability
crisis: With recent amendments, this plan now accommodates 8,300 homes, which is an
increase from what was originally planned. Additionally, the housing sustainability
district, which uses David Chiu’s AB 73 from last year, will help expedite the production
of these units which have already been considered through this planning process.

1440

We would support future efforts to add more housing in the Central SoMa Plan and
elsewhere in San Francisco and the region without coming at the expense of jobs in
regional-transit locations.
3. The Central SoMa Plan provides for unprecedented public benefits: The growth
accommodated by this Plan is expected to one day fund up to $2 billion in public benefits
towards affordable housing, transportation, open space, sustainability and many other
needs for the city and this neighborhood. These benefits will be transformative…once the
Plan is approved and once that development moves forward. But we have been waiting
for the plan’s completion for long enough. In the meantime, the economy has been
shifting, construction costs have been rising and the feasibility of development moving
forward is now shakier than it was a few years ago.
In that spirit, now is better than later. Displacement of both residents and businesses from San
Francisco is happening in part because there is more competition for homes and office space.
Quote unquote “normal” office jobs for nonprofits, engineering and architecture firms and other
businesses are being shifted to downtown Oakland in the best case, but also to more suburban
locations or other regions, because of the increased cost to lease office space in San Francisco.
While we are extremely supportive of the Central SoMa Plan overall, SPUR has concerns
about two of the amendments under consideration:
•

249.78(c)(7) and 249.78(c)(8): Prohibition on Market-Rate SRO and Group Housing
We oppose the prohibition on new construction, market-rate SRO housing or group
housing in Central SoMa. Given the scope of the housing shortage and the fact that
housing models are already evolving across the country, this seems like the wrong move
to make today. We need more places for people to live, and it's clear that people are
choosing to live in many different ways in cities today, particularly in places like South of
Market. The development of market-rate group or SRO housing does not harm the current
or future residents of existing SRO housing. While we think that the city should closely
monitor trends in housing development to understand how it is impacting the city and its
residents, we strongly disagree with precluding a whole category of housing types, when
what we need today is more creativity, not less, and more options, not fewer.

•

Uncodified: Non-Severability/Effect of Litigation
Lastly, we are very concerned about the clauses proposed and deleted on the topic of nonseverability and litigation. We agree that the upzonings in the Central SoMa Plan should
remain tied to the benefits promised with the plan, but we suggest not throwing the baby
out with the bathwater. The CFD is only responsible for generating $400 million out of a
potential $2 billion in benefits. We must protect the broader benefits of the plan and leave
this clause out of the final approved legislation.
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The Central SoMa Plan is a thoughtful and ambitious plan to improve the neighborhood for
residents, workers and visitors. It will increase housing opportunities, provide significant
affordability, expand green space, transform the experience of being on the street, maintain a vital
mix of uses, allow a diverse mix of businesses to remain in San Francisco and more. SPUR urges
you to support this Plan and set in motion the processes that will bring these benefits to Central
SoMa, San Francisco and the region.
Thank you for your consideration. Let me know if you have any questions.
Best,

Kristy Wang
Community Planning Policy Director
cc:

SPUR Board of Directors
Mayor London Breed and staff
Planning Department staff
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CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Amendments Introduced at 10/29 Land Use & Transportation Committee Hearing
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Section

Page/Line

Change

1

138

page 35, line 18-20 community gardens, sport courts, and dog runs. (The incentive is a 33% reduction in space
required.)

2

138

page 38, line 22

155(u)

page 54, line 22-23

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

3

Clarify that projects providing POPOS shall make an effort to include at least one publiclyaccessible potable water source convenient for drinking and filling of water bottles.
Clarify that Planning 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
4

249.78

through page 72,
line 7

Prohibit group housing uses, except for:
(1) Student Housing
(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

5

249.78

page 80, line 11 25

project, if it finds one or all of the following apply:
(i) The space is being provided to the proposed child-care provider at a below-market rate
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

6

7

329(e)(3)(B)(vi)

406

page 107, line 18-

neighborhood, as determined through a needs assessment conducted by the Director of the
Office of Early Care & Education, or its successor.
On the Key Site Identified in 329(e)(2)(H) (Creamery), allow an exception to the requirement in

19

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 Bra1man St I Park Block) to count against various fees,

through page 110,
lineS

including the TSF and Central SoMa Fee (such a waiver already exists for the Eastern
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

8

Uncodified
section

page 235, line
11-25

of revenue to fund the Central SoMa Public Benefits Program, then upon the service of such
lawsuit upon the City and County of San Francisco, all applications for projects that could not
be 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

10

Zoning map

Zoning map

zoning map: page

Rezone the Assessor's block 3733, lot 014 (816 Folsom Street) back from MUR to CMUO in order

4, line 17-20

to allow the proposed hotel project to proceed with its application.

zoning map: page
7, line 20-24

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 Bra1man Street and 150' along 6th Street,
as measured from the intersection of 6th & Brannan. The remainder of the lot would remain
CMUO.
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From:

Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Daniel Frattin <dfrattin@reubenlaw.com>
Friday, October 26, 2018 4:00 PM
Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Jacobo, Jon (BOS); Grisso, Mike; Alexandra Stoelzle; Alex Clemens; Rahaim, John (CPC);
Chen, Lisa (CPC); Major, Erica (BOS)
Flower Mart - Central SoMa Legislation - BOS File Nos. 180184 - 180185

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang, and SafaiFor the past five years, Kilroy Realty Corp. has worked collaboratively with the Flower Market vendors, Planning
Department staff, the Mayor's office, and other city officials to deliver a high-quality project on the Flower Mart site. The
centerpiece of the project- and foremost among its many public benefits- is a new long-term home for the Wholesale
Flower Market, which will offer below-market rents to an important San Francisco institution. As part of the Central SoMa
Planning process, we've worked diligently to align the project with the Central SoMa Plan's policy objectives. That iterative
process has resulted in detailed, site-specific design regulations for the Flower Mart site in the Central SoMa legislation and a
project that complies with them.
Now, at the 11th hour, we've learned that Supervisor Kim intends to rezone a portion of the Flower Mart site at 6th &
Brannan to require residential rather than commercial use. With less than a full business day before amendments are
introduced, we've been asked to identify the portion of the site it would be acceptable to rezone. After five years of careful,
professional work with city staff and stakeholders, we simply cannot respond to this request in such a short period of time.
We have no time to evaluate how conflicts between a residential use and the Flower Market's intensive late night and early
morning wholesale operations can be addressed. We certainly do not have time to solicit input from roughly 60 Flower
Market vendors and management, who've been consulted at each step of the project. We also have no idea how rezoning a
portion of the site for residential would ripple through the design of the office, wholesale, and retail uses on the remainder, or
conflict with the detailed and site-specific design regulations for the site.
We remain committed to working collaboratively with the city and interested stakeholders to deliver the best
possible project on the Flower Mart site. However, we cannot do so on a moment's notice. We strongly urge you to reject any
unilateral, last-minute changes to the zoning for the Flower Mart site.

REUBEN~ JUNIUS & ROSE~ UP
Daniel A. Frattin, Partner
T. (415) 567-9000

c.

(415) 517-9395

dfrattin@reubenlaw.com
www.reubenlaw.com
SF Office:
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Oakland Office:
456 81h Street, 2nct Floor

Oakland, CA 94607
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PRIVILEGE AND CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE- This transmittal is intended solely for use by its addressee, and may contain
confidential or legally privileged information. If you receive this transmittal in error, please email a reply to the sender and delete the
transmittal and any attachments.
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SAN FRANCISCO FLOWER MART
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September 28, 2018

Chair Katy Tang
Vice-Chair Jane Kim
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Land Use and Transportation Committee
Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safai:
We represent the San Francisco Flower Mart, one of the oldest wholesale flower markets in the
United States. We manage the wholesale marketplace which houses over 50 individual flower
vendors. We support the Flower Mart Project in Central SoMa as an office and retail
development above a new, state-of-the-art wholesale flower market. This has been the plan
for the site for at least the past four years. However, it is important to note that we are
absolutely opposed to any residential units on the site.
The San Francisco Flower Mart is an industrial business. We are heavily reliant on vehicles to
both receive and deliver the products we sell in our wholesale marketplace, many of these
vehicles are semi-trucks and box trucks. Our businesses operate late night and very early
morning hours, as early as 12:00 AM, when our vendors begin receiving deliveries on semitrucks and box trucks. Our customers arrive and begin buying our perishable products at 2:00
AM. Although we sell a beautiful product, we are extremely noisy and typically have trucks
parked, sometimes double parked, in our alleyways and surrounding streets most days during
the week. If housing were to be built on this site, it would conflict with these activities and
cause a hardship for our wholesale vendors and customers to operate effectively. While we
support housing being built in San Francisco in general, we very strongly request that you
maintain the Flower Mart Project as it has been planned, with only office and retail space above
and adjacent to the wholesale flower market.
Respectfully,

v~Y~
Vance Yoshida
President
San Francisco Flower Mart LLC
J~Bo-ey

Jeanne Boes
Chief Operations Officer and General Manager
San Francisco Flower Mart LLC
6TH

& BRANNAN STREETS® SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941 07 ® 41 5.392-7944
\71 ® WWW.SANFRANC!SCOFLOWERMART.COM ® ®
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From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
Tuesday, October 30, 2018 8:33 AM
Major, Erica (BOS)
Petition to preserve funding for the Old U.S. Mint
Old Mint Petition - sept 12th.pdf
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From: Rob Cromwell [mailto:robcromwell@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 11:17 AM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Breed, London (MYR) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra
(BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Vee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS)
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
<rafael.mandefman@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; andrevJ@tefarch.com;
richhillissf@gmail.com; lonin, Jonas (CPC} <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC} <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Frye,
Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC} <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>; Chen, Lisa (CPC}
<lisa.chen@sfgov.org>; Lau, Jon (ECN) <jon.lau@sfgov.org>
Subject: Petition to preserve funding for the Old U.S. Mint

Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write in support of the City's commitment to
dedicate $20M to the Old U.S. Mint's (located at 88 5th St) rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan.
Please find attached a signed petition by 50 residents and business owners that live and/or work at Mint
Plaza in support of maintaining the $20M in funding.

We understand that amendments were introduced to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce critical
funding (from $20M to $15M) needed to repair and restore the U.S. Mint. The proposed reduction would
severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S. Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any
proposal to decrease this dedication.
Thank you,
Residents and business owners of Mint Plaza

1
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9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and inter3ct VJith the O!d ~v1int on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade frrsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires signifrcantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building frlthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Rob Cromwell
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza?
Live
Work

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

1449

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/1 RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHx WUy I ZY /edit#responses

2/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Kyle Pickett
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work

units, hundieds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old

~v1lnt

on a daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Lesley Hamilton
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old

~v1int

on a daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Anne Drazen and Leonard Singer
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie ilve and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Harshita bansal
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and wmk diiectly on the plaza and inteiact vvith the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Kelly Lui
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old

~v1int

on a daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Claire Liu
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old f'v1int on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Arnar Birgisson
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Ankit Agrawal
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and wurk directly ur1 the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Harshita Bansal
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
SCOTT warner
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and Lip close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
David Ellis
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old

~v1int

on a dni!y basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Sophie Pearson
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Matthew Martin
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Gerardo A. Chirichigno
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid iviint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Dustin Dolginow
' " ' " " " " ' " " ' " " ""'"'""'""'""'"'""""'"""'' , , , , , . , ,
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Elaine Ellis
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September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Elcin Atamer
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and Vv'ork directly on the p!aza and interact Vv'ith the O!d
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on a daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building f1lthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Simon Kalouche
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people !ive and \Nark directly on the plaza and interact V'Jith the Old ~Aint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade frrsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires signifrcantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building frlthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Ryan O'Shea
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daliy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Craig Rice
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, humlreus of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a dally basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Fred van den Bosch
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
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on n daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M --would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Charlie Martell
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Geoffrey Rosenblatt
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
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We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Olga Kulicheva
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Taylor Henning
~·--·
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
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We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Joel Norsworthy
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old ~v1int on n dally bnsis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Richard Meyer
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Neil Patel
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plaza nnd interact vJith the O!d

~v~int

on a daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Shana Lypka
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Kevin Gibbon
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daiiy bas1s.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building f1lthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Sarah Siwak
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Josh Walter
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
uniis, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and inteiact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building f1lthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Katherine Harnish
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building f1lthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Elaine Wong
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vJork directly on the p!aza and interact \Nlth the O!d

~Aint

on a daily basis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Sandeep Srinivasan
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and vvork directly on the plnzn and internet \Vith the O!d ~v1int on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building f1lthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of.life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Tammy Butow
M'''''''"''''"'"""''''''"
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September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directiy on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M --would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Ying Tung Chen
~

........................... .
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September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Cameron Miller

https://docs .google .com/forms/d/ 1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN -d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHxWUy
1524!ZY /edi t#responses

771100

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

9/12/2018

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza?
Live

Work

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

1525

https://docs .googie .com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN -d6VLHFa0098v D43Y 0Tt1IxWUy I ZY /edit#responses

78/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work

units, hundreds of people live and vvoik diiectly on the plaza and interact vvith the Old

~v1int

on a daily bnsis.

We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Peter Miller

1526

https://docs.google.com/forms/d/lRR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUylZY/edit#responses

79/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza?
Live

Work

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

1527

https:/Idocs .google .com/forms/d/ 1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098v D43YOTfHxWUy IZY /edit#responses

80/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
uniis, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and inteiact vvith the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Vesna Planko

1528

https:/I docs .google.com/forms/d/ I RR8w9V9AvzATOUN -d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHxWUy IZY /edit#responses

8!1100

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

9/12/2018

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza?
Live
Work

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

1529

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/ 1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43Y OTfHx WUy 1ZY /edit#responses

82/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and mteract with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M --would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Kathy Chan
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
William Eidenmuller
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September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Old Mint on a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Colin carrier
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Millt on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Tom Perrault
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Seema Kapur

1538

https://docs.googie.com/forms/d/1RR8w9V9AvzATOUN-d6VLHFa0098vD43YOTfHxWUyJZY/edit#responses

91/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Do you live or work at Mint Plaza?
Live
Work

This content is neither created nor endorsed by Google.

1539

https://docs .google.com/forms/d/l RR8w9V9AvzATOUN -d6VLHFa0098v D43Y OTfHxWUy 1ZY /edit#responses

92/100

9/12/2018

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding

Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Sandeep Srinivasan
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade firsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25o/o reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Michelle Wood
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 100 live/work
units, hundreds of people live and work directly on the plaza and interact with the Oid Mint on a daiiy basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade ftrsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building filthy,
covered in human waste and graffiti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Ken Matsuura
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Sign petition to save Old Mint funding
September 6th 2018

Supervisor Katy Tang, Chairperson
Land Use Committee of the
Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
San Francisco City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 941 02
Dear Chairperson Tang and Honorable Members of the Committee:
On behalf of the residents and business owners of Mint Plaza, we write to express concern regarding the future
rehabilitation of the Old United States Mint. The residents of Mint Plaza live 30 yards from the Old Mint across the
plaza. The plaza was formerly the section of Jessie Street between Mint and 5th Street. With over 1 00 live/work
units, hundreds of peopie iive and work directly on the piaza and interact with the Old Mint ur1 a daily basis.
We are becoming increasingly concerned about the state of the Old Mint, having watched its steady decay over the
last decade ftrsthand and up close. The City isn't doing enough to preserve this landmark that is in desperate need of
care. Recent efforts to re-activate the space for event use have not gone unnoticed, but a building as large and
complex as the Old Mint requires significantly more attention. The current minimal care has left the building ftlthy,
covered in human waste and grafftti, often used as shelter for homeless, and infested with rats. All of which hurt
quality of life and are health hazards to the hundreds of residents and workers in the neighborhood.
The Old Mint will only thrive with continuous use and care, which necessitates its restoration and funding. The
restoration requires a herculean effort by the City, CHS, and other interested parties. If the City is unwilling to take the
restoration seriously by preserving its much needed funding, the Mint should be torn down. Letting it continue its
decay into a bio-hazardous ruin would be irresponsible, and further erode quality of life for a area that is already
struggling.
For these reasons, we have been encouraged by the City's commitment to dedicate $20M to the building's
rehabilitation through the Central SoMa Area Plan. However, we also understand that amendments were introduced
to the Central SoMa Area Plan that would reduce $5 million in critical funding needed to repair and restore the U.S.
Mint. The proposed 25% reduction-- from $20M to $15M-- would severely jeopardize plans to reactivate the U.S.
Mint.
We urge the City to maintain its previously anticipated funding commitment to the U.S. Mint and reject any proposal
to decrease this dedication.

Sincerely,

First and Last Name*
Jonathan Wolk
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Monday, October 22, 2018 1:42 PM
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)
FW: Central SOMA Plan
2018.10.22.BOS Central SOMA-Phillips Joinder.pdf

From: Richard Drury <richard@lozeaudrury.com>
Sent: Monday, October 22, 2018 11:46 AM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa (CPC} <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>
Cc: Toyer Grear <toyer@lozeaudrury.com>; Jacobo, Jon (BOS} <jon.jacobo@sfgov.org>
Subject: Central SOMA Plan

!m

I

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources ..

Dear Board of Supervisors and Ms. Gibson:
Please see attached comment on the Central SOMA Plan, which will be considered by the Board of Supervisors
Land Use Committee today. Please include the attached comment letter in the administrative record for this
matter. Thank you.
Richard Drury

Richard Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
410 12th Street, Suite 250
Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 836-4200
richard@lozeaudrury.com

1
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By Email and Overnight Mail
October 22, 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board. of. Supervisors@sfgov. org
Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa.g ibson@sfgov. org
(By Email only)
RE:

Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa
Plan (SCH NO. 2013042070). Request for Supplemental EIR.

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors and Clerk of the Board:
We present these comments on behalf of Paul Phillips and Genia Phillips, who
are residents living at 631 Folsom Street, members of 631 Folsom O.A. ("SF Blu"), and
members of Central SoMa Neighbors (CSN). Paul and Genia Phillips hereby join in all
of the comments that have been made by this law firm on behalf of SF Blu and Central
SOMA Neighbors. Rather than repeat those comments, we incorporate all prior
comments in their entirety herein by reference as if set forth in full.
Sincerely,

'J

~~

Richard Toshiyuki Dr ry
I
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By Email and Overnight Mail
October 18, 2018
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board .of. Supervisors@sfgov. org
Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org
(By Email only)
RE:

Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa
Plan (SCH NO. 2013042070). Request for Supplemental EIR.

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors and Clerk of the Board:
We present these comments on behalf of the 631 Folsom O.A. ("SFBiu"), Central
SoMa Neighbors (CSN), SFBiu residents Gina Cariaga and Jason DeWillers, in support
of our appeal of the Central SoMa Plan and the Environmental Impact Report for the
Central SoMa Plan. Today, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority
released a report proving that ride-hailing services such as Uber and Lyft are
responsible for 51% of traffic delays in San Francisco, with the SOMA area being the
hardest hit. (Exhibit A). We request that the City prepare a supplemental environmental
impact report ("SEIR") to analyze this new information. This is significant new
information that demonstrates that the Central SOMA Plan will have far greater traffic .
impacts than disclosed in the environmental impact report ("EIR"). The EIR assumed
that ride-hailing services generate absolutely no traffic. The EIR is demonstrably false,
and is therefore woefully deficient. A supplemental EIR is required to analyze this
significant new information and to propose feasible mitigation measures, such as
limiting Uber/Lyft (as taxis are limited), imposing impact fees on Uber/Lyft, requiring
Uber/Lyft vehicles to comply with the same clean-vehicle requirements imposed in taxis,
·
etc.
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I.

LEGAL STANDARD.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 sets for the standard requiring recirculation
prior to final project approval. Recirculation of an EIR is required when "significant new
information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft
EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification [of the Final EIR]."
New information added to an EIR is significant when "the EIR is changed in a way that
deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse
environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect
(including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to
implement." The Guidelines require recirculation when:
(1)
A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.
(2)
A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level
of insignificance.
(3)
A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts
of the project, but the project's proponents decline to adopt it.
(4)
The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.
(Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cai.App.3d 1043)
The new report shows that the Central SOMA Plan will have new significant
impacts on traffic that were not analyzed in the EIR, that there will be an increase in
severity of traffic impacts over the level analyzed in the EIR, and that the EIR is so
fundamentally and basically inadequate conclusory in nature that meaningful public
review and comment were precluded. Therefore a Supplemental EIR is required
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5.
Even if the Project had already received final approval, (which it has not), a
supplemental EIR would be required pursuant to CEQA section 21166 and CEQA
Guidelines section 15162, which states:
(a) 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, one or more of the following:
(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major
revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of
new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of
previously identified significant effects;

1551

Central SoMa Plan EIR
Appeal of Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBiu
October 18, 2018
Page 3

(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or
Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant
effects; or
(3) 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.
The San Francisco County Transportation Authority Report constitutes "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" which shows that: "(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration;" and "(B) Significant effects
previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the previous EIR."
A supplemental EIR is therefore required to analyze this new information and to
propose feasible mitigation measures.

II.

ANALYSIS.

A. A Supplemental EIR is Required to Analyze the Impacts of Ride-Hailing
Services on Traffic, Air Pollution and Pedestrian Safety.
The EIRfails entirely to analyze the impacts of Uber/Lyft on traffic congestion.
The EIR assumes that nobody will take Uber/Lyft at all. The Final EIR admits that the
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DEIR does not consider ride hailing. The FEIR claims that there is inadequate data to
allow analysis. (Response to Comments, RTC-152).
Now, accurate data exists from the County's own Transportation Authority.
Today's report concludes that Uber/Lyft are responsible for 51% of traffic congestion in
the City and County. The EIR's conclusion that the Central SOMA Plan will have no
impact on traffic, while ignoring Uber/Lyft, is simply untenable.
In our comments on the Draft EIR, Traffic Engineer Daniel Smith, PE, pointed out
that the Central SOMA Plan will actually increase vehicle miles travelled ("VMT"). As a
result, the City may not rely on SB 743 to conclude that traffic impacts are less than
significant and must instead conduct a standard level of service ("LOS") traffic analysis.
Mr. Smith concludes that the Plan will have highly significant traffic impacts, causing
gridlock throughout the Central SoMa area.
In response to comments, the Final EIR admits that the Plan increases VMT per
employee ("VMT per capita of 6.8 without the Plan and 7.1 with the Plan for 2040"), but
claims this is "within the general margin of error." (RTC-141-142). The City's position
ignores the plain language of the statute. SB 743 contains no "margin of error." The
plain fact is that even by the City's own calculation, the Plan will increase, not decrease
VMT. Therefore SB 743 simply does not apply. The City's response to comments is
plainly inadequate.
In the attached comment letter, Mr. Smith points out the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority studies showed that ride-hailing services have a significant
adverse impact on traffic. (Exhibit B). Today's study shows that the impact is far worse
than previously believed.
Clearly, ride-hailing services will increase VMT. VMT already increases due to
the Project. Therefore VMT will increase even more than projected in the EIR.
Therefore the City cannot reply on SB 743 to ignore traffic impacts, and a traffic analysis
and mitigation is required.
A Supplemental EIR is required to analyze the impact of ride-hailing services on
traffic congestion, and related air pollution and pedestrian safety impacts. The San
Francisco County Transportation Authority study constitutes significant new information
that must be analyzed in a supplemental EIR to propose feasible means to mitigate the
Plan's significant traffic impacts.
Sincerely,

Richard Toshiyuki Drury
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comprising about 15% of all intra-San Francisco vehicle
trips and 9% of all intra-San Francisco person trips that
fall (2).

Congestion in San Francisco worsened between 2010
and 2016. The Transportation Authority's Congestion
Management Program monitoring indicates that average
AM peak arterial travel speeds decreased since 2009 by

The rapid growth of TNCs is attributable to the numerous
advantages and conveniences that TNCs provide over
other modes of transportation, including point-to-point

-26%, while PM peak arterial speeds have decreased by -27%
during this same time period. Vehicle hours of delay on the
major roadways increased by 40,000 hours on a typical

service, ease of reserving rides, shorter wait times, lower
fares (relative to taxis), ease of payment, and real-time

weekday, while vehicle miles travelled on major roadways
increased by over 630,000 miles on a typical weekday.

communication with drivers. The availability of this new
travel alternative provides improved mobility tor some
San Francisco residents, workers and visitors, who make

During this period significant changes occurred in San
Francisco. Roadway and transit networks changed,
including the implementation of transit red carpet lanes,

over one million TNC trips in San Francisco every week,

the expansion of the bicycle network, and the opening of the
Presidio Parkway (rebuilt Doyle Drive). San Francisco added

though these TNC trips may conflict with other City goals
and policies.

70,000 new residents and over 150,000 new jobs, and these
new residents and workers added more trips to the City's
transportation network. Finally, new mobility alternatives

The purpose of this report is to identify the extent

emerged, most visibly TNCs.

to which TNCs contributed to increased roadway
congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016,
relative to other potential contributing factors including

In recent years, the vehicles of transportation network
companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft have become

employment growth, population growth, and changes to
the transportation system. This information is needed to

ubiquitous in San Francisco and many other major cities.
Worldwide, the total number of rides on Uber and Lyft

help the Transportation Authority fulfill our role as the
county Congestion Management Agency and inform our

grew from an estimated 190 million in 2014 to over 2
billion by mid-2016 (1). In San Francisco, this agency (the
San Francisco County Transportation Authority or SFCTA)

policy and planning work. As the Congestion Management
Agency for San Francisco, the Transportation Authority is
required by state law to monitor congestion and adopt plans

estimated approximately 62 million TNC trips in late 2016,

for mitigating traffic congestion that falls below certain
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thresholds. The report is also intended to inform the Transportation Authority board which is comprised of the members
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as well as other state and local policy-makers, and the general public, on the
relationship between TNCs and congestion in San Francisco.
This document:
Identifies common measures of roadway congestion;
Discusses factors that contribute to roadway to congestion; and
Quantifies the relative contributions of different factors, including population, employment, road network changes
and TNCs, to observed changes in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016, by location and time of day.
The report utilizes a unique TNC trip dataset provided to the Transportation Authority by researchers from Northeastern·
University in late 2016, as well as INRIX data, a commercial dataset which combines several real-time GPS monitoring sources
with data from highway performance monitoring systems. These data are augmented with information on network changes,
population changes, and employment changes provided by local and regional planning agencies, which are used as input to
the Transportation Authority's activity-based regional travel demand model SF-CHAMP.

Network
2%

Network
1%

Network

4%

Employment
23%

SHARE OF CHANGE IN DELAY BY FACTOR

SHARE OF CHANGE IN VMT BY FACTOR

SHARE OF CHANGE IN SPEED BY FACTOR

DO TNCs AFFECT CONGESTION?
Yes. When compared to employment and population growth and network capacity shifts (such as for a bus or bicycle lane),
TNCs accounted for approximately 50% of the change in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016, as indicated by
three congestion measures: vehicle hours of delay, vehicle miles travelled, and average speeds. Employment and population
growth-encompassing citywide non-TNC driving activity by residents, local and regional workers, and visitors-are
primarily responsible for the remainder of the change in congestion.
Daily vehicle hours of delay (VHD) on the roadways studied increased by about 40,000 hours during the study period.
We estimate TNCs account for 51% of this increase in delay, and for about 25% of the total delay on San Francisco
roadways and about 36% of total delay in the downtown core in 2016, with employment and population growth
accounting for most of the balance of the increased in delay.
Daily vehicle miles travelled (VMT) on study roadways increased by over 630,000 miles. We estimate TNCs account for
47% of this increase in VMT, and for about 5% of total VMT on study roadways in 2016.
Average speeds on study roadways declined by about 3.1 miles per hour. We estimate TNCs account for 55% of
this decline.
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FIGURE I. CHANGE IN VEHICLE HOURS OF DELAY BY TIME PERIOD BY F!.\CTOR

WHEN DO TNCS AFFECT CONGESTION?
During the AM peak, midday, and PM peak
periods, TNCs cause between 43% and 48%
of the increased delay and account for about
20% of total delay during these time periods.
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FIGURE 2. CHANGE IN VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR

Similarly, during the AM peak, midday, and
PM peak periods, TNCs cause about 40%
of the increased vehicle miles travelled,
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FIGURE 3 CHANGE IN SPEED (MILES PER HOUR) BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR
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WHERE DO TNCS AFFECT CONGESTION?
TNCs increase congestion throughout the city, but their effects are concentrated in the densest parts of the city, and along
many of the city's busiest corridors, as shown in Figure 4. In Supervisorial District 6, TNCs add almost 6,000 daily hours of
delay, accounting for about 45% of the increased delay, and 30% of total weekday delay. In District 3, TNCs add almost 5,000
daily hours of delay, accounting for almost 75% of the increased delay and about 50% of total delay. TNCs are responsible
for approximately 40%-60% of increases in VMT in many areas of the city. District 6 and District 10 have experienced
the greatest increases in VMT between 2010 and 2016, and TNCs account for 41% and 32% of the increases in these
districts, respectively.
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In recent years, the vehicles of transportation network
companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft have become
ubiquitous in San Francisco and many other cities. TNCs

are not subject to price controls, geographic service area
requirements, disabled access obligations, vehicle emissions
requirements, or other taxi requirements. The availability of

are charter party carriers as defined by the California Public
Utilities Commission that provide transportation services,

this new travel alternative provides improved mobility for
some San Francisco residents, workers and visitors, who

facilitated by smartphone apps that allow people to request
and pay forrides sourced from a pool of available drivers. It is

make over one million TNC trips in San Francisco every
week. These TNC trips may also contribute to increased

estimated that the worldwide total number of rides on Uber
and Lyft grew from 190 million in 2014 to over 2 billion by

congestion.

mid-2016 (1). In San Francisco, TNC trips were estimated to

Authority provided information about the number, timing,
and location of intra-San Francisco TNC trips. The report

In last year's "TNCs Today" report, the Transportation

comprise about 15% of all intra-San Francisco vehicle trips
and 9% of all intra-San Francisco person trips in 2016, as

also included estimates of the number of TNC drivers and

documented in the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority's 2017 report "TNCs Today."(2)

vehicles on the road and reported important measures such
as the number of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) generated

The rapid growth of TNCs is attributable to the numerous
advantages and conveniences that TNCs provide over other
modes of transportation, including point-to-point services,

by TNCs. However, the TNCs Today report did not address
the implications of these trips on transportation network
performance, such as roadway congestion. If all TNC trips
simply replace private vehicle trips, then TNC trips may

ease of reserving rides, shorter wait times, lower fares, ease
of payment, and real-time communication with drivers.

have a limited impact on roadway congestion. But if TNC
trips replace walk, bike, and transit trips, or if they induce

Some of these advantages are the product of the technical

entirely new vehicle trips, TNC trips may have a more
significant effect on congestion. In addition, the timing and
location of TNC trips is important. TNC trips that occur

innovations such as directly connecting travelers and drivers,
and using the location-enabled features of smartphones.
Other advantages derive from the relatively light regulatory
requirements under which TNCs operate compared to taxis
and other for-hire vehicles. Unlike the taxi fleet, which is

during peak periods in the densest parts of the city likely
have a greater effect on congestion than TNC trips that
occur during off peak periods in less dense areas.

capped by the number of taxi medallions, there is no limit to
the number of TNCs that can operate in the city, and TNCs
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The purpose of this report is to identify how TNCs have
affected roadway congestion in San Francisco between
2010 and 2016. This information is needed to help the
San Francisco County Transportation Authority fulfill
its role as the Congestion Management Agency for San
Francisco County. As the Congestion Management Agency,
the Transportation Authority is required by state law to

Authority staff. Changes in population, employment and
network configurations are based on detailed information
developed by the San Francisco Planning Department,
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).
Panel regression models, which are statistical models used
to evaluate changes over time, were used to estimate the

monitor congestion and adopt plans for mitigating traffic
congestion that falls below certain thresholds. The report is
also intended to inform the Transportation Authority board

relationship between TNCs and congestion. Travel demand
models, which simulate travel based on observed behavior,

which is comprised of the members of the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors, as well as other state and local policy-

employment, network capacities and other factors
independently, and network supply models which estimate
changes in speeds based on network capacities and demand,

makers, the general public, and TNCs themselves on the
relationship between TNCs and congestion in San Francisco.
This document:
Identifies common measures of roadway
congestion;

were used to control for changes in population, employment,
network capacities and other factors independently. Panel
regression models, travel demand models, and network
supply models are well established in practice.

Discusses factors that contribute roadway
congestion; and
•

provide the ability to control for changes in population,

Quantifies the relative contributions of different
factors, including population, employment, road
network changes, and TNCs, to observed changes
in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and
2016, by location and time of day.

This report shows how congestion has changed in San
Francisco between 2010 and 2016 using_ well-established
metrics such as vehicle hours of delay (VHD), vehicle miles
travelled (VMT), and average speeds. It also estimates how
much different factors, including TN Cs, employment growth,
population growth, and changes to the transportation
system such as the addition of bike lanes and transit red
carpet lanes, contribute to these changes in congestion.
The data used to develop this report comes from several
sources. Changes in measures of congestion are based on
INRIX data, a commercial dataset which combines several
real-time GPS monitoring sources with data from highway
performance monitoring systems. TNC information is

The report builds upon the TN Cs Today report by answering
the question of whether TNCs contribute to congestion in
San Francisco, and by how much relative to other factors.
However, it does not address other key questions, such as the
effects ofTNCs on safety, transit ridership, or other potential
longer-term effects such as changes in vehicle ownership or
residential and employment location. Subsequent reports
by the Transportation Authority and the SFMTA will seek
to address these important analytic and policy questions
in depth and will be complemented through the larger
Emerging Mobility Services and Technology (EMST) policy
framework. The development of the countywide plan (the
San Francisco Transportation Plan) within the ConnectSF
long-range planning program, being undertaken by the
Transportation Authority in coordination with other City
agencies, will also make use of this report's findings. This
report is research-oriented and does not include policy
recommendations, but rather seeks to provide knowledge
needed by the Transportation Authority board, other policymakers, and the general public to make informed decisions.

based on the profile of local TNC usage in San Francisco
documented in the TNCs Today report. The original TNC
data was gathered by researchers at Northeastern University
from the Application Programming Interfaces (APis) of
Uber and Lyft, and subsequently processed into imputed
in-service and out-of-service trips by Transportation
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Congestion means different things to different people. Some
people may perceive congestion based on travel speeds,
while others may consider travel time delays or vehicle miles
traveled as a more meaningful indicators of congestion. This
report uses three common measures of roadway congestion:

VEHI

u

Ml

HI

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) is a measure of the overall
amount of motor vehicle travel, as measured in distance,
that occurs on the network. It is the length of network links,
weighted by the number of vehicle trips on these links. VMT
is a key metric used in San Francisco, the Bay Area region
(via Plan Bay Area) and the state, to evaluate transportation

OF D

Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) is a measure of the overall
amount of excess time vehicles spend in congestion. It is the

system performance. San Francisco additionally utilizes
VMT to evaluate environmental impacts of land

difference between congested travel time and freeftow travel
time on a given link, weighted by the number of vehicle trips

development projects.

on that link. For example, if during a given time period the
congested travel time on a link is 1 minute greater than the
freeftow time on that link, and 60 vehicles traverse that link
during this time period, it will result in one hour of VHD
(1 minute of delay per vehicle * 60 vehicles
of delay).

=

D
Speed is simply the average speed of vehicles on a given link
during a given time period.

60 minutes
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Changes to network capacities affect roadway congestion.
Increases in roadway capacity may alleviate motor vehicle
congestion, at least in the short term, while decreases in
roadway capacity may increase congestion. The analyses in
this paper capture capacity changes between 2010 and 2016
and therefore encompass network capacity changes such as
the rebuilding of Doyle Drive and medium-term changes
Population and employment changes can directly affect

such as the reallocation of right-of-way to transit red carpet

roadway congestion. Increases in population will lead to

lanes and bicycle lanes. To a more limited extent, the analyses
could reflect short-term changes in capacity, for example
the effect on congestion of construction-related, permitted

increases in trip-making as people seek to participate in
activities such as working, shopping, and going to school.
Depending on travelers' choices of travel modes (such
as walking, biking, taking transit, or driving), roadway
motor vehicle congestion may be affected. Between 2010
and 2016, the population of San Francisco increased 8.8%
from approximately 805,000 people to 876,000 (3). While
about half of San Francisco trips are by walking, transit, and
biking, a significant share of trips involve private vehicles,
likely leading to increased congestion. Similarly, increases in

lane closures that may temporarily reduce capacity for
a number of days or hours. However, there is no data on
unpermitted short-term capacity reductions associated
with construction, delivery or other activities, and thus they
are not considered in this analysis. In addition to roadway
network changes, changes to transit network capacities may
influence roadway congestion by inducing people to shift
modes or take new trips, and are included in this analysis.

employment lead to total travel as more people go to work.
Between 2010 and 2016, employment in San Francisco
increased significantly (28.4%) from approximately 545,000
jobs to over 700,000 jobs (4). According to the Census,
approximately 48% of commute trips to, from or within San
Francisco were by automobile.

As the TNCs Today report documents, TNCs comprise
a significant share of intra-San . Francisco travel. TNCs
may decrease congestion by inducing mode shifts to
more sustainable modes by providing first- and lastmile connections to transit services, or by reducing auto
ownership levels and thus incentivizing people to make
more transit, bike and walk trips. In addition, higher TNC
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vehicle passenger occupancies resulting from "ridesplitting"

OTHER FACTORS

where TNCs are shared concurrently could, in theory,
reduce the number of vehicles trips if they are replacing

Given the rapid pace of technological change in the
transportation sector, other factors may also be contributing
to changes in congestion. For example, increased use of

a trip that would otherwise be in a vehicle with fewer
occupants. Conversely, TNCs may increase congestion if
their convenience causes a walk, transit, or bike trip to shift

online shopping and delivery services might exacerbate
roadway congestion due to an increase in delivery vehicle
trips and loading durations. Conversely, if these deliveries
are in place of multiple vehicle trips that would have been

to a TNC vehicle trip. According to recent studies, between
43% and 61% of TNC trips substitute for transit, walk, or
bike travel or would not have been made at all (5,6,7,8). TNC

made by individuals, they may reduce roadway congestion.
New emerging mobility alternatives such as dockless shared

passenger pick up and drop off activity may also result in
increased congestion by disturbing the flow in curb lanes
or traffic lanes. Finally, out-of-service miles (or "deadhead"

bikes and scooters may reduce congestion if they induce
mode shifts away from vehicle trips, though if these trips are
shifted from transit, walk, or bike their effect on congestion

miles) resulting from TNCs repositioning themselves to
more optimal locations for getting new passengers, or
from driving to pick up passengers who have reserved rides
(whether single passenger or shared), also increases the

would likely be minimal.

amount of vehicular traffic and congestion.
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FIGURE 7. PERCENT CHANGE IN OBSERVED PM PEAl< SPEEDS (2010-2016)

\

'~
--I

!

l

\ -t1-

I
I~;

I

OBS_SPEED% Diff
•

-20% or less
-20%--10%
-10%--5%
-5%-0%
more than 0%

Measures of roadway congestion (VHD, VMT, Speed) were calculated from observed roadway conditions in both NovemberDecember 2010 (before) and November-December 2016 (after), consistent with the TNC data, which was collected in
November-December 2016. The observed roadway conditions are derived using the GPS- and fleet-based speed data licensed
from INRIX. The analysis was conducted using directional segments known as Traffic Messaging Channels (TMCs), which
average about 0.3 miles long. For each analysis year, data was aggregated to these TMCs and averaged across days to represent
average weekday conditions for five times-of-day (TODs). Figure 7 illustrates the percent change in observed PM peak
speeds for all TMCs.
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FIGURE 8. PICKUPS AND DROPOFFS PER MILE

\

PUDO_PER_MILE
25 or less
25-50
• 50-100
• 100-1000
II more than 1000

BACKGROUND
Background growth data was derived from San Francisco's travel demand model, SF-CHAMP. SF-CHAMP produces estimates
of traffic volumes on all roads in San Francisco and requires inputs describing factors such as population, employment, and
multi-modal transportation network capacity and performance. For this analysis, each one of these factors was individually
controlled for in SF-CHAMP, which provides the ability to understand the relative contributions of these factors to overall
changes in congestion. The version of SF-CHAMP used in this study was calibrated to 2010 conditions and does not account
for TNCs. This means that when the model is run for 2016 inputs, it provides a "counterfactual" estimate of congestion if
TNCs did not exist.

TNC information was based on data originally gathered by researchers at Northeastern University from the Application
Programming Interfaces (APis) of Uber and Lyft that show the locations of available vehicles to mobile apps, and then
was shared with the Transportation Authority. The data was collected from mid-November to mid-December of 2016,
excluding dates around the Thanksgiving 2016 holiday. Transportation Authority staff then processed the data to impute
estimates of out-of-service TNC volumes, in-service volumes, and pickups and dropoffs by directional link and time-of-day.
This information was the basis for the TNCs Today, which is the only detailed profile of local TNC usage in San Francisw.

Figure 8 shows the average number of pickups and dropoffs per mile on TMC segments. Detailed descriptions of the data
preparation process can be found here (2) and here (20). Note that, due to the data collection methodology, estimates of
TNC volumes and pickups and dropoff reflect only intra-SF TNC trips, and are thus an underestimate of total TNC activity.
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It was not possible to incorporate all the potential
factors contributing to changes in congestion into this
analysis, primarily because there is little available data
describing these factors. For example, there is no source for
comprehensive citywide information on how freight and
commercial delivery and loading volumes and durations have
changed between 2010 and 2016. The SF-CHAMP model

affected roadway congestion in San Francisco between

data does incorporate some information on background
growth in freight and commercial vehicle volumes through
its commercial vehicle model. While the SF-CHAMP model

2010 and 2016, two stages of analysis were performed. The
first stage quantifies the contribution of TNCs to changes
in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016 by

is insensitive to increased levels of home shopping such as
Amazon, as well as use of more recent emerging delivery
services, in the most congested parts of San Francisco,

estimating a statistiCal fixed-effect panel regression .model
and then applying this model to identify the relationship
between the change in TNC activity and the change in

commercial and freight deliveries typically use commercial
vehicle loading zones (both on-street and off-street) in order
to minimize the interruption of traffic flow. In fact, recent
data from the San Francisco Police Department indicates

roadway congestion measures between 2010 and 2016,
assuming zero TNCs in 2010 and observed TNC levels (from
TNCs Today study) in 2016. Observed TNC levels includes
in-service TNC volumes, out-of-service TNC volumes, and

that TNCs account for over 75% of citations downtown for
blocking lanes of traffic (22).

TN C pick up and drop off activity. Estimates of the combined
effect of the growth of non-TNC factors such as population,

Visitor travel in San Francisco has also increased significantly

employment, and network changes are derived from the SFCHAMP activity-based model system. Because the estimated
model relies on the transformation of the observed speed

In order to identify how TNCs and other factors may have

between 2010 and 2016. However, visitor travel is estimated
to represent less than 5% of travel in San Francisco, and
recent survey data indicates that TNCs are used less
frequently by visitors than Muni and BART, although this is

data as the dependent variable in the regression analysis, we
refer to this stage as the empirical analysis.

likely changing as TNCs become more ubiquitous. Increases
in pedestrian travel might also impede traffic flow due to
turning movements or other conflicts, but there is no data

In the second stage, a scenario analysis, the SF-CHAMP
activity-based demand model was again used, this time
to systematically estimate the individual contributions

available to indicate whether increases in pedestrians in San
Francisco have reduced auto speeds. Changing demographics

to changes in roadway congestion of the factors of
transportation network supply change, population change,

may also contribute to increased TNC usage, as the National
Household Travel Survey indicates that people with higher
incomes appear to make more TNC trips. Finally, while this

employment change, and TNCs.
A distinguishing feature of both stages of the analysis was
that it they were performed at a disaggregate level, using
the previously described 1400 INRIX "Traffic Messaging

research does address changes in network capacity resulting
from major transportation and land use projects, due to a
lack of data it could not incorporate temporary unpermitted
disruptions in traffic resulting, for example, from short-

Channels" (TMCs) or directional roadway segments, and
across five times of day. The TMCs are approximately 0.3
miles long in San Francisco, on average. The spatial and
temporal detail is important because adding vehicles

term construction activities.

does not always have the same effect on travel speeds: an
additional vehicle on an uncongested segment in the early
AM has a very different effect on delay than an additional
vehicle on a downtown segment during the PM peak.
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background traffic volume as a variable, as estimated by SF-
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CHAMP version 5.2. Because SF-CHAMP version 5.2 does
not account for TNCs, this background traffic reflects the

This study is structured as a before-and-after assessment
between 2010 conditions when TNC activity was negligible

expected traffic volume change with no TNCs. The model

and 2016 conditions when it was significant. We derived
measures of roadway conditions in both years from GPS-

also includes measures of TNC activity for each observation,
with those measures set to zero in 2010. Table 1 shows the
model estimation results.

based speed data licensed from INRIX as previously
described. We estimated the relationship between the
change in TNC activity and the change in roadway travel
time, assuming zero TNCs in 2010, and incorporating a

The estimated parameter on the SF-CHAMP background
volume is approximately 0.92, not significantly different

2016 "counterfactual" scenario in which TNCs do not exist.

than 1. This is logical, because we expect that each vehicle
added in background traffic should have an effect on

We do this using a fixed-effects panel data regression model
(9). The fixed-effects models estimate coefficients based

congestion of adding about 1 vehicle to the implied volume.
The Presidio Parkway scaling factor accounts for major

on the change between 2010 and 2016 conditions. There
is precedent for using both before-and-after analysis and

construction that was underway on those links in 2010 but
not 2016.

panel data models in transportation analysis, including to
study changes in congestion (10), TNC growth (11), and the
effects of new technology (12).

We include two measures of time and location-specific TNC
activity. The TNC volume parameter measures net effect
of TNCs. If TNCs purely substitute for other car trips, the

We converted the observed travel times to implied volumes

estimated TNC parameter should be 0 as they substitute for
other vehicles already counted in the background volumes.
Negative values would be consistent with TNCs reducing

usingr volume-delay functions (VDFs), This time-implied
volume is the model's dependent variable, and the conversion
ensures that it is linearly related to the background volumes

traffic, while a value of positive 1 would be consistent

and TNC volumes. There is one observation for each
directional roadway segment, for each time-of-day, with

with TNCs purely adding itself to background traffic. The
estimated coefficient of 0.69 can be interpreted as meaning
that TNCs do not purely add to traffic through induced

data in 2010 and in 2016 for each observation. To control
for road and transit network changes, as well as changes

travel or shifts from non-vehicular modes.

in socioeconomic conditions, the model includes the
TABLE 1 FIXED-EFFECTS PANEL ESTIMATION RESULTS

Variable

Parameter

Standard Error

T-statistic

SF-CHAMP background volume

0.9172

0.0541

16.952

Presidio Parkway scaling factor

-0.3648

0.0189

-19.327

TNC Volume

0.6864

o~ono

9.5387

Average impact duration of TNC PUDO on major arterials [s)

144.75

7.7195

18.751

Average impact duration of TNC PUDO on minor arterials [s)

79.486

12.114

6.5617

Number of Entities

7081

Number of Time Periods

2

R-squared between groups

0.5819

R-squared within groups

0.2985
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2010: Conditions in year 2010, assuming the effect
of TNCs is negligible. This is just the 2010 base SFCHAMP model run, which ~as calibrated to observed
2010 conditions.

The pick-up and drop-off (PUDO) parameters represent the
average number of seconds that a pick-up or drop-off disrupts
traffic in the curb lane. Details of the PUDO specification are
documented elsewhere (13). Locally collected data show that

2016 Network Changes: A hypothetical scenario
that shows what 2016 system performance would
look like if changes to the transportation networks
(both roadway and transit) were the only things that
changed between 2010 and 2016.

the average time needed for a passenger to board or alight
from passenger vehicles such as TNCs and taxis is about 1
minute. The higher average impact durations estimated in
these models suggest that the traffic disruption persists
after the stopped vehicle departs because additional time is

2016 Network and Population Changes: A
hypothetical scenario that shows what 2016 system
conditions would look like if both the transportation
network and population changed between 2010
and 2016.

needed for traffic flow to recover to its pre-PUDO condition.
We applied the estimated model to assess network-wide
performance metrics for three scenarios:
2010: reflecting observed 2010 conditions, when no
TNCs were present;

2016 Network, Population and Employment
Changes: Also referred to as the "2016
Counterfactual" this is a hypothetical scenario that
shows what 2016 would look like if all the observed
network, population and employment changes
occurred, but ifTNCs had not been introduced
in San Francisco.

2016 Counterfactual: represents a counterfactual
scenario of what 2016 conditions would be if there
were no TNCs;
2016 TNC: the full application of the model to 2016
conditions

2016 TNC: This scenario incorporates all the assumed
growth in population and employment between
2010 and 2016, changes to the roadway and transit
networks, and also includes the effect ofTNC
in-service volumes, TNC out-of-service volumes, and
TNC pick up and drop off activity. This scenario
also accounts for mode shifts to TNCs from other
travel modes.

The first and last scenarios are directly comparable to the
observed speed data. The 2016 counterfactual scenario
is derived by including the 2016 SF-CHAMP background
traffic growth and Presidio Parkway scaling factor, but
setting the TNC variables to zero.

0 ANALYSIS

With these scenarios, it was possible to estimate the

While the empirical analysis allows us to quantify the
contribution of TNCs to changes in congestion in San

incremental effects on congestion of network change,

Francisco between 2010 and 2016, it does not provide insights
into the relative contributions of other potential causes of

population change, employment change, and the introduction
ofTNCs in San Francisco. Additional technical details related
to these scenarios are documented in other reports (19).

change in roadway performance. To decompose these other
factors, the SF-CHAMP model was used to perform a series
of systematic scenario analyses.
We test each scenario using San Francisco's SF-CHAMP travel
demand model. SF-CHAMP is an activity-based travel demand
model that simulates the daily movements of individual
travelers for a synthetic population in the 9-county San
Francisco Bay Area (14,15,16). It has a long history of being
successfully used to evaluate a range of policy and planning
scenarios (17,18). We use version 5.2.0, which was calibrated
to 2010 conditions and does not, on its own, include TNCs
as a mode. Observed TNC travel flows and volumes based
on the TNCs Today data set are used to account for TNCs.
The remaining inputs, including transportation networks,
population and employment data are not forecasts, but have
been updated to reflect actual2010 and 2016 conditions.
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ANALYSIS

These two stages of analysis result in network performance
metrics for a total of five scenarios, three of which are
available in both stages of analysis: 2010 Base, 2016
Counterfactual, and 2016 with TNCs. For the three
overlapping scenarios, the relative contribution of TNCs
to the change in congestion is similar in direction and

Traffic congestion has been getting worse since 2009.
The Transportation Authority's Congestion Management

magnitude, with the empirical analysis (which directly
reflects observed speed changes) showing a somewhat

Program (CMP) monitoring indicates that average AM peak
arterial travel speeds have decreased since 2009 by -26%,

greater share of the increase in congestion attributable to
TNCs. Table 2 shows the relative contribution of TNCs

while PM peak arterial speeds have decreased by -27%

to each of the congestion metrics for the two stages of
the analysis.

during this same time period. On freeways, average AM
peak speeds have decreased by -30%, while average PM peak
freeway speeds have decreased by almost -16% (21).

TABLE 2. CONTRIBUTION OF TNCS TO CHANGE IN CONGESTION
BY ANALYSIS STAGE
FIGURE 9. SAN FRANCISCO ARTERIAL AND FREEWAY SPEEDS
[2009-2017)

Vehicle Hours of Delay

64%

51%

Vehicle Miles of Travel

44%

47%

60.0

Speed

65%

Arterial AM
--Arterial PM

50.0

55%

Freeway AM

==-

Freeway PM

40.0

For the results presented here, the shares from the scenario
analysis are applied to the total change in congestion from
the empirical analysis to obtain a best estimate of the

30.0
20.0

specific contribution of each factor to changes in network
performance. This represents a lower-bound estimate

10.0

of the effects of TNCs on congestion, relative to the
estimated effect of TNCs on congestion as estimated in the

0.0
2009

empirical analysis.
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2011
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FIGURE 10. 2009 PM PEAf< LEVEL OF SERVICE

Figure 10 and 11 shows this change visually
by mapping the PM peak roadway level-ofservice (LOS) in 2009 and 2017, with the
data showing lower level-of-service in 2017.
LOS is a traffic engineering concept, based
on volume to capacity (v/c) relationships
of a given roadway facility, used to evaluate
the operating conditions on a roadway. LOS
describes operating conditions on a scale of
A to F, with "N' describing free flow, and "F"
describing bumper-to-bumper conditions.
This corresponds to the period in which
TNCs emerged.

FIGURE 11. 2017 PM PEAK LEVEL OF SERVICE
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Given the significant worsening of congestion in San Francisco in recent years, a critical question is whether, and to what
degree, TNCs have affected congestion. Using the congestion measures, data, and methods previously described, it appears
that TNCs contributed approximately 50% of the overall increases in congestion in San Francisco between 2010 and 2016,
although this varies widely by neighborhood and time-of-day. Employment and population growth-an expression of greater
economic activity in the city that encompasses the driving activity of all non-TNC travelers/motorists-account for the other
half of the increase in congestion.
FIGURE 12. TOTAL DELAY AND CHANGE IN DELAY
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Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) is the number
of extra hours that vehicles are in traffic
beyond what they would have experienced
under uncongested "free flow" conditions.

22%
75,000
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Figure 12 indicates that daily vehicle hours
of delay increased on study roadways from

0%

approximately 65,000 hours in 2010 to
over 105,000 hours in 2016 with TNCs, an
increase of 62%. In the counterfactual2016

50,000

25,000

scenario, where TNCs are unavailable and
2010
111

2016 No TNCs

2016 With TNCs

Total Delay

travelers use other modes, the daily vehicle
hours of delay are approximately 79,000, an
increase of 22% over 2010. This suggests
that TNCs are responsible for about 25%
of the total delay on monitored streets

FIGURE 13. SHARE OF CHANGE IN DELAY BY FACTOR

(the difference between 105,000 hours and
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79,000 hours of delay in 2016).

Figure 13 illustrates how much each
of the factors contributes to changes
in delay between 2010 and 2016. TNCs
account for 51% of the increase in delay.
Population change and employment change
are responsible for just under 4 7% of the
increase in delay, and network changes
account for only about 2% of additional
delay.
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The amount of vehicle miles traveled, or VMT, that is generated is a fundamental measure of transportation system
performance. Higher levels ofVMT are associated with greater levels of emissions of greenhouse gases such as C02 as well as
other pollutants. In addition, higher levels of VMT are also associated with greater roadway congestion. The VMT estimates
in this report include both in-service and out-of-service VMT generated by TNCs on San Francisco roadway segments for
which INRIX speed monitoring data is available. In-service VMT refers to the vehicle miles traveled when transporting a
passenger. Out-of-service VMT refers to the vehicle miles traveled while circulating to pickup a passenger.
FIGURE 14. TOTAL VMT AND CHANGE IN VMT

6,000,000
5,000,000

7%

0%

13%

5.6 million miles in 2016 on study roadways
on a typical weekday, an increase of 13%. In
the counterfactual 2016 scenario, where

4,000,000

TNCs are unavailable and travelers used
other modes, daily VMT increases to 5.3
million miles, an increase of approximately

3,000,000
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7%. The relative increases in VMT are lower
than the relative increases in hours of delay
due to the non-linear relationship between
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Figure 14 indicates that daily VMT
on study roadways increased from
approximately 4.9 million miles in 2010 to

traffic and delay. One additional VMT in
congested conditions increases delay more
than one additional VMT in uncongested

2016 No TNCs

Total VMT

conditions. TNCs also contribute relatively
FIGURE 15. SHARE OF CHANGE IN VMT BY FACTOR

more to delay than to VMT because of the
additional delay associated with TNC pick
up and drop off activity does not result in

Network
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additional VMT.

Figure 15 illustrates the sources for the
changes in VMT between 2010 and 2016.
TNCs are estimated to account for 47%
of the increase in VMT, and about 5% of
total VMT in 2016. Population change and
employment change are responsible for
just over 52% of the increase in VMT, and
network changes account for about 1% of
changes in VMT.
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FIGURE 16. AVERAGE SPEEDS AND CHANGE IN SPEEDS

The average speed captures a lengthweighted estimate of the speeds on all study
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roadways. Figure 16 indicates that average
speeds decreased from just over 24.0 miles
per hour (mph) in 2010 to approximately
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20.0

20.9 mph in 2016, a decline of 13%. In the
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counterfactual 2016 scenario, where TNCs
are unavailable and travelers used other
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modes, average speeds decline by only 4%.
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FIGURE 17. SHARE OF CHANGE IN SPEED BY FACTOR

Figure 17 illustrates the sources for the
changes in speed between 2010 and 2016.
TNCs account for 55% of the decrease in

Network
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speeds. Population change and employment
change are responsible for just over 41% of
the decrease in speeds, and network changes
decrease speeds by approximately 4%.
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TNC usage varies by time-of-day, and thus affects congestion differently at different times of day. An additional vehicle on
the roadway during congested time periods results in more congestion than an additional vehicle during uncongested time
periods. The following summaries use five times of day derived from the SF-CHAMP model, which vary in length: the AM
peak, PM peak, and early AM periods are 3 hours long, while the midday and evening periods are 6.5 and 8.5 hours long,
respectively. The figures below demonstrate that TNCs significantly contribute to increased congestion across all times of
day, especially in the evening, but during the AM and PM peaks and the midday as well.
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FIGURE 18. DELAY BY TIME PERIOD
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. Figure 18 compares the VHD from 2010
to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which
TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with
TNC scenario. This figure shows that TNCs
increased VHD in all time periods relative
to 2016 No TNC scenario. The greatest
total increases in delay occurred during the
midday and evening period. TNCs increase
delay in the evening from 23% without TN Cs
to 106% in reality, and increase the delay in
the midday from 25% without TNCs to over
60%, and also increase delay significantly in
the PM and AM peak periods.
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FIGURE 19. CHANGE IN DELAY BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR

Figure 19 illustrates the total increase
in delay between 2010 and 2016, as well
as the share of this delay caused by TNCs,
network changes, population changes and
employment changes. During the AM peak,
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between 43% and 48% of the increased delay
and about 20% of total delay. Employment
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delay. In the evening time period, TNCs are
responsible for almost 70% of the increased
delay, and for about 40% of the total delay.
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FIGURE 20. VMT BY TIME PERIOD

Figure 20 compares the VMT from 2010
to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which
TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with
TNC scenario. This figure shows that TNCs
increased VMT in all time periods relative
to 2016 No TNC scenario, with the greatest
increases occurring during the midday and
evening period.
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FIGURE 21. CHANGE IN VMT BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR
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Figure 21 illustrates the total increase
in VMT between 2010 and 2016, as well
as the share of this delay caused by TNCs,
netWork changes, population changes and
employment changes. TNCs contribution
to increased VMT varies by time period.
During the AM peak, midday, and PM
peak periods, TNCs cause about 40%
of the increased vehicle miles travelled,
while employment and population growth
combined are responsible for about 60% of
the increased VMT. However, in the evening
time period, TNCs are responsible for over
61% of the increased VMT and for about 9%
of total VMT.
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FIGuRE 22 SPEED BY TIME PERIOD

Figure 22 compares speeds from 2010 to
the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs
don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC
scenario. This figure shows that average
speeds have declined across all time periods,
but that this decline has been exacerbated
byTNCs.
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FIGURE 23. CHANGE IN SPEED BY TIME PERIOD BY FACTOR
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Figure 23 shows the decrease in average
speeds between 2010 and 2016, as well as
the share of this delay caused by different
factors. The decline in average evening
speeds has been most precipitous, dropping
over 4 miles per hour, with almost 75% of
this change attributable to TNCs. Speed
decreases during the other time periods
were about 3 miles per hour, with about
45%-55% of this decrease caused by TNCs.

FIGURE 24. SAN FRANCISCO SUPERVISOR DISTRICTS

e

I
TNC usage varies across the city, and thus affects congestion differently in different neighborhoods. An additional vehicle
on the roadway in more congested areas results in more congestion than an additional vehicle in less congested areas. The
following sections first use maps to illustrate overall changes in the congestion measures on the INRIX segments, followed
by supervisorial district-level charts. Figure 24 illustrates the San Francisco Supervisor districts. The subsequent figures
demonstrate that TNCs significantly contribute to increased congestion, especially in the densest parts of the city.
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FIGURE 25.% CHANGE IN DELAY INRIX SEGMENT
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Figure 25 shows the percent increase in VHD between the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016
with TNC scenario. It indicates that the greatest increases in delay occurred in the core northeastern quadrant, as well as
along key corridors such the Mission corridor.

1581
27

FIGURE 26. DELAY BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT
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Figure 26 compares the delay from 2010 to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC
scenario. This figure shows that TNCs increased delay in all districts relative to 2016 No TNC scenario. The greatest total
increases in delay occurred in District 3 and District 6. The greatest relative increase in delay occurred in District 3, while the
greatest total amount of delay occurred in District 6.

FIGURE 27. HOURS OF DELAY BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT
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Figure 27 illustrates the total increase in delay between 2010 and 2016, as well as the share of this delay caused by TNCs,
network changes, population changes and employment changes. The greatest increases in delay occurred in Districts 3 and 6,
with approximately 73% of the increase in delay in District 3 due to TNCs, and about 45% of the increase in delay in District
6 due to TNCs. We estimate that approximately 36% of total delay in District 3 and District 6 combined is due to TNCs.
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FIGURE 28.% CHANGE IN VMT BY INRIX SEGMENT
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Figure 28 shows the percent increase in VMT between the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016
with TNC scenario. It indicates that the greatest increases in vehicle miles travelled occurred along key corridors, and with
general increases in the northeast quadrant.
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FIGURE 29. VMT BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT
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Figure 29 compares the VMT from 2010 to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC
scenario. The percentage change shown is relative to the 2010 Base scenario. This figure shows that TNCs increased VMT in
all districts relative to 2016 No TNC scenario, with the greatest total increases occurring in Districts 6 and District 10, and
the greatest relative increase occurring in District 3.

FIGURE 30. CHANGE IN VMT BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT BY FACTOR

100000
29%

75000

27%

50000

.14%!
21%

20%

25000

29%

0

D1

D2

03

D4

D5

D6

D7

DB

D9

D10

D11

-25000
ill TNCChange

111 Network Change

Employment Change

Population Change

Figure 30 illustrates the total increase in VMT between 2010 and 2016, as well as the share of this delay caused by TNCs,
network changes, population changes and employment changes. As noted, the greatest total increases occurred in Districts
6 and 10. TNCs accounted for 44% and 35% the increased VMT in these districts, respectively. While the total increase in
VMT in Districts 3 and 5 were less than observ~d in other districts, the share of this increase attributable to TNCs in these
districts was over 70%, the highest in the city.
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FIGURE 31.% CHANGE IN SPEED BY INRIX SEGMENT
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Figure 31 shows the percent decrease in speed between the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the
2016 with TNC scenario. It indicates that the greatest decreases in speeds occurred South of Market, Downtown, and along
the Embarcadero and with general increases in the northeast quadrant.
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FIGURE 32. SPEED (tviiLES PER HOURI BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT
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Figure 32 compares speeds from 2010 to the 2016 No TNC scenario in which TNCs don't exist, and to the 2016 with TNC
scenario. The percentage change shown is relative to the 2010 Base scenario. This figure shows that average speeds have
declined in all districts, with the greatest relative declines between the 2016 No TNC and 2016 With TNC scenarios occurring
in Districts 3, 6, 5 and 9. Overall speeds were lowest in District 3 and highest in District 10.

FIGURE 33. CHANGE IN SPEED BY SUPERVISOR DISTRICT BY FACTOR
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Figure 33 shows the decrease in average speeds in each District between 2010 and 2016, as well as the share of this delay
caused by different factors. The greatest declines in speed occurred in Districts 9 and 10. While almost 50% of this decline was
due to TNCs in District 9, only 27% of the decline in District 10 was due to TNCs. Districts 3 and 6 also experienced notable
declines in speed, with 82% of the decline in speed in District 3 attributable to TNCs. Note that the more than half of the
decline in speeds in District 6 is attributable to employment and population growth.
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By late 2016, TNCs were estimated to generate over one
million intra-San Francisco vehicle trips in a typical week,
representing approximately 15% of all intra-SF vehicle
trips, and the number and share of TNC trips in San
Francisco has undoubtedly increased since 2016. The rapid
growth ofTNCs is attributable to the numerous advantages
and conveniences that TNCs provide over other modes
of transportation, and the availability of this new travel
alternative has undeniably provided improved mobility for
many San Francisco residents and workers.
TNC vehicle trips contribute significantly to increased
congestion. After accounting for the effects of increased
employment, increased population, and transportation
network changes, TNCs are estimated to cause 51% of the
increase in vehicle hours of delay, 4 7% of the increase in
vehicle miles traveled, and 55% of the decline in speeds
citywide between 2010 and 2016.
It is important to note that the effect ofTNCs on congestion
varies considerably by time-of-day. During most of the day,
approximately 40% to 50% of the increase in vehicle hours
of delay is attributable to TNCs, but in the evening, almost
70% of the increase in vehicle delay is due to TNCs. Similarly,
during most of the day approximately 40% on the increase
in vehicle miles traveled is due to TNCs, but in the evening

Congestion in San Francisco worsened between 2010

TNCs account over 60% of increased VMT. Speeds declined
by about 2 to 3 miles per hour during most of the day, with
TNCs accounting for about 45% to 55% of this decrease.

and 2016. The Transportation Authority's Congestion
Management Program monitoring indicates that average
AM peak arterial travel speeds decreased since 2009 by

However, evening speeds declined by almost 4.5 miles per
hour on study roadways, and TNCs are estimated to cause
75% of this decrease.

-26%, while PM peak arterial speeds have decreased by -27%
during this same time period. Vehicle hours of delay on

The effects of TNCs on congestion also varies significantly
by location. The greatest increases in vehicle hours of delay

the study roadways increased by 40,000 hours on a typical

occurred in Supervisorial Districts 3, 5 and 6, with over 70%

weekday, while vehicle miles travelled on study roadways
increased by over 600,000 miles on a typical weekday. In
addition, travel times have become less reliable.

of the increase in delay in Districts 3 and 5 due to TNCs,
and about 45% of the increase in delay in District 6 due to
TNCs. Vehicle miles traveled increased most significantly in

During this period significant changes occurred in San

Districts 6 and 10, with TNCs accounting for 41% and 32%
of the increased VMT in these districts, respectively. While
the total increase in VMT in Districts 3 and 5 were less

Francisco. Roadway and transit networks changed, including
the rebuilding of Doyle Drive, the implementation of transit
red carpet lanes, and the expansion of the bicycle network.
San Francisco added 70,000 new residents and over 150,000
new jobs, and these new residents and workers add more
trips to the city's transportation network. Finally, new
mobility alternatives emerged, most visibly TNCs. TNCs

than observed in other districts, the share of this increase
attributable to TNCs in these districts was between 65% and
75%, the highest in the city. Average speeds have declined in
all districts, with the greatest relative declines occurring in
Districts 3, 6, 5 and 9.

have become an important travel option in San Francisco.
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The report identifies the extent to which TNCs contributed
to roadway congestion in San Francisco between 2010
and 2016, relative to other potential contributing factors
including employment growth, population growth, and
transportation network changes. The report does not
include policy recommendations, but rather seeks to
provide knowledge needed by the Transportation Authority
board, other policy-makers, the general public, and TNCs
themselves to make informed decisions.
Subsequent reports by the Transportation Authority and
others will address additional important analytic and policy
questions in depth, including:

TNCs and Street Safety (SFMTA). How do TNCs
affect the safety of people who use the roads, including
public transit riders, bicyclists and pedestrians?
TNCs and Transit Ridership (SFCTA). How do
TNCs affect public transit ridership and mode share?
TNCs and Public Transit Operations (SFMTA)
How do TNCs affect public transit service operations?
TNCs and Disabled Access (SFMTA). To what extent
do TNCs serve people with disabilities?
TNCs and Equity (SFCTA). Can TNCs be accessed
by all San Francisco residents including communities
of concern and those without smartphones or credit
cards? Are all neighborhoods served equitably?
TNCs and Land Use. What effects do TNCs have on
trip generation? How does TNC demand vary by land
use type and intensity? How do TNCs affect parking
and loading demand?
Additional data collection will be necessary in order to help
answer these questions. We welcome research collaborations
to obtain further information, including data to validate or
enhance these findings, TNC vehicle occupancy information,
traveler demographics and travel purposes, travel costs,
TNC fleet composition data, and a range of other data items.
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By Email and US Mail
September 26, 2018
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org
angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
Lisa M. Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
lisa.gibson@sfgov.org
RE:

Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa Plan
(SCH NO. 2013042070)

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Ms. Gibson:
I am writing on behalf of SF Blu, a San Francisco Homeowners' Association
representing residents living at 631 Folsom Street, to request that the City and County of San
Francisco ("City") provide us with written notice of any and all notices issued under California
Planning' and Zoning Law and/or the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), referring or
related to the Central SoMa Plan and Environmental Impact Report for Central SoMa Plan (SCH
NO. 2013042070).
In particular, we hereby request that the City send by mail or electronic mail to my firm at
the address below notice of any and all actions or hearings related to activities undertaken,
authorized, approved, permitted, licensed, or certified by the City and any of its subdivisions,
including, but not limited to the following:
Notice of any public hearing in connection with the Project as required by California
Planning and Zoning Law pursuant to Government Code Section 65091.
Any and all notices prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
('.'CEQA"), including, but not limited to:
•

Notices of any public hearing held pursuant to CEQA.
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Request for CEQA Notices
September 26, 2018
Page 2 of 2

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

Notices of determination that an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") or
supplemental EIR is required for a project, prepared pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080.4.
Notices of availability of an EIR or a negative declaration for a project prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 and Section 15087 of Title 14
of the California Code of Regulations.
Notices of approval and/or determination to carry out a project, prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.
Notice of approval or certification of any EIR or negative declaration prepared
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 or any other provision of law.
Notice of exemption from CEQA prepared pursuant to Public Resources Code
section 21152 or any other provision of law.
Notice of any Final EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA.
Notice of any Supplemental EIR prepared pursuant to CEQA.

Please note that we are requesting notices of CEQA actions and notices of any public
hearings to be held under any provision of Title 7 of the California Government Code governing
California Planning and Zoning Law. This request is also filed pursuant to Public Resources
Code Sections 21092.2, and 21167(f) and Government Code Section 65092, which require local
agencies to mail such notices to any person who has filed a written request for them with the
clerk of the agency's governing body.
Please send notice by electronic mail to:
Richard Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
410 121h Street, Suite 250
Oakland, CA 94607
richard@lozeaudrury.com
Please call should you have any questions. Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

~~c~--
Richard Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
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Board ofSupervisors, (BOS)
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>
Wednesday, September 19, 2018 3:23 PM
Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Owner Opposition to the BLU HOA Board's Appeal on the Central Soma Plan.

I am presenting for the Supervisors' review, a copy of my presentation at the next Supervisors meeting regarding the
Central Soma plan and its impact on the BLU. I will also forward a copy of my Cease and Desist letter, objecting to the
possible unauthorized use of HOA funds to oppose the plan by some individuals of the HOA Board and its Director.
Cliff
Begin forwarded message:
From: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>
Date: September 19, 2018 at 3:11:51 PM PDT
To: Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>
Subject: Draft of Presentation to Supervisor Board

Hi. I am Cliff Leventhal, and owner and resident at the BLU, 631 Folsom Street, since March 2013, and a
former member ofthe BLU Social Committee. I retired recently as the owner of a Computer
Manufacturer and Distributor, headquartered in New York. I would like to speak on behalf of myself and
several other owners at the BLU in favor of the Central Soma plan, and opposed by some members of
the HOA Board.
I live on the 4th floor of the building, and was not surprised the some ofthe owners in the Penthouse
and upper floors of the 20 floors of residences were opposed to a development over a block away that
might obstruct their view of the Bay Bridge. To me, what is more important is what is happening on the
street~ of San Francisco. Hawthorne Street, adjacent to our building, is nightly strewn with shards of
broken car windows, and on Harrison Street you find the homeless pushing shopping carts of their
meager possessions past many undeveloped sites. We have to take care of these unfortunate folks, and
help upgrade our neighborhood and their lives
What disturbs me is that some members of the Board, living in the upper stories, are pro-porting that
the building as a whole is opposed to the Central Soma plan, and have taken it upon themselves to fight
it, project by project, possibly using everyone's HOA funds. To the best of my knowledge I and other
owners outside the board were never consulted about our views. The legality of the HOA Board
representing the building as a whole is questionable: I have documented this with a Cease and Desist
letter to the HOA Board and Building Management and an forwarding you a copy of my letter.
I have also twice requested through the Building Manager that the Developers, and even our Supervisor,
be invited to present information to the HOA members, and twice been denied by the HOA Board. All
that is presented at the HOA meetings are the unsupported views of some of the Board's members and
Director.
If the goal is to enhance the value of our properties, it would best be served by helping the homeless,
and providing shops, offices, and residences in place ofthe current conditions on Harrison Street. I am
strongly in favor of the Central Soma plan, which took years of effort by professional city planners to
develop. My only reservation is that it does not go far enough and should be expanded to provide even
more residences, as is being done in several other projects.
1
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Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:
Attachments: ·

Cliff Leventhal <cliffleventhal@gmail.com>
Friday, September 21, 2018 3:20 PM
Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
DRAFT- Leventhal - Letter to HOA.docx.
DRAFT- Leventhal - Letter to HOA.docx

Attached, for review by the Board of Supervisors, is a draft copy of the Cease and Desist letter I had my lawyer prepare.
It was sent to the BLU Manager, and the HOA Board. It was sent Sept 7. As of today, Sept 21, I have not received any of
the information requested.

Cliff Leventhal
631 Folsom St. 4D
San Francisco CA 94107

1
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JESSICAM. TAKANO

jtakano@donahue.com

September_, 2018

Via Email and U.S. Mail

Re:

Central SoMa Plan and EIR

This office represents Cliff Leventhal, a homeowner in the SF BLU condominium
building. It has come to our client's attention that the SF BLU Homeowners' Association (the
"HOA") has recently taken actions relating to the Central SoMa Plan, including the following:
(1) filing an appeal challenging the Central SoMa Plan on or about June 8, 2018 (the "Appeal");
and (2) sending a letter dated June 26, 2018 to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (the
"Letter"), threatening legal action on behalf of the HOA.
We understand that there was no HOA Board of Directors ("Board") meeting at which
these issues were discus~ed, no formal Board approval of the Appeal or the Letter, and no
advance notice given to the HOA members before these steps were taken. It seems that only the.
individual Board members, or some of them, were involved in the preparation of the Appeal and
the Letter; and that these individuals improperly purported to speak on behalf of the HOA. This
conduct was in violation of [cite section of CC&Rs; cite section of Davis-Stirling].
Three weeks after the Letter was sent, the Board held a meeting on July 17, 2018.
Although the Central SoMa Plan was not an agenda item, an Owner present at the meeting
reportedly raised the issue. The Owner asked the Board how the HOA's opposition to the
Central SoMa Plan - as expressed in the Appeal and the Letter would be funded. In response,
the Board discussed using building reserves to finance a lawsuit against the City.
Our client strongly objects to any HOA funds being used to oppose the Central SoMa
Plan in any way. This would be a misuse of the HOA's reserves, which are earmarked solely for
"the repair, restoration, replacement, or maintenance of, or litigation involving the repair,
restoration, teplace, or maintenance of, major components of the Common Area and facilities .... "
(CC&Rs, Section 4.3(d); Davis-Stirling [cite].) Indeed, we understand that the HOA is
underfunded as it is, and that the diversion of HOA funds for use in opposing the Central SoMa
Plan would only exacerbate this problem. Nor would it be proper for the HOA to increase
assessments or impose special assessments for this purpose. The Board's authority to take such
action is quite limited and would likely require the approval of a majority of the Owners at a
properly-noticed meeting, with a quorum present. (CC&Rs, Section 4.5.)
Further, it would be improper for the Board to commence or pursue litigation against the
City regarding the Central SoMa Plan. The CC&Rs only contemplate lawsuits by the HOA
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September _ , 2018
Page 2

relating to defects in or damage to the building, or enforcement of the Condominium Documents.
(CC&Rs Sections 4.9(n), 9.1(b).) Moreover, even assuming the HOA had the authority to file
suit against the City (which our client denies), the Board would first be required to comply with
Section 9.1(b) of the CC&Rs, which requires written notice to all members of the HOA and a
meeting to discuss the contemplated lawsuit.
Any further action in contravention of the CC&Rs and Davis-Stirling, inciuding
expending HOA funds to oppose the Central SoMa Plan, will expose the members of the Board
to liability for breach of their fiduciary duties owed to the HOA and its members. Our client
hereby demands that the members of the Board immediately cease and desist their improper and
unauthorized conduct with respect to the Central SoMa Plan, and that the Board instead proceed
in strict compliance with the CC&Rs and California law.
Finally, our client demands full disclosure of the Board's past activities related to the
Plan, the One Vassar project, and/or the 350 2nd Street project. Please provide me with copies
of all notices sent to the Owners, if any, all meeting minutes, and the provisions of the CC&Rs
which the Board relied on as authority for filing the Appeal and sending the Letter in the name of
the HOA. We will also require copies of all contracts for services entered into by the Board
relating to these issues, all legal bills for representing the HOA (whether paid by the HOA or
others), all corr-espondence with outside pmiies, and summaries of all material conversations or
meetings with outside pmiies relating to the Central SoMa Plan. Please provide these materials
by close of business on September 17, 2018.
Thank you for your attention to this matter. We look forward to your prompt response.
Very truly yours,

Jessica M. Takano
cc: Client (via email)
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Via E-mail and First Class Mail

June 26, 2018

Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 941 02-4689
Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov .org
Re:

Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu Objection to Designating the One Vassar Project as
a Key Development Site in Central SOMA Plan

Dear Supervisors,
I am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors ("CSN") and SFBlu to object to
the proposal to designate the One Vassar Project, located at 400 2nd Street, as a "key
development site" pursuant to the Central SOMA Plan. The purpose of designating key
development sites in the Central SOMA Plan is to "maximize public benefits" at certain large
underutilized lot areas within the Plan area and to "ensure that their development directly
delivers critical public benefits." Central SOMA Plan and Implementation Strategy, Part II, Draft
Key Development Site Guidelines, p. 170 (emphasis added). Key sites that are included in the
final Central SOMA Plan would be subjected to a streamlined approval process in exchange for
delivering critical public benefits. CSN and SFBlu oppose the inclusion ofthe One Vassar
Project as a key development site in the Central SOMA Plan because rather than deliverin§
public benefits, the One Vassar Project, as currently proposed, will adversely affect the 2n and
Harrison area.
First, CSN and SFBlu do not believe the potential public benefits cited in the
Implementation Strategy are likely to come to fruition. No commitments have been forthcoming
from the developer of the site. The excessive height limits proposed for this Project are not
necessary to secure potential public benefits from this site. Indeed, CSN and SFBlu do not
believe there is any public benefit in constructing a large hotel at this site. Numerous other hotel
projects already are underway or will be spurred on by the Central SOMA Plan in other more
appropriate locations. Accelerating the approval of this controversial Project will lessen the
likelihood that public pressure would be brought to bear to ensure any heightened public benefits
from the Project.
Second, rather than provide public benefits to the area around 2nd Street and Harrison
Street, the One Vassar Project and its 4,000 plus commercial and residential occupants will
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors
June 26,2018
Page 2 of2
overwhelm the surrounding neighborhood and degrade the quality of life of existing residents.
CSN and SFBlu are concerned that the number of occupants envisioned by this Project in this
location is out of balance with the surrounding area. In order to restore consistency in this
portion of the Central SOMA Plan, the One Vassar Project parcel should be limited to a
maximum height of 130-feet. CSN and SFBlu believe that height limit would better balance the
number of commuters and visitors accessing the Project, be more in keeping with adjacent
projects, and ensure that the Project provides public benefits rather than disproportionately
overwhelm public transit and the local neighborhood.
Third, it is CSN's and SFBlu's understanding that the One Vassar project does not intend
to further a clear public benefit of ensuring good jobs in either the construction or operation of
the Project. CSN and SFBlu are extremely concerned that identifying this site at this planning
stage for special treatment as a key development site is premature. It is our understanding that
the Planning Commission has endorsed the preparation of Community Good Jobs Employment
Plans ("Good Jobs Plans") for any non-residential development over 25,000 square-feet. See, e.g.
https ://hood! ine. com/2 018/0 5/planning-comm ission-unan imous ly-approves-central-soma-plan.
These Good Job Plans would be subject to public review and comment prior to a project being
considered for approval by the Planning Department. The Good Jobs Plan would provide details
of a project's strategy for providing permanent jobs for SOMA residents paying good living
wages and benefits. The plan would also explain how a project planned to engage with the local,
concerned community and other civic and labor organizations. Prior to identifying this site as a
key development site, the City should require the One Vassar Project to prepare a Good Jobs
Plan in order to identify and lock in actual public benefits to the community of this oversized
development proposal, not merely the potential for such benefits.
Given the current likelihood that the One Vassar Project, as currently designed and
envisioned will more likely bestow significant burdens rather than benefits on this portion of
Central SOMA, CSN and SFBlu respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors remove this
site from the list of key development sites currently proposed in the Central SOMA Plan.
Si11cerely,
)

Richard T. Drury
Lozeau Drury LLP
on behalf of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP
Chloe Angelis
CangeUs@reu ben law .com

July 5, 20 18

Delivered Via U.S Mail
Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Peskin (Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org)
Erica Major (erica.major@sfgov.org)
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re:

Central SoMa Zoning Amendments - 816 Folsom Street
BOS File No.: 180184
Our File No.: 10344.03

Dear Sir or Madam:
On behalf of Chloe Angeli.s, please find enclosed letter fi·om CitizenM in regards to Central
SoMa Zoning Amendments related to 816 Folsom Street.
Should you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact our office.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JU~IUS & ROSE, LLP

ica Dandan
Legal Assistant to Attorney

,..

.

~·

Enclosures:
Centra] SoMa Zoni11g Amendments
cc:

.... ,

Chloe Angelis

San Franci sco Office
One Bush Stree t, S uite 600, Sa n Franc isco, CA 94104

Oakland Office
456 8th St reet. 2"' Floor, Oakland, CA 94607

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax : 415-399-9480

let; 510-257-5589
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July 5, 2018

Delivered Via Email and U.S. Mail
Land Use & Transportation Committee
Chair Katy Tang (Katy.Tang@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Kim Qane.Kim@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Safaj (Ahsha.Safaj@sfgov.org)
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, Ca 94102-4689
Re:

Central SoMa Zoning Amendments
BOS File No. 180184
816 Folsom- citizenM

Dear Chair Tang and Supervisors:
GitizenM proposes to construct a 180-foot-tan, 18-story hotel with 208
guestrooms (the "Project") at 816 Folsom Street (the "Property"), between 4th and 5th
Streets within the Central SoMa Plan Area. The Central SoMa Plan permits heights up to
180 feet on the Property, but a number of complex design regulations set forth in the
proposed ordinance to implement the Central SoMa Plan (the "Ordinance") result ill a
substantial Joss of development potential and drive up already-steep construction costs.
The tower setback and streetwall articulation requirements are the most problematic.

Absent modifications to allow minor exceptions from prescriptive Code
requirements1 a hotel at this site will be financially infeasible/ and citizenM will be
forced to walk away from the Project.
CitizenM is an integrated hotel developer and operator with another San Francisco
project entitled and undetway at 72 Ellis Street. The company currently has 12 hotels
operating worldwide and another 12 under construction in the US, with 5 in California
alone. Construction of the hotel at 816 Folsom Street would provide 24-30 permanent
employment opportunities and over 200 temporary ones. The company plans to work
with Webcor Builders for construction of the Project, and will participate in the City's
cltlzenM hotels support office
leldseweg 219
2253 AE voorschoten
the netherlands
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First Source Hiring Program for both the construction phase and ongoing hotel
operations. Additionally, dtizenM has already executed agreements with UNITE HERELocal 2 for hotel operations at 816 Folsom and with the Plumbers and Steamfitters Local
38, IBEW Local 6, Sheet Metal Workers Local 104, and Sprinlder Fitters Local 483 (the
"Trade Unions'') regarding construction of the Project.
CitizenM bought the Property a year and a half ago, and since then, construction
costs have increased 10 percent. Prescriptive design standards imposed by the Ordinance
effectively add up to an additional $9.5 million in construction costs. Tf provisions for
minor design flexibility are not incorporated into the legislation, the compounding effect
of strict Code requirements on unprecedented construction costs will render the Project
financially infeasible. The tower setback and streetwall articulation requirements are
particularly difficult for a small site like 816 Folsom to comply with, as outlined below, and
suggested redline modifications to address these concerns are attached to this letter.
•

Tower setback requirements would drastically limit development potential
on small lots. The Ordinance requires a 15-foot setback for towers above 85 feet.
(Proposed§ 132.4(d).) On a small lot like 816 Folsom, a 15-setbackwould limit the
maximum tloorplate size to only 3,500 square feet, resulting in substandard room
sizes. (See massing diagrams attached at E~hibit A.J It may also be beneficial at
certain properties to reduce setbacks on one side to benefit adjoining neighbors
and regain lost area on another side where neighbors would not be impacted. The
Ordinance should allow exceptions from the tower setback requirements on small
sites: minor changes to the prescribed design may benefit neighboring properties
and make it possible to realize additional density, while still achieving the design
intent of the setback requirements.

•

Streetwall and tower setback requirements applied in tandem cause
building misalignment and increase construction costs on small lots. The
Ordinance requires that buildings be built to the property line up to 65 feet and
that towers indude a 15-foot setback above 85 feet. On some sites, these
requirements force misalignment of the building interior between the tower and
podium and would necessitate a transfer of the risers and possibly the structure.
This has two consequences for buildings: (1) the more complex structural
requirements will increase construction costs, which have dramatically increased

citizenM hotels support office
leldseweg 219
2253 AE voorschoten
the netherlands
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in the last several years; (2) transferring risers and structures may take up
additional space in the building, resulting in a loss of occupiable space (See section
diagram at Exhibit B.)
At 816 Folsom, the net result of the tower setback and streetwall articulation
requirements is to reduce hotel room count by 33 rooms and add a 15% cost premium
over an efficient design that might be allowed with minor exceptions. Giving the
Planning Commission flexibility to work within the site constraints to apply these
requirements will help minimize critical inefficiencies and promote project feasibility in a
very challenging market.
These losses to the development potential of the site make the construction of the
Project cost-prohibitive, and citizenM may be forced to walk away from the Project if the
Central SoMa legislation is not amended to provide some flexibility in the application of
the tower setback and streetwall articulation requirements.
Thank you for your consideration and attention to these concerns.
Very truly yours,

citizenM

Scott Bastiani
Project Director USA
cc·
President Cohen (Mnlin.Cohen@s fgov.org)

Supervisor Rooen (HiUary.Roneo@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Breed (London.Breed@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Stefani (Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Fewer (Sandra.Fcwer@sfgov .org)

Supervisor Sheehy (Jelf.Sheehy@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Peskin (Aaron.Pesk.in@sfgov.org)

Supervisor Vee (Nonnan.Yee@sfgov .org)

Sarah Qcnnis Philips, OEWD (Sarnb.Dcnnis-Ph illips.@sfgov.org)

Erica Major, Clerk, Lnnd Use Committee
(ericn maj ol'@s fgov .org)

Bobbi Lopez, Legislative Aide 10 Supervisor Kim
(Barbara .Lope7.@s fgo v.org)

citlzenM hotels support office
leldseweg 219
2253 AE voorschoten
the netherlands
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EXHIBIT A
Massing Diagram

1602

PROPOSED BUILDING

PROPOSED BUILDING (MASSING DIAGRAM)
at tower:
11 floors at 10 rooms I floor

= 11 0 rooms

PER CODE (MASSING DIAGRAM)
at tower:
11 floors at 7 rooms I floor

= 77 rooms
.1-33 rooms
-16%

c1t1zen
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Gensler
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EXHIBITB
Section Diagram
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column

mep riser

mep riser

15' front setback
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Gensler
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EXHIBIT C
Suggested Code Modifications
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Central SoMa Zoning Analysis- Suggested Planning Code Amendments
The table below identifies issues in the proposed Central SoMa Planning Code amendments ordinance (BOS File No. 180184) that are
of particular concern to the proposed hotel project at 816 Folsom Street, Suggested revisions are indicated in red.
Topic

Planning Code
Section

Issue

Suggested Revision

Streetwall
Articulation

Proposed§
132.4(d)(l)

The streetwall articulation requirement mandate that
new projects be built up to the property line up to 65
feet in height. Application of the streetwall
articulation requirements in tandem with the tower
setback requirements creates building misalignment
that drives up construction costs.

Revise proposed§ 132.4(d)(1)(B) to allow a permitted streetwall setback
above the ground floor on sites that are Jess than 100 feet deep.

Tower
Setbacks

Proposed§
132.4(d)(2)(B)

The proposed language mandate a 15-foot etback
for towers for the portion above 85 feet. On small
parcels, this setback will drastically limit floorplate
sizes and will prevent projects from hifting massing
so as to avoid undesirable conditions for a<ljacent
properties.

{_Bl Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the
reg_uirements o[.subsection (.Al. anv building ma~ be recessed ftom the
property line as follows:
{J2 To the extent necessarv to accommodate anv setback required
bv this Code.·
{jil For portions o[.residential buildings with walk-ue dwelling
units that have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor Residential
Guidelines:
(jiil For eublicll!.-accessible oeen space built eursuant to the
requirements o(Section 138: or
{Jv2 For building {_a£ade architectural articulation and modulation
UP to a maximum deeth o[5 feet:.
(vl Above the ground floor 011 {2Qrcel.s less thaTJ 100 &et dee[l.
up co u maximum deeth o[.J2 f!et.
Revise proposed§ 132.4(d)(2)(B) to provide a reduced etback where the
Commis ion finds that a 15-foot setback would unduly restrict the
development potential of a site, so long as at least an 8-foot setback is
provided.

(Bl For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all eroe.erty lines, a
15-foot setback is reg_uired for the Tower Portion for the entire frontage.
This setback m~ be reduced fpr obstructions eennitted according to
Section 136. Pursuant to Section 329, c!Je Planning Commission ma1:: gr_ant
a modification 10 this setback requiremem as ae.plied to a eroeosetf ero[ecr
i{.it fl!uJs that {_n a J5-{pot Setback \VOU/d llfldufv restrict the deve/oement
e.otential o[the sue and (2lthar a setback o{_no less than fjye (.5i &er ~
orovided alonf!. all JJrnperrv lines.

T:\R&A\1034403\Memos & Correspondence\CSOMA Land Use Committee Letter\Ex C - 816 Folsom Zoning Text Redlines 7.2.18.docx
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall
San Francisco CA 94102
RE:

July 9, 2018

CENTRAL SOMA PLAN
Establishing The South of Market Community Advisory Committee

Honorable Supervisors:
The Department of City Planning now recommends establishing a new South of Market CAC by
splitting the existing Eastern Neighborhoods Ci'tizens Advisory Committee in two. That is a logical
starting point, but falls far short of what is really need to ensure full public and community
participation in determining the future of our dynamic Neighborhood.
The current Eastern Neighborhoods CAC suffers from two fatal flaws:

1. As the Department now admits, it is too big, attempting to provide community engagement
for three very complex and different neighborhoods- SOMA, the Mission District, and
Potrero/Central Waterfront.
2.

Its scope of City development review is far too limited -limited to just MTA, DPW, Park/Rec,
and Childcare planning. The crucial Mayor's Office of Housing affordable housing programs
are completely omitted, and also the Mayor's Offices of Community Development and
Economic and Workforce Development.

To correct this, the scope of the purview of the new Central SOMA CAC must be substantially
enlarged and very clearly specified, as follows (this would be a revision of the Eastern
Neighborhoods ordinance section outlining that CAC's role):
"The SOMA CAC shall be 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 Central
SOMA Plan and Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans within the South of Market Special Use District
by all City agencies, including but not limited to the City Planning Department, the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development, the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce
Development, the Municipal Transportation Authority, the Recreation and Parks Department, the
Department of Public Works, and the Arts Commission. The CAC is established for the purposes of
providing input regarding Central SOMA Plan Area and Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Areas within
the South of Market Special Use District on the (i) prioritization of Public Benefits, (ii) updating the

230 Fourth Street San Francisco CA 94103
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Public Benefits program, (iii) programming of public investments in South of Market including
community facilities districts, (iv) proposed revisions to planning code and zoning provisions, (v)
relaying information to community members in the South of Market neighborhood regarding the
status of development proposals, and (vi) providing input to plan area monitoring efforts as
appropriate. The CAC shall be advisory, as appropriate, to the Planning Department, the
Interagency Planning & Implementation Committee (I PIC), the Planning Commission, relevant City
departments and agencies, and the Board of Supervisors."
Sincerely,
John Elberling
President

230 Fourth Street San Francisco CA 94103
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Via E-mail and First Class

Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
Board. of. Supervisors@sfgov. org

r,
I

Re:

Central SOMA Neighbors and SFBlu Objection to Designating the One Vassar Project as
a Key Development Site in Central SOMA Plan

Dear Supervisors,
1 am writing on behalf of the Central SoMa Neighbors ("CSN") and SFBlu to object to
the proposal to designate the One Vassar Project, located at 400 2nd Street, as a "key
development site" pursuant to the Central SOMA Plan. The pmpose of designating key
development sites in the Central SOMA Plan is to ''maximize public benefits" at certain large
underutilized lot areas within the Plan area and to ''ensure that their development directly
delivers critical public benefits.' Central SOMA Plan and Implementation Strategy, Part II, Draft
Key Development Site Guidelines, p. 170 (emphasis added). Key sites that are included in the
final Central SOMA Plan would be subjected to a stTeamlined approval process in exchange for
delivering critical public benefits. CSN and SFBlu oppose the inclusion of the One Vassar
Project as a key development site in the Central SOMA Plan because rather than delivetin~
public benefits, the One Vassar Project, as CUlTently proposed, will adversely affect the 2" and
Hanison area.

First, CSN and SFBlu do not believe the potential public benefits cited in the
Implementation Strategy are likely to come to ftuition. No commitments have been f01thcoming
from the developer of the site. The excessive height limits proposed for this Project are not
necessary to secure potential public benefits from this site. Indeed, CSN and SFBlu do not
believe there is any public benefit in constructing a large hotel at this site. Numerous other hotel
projects already are unde1way or wHl be spurred on by the Cenh·al SOMA Plan in other more
appropriate locations. Accelerating the approval of this controversial Project will Jessen the
likelihood that public pressure would be brought to bear to ensw·e any heightened public benefits
:fi·om the Project.
Second, rather than provide public benefits to the area around 2"d Street and Hanison
Street, the One Vassar Project and its 4,000 plus commercial and residential occupants will
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overwhelm the SUJTOunding neighborhood and degrade the quality of life of existing residents.
CSN and SFBlu are concemed that the number of occupants envisioned by this Proj ect in this
location is out of balance with the surrotmding area. In order to restore consistency in this
portion ofthe Central SOMA Plan, the One Vassar Project parcel should be limited to a
maximum height of 130-feet. CSN and SFBlu believe that height limit would better baJance ihe
number of commuters and visitors accessing the Project, be more in keeping with adjacent
projects, and ensure that the Project provjdes public benefits rather than dispropottionately
ovetwhelm public transit and the local neighborhood.
Third, it is CSN's and SFBlu's understanding that the One Vassar project does not intend
to further a clear public benefit of ensming good jobs in either the constmction or operation of
the Project. CSN and SFBlu are extremely concemed that identifying this site at this planning
stage for special treatment as a key development sJte is premature. It is our understanding that
the Planning Commission has endorsed the preparation ofCotnmunity Good Jobs Employment
Plans ("Good Jobs Plans'') for any non-residential development over 25,000 square-feet. See, e.g.
h ttps:.llhoodline.comt 2018105/pla1111ing~com m is~jon -ww nimutts lv-uem V Vt!s-ce.llll'tJI-sqnw~plwz.
These Good Job Plans would be subject to public review and comment prior to a project being
considered for approval by the Planning Depatiment. The Good Jobs Plan would provide details
of a project 's strategy for providing permanent jobs for SOMA residents paying good li ving
wages and benefits. The plan would also explain how a project planned to engage with the local.
concerned community and other civic and labor organizations. Prior to identifying this site as a
key development site, the City should require the One Vassar Project to prepare a Good Jobs
Plan in order to identify and lock in actual public benefits to the community of tl:lls oversized
development proposal, not merely the potential for such benefits.
Given the current likelihood that the One Vassar Project, as currently designed and
envisioned will more likely bestow significant burdens rather than benefits on this portion of
Central SOMA, CSN and SFBlu respectfully request that the Board of Supervisors remove this
sHe from the list of key development sites currently proposed in the Central SOMA Plan.
Sincerely,

RichardT. Drwy
Lozeau Drury LLP
on behalf of Central SoMa Neighbors and SFBlu
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MEMORANDUM

Date:

To:

Supervisor Jane Kim

cc:

Barbara Lopez
Christine Linnenbach
Carlton Linnenbach

From:

Steven L. Vette}

Re:

Central SOMA Planning Code amendments

Subject:

Amendments relative to 636 Fourth Street

July 2, 2018

I understand that an issue has arisen as to whether certain amendments to Board File
180184relative to the bulk and setback requirements for a proposed residential tower at 636
Fourth Street can be enacted by the Board of Supervisors without referral back to the Planning
Commission. I am writing on behalf of the Linnenbach family, the sponsors of the 636 Fourth
Street project (the "Project"), to explain why we do not believe there is a legal requirement for
such a referral back in this case.
1.

The proposed amendments were previously considered by the Planning

Commission. Attached hereto is a summary of the several Planning Commission hearings during
which the issue of the orientation of the proposed tower on the Project site, including its tower
separation from 505 Brannan Street, were discussed during public testimony and in the
Commissioners' deliberations. The attachment includes minute cites to the video recordings of
the hearings. The precise amendments at issue, including tower separation, tower setback, tower
size and tower length, were provided to the Planning Department on May 1, 2018, via my email

to Steve Wertheim. We also presented the proposed amendments to the Planning Commission in
writing and in my and Christine Linnenbach's oral testimony during its May 10, 2018, hearing.
At that hearing, the Commissioners had 30 staff recommended amendments before them, as well
as the amendments we proposed. Staff did not provide the Commissioners with an explanation
of the vast majority of these staff amendments (unlike our testimony that directly explained the
Russ Building

235 Montgomery Street San Francisco, CA 94104 T 415.954.4400

••

1612

F 415.954.4480

FARELLA
BRAUN+ MARTEL u.r

MEMORANDUM

Page2

Date:

July 2, 2018

proposed amendments). Nonetheless, I understand the City Attorney has determined that all30
of those amendments were adequately considered by the Commission on May 10. Given the
perfunctory nature of the Commission's consideration of staffs amendments, we believe the
Commission did consider our proposed amendments relative to 636 Fourth Street, likely
believing they were included in the 30 staff recommendations and therefore did not warrant
specific discussion. On several occasions the Commissioners directed staff to bring them
amendments that would improve the Plan's jobs-housing balance, as these amendments do.
2.

Even if not adequately considered by the Commission, the Board of Supervisors

is authorized to make non-material modifications to Planning Code provisions without referral
back to the Commission. Planning Code Section 302(d) provides: "In acting upon any
proposed amendment to the text of the [Planning] Code, the Board of Supervisors may modify
said amendment but shall not take final action upon any material modification that has not been
approved or disapproved by the Planning Commission." The amendments proposed for the 636
Fourth Street Project are not "material modifications" of the Central SOMA Code amendments
requiring referral back. The Central SOMA Code amendments legislation is 194 pages in length.
The legislation will regulate land uses in a 17-block area and enable 33,000 new jobs and 8,300
dwelling units. In comparison, the 636 Fourth Street amendments concern the orientation and
bulk of a single building. Should the amendments be enacted, the height of the Project would
remain unchanged at 250 feet, and the dwelling unit count would potentially increase by only
approximately 40 units (0.5% of the enabled 8,300 units). The floor plate of the tower would
increase by 500 square feet, and the horizontal length of the tower would increase by 15 feet.
These minor changes to the physical characteristics of a single building are not "material
modifications" of the legislation requiring referral back.
For sake of analogy, the Planning Department has a rule of thumb that approved projects
may increase in unit count by 5% without requiring referral back to the Planning Commission for
a new hearing on the modified project. The 636 Fourth Street amendments would not come
close to increasing the development density in the Central SOMA area by 5% or more.
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Similarly, CEQA provides standards for when modifications to a project are material
enough to require additional CEQA review. CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 states:
(a) 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, one or more of the
following:
(1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of
the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects;
(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project
is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative
declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; or
(3) 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.

The minor modifications to the Code represented by the proposed 636 Fourth Street
amendments would not fall within any of these situations requiring further CEQA review.

30840\6775354.1
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636 Fourth Street Project: Planning Commission hearings during which tower separation,
setbacks, tower size and horizontal dimensions were discussed
February 1, 2018 [tower separation and increasing size of636 Fourth Street project]
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=29695
2:00 Steve Vettel
2: 17 Commissioners Melgar
2:23 Commissioner Richards
2:35 Director Rahaim
2:36 Commissioner Moore
March 15,2018
In general public comment, Christine Linnenbach presented Steve VetteI' s March 14, 2018 letter
addressing tower separation, height and unit count at 636 Fourth Street to the Commissioners.
March 22, 2018 [tower separation and increasing size of 636 Fourth Street project]
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer. php?view_id=20&clip_id=30 100
2:09 Steve Vettel following up on letter dated March 14, 2018
2:15 Commissioner Moore
April12, 2018 [tower separation]
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer. php ?view_id=20&clip_ id=3 0263
1:22
1:38
1:47
1:49
1:50

Tara Sullivan!RJR (counsel for 505 Brannan)
Commissioner Richards
Commissioner Koppel
Commissioner Moore
Commissioner Richards

May 10, 2018 [tower separation, setbacks from streets and property lines, tower size and tower
horizontal dimension]
http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=20&clip_id=30502
5:58 Steve Vettel introduces the code amendments referencing the reduced setbacks on 4th and
Bluxome Streets, the tower resulting shift to the southeast, the proposed 13,000 sf tower
floorplate with a longer horizontal dimension than previously proposed
6:42 Christine Linnenbach follows up on Steve's comments to provide the written proposed
code amendments for 636 Fourth Street to the Commissioners

1
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6:43:40 Christine hands the code amendments to Jonas lonin, the Commission Secretary, and
requests that the documents be put in the record and that Mr. Ionin give copies directly to the
Commissioners and the Director. Mr. Ionin retrieved the code amendments from Christine and
handed them directly to the Commissioners
The Commissioners did not directly address the amendments presented by Vettel and
Linnenbach during their deliberations. But neither did the Commission discuss at the hearing the
30 other amendments proposed by Planning Department staff on pages 239 to 244 of the staff,
including designating 505 Brannan as a key site:
http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/20 11.1356EMTZU_ Central%20SoMa. pdf

30840\6761127.1 .
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REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP
Daniel Frattin
dfrattin@reubenlaw.com

June 8, 2018

Delivered Via Email and U.S. Mail

President London Breed
London.Breed@sfgov .org
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room
244 San Francisco, Ca 941 02-4689

Re:

Central SoMa Zoning Amendments
816 Folsom- citizenM

Dear President Breed and Supervisors:
We are writing on behalf of citizenM, which owns the property at 816 Folsom Street
("Property"), between 4th and 5th Streets. CitizenM proposes to demolish the existing
commercial building at the Property and construct a 180-foot-tall, 18-story hotel with 208
guestrooms (the "Project"). The Central SoMa Plan permits heights up to 180 feet on the
Property; however, numerous and complex design regulations result in a substantial loss of
development potential and drive up construction costs. At 816 Folsom, the net result is to reduce
hotel room count by 33 rooms and add a 15% cost premium over the design that might be
allowed with minor exceptions. On other small residential sites which are critical to achieving
housing goals within the Plan Area, these same regulations will increase the cost of building new
housing, while diminishing the amount that can be built.
Minor exceptions from Planning Code restrictions have traditionally been available
through the Large Project Authorization ("LP A"), which gives the Planning Commission
discretion to grant reasonable exceptions that improve design in response to unique site
constraints or conditions on neighboring properties. The proposed ordinance to implement the
Central SoMa Plan (the "Ordinance") would eliminate this flexibility. Relying on the Plan itself,
property owners have been operating under the understanding that MUO zoning controls-with
the usual exceptions-would apply to their parcels. Until March of this year, there was no
indication that many of the exceptions available in the MUO District would be eliminated,
along with the flexibility that is crucial for the development of small sites within the Plan
area.
San Francisco Office

Oakland Office

One Bush StrE!et, Suite 600, San Francisco. CA 94104

456 8th Street. 2"d Floor, Oakland, CA 94607

tel: 415-567-9000 I fax: 415-399-9480

IE!!: 510-257-5589
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While we strongly support passage of the Plan, there are still specific aspects of the
legislation that should be amended to allow greater design flexibility. Suggested redline
modifications are attached to this letter, the incorporation of which would address the
following issues:

•

The PUD-type exceptions traditionally available to Eastern Neighborhoods
projects should be allowed in Central SoMa. The proposed Code language
eliminates Planning Commission's discretion to grant PUD-type exceptions through
the LPA process. These exceptions have been available for nearly ten years since the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan was adopted and have been exercised judiciously by the
Planning Commission. Taking away this flexibility will be a substantial impediment to
small sites, and in the case of housing projects, will likely result in decreased density
and higher costs.

•

Elimination of PUD-type exceptions is contrary to the reasonable expectations of
property owners that relied on the Central SoMa Plan documents. The Plan
released in 2016 established that a number of WS MUG properties, including 816
Folsom, would be rezoned to MUO. Not until the Planning Department released a
draft zoning package in March 2018 did it become clear that CMU 0 zoning would
apply instead, and that PUD-type exceptions would not be available as they are in the
MUO District. Given the number of highly prescriptive design standards the
Ordinance imposes, the elimination of this key tool for flexibility came as a surprise
and diminishes the feasibility of development on a number of sites.

•

Tower setback requirements would drastically limit development potential on
small lots. Proposed Section 132.4(d) mandates a 15-foot setback for towers above 85
feet. On a small lot like 816 Folsom, a 15-setback would limit the maximum floorplate
size to only 3,500 square feet, resulting in substandard room sizes. (See massing
diagrams attached at Exhibit A.) It may also be beneficial in some instances to reduce
setbacks on one side to benefit adjoining neighbors and regain lost area on another
side where neighbors would not be impacted. The Ordinance should allow exceptions:
minor changes may benefit neighboring properties and make it possible to realize
additional density, while still achieving the design intent of the setback requirements.

•

The skyplane requirements are not clearly drafted and, depending on their
interpretation, could seriously impede the development of smaller projects. Like
the setback requirements, the skyplane requirements are overly burdensome for small
sites. At 816 Folsom, which is only 80 feet deep and 100 feet wide, an 80% apparent
mass reduction applies to the non-tower portion of the building, i.e. the portion below
85 feet. It is unclear how this can be implemented consistent with the street wall
miiculation requirement or while allowing construction of a tower above. Before they
are written into the Code, the impact of these controls should be clearly explained to
decision-makers and the Code language should be carefully vetted for clarity.
Exceptions from these complex requirements should be available for all sites.

I:\R&A\I 034403\Memos & Correspondence\BOS Letter re CSOMA\LTR to London Breed - Central SoMa Comments_816 Folsom 6-818.docx
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•

Streetwall and tower setback requirements applied in tandem cause building
misalignment and increase construction costs on small lots. The Ordinance
requires that buildings be built to the property line up to 65 feet and that towers
include a 15-foot setback above 85 feet. On some sites, these requirements result in
misalignment of the building interior between the tower and podium and would
necessitate a transfer of the risers and possibly the structure. This has two
consequences for buildings. First, the more complex structural requirements will
increase construction costs, which have dramatically increased in the last several
years. Second, transferring risers and structures may take up additional space in the
building, i.e. increasing height to accommodate non-habitable space. (See section
diagram at Exhibit B.) Combined with height limits, this may cause some buildings to
lose a habitable floor of development.

•

Payment of in lieu fee for non-residential open space and POPOS should not
require a variance. Section 329 does not allow for an exception from non-residential
open space or POPOS requirements. The Ordinance provides for an in-lieu fee to fund
large-scale community-serving open space. But paying the fee would first require
these non-residential projects to obtain a variance, which requires a demonstration of
hardship. This can be difficult to justify for new construction. If the City prefers open
space fees to small POPOS, it should allow for an open space exception rather than
require a variance for fee-out projects.

•

Ordinance should be clarified to avoid double-charging in-lieu fee for open space
and POPOS. As existing and amended, Section 135.3 allows POPOS to satisfy the
on-site open space requirements. Accordingly, the amended Section 426 should be
modified to clarify that projects that satisfy their open space and POPOS requirements
via payment of the in lieu fee will not be double charged for open space and POPOS
separately.

•

If a variance is required to pay the in lieu fee for POPOS and open space, then
on-site POPOS design standards should be made more feasible for small lots. As
written in the Ordinance, the POPOS requirements are burdensome and cannot be
feasibly implemented for the smaller Central SoMa projects. If a straightforward feeout option is not provided, the Code should provide for rooftop POPOS on small
properties and/or scale back the indoor POPOS requirements so as to eliminate the
2,500 square foot minimum area requirement and reduce the mandated floor-to-ceiling
height to 15 feet.

The Ordinance should either give the Planning Commission greater discretion to
modify prescriptive standards as it considers the unique needs of particular sites, especially
the smaller properties, or provide for exceptions for the requirements that are particularly
problematic, as outlined herein.

I:\R&A\1 034403\Memos & Correspondence\BOS Letter re CSOMA\LTR to London Breed - Central SoMa Comments_816 Folsom 6-818.docx
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Thank you for your consideration and attention to these concerns.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

Daniel A. Frattin

cc:
Supervisor Cohen (Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Stefani (Catherine.Stefani@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Fewer (Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Peskin (Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Ronen (Hillary.Ronen@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Safai (Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Sheehy (Jeff.Sheehy@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Tang (Katy.Tang@sfgov.org)
Supervisor Yee (Norman.Yee@sfgov.org)
John Rahaim, Planning Director (John.Rahaim@sfgov.org)
Lisa Chen, Planning Department (Lisa.Chen@sfgov.org)
Erica Major, Clerk, Land Use Committee (erica.major@sfgov.org)
Bobbi Lopez, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Kim (Barbara.Lopez@sfgov.org)

I:\R&A\1034403\Memos & Correspondence\BOS Letter re CSOMA\LTR to London Breed- Central SoMa Comments_816 Folsom 6-8JS.docx
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EXHIBIT A
Massing Diagram
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PROPOSED BUILDING

PROPOSED BUILDING (MASSING DIAGRAM)
at tower:
11 floors at 10 rooms I floor = 110 rooms

PER CODE (MASSING DIAGRAM)
at tower:
11 floors at 7 rooms I floor = 77 rooms
-33 rooms

-16%

Gensler
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EXHIBITB
Section Diagram
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Suggested Code Modifications
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Central SoMa Zoning Analysis- Suggested Planning Code Amendments

The tab le below identifies is ues in the proposed Central SoMa Planning Code amendments ordinance (BOS File
of particular concern to the proposed hotel project at 816 Folsom Street. Suggested revisions are indicated in reI.
Topic

Planning Code
Section

o. 180 184) that are

Suggested Revision

Issue

Issues not Flagged for Modification by the Planning Commission
PUD-Type
Exceptions

Proposed§
329(d)(12)

The proposed language eli minates the abil ity of
Central SoMa SUD projects to seek PUD
exceptions under § 304 which are currently
available to LPA projects pursuant to existing§
J29(d)(l2).
Central SoMa projects need the same flexibility to
ask for min or exceptions from high ly prescriptive
Code requ irements that are difficult to apply to
small sites and to those with unique site constraints.
Providing fo r the PUD exceptions will faci litate the
achievement of designs that are high-quality,
functional for tenants, and marketable.

Street\~all

Articulation

Proposed§
132.4(d)(J)

The streetwall articu lation requirements mandate
that new projects be built up to the property line up
to 65 feet in height. Application of the streetwall
articulation requirements in tandem with the tower
setback requirements creates building misal ignment
that drives up construction costs.

Revise amended § 329(d)( 12) to allow CentraJ SoMa projects to seek
PUD-type exceptions (as set forth in § 304) via an LPA:
Where not specified elsewhere in this S~ubsection (d), modjfication of
other Code requirements 'rfl'hi..eh /hat could otherwise be modified as a
Planned Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of
the zoning district in which the property is located: exeep.' INfl~ such
n'IBeJi{iea#em; ~hfJI:J ne,t he f'lermilh:£1. {m· :rtr~eef5 i!i .~;~e {;e;,.~~~ .~Ma

Seevial U:;e Disu·ic·J.

Revise proposed § \ 32.4(d)(l)(B) to all ow a permitted streetwall
setback above the ground floor on sites that are less than I 00 feet deep.
(...B2 Permitted Streetwall Setbacks. Notwithstanding the
requirements a[ subsection (A2. anv building_ mav be recessed fr_om the
propertv line as follows:
(jJ To the extent necessarvro accommodate anv setback
required bv this Code .·
{jil For aortions o[residential buildings with walk-ua dwelling
units that have setbacks in accordance with the Ground Floor
Residential Guidelines;
{jiil For f2Ubliclv-acc essible of2_en se.ace built e.ursuant to the
requirements o[_Section 138.· or
{jv2 For building [acade architectural articulation and
modulation Uf2 to a maximum deeth o[5 &et~:

1:\R&A\ ! 034403\Memos & Correspondence\BOS Letter re CSOMA 18! 6 Folsom Zoning Text Red lines 6.8. 1S.docx
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Cvl Above the ground floor on {2_(/rcels less than 100 f§et deee.
ue rn a maximum death o[J 2 {gel.

Tower
Setbacks

Skyplane

Proposed§
132.4(d)(2)(B)

Proposed§
270(h)

The proposed language mandates a 15-foot setback
for towers for the portion above 85 feet. On small
parcels this setback will drastically limit floorplate
sizes and will prevent projects from shifting
massing o as to avoid undesirable conditions fo r
adjacent properties.

The proposed apparent mass controls applicable in
a height district above 160 feet are not clearly
drafted. Tab le 270(h) applies an 80% apparent mass
reduction requirement to the non-tower portion of a
building, i.e. the portion below 85 feet. lt is unclear
how this can be implemented consistent with the
street wall articulation requirement or while
al lowing construction of a tower above.

Revise proposed § 132.4(d)(2)(B) to provide a reduced setback where
the Commission finds that a 15-foot setback would unduly restrict the
development potential of a site, so long as at least an 8-foot setback is
provided.

rBl For Towers in the CS Bulk District, along all groeertv lines,
a 15-fpot setback is reguired {or the Tower Portion fpr the entire
frontage. This setback mav be reduced fpr obstructions eermitted
according to Section 136. Pursuant to Section 329, the Planning
Commission mav ~ant a modifjcalion to this setback reg,11irement as
Of212.lied to a erop.osed eroiecl i[.it tlnds that 01 a 15-fpor setback would
undu/v restrict/he develoement eotenlial o(the site and C2J that a
setback o[_no less than (jve (5l {get is erovided along all e.roperl\! lines.
Table 270(h) should be revised to clarifY how the apparent mass
reduction requirements apply in a height district above 160 feet.
Tnblt liOtltl
-~nr~ut .l/an Redu(fion

Building

Sid~

:\fn[or Street

o(_lltt Strut

Heigltr

Bose Htfglu AllJ!nrtlll J/nss Rtdualon

Dimict

Frontage

All

Abow 160 (gel SSfEJJt

None (pr the Tower
Ponton os dgfj.ned In
~11!/.n

LU..4. 80% (Qr thrJ

rm,1nh1d.fll:. o[chc. iJpildtJ.rg11s111g_ a Heig_lll limit of 160

(r;J!.t fpr Dll!J!2.S!!§. 9.J.~fllls

calculation.

1:\R&A\1034403\Memos & Correspondence\BOS Letter re CSOMA\8 16 Folsom Zoning Text Red lines 6.8 .18.docx
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Skyplane

If the apparent mass reduction requirements apply
Proposed§
270(h); Amended to towers in 180-foot height districts an exception
should be provided for small sites. At 816 Folsom,
§ 329
which is only 80 feet deep and 100 feet w ide, an
80% appaJent mass reduction will substanti ally
decrease the development potential of the site.

Revise amended § 329(d) to allow the Planning Commission to provide
a modification from the skyplane requirements for sites with less than
10,000 square feet.
(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this
Section 329, projects may seek specific exceptions to the provisions of
this Code as provided fo r below:

****

(I 21 Within the Central SoMa SUD. excef21ion fl·om the Af2Purent Mass

Reduetion rec£uirenuml,\' rey,uired bv Section 2 70(hl{2l {yr Qro[ecls on a

Major Street with a aarcel area o(_less thun 10,000 sg,uare teet.

(-P-1 3) Where not specified elsewhere in this Ssubsection (d),
modification of other Code requirements whf.e.h that could otherwise be
modified as a Planned Unit Development (as set f011h in Section 304)
irrespective of the zoning district in which the property is
located, exce12t that such modiflcations shall not be f2ermitted (gr
f2ro[ects in the Central SoMa Seecial Use District.

POPOS &
Open Space
Exception

Amended §§ 426
& 329(d)

Neither the existing nor the proposed § 329
provides for an exception from non-residential open
space or POPOS requirements. While§ 426
provides for payment of an in lieu fee, nonresi dential projects would first need to obtain a
variance, which is difficult to justify for new
construction.
The Code should al low for an open space/POPOS
exception rather than require a variance for these
projects.

Revise amended§ 329(d) to allow for an exception from the nonresidential and POPOS requirements for Central SoMa projects that pay
the in lieu fee rather than provide on-site open space.
(d) Exceptions. As a component of the review process under this
Section 329, projects may seek specific exceptions to the provisions of
this Code as provided for below:

* ***

0 22 E.v:ceQtion

fl·om non-residential usable oeen SQace reguiremenrs in
!he ClvflJO District. In circwn.~lance.s where such e.xceQtion is granred,
a (§e shall be required eursuant to the standord.~· in Seclion 426.
(J3l E..;ceQlion (!_·om POJ>OS regllirements in the CJvflJO Districl. In
circumstances where such excef2.1ion is granletl, a fie shall be reguired
{21/rsuantlo the standard~ in Section -126.
(-81-J) Where not specified elsewhere in this Ssubsection (d),
modification of other Code requirements~ that could otherwise be
mod ified as a Planned Unit Development (as set forth in Section 304),
irrespective of the zoning district in which the prope11y is

1:\R&A\ L034403\Memos & Correspondence\ BOS Letter re CSOMA\816 Folsom Zoning Text Red lines 6.8. LS .docx
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located, exceet that such modifications shall nm be eermilled fpr
erofects in the Central SoMa Seecial Use District.

POP OS

Amended§
13 8( d)(2)(F);

The POPOS requirements are burdensome and
cannot be feasibly implemented for the smaller
Central SoMa projects.

Revised proposed § 138(d)(2)(F) to eliminate the 2,500 sq uare foot
minimum area for 1ndoor POPOS and reduce the minimum floor-toceiling height to 15 feet.

[fa straightforward fee-out option is not provided
the Code should provide for rooftop POPOS on
small properties and/or scale back th indoor
POPOS requirements so as to eliminate the 2,500
square foot minimum area requirement and reduce
the mandated floor-to-cei Iing height to 15 feet.

fFl All indoor oeen seaces erovided at street grade shall:
(j} .J.Jtn•e 6 m~'ii~mtm fil"ee ef:!,J(}(}-sfJ.ItBte feet ·
(ji l Have a minimum floor-to-ceiling height o[_JI)J 5 [§et,·
(jill Provide oeenings directlv to a sidewalk or other eubliclv-

accessible outdoor seace and, weather eermitting. be accessible without
the need lo open doors:
{}~t ii) Be situated. designed. and programmed distinctl1} fr.om
building lobbies or other erivale entrances to the building;

1:\R&A\1034403\Memos & Correspondence\80 Letter re C 0 fA \8 16 Folsom Zoning Text Redlines 6.8.18.docx
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

October 26, 2018

Planning Commission
Attn: Jonas lenin
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Commissioners:
On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee heard and amended the
following legislation:
File No. 180184-6
Ordinance amending the Administrative Code and Planning Code to give effect to
the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, encompassing an area generally
bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd 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.
The proposed substitute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use
and Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

~~~

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c:

John Rahaim, Director
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 26, 2018

Planning Commission
Attn: Jonas lonin
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Commissioners:
On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee heard and amended the
following legislation:

File No. 180184-6
Ordinance amending the Administrative Code and Planning Code to give effect to
the Central South of Market (SoMa) Area Plan, encompassing an area generally
bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern portion by 2nd 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.
The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

crlcr1ryt
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c:

John Rahaim, Director
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer
An Marie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
RULES COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Rules Committee will hold a public
hearing to consider the following proposal and said public hearing will be held as
follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be heard:
Date:

Monday, July 9, 2018

Time:

10:00 a.m.

Location:

Committee Room 263, located at City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

Subject:

File No. 180184. 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.

If the legislation passes, projects within the Central SoMa Special Use District
(SUD) that have a Central SoMa Fee Tier of A, B, or C shall be subject to the
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) as follows: (A) Residential Uses shall pay 100%
of the applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees; and (B) the
Non-residential or Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) portion of any project shall
pay 100% of the applicable Non-residential or PDR TSF rate, as well as any other
applicable fees.
The Non-residential open space requirement may be satisfied in the Central
SoMa Mixed Use Office (CMUO) Zoing District through payment of a new fee in the
amount of $890 for each square foot of required usable open space not provided. The
Residential open space requirement may be satisfied in the CMUO District through
payment of a new fee in the amount of $890
for each square foot of required useable
1632
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open space not provided. These fees shall be paid into the Recreation and Open
Space subset of the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fund.
A new Central SoMa Community Services Facilities Fee shall be established for
any development projects in the Central SoMa Special Use District (SUD) that are in
any Central SoMa Tier or includes new construction or an additional of space in excess
of 800 gross square feet. Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community
improvements to the City and enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the
City, which may issue a fee waiver for the Central SoMa Community Services Facilities
Fee. These fees shall be paid to the Development Fee Collection Unit of the
Department of Building Inspection (OBI) and deposited into the Central SoMa
Community Services Facilities Fund.
•

For Residential uses the fee shall be $1.30 per gross square foot of net
additional gross square feet, net replacement of gross square feet from PDR
uses, or net change of use of gross square feet from PDR uses.

•

For Non-residential uses the fee shall be (A) $1.75 per gross square foot of
net additional gross square feet, net replacement of gross square feet from
PDR uses, or net change of use of gross square feet from PDR uses; or (B)
$0.45 per gross square foot of net replacement of gross square feet from
Residential uses or net change of use of gross square feet from Residential
uses.

A new Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee shall be established for any
development projects in the Central SoMa SUD that are in any Central SoMa Tier and
that include new construction or an additional of space in excess of 800 gross square
feet. Project sponsors may propose to directly provide community improvements to the
City and enter into an In-Kind Improvements Agreement with the City, which may issue
a fee waiver for the Central SoMa Infrastructure Impact Fee. These fees shall be paid
to the Development Fee Collection Unit of DBI and deposited into the Central SoMa
Infrastructure Impact Fund.
•

For Residential Uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier B the fee shall be $20 per
gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net replacement of
gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use of gross square feet
from PDR uses.

•

For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers a and B that are seeking
an Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more the fee shall be
$21.50 per gross square foot of additional gross square feet, net replacement
of gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use of gross square
feet from PDR uses.

•

For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A and B that are not
seeking an Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more the fee shall
be:
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o $41.50 per gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net
replacement of gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of use
of gross square feet from PDR uses; or
o

•

$21.50 per gross square foot of het replacement of gross square feet
from Residential uses or net change of use of gross square feet from
Residential uses.

For Non-residential uses in Central SoMa Fee Tier C that are not seeking an
Office Allocation of 50,000 gross square feet or more the fee shall be $20 per
gross square foot of net additional gross square feet, net replacement of
gross square feet from PDR uses, or net change of LJSe of gross square feet
from PDR uses.

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1 , persons who are unable
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made a part of the official public
record and shall be brought to the attention of the Members of the Committee. Written
comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City
Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco CA 94102. Information relating to
the proposed fee is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda information
relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, July 6, 2018.

~~.....-<:¢"~
Ahgela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED/POSTt=D: June 25, 2018
PUBLISHED: June 28 & July 5, 2018
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COPY OF NOTICE

Notice Type:

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE

Ad Description

AS- 07.09.18 Rules Committee- 180184 Central SoMa
Plan

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the last
date below. Publication date(s} for this notice is (are):
06/28/2018 ' 07/05/2018

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the last
date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive an
invoice.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING
RULES COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD
OF SUPERVISORS
MONDAY, JULY 9, 2018 •
10:00 AM
CITY HALL, COMMITTEE
ROOM263
1 DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Rules Committee
will hold a public hearing to
consider
the
following
proposal and said public
hearing will be held as
follows, at which time all
interested parties may attend
and be heard: File No.
180184. 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
California
under
the
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. If the
legislation passes, projects
within the Central SoMa
Special Use District (SUD)
that have a Central SoMa
Fee Tier of A, B, or C shall
be subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
as follows: (A) Residential
Uses shall pay 100% of the
applicable residential TSF
rate, as well as any other
applicable fees; and (B) the
Non-residential or Production, Distribution and Repair
(PDR) portion of any project
shall pay 100% of the
applicable Non-residential or
PDR TSF rate, as well as
any other applicable fees.
The Non-residential open
space requirement may be
satisfied in the Central SoMa
Mixed Use Office (CMUO)
Zoing
District
through
payment of a new fee in the
amount of $890 for each
square foot of required
usable open space not
provided. The Residential

open space requirement may
be satisfied in the CMUO
District through payment of a
new fee in the amount of
$890 for each square foot of
required useable open space
not provided. These fees
shall be paid into the
Recreation and Open Space
subset of the
Eastern
Neighborhoods Community
Improvements Fund. A new
Central SoMa Community
Services Facilities Fee shall
be established for any
development projects in the
Central SoMa Special Use
District (SUD) that are in any
Central
SoMa
Tier
or
includes new construction or
an additional of space in
excess of 800 gross square
feet. Project sponsors may
propose to directly provide
community improvements to
the City and enter into an InKind
Improvements
Agreement with the City,
which may issue a fee
waiver for the Central SoMa
Community
Services
Facilities Fee. These fees
shall be paid to the Development Fee Collection Unit
of the Department of Building
(OBI)
and
Inspection
deposited into the Central
SoMa Community Services
Facilities Fund. For Residential uses the fee shall be
$1.30 per gross square foot
of net additional gross
square feet, net replacement
of gross square feet from
PDR uses, or net change of
use of gross square feet
from PDR uses. For Nonresidential uses the fee shall
be (A) $1.75 per gross
square foot of net additional
gross square feet,
net
replacement of gross square
feet from PDR uses, or net
change of use of gross
square feet from PDR uses;
or (B) $0.45 per gross
square foot of net replacement of gross square feet
from Residential uses or net
change of use of gross
square feet from Residential
uses. A new Centra! SoMa
Infrastructure Impact Fee
shall be established for any
development projects in the
Central SoMa SUD that are
in any Central SoMa Tier
and
that
include
new
construction or an additional
of space in excess of 800
gross square feet. Project
sponsors may propose to
directly provide community
improvements to the City
and enter into an In-Kind
Improvements
Agreement
with the City, which may
issue a fee waiver for the
Central SoMa Infrastructure
Impact Fee. These fees shall
be paid to the Development

Fee Collection Unit of OBI
and deposited into the

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board

Central SoMa Infrastructure

Impact Fund. For Residential
Uses in Central SoMa Fee
Tier B the fee shall be $20
per gross square foot of net
additional gross square feet,

net replacement of gross
square feet from

PDR uses,

or net change of use of gross
square feet from PDR uses.
For Non-residential uses in

Central SoMa Fee Tiers a
and 8 that are seeking an
Office Allocation of 50,000
gross square feet or more

the fee shall be $21.50 per
gross
square
foot
of
additional gross square feet,
net replacement of gross
square feet from PDR uses,

or net change of use of gross
square feet from PDR uses.
For Non-residential uses in

Central SoMa Fee Tiers A
and B that are not seeking
an

Office

Allocation

of

50,000 gross square feet or
more the fee shall be: $41.50
per gross square foot of net
additional gross square feet,

net replacement of gross
square feet from

PDR uses,

or net change of use of gross
square feet from

PDR uses;

or $21.50 per gross square
foot of net replacement of
gross square feet from
Residential uses or net
change of use of gross
square feet from Residential
uses: For Non-residential
uses in Central SoMa Fee
Tier C that are not seeking
an
Office
Allocation
of

50,000 gross square feet or
more the fee shall be $20
per gross square foot of net
additional gross square feet,
net replacement of gross
square feet from PDR uses,
or net change of use of gross
square feet from PDR uses.
In accordance with Adminis-

trative Code, Section 67.7-1,
persons who are unable to

attend the hearing on this
matter may submit written

comments to the City prior to
the time the hearing begins.
These

comments

will

be

made a part of the official
public record and shall be
brought to the attention ·of
the
Members
of
the
Committee.
Written
comments

should

be

addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, Room
244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton
B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco
CA
94102.
Information relating to the
proposed fee is available in

the Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information

relating to this matter will be
available for public review on

Friday,

July

6,

2018.

-
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SAN FfwiCtSCO: 415-314·1835
E-mail: sflegafs@sfmediaco.com

SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER • DALY CITY INDEPENDENT • SAN MATEO WEEKLY • REDWOOD CiTY TRIBUNE • ENQUIRER-BULLETIN • FosTER CiTY PROGRESS • MILLBRAE - SAN BRUNO SUN • BOUTIQUE

CITY OF SAN MATEO
RESOLUTION N0.72 (2018)
ACCEPTING THE 2017-2018 DOWNTOWN BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT
AREA (DBIA) ANNUAL REPORT, RESOLUTION OF INTENTION
TO LEVY THE ANNUAL DBIA ASSESSMENT FOR 2018-2019, AND
SETTING THE PUBLIC HEARING

VVI-IEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 36533 (Parking and
Business Improvement Area Law of 1989) requires the City Council to
approve an annual report specifying: (1) the improvements and activities to
be provided for that fiscal year; (2) an estimate of the cost of providing the
improvements and the activities for that fiscal year; and other information
required by Section 36533; and
VVI-IEREAS, pursuant to Section 36534 of the Streets and Highways Code,
after approving the annual report, the City Council is authorized to issue
a resolution of intention to levy an assessment for the 2018-2019 fiscal
year; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has received and reviewed the report
submitted by the Downtown San Mateo Association, in conjunction with City
Staff, and hereby confirms said Association, in conjunction with City Staff,
as the advisory board for the DBIA; and
WHEREAS, this project is exempt from California Environmental Quality
Act (CEOA) requirements because it is an administrative activity that will
not have a significant effect on the environment per CEQA Guidelines
section 15378(b)(5));
NOW, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAN MATEO, CALIFORNIA,
HEREBY DETERMINES and RESOLVES that:

1. The City Council approves the Downtown San Mateo Association
Fiscal Year 2017-18 Annual Report filed by the Downtown San
Mateo Association with the City Clerk, attached to the accompanying
Administrative Report, and declares its intention to levy and collect
assessments for the Downtown Business Improvement Area for the
Fiscal Year 2018-2019 set forth in Exhibit A attached to this Resolution.

2. The proposed improvements and activities are generally characterized
as those activities set forth in Streets and Highways Code Section 36513,
including but not limited to: street cleaning, promotion of public events,
activities which benefit businesses, decorations and administrative
expenses, including salary, rent, and similar expenditures. The annual
report on file with the City Clerk provides a full and detailed description of
proposed expenditures and activities, provides the boundaries and zones
of benefit of the DBIA, and designates the proposed assessments. A
map of the business district boundaries is set forth in Exhibit B attached
to this Resolution.

3. A public hearing is hereby scheduled for Monday, July 16, 2018, at City
Hall, 330 West 20th Avenue, San Mateo. In accordance with Streets and
Highways Code section 36534, the City Clerk is directed to publish this,
once in a newspaper of general circulation in the City not tess than seven
d~ys bef'?re the public hearing. Oral and written protests in compliance
With Sections 36524 and 36525 of the Streets and Highways Code may
be made at the public hearing.

VILLAGER

2018~2019

RESOLUTION NO. 72 (2018) adopted by the City Council of the City of
San Mateo, California, at a regular meeting held on June 18,2018, by the
following vote of the City Council:
AYES:

Council Members Bonilla, Papan, Freschet, Goethals and
Rodriguez
None
None

NOES:
ABSENT:

(SEAL)/s/ PATRICE OLDS, CITY CLERK
(SEAL)/s/ RICK BONILLA, MAYOR
Exhibit A: Proposed Annual Assessment Schedule 2018w2019

Pro osed
Zone 1

18~19

Zone 2

P evious 17-18
Zone 1
Zone 2

Professional

66.55

99.82

66.55

Financial

665.44

998.15

665.44

Hotels

66.55

266.18

66.55

Miscellaneous

66.55

99.82

66.55

66.55

133.08

66.55

Cate o

Service

133.08

Retail based on annual ross recei ts
0-

166.36

66.55

166.36

66.55

$150 001-

150 000

332.72

99.82

332.72

99.82

$400 001-

665.43

133.10

665.43

133.10

$600,001$1 000 000

998.15

199.62

998.15

199.62

$1 000 000+

1330.S8

332.72

1330.88

332.72

ADDRESS All COMVIJNCATJONS lO TllE SI-ERIFF

NOTICE OF UNCLAIMED FUNDS
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE FOLLOWING UNCLAIMED MONEY
WILL BECOME PROPERTY OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY SHERIFF'S
OFFICE ON 08/08/2018 UNLESS THE OWNER THEREOF APPEARS AT THE
SHERIFF'S OFFICE PROPERTY BUREAU, 400 COUNTY CENTER, REDWOOD
CITY. CALIFORNIA, OR MAKES CONTACT BY TELEPHONE AT 650 599·1520
BEFORE 08/08/2018 AND PROVES OWNERSHIP OF SAID MONEY:

GOVERNMENT

~W~int~!in~~~~~~ c~~:~~te~~~

NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF SAN FRANCISCO
LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION
COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JULY 9 ·1:30PM
CITY HALL, LEGISLATIVE
CHAMBER, ROOM 250
1 DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Committee
Transportation
will hold a public hearing to
consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will
be held as follows, at which
time all Interested parties may
attend and be heard: File No.
171013. Ordinance amending

and adopting findings of public
necessity, convenience, and
welfare under Planning Code,
Sectlon 302. In accordance
with Administrative Code,
Seclion 67.7·1, persons who
are unable to attend the
hearing on this matter may
submit written comments
to the City prior to the time
the hearing begins. These
comments will be made part
of the official public record
in this matter, and shall be
brought to the attention of the
members of the Committee.
Written comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clark of the Board, City Hall, 1
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
Room 244, San Francisco, CA
94102. Information relating
to this matter is available In
the Offlce of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information

m:n~ii~~tc6~~.ri~elt~~cif~1.~;

~gn~~~nn~~;o~~:~tre~~~~R
CARLOS G. BOLANOS, SHERIFF

CNS-3143587#

CIIY §!t.EE CONTI\CT
Jennifer P. Chen
Economic Development Manager
330 West 201h Ave
San Mateo CA 94403
(650) 522-7009
jchen@cityofsanmateo.org

PSM8 CON!ACT
Colleen Rafferty
President of the Board,
Downtown San Mateo Association
100 South Ellsworth Ave. Suite 607
San Mateo CA 94401
(650)759-4510
Colleen@crfinejewelry.com
CNS-3148096#

Environmental Quality Act;

~~'oRp"~~~~~FICER

Exhibit B: DBIA Boundary Map

&

to rezone Assessor's Parcel
Block No. (AB) 2719C, Lot
No. 023, located at Burnett
Avenue and Burnett Avenue
North, from Public (P) to
Residential, Mixed Dlstrlols,
Low Density (RM·1); rezoning
a porilon of Burnett Avenue
North generally bounded by
AB 2745, Lot No, 036, and
AB 2719C, Lot No. 023, to
RM·1: affirming the Planning
Department's determination
Cellfornla
under
the

~~:~~~~et~o~h~umi~tt~v~~ ~~
~~t~no~~1rer~' 0~~~=· ata~9ela

ROOM, ROOM 250
1 OR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Transportation
Committee
will hold a public hearing
to consider the following
proposals and said public
hearing will be held as follows,
at which time all interested
parties may attend and be
heard: File No. 180490.
Ordinance amending the
General Plan by adding the
Central South of Markel
(SoMa) Area Plan, generally
bounded on its western
portion by Sixth Street, on
its eastern portion by Second
Street, an Its northern
portion by the border of the
Downtown Plan Area, and
on its southern portion by
Townsend Street; making
conforming amendments to
the Commerce and Industry
Element,
the
Housing
Element, the Urban Design

Element, the Land Use Index,
and the East SoMa and West
SoMa Area Plans; and making
environmental
findings,
Including adopting a statement

NOTICE OP PUBLIC

and

BOARD OP SUPERVISORS

the

HEARING

OF THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF SAN FRANCISCO
LAND USE AND
TRANSPORTATION
COMMITTEE
MONDAY, JULY 9 2018 •

1:30PM
CITY HALL, CHAMBER

with

Plan
Pile No. 180185. Ordinance
amending the Zoning Mep of
the Planning Coda to create
the Central South of Market
(SoMa) Special Use District
and make other amendments
to the Height and Bulk

District Maps

and Zoning

~fih ~=tr~~n~~Fssg~si~;:~
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 ihe Downtown
Plan Area (an irregular
border that generally jogs
along Folsom, Howard and
Stevenson Streets), and on its
southern portion by Townsend
Street; affirming the Planning
Department's determination
California
under
the
Environmental Quality Act;
and making findings of
consistency with the General

~~rc·re:n~f thp;a~~1~~ Pgg~~
Section 101.1 In accordance
with Administrative Code,
Section 67.7·1, parsons who
are unable to attend the
hearing on these matters
may submit written comments
to the City prior to the lime

tha hearing begins. These
comments will be made part
of the official public record In
lhasa matters, and shall be

~~~t~r~o ~~et~~e~~o~~~t~:.

Written comments should be

~~~{:~~~~a tgo~~9,9~t~~~l111~ 01

Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
Room 244, San Francisco, CA
94102, Information relating
to this metter Is aval1able In
the Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda Information

~~=i~~~e1 ~o~h~u{Rr~tt:v~~ ~~

Friday, July 6, 2018. ·Angela
Calvillo, Clark of the Board
NOTICE OF PUBLIC
HEARING
RULES COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD
OF SUPERVISORS
MONDAY, JULY 9, 201810:00 AM
CITY HALL, COMMITTEE
ROOM 263
1 DR. CARLTON B.
GOODLETT PLACE, SAN
FRANCISCO, CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Rules Committee
will hold a public hearing
to consider the following
proposal and said public
hearing will be held as follows,
at which time aU Interested
parties may attend and be
heard: File No, 180184.

~~~rn~~t~!ttve8~~~d 1~Pann~~~
Codes to give effect to the

Central South of Market

:;::
~:n"er:U~~~~~1 g~
Its western portion by SIXth
Street, on Its eastern portion

~~rl~~~op'!,drtlo~1 ~ 9 ~e ~~rd~~

of the Downtown PranAre~ (an
Irregular border that generally
Jogs !I long Folsom,, Howara
and Stevenson Streets),
and on he southern portion
by Townsend Street; making

~/i{,0:,~11a11 ndll~~vl~on~~~~~
~u~:~~::e~~ct~11n~~:r~fJI~g

considerations; and making
findings
of
consistency
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PUBLIC NoTICES

SAN MATEO Coumr: 650-556-1556
E-mail: smlegals@shnediaco.com

SAN Ftwlasco: 415-314·1835
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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,

~:~~~- 3~l!fd~e ~Tt~i~at:h~

Central SoMa· Special Use

g~~~~~~ ~~~~) F~~8 ~i~r8 ~f :.

8, or 0 shall be subject to the
Transportation Sustalnabil!ty

Fee (TSF) as follows: (A)
Resldentlal Uses shall pay
100% of the applicable
residential TSF rate, as well
as any other applicable fees;
and (B) the Non-residential
or Production, Distribution

~~~ p~~Je~~ s\;a~~a~~r:!l bl

the ap licable Non-residential

or P
any

in the Central SoMa Mixed
Use Office {GMUO) Zoing
District through payment of
a new fee In the amount of
$890 for each square foot of
required usable open space
not provided. The Residential

b~e~:lf~f:d r~~ul~~~e~Mrm~
District through payment of
a new fee In the amount of
$890 for each square foot of
requited useable open space
not provided. These fees shall
be paid Into the Recreation
and Open Space subset of
the Eastern Neighborhoods
Gommunlty Improvements
Fund. A new Central SoMa
Community Services Facilities
Fee shall be established for
any development projects in
the Central SoMa Special
Use District (SUD) that are
In any Central SoMa Tier or
Includes new construction
or an additional of space In
excess of 800 gross square
feet. Project sponsors may
propose to directly provide
community
improvements
to the City and enter Into
an In-Kind Improvements

~~~e~s~n~ ~ith1!~e ~~rv:rh\~~

the Central SoMa Community
Services Facilities Fee. These
fees shall be paid to the
Development Fee Collection
Unit of the Department of
Building Inspection {OBI)
and deposited Into the
Central SoMa Community
Services Facilities Fund. For
Residential uses the fee shall

~!t $~i3 ~eie!d~ijf~~als~~!~:

square feet, net replacement

P'oRro~ies~q~~r8ne~ee~!~~~

of use of gross square feet
from POR uses. For Non·
residential uses the fee shall
be (A) $1.75 per gross square
foot of net additional gross
square feet, net replacement

PfoRro~ies~q~~rene~ee~h~~:
of use of gross square feet
from PDA uses; or (B) $0.45
per gross square foot of net
replacement of gross square
feet from Residential uses or
net change of usa of gross

may Issue a fee waiver for the
Central SoMa Infrastructure
Impact Fee. These fees shall
be paid to the Development
Fee Collection Unit of OBI

c~~tra?ecg~l~e~nf~~\~uct~~:

Impact Fund. For Residential
Uses In Central SoMa Fee
Tier 8 the fee shall be $20
per gross square foot of net
additional gross square feat,
net replacement of gross
square feet from PDR uses,
or net change of use of gross
square feet from PDA uses.
For Non-residential uses In
Central SoMa Fee Tiers a
and 8 that are seeking an
Office Allocation of 50,000

p;~s:h~~u;!e$~{\gr ~ir;r~~~
square foot of additional gross
square feel, net replacement
of gross square feet from PDR
uses, or net change of usa of
gross square feet from PDR
uses. For Non·resldential uses
in Central SoMa Fee Tiers A
and 8 that are not seeking
an Otlice Allocation of 50,000
gross square feel or more the
fee shall be: $41.50 per gross
square foot of net additional
gross square feet, net
replacement of gross square
feet from PDR uses, or net
change of use of gross square
feat from PDR uses; or $21.50
per gross square foot of net
replacement of gross square
feet from ResldanUal uses or
net change of use of gross
square feet from Residential
uses. For Non-residential uses
in Central SoMa Fee Tier C
that are not seeking an Ofllce
Allocation of 50,000 gross
square feet or more the fee
shall be $20 per gross square
foot of net additional gross
square feet, net replacement

Pb~r~~~s,s~~a~:t ~h~~d!o~

use of gross square feet from
PDR uses. In accordance with
Administrative Code, Section
67.7·1, persons who are
unable to attend the heari09.
on this matter may subm1t
written comments to the City

b~~fn~~ i~:s~m:o~~e~~:r~iTI

be made a part of the official
public record and shall be

~~~b~r!0 ~7 8t~~e~~~~:tt~:

Written comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvnlo,
Clerk of the Board, Room
244, City Hall, 1 Or. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Franclsco
CA 94102.1nformation relating
to the proposed fee Is available
In the Office of the Clerk of the
Board. Agenda information
relating to this matter will be
avallable for public review on

an additional of apaca In
excess of 800 gross squ!ilt&
feat. Project sponsors may
propose to directly' provide

fg~~un8~ ~~~P~rit~~,~:~
an ln·Kind Improvements
Agreement wlth the City, which

EJ

multipurpose

room,

management),
a
space
dedicated to commercial use,
a childcare facility, along with
various utmties, storage and
maintenance rooms. The
project would include parking
for up to 28 cars, 2 car share
spaces, and up to 110 Class

~o~iJC~~s6p~~~~d!h: e~~l:~
of open spaces, including
residential ground floor entries
and stoops, a central ground
level courtyard, a podium
courtyard, and balconies.
The building would consist of
a maximum of seven floors
in various stepped increments
(from four to seven stories),
with a maximum height not
to exceed 74 feat (including
stair penthouse roofs. The
four-story section would
involve wood frame Type V
construction, the six-story
wing would consist of live
stories of wood frame Type
Ill over a Type I concrete
podium, and the seven·story
wing would consist of Type

~r~~~de 1 distu~bi:;~rt~~ti~~~~;

II. FINAL NOTICE AND
PUBLIC EXPLANATION OF
A PROPOSED ACTIVITY IN
A 100-YEAR FLOODPLAIN
MOHCD has conducted an
evaluation as required by
Executive Order
11988,
in accordance with HUD
regulations at 24 GFR §55.20
Subpart C Procedures for

June 28 2017
Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development
City and County of San
Francisco
Ness Avenue,

or

room,

r~~i:ln~e~ic~:~~~a)·b~IT~j~~

NOTICE OF INTENT TO
REQUEST RELEASE OF
FUNDS; FINAL NOTICE AND
PUBLIC EXPLANATION OF
A PROPOSED ACTIVITY IN
A ~00-YEAR FLOODPLAIN;
AND NOTICE OF FINDING
OF NO SIGNIFICANT

Infrastructure. Impact Fee

g:~~~~r~~~ap~~t5t~h~~ !~:
~:nrn~~J~~e~o~an!l:c~fc~

b~Y~~~~~~ ::~i~~~s<c~n~~~~p;

b~1~fio~b1fe~· :,~~~· Bo~geta

IMPACT

shall be established for any

~~~~~~~a~ CVJ:~: ~~~~~~bi:

Housing Development.
The project would develop a
152·unil affordable housing
structure with roughly a
quarter of the units as one·
bedroom, half percent as two·
bedroom, and a quarter as
three·bedroom, and additional
units In the form of studios and
4· and S·bedroom family units.
The project ground floor would

would occur on the project
site, an area within the Mission
Bay basin that overlays Bay
Mud and fill, and therefore
requires pile driving to reach
bedrock. Project construction
would take approximately 24
months to complete.

square feet from Residential

uses, A new pentral SoMa

by the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community
Development
I. REQUEST FOR RELEASE
OF FUNDS
On or about July 16, 2018
the Mayor's Office of Housing
and Community Development
of the City and County of
San Francisco (MOHGD) will
authorize the San Francisco
Housing Authority (SFHA) to
submit a request to the U.S.
Department of Housing and
Urban Development Office of
Public Housing for the release
of Project Based Section 8
Vouchers under Section S(o)
(13) of the Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. § 1437f(o)
(13)), as amended, to

CA 94103
These notices shall satisfy
three separate but related
procedural requirements for
activities to be undertaken

Making Determinations on
Floodplain
Management,
to determine the potential
elfect that the activity In the
proposed floodplain will have
on the human environment

~~o~~:b~~~~~~~n~a~ro~e~est

MOHCD has considered the
following alternatives and
mitigation measures to be
taken to minimize adverse
Impacts and to restore and
preservenaluralandbeneflctal
values: (I) The parcels cannot

cause current City residents
to become displaced; they are

~;~~rs ~tbeu~~~d i~¥ %~~~'tj

and Mercy Housmg; they
are wlthin the Mission Bay
Redevelopment Project area
to meet the affordable housing
requirement of the larger plan
area; and; the site is available
and can accommodate the
152
affordable
housing
units proposed by Mercy
Housing, with access to public
services. (ii) The following
atternalives ware considered
and determined to be
impracticable: Alternative 1.a,
and 1.b, locate the Project
Outside of the Floodplain is
impract!cable due to limited
availabllity within the required
area, small plot sizes, and lack
of currant ownership by, or
availabllity to Mercy Housing;
Alternative
2,
Alternate
AcHon: Locate and Modify
the Project Layout within the
Floodplain, is impracticable as
locating the project within the
l!oodplain with a modified and
reduced footprint would fall to
provide 152 affordable units
within the larger Mission Bay
Redevelopment Project area;
and Alternative 3, No Action
Alternatlve is impracticable
because it would not include
raising the base elevation, as
discussed below, and would
present conllnued risk to
human life and property, and
risks feasibility of full buildout
due to increased costs, (iii)
the following project mitigation
measures are proposed: 1)
Project Mitigation Measure 1:
Construction above the BFE,
and; 2) Project Mitigation
Measure 2: FEMA Map
Revision. In sum, these two
measures would reduce risk
to !ife and property and would
not Impact the eXIsting use of
the s!te, which currently does
not serve as a floodplain In a
manner compliant with stale
and local floodplain protection
procedures.
MOHCD has reevaluated the
alternatives to building In the
floodplain. The project has
been modified and proposes

~~~~t~~! 0~r~~~~)=~a!~e t~~a~~d
outside of the floodplain.
Environmental Illes that
document compl!ance with
steps 1 through 8 of Executive
Order 11988 are available for
public inspection, review and
copying upon request at the
limes and location delineated
In the Section Ill of this notice
lor receipt of comments.
Based on the analysis of
the EA this activity will have
no significant impact on the
environment as an impacts are
mitlgatable and elevating the
site above the antidpated BFE
would not interfere with future
water patterns.
There are three primary
purposes for this notice. First,

b;of~~vW~~ i~libo~~~ai~f:~~g

those who have an interest in
the protection of the natural
environment ahould be given
an opportunity to express
their concerns and provide
Information about these areas.
Second, an adequate public
notice program can be an
Important public educational
toot. The dissemination of
Information about floodplains
can facilitate and enhance
federal efforts to reduce the
risks associated with the
occupancy and modification
of these special areas. Third,
as a matter of fairness, when
the
federal
government

determines it will participate
in actions taking place in
floodplains, it must inform
those who may be put at
greater or continued risk.

Ill. FINDING OF NO
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
The
Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community
Developmenthas determined
that the project will have
no significant impact on
the human environment.
Therefore, an Environmental
Impact Statement under the
National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA) Is not
required. Addllional project
information is contained in
the Environmental Review
Record {EAR) on file at the
Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community
Development,
1 South Van Ness Avenue,
5"' Floor, San Francisco, CA

~~ ~~~T~g w~:kd~~s e;aA~~~

5 P.M. The ERR can also be
viewed at the MOHCD website
at http:lfwww.sfmohcd.org/
index.aspx?page=1314. The
EAR can also be viewed at
https://www.hudexchange.
info/programs/environmental·
review/envlronmenlal·reviewrecords.
IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS
Any Individual, group, or
agency may submit written
comments on the EAR to the
Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development, City
and County of San Francisco,
1 South Van Ness Avenue,
5"'Floor, San Francisco, CA
94103, attn.: Eugene Flannery
or to Eugana.flannery@sfgov.
org. All comments received
5
1 t1h66
Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Developmentprior
to authorizing submission
of a request for release of
funds. Comments should
specify which Notice they are
addressing.

~b18 ~~F bef~n~der~~ by

V. ENVIRONMENTAL
CERTIFICATION
The City and County of San
Francisco Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community
Development certifies to HUD
that Katha Hartley, In her
capacity as Acting Director of
the Mayor's Office of Housing
and Community Development,
consents to accept the
jurisdiction of the Federal
Courts if an action is brought
to enforce responsibilities in
relation to the environmental
review process and that these
responsibilities have been
satisfied. HUD's approval
of the certification satisfies
its responsibilities under
NEPA and related laws and
authorities and allows the
Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development to
use Program funds.
VI. OBJECTIONS TO
RELEASE OF FUNDS
HUD will accept objections
to the Responsible Entity's
{AE) Request for Release
ol Funds and Environmental
Certification lor a period of

~~~~~rpa?:as ro~~~~Yssl~~
date specified above or Its
actual receipt of the request
(whichever Is later) only If they
are on one of the following
bases: {a) the certification was

~~~~:~c~t~gebyJ~;o~:rtJ~\~~
of Housing and Community
Development: (b) the Mayor's
Olllca of Housing and
Community Development has
om~ted a step or failed to
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make a decision or finding
required by HUD regulations
at 24 CFA part 58 or by CEQ
regulations at 40 CFA 1500·
1508, as applicable; (c) the
Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development has
omitted one or more steps
in the preparation, completion
or
publication
of
the
Environmental Assessment or
Environmental Impact Study
per 24 CFA Subparts E, F or
G of Part 58, as applicable;
(d) the grant recipient or other
participant in the development
process has committed funds
for or undertaken activities
not authorized by 24 CFR
Part 58 before release of
funds and approval of the
environmental cert!ficatlon;
(a) another Federal, Stale or
local agency has submitted a
written finding that the project
is unsatisfactory from the
standpoint of environmental
quality. Objections must be
prepared and submitted in
accordance wlth the required
procedures (24 CFR Part
58, Sec. 58.76) and shall be
addressed to Director, Office
of Indian and Public Housing,
U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development,
1 Sansome St #1200, San
Francisco, CA 94104. Potential
objectors should contact
Director, Office of Indian and
Public Housin~, San Francisco
Region
Regional Off1ce
IX, One Sansome Street,
Suite 1200 San Francisco,
California 941 04·4430 to
verify the actual last day of the
objection period.
Katha Hartley
Director, Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community
Development

Pursuant to Public Works
Code Article 25 and Public
Works Order 184504, Public
Works will conduct a public
hearing to consider the
protests filed with respect
to the Issuance of tentative
approvals for the following
applications for Personal
Wireless Service Facility
Site permits: Application # •
Company • Address: 17WA·

Pn3c~ 6 ~ ~x~:Ne~AABJCl~CB
ST; 18WA·0033- Mobil!tie,
LLC.- 1509 SHRADER ST;
18WR·0060· AT&T Mobility
1178 CLAYTON ST. The
public hearing will be held
at: City Hal!, 1 Dr. Carlton
B. Goodlett Place, Room
400, 9:00AM, Monday, July
9, 2018. All Interested parties
are invited to attend. Any
Interested party may also
submit written comments

r~pao~w.0~~~:~~~p~~gr:'a~':;

sfdpw.org OR San Francisco
Public Works, Bureau of
Street-Use & Mapping, 1155
Market Street, 3rd Floor,
San Francisco, CA 94103,
Attention: Wireless Facility
Program. If received the day
before the hearing, written

rgw,~~~~nl~hna~f ~h6e ~~o~~nh~

Officer and will be made a part
ol the official public record of
this proceeding.

The San Francisco Municipal
Transporta!Jon Agency Board

~~~~~egctg~s -fu~'s~~~~ ~u~u~~~
2018 to discuss changing the
effective date of approved
fare decreases for Muni
Visitor Passports purchased
on MuniMobila or Clipper and
decreasing the approved fare
increase for Munl Monthly
Discount and Low-Income
passes by $1.00 in both Fiscal
Years 2019 and 2020. The
hearing will be held at City
Hall, #1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, Room 400 at 1 p.m.
More Information can be found
at www.sfmta.com.

CIVIL

SUMMONS
Cross-Complaint
(CITACION JUDICIALCONTRADEMANDA)
SHORT NAME OF CASE
(from Complaint): (Nombra
de Caso):
YANG v. ESCAMILLA
CASE NUMBER (NUmero
deiCaso).·
30·2016·00849676
NOTICE
TO
CROSS·
DEFENDANT (AVISO AL
CONTRA·DEMANDADO):
ANDY YU FENG YANG, LAN
TING WU, TIAN HAO YANG,

~u~~i~~ b~d a~i~e::;,rol(JAhR~~
JIN, YUTENG YANG, KAREN
JIN, MICHAEL N, JIN, ANNY
YU YANG, BOBBY FONG
AND ROES 1 through 20
Inclusive
YOU ARE BEING SUED BY
CROSS·COMPLAINANT (LO
ESTA DEMANOANDO EL
CONTRADEMANDANTE):
DANIEL ESCAMILLA
You have 30 CALENDAR
DAYS after this summons and
legal papers are served on
you to file a written response
at this court and have a
copy served on the cross·
complainant. A letter or phone
call will not protect you. Your
written response must be In
proper legal form if you want
the court to hear your case.
There may be a court form that
you can use for your response.
You can find these court forms
and more information at the
California Courts Online Self·
Help Center (www.courtinfo.
ca.gov/se/fhetp), your county
law library, or the courthouse
nearest you. If you cannot pay
the filing fee, ask the court
clerk for a fee waiver form. If
you do not file your response
on lime, you may lose the
case by default, and your
wages, money, and property
may be taken without further
warning from the court.
There are other legal
requirements. You may want
to call an attorney right
away. If you do not know an
attorney, you may want to call
an attorney referral service. If
you cannot afford an attorney,

re~al ~:~~~:s 1~~~ n~~p~~~~

legal services program. You
can locate these nonprofit
groups at the Ca11fornla Legal
Services Web s~e (www.

&

VILLAGER

a civil case. The court's lien
must be paid before the court
will dismiss the case.
Tiene
30
ofAS
DE::
CALENDAR/0 despues de
que le entreguen esta citaci6n
y papeles legales para
presentar una respuesta por
esqn·ro en esta corte y hacer
que se entregue una copia
a/ contrademandante. Una
carta o una 1/amada telef6nica
no lo protegen. Su respuesta
por escrito Iiana que estar
en Formato legal correcto
sf desea que procesen su
caso en Ia corte. Es posible
que haya un formulario que
usted pueda usar para su
respuesta. Puede encontrar
estes formularios de Ia corte y
mas informaciOn en el Centro
de Ayuda de las Cortes de
California
(www.sucorte.
ca.gov), en Ia blblioteca de
/eyes de su condado o en
Ia corte que le quede mas
cerca. Si no puede pagar fa
cuota de presentaci6n, pida
af secretario de Ia corte
que fe de un formulario de
exenci6n de pago de cuotas.
Sl no presenta su respuesta
a tlempo, puede perder el
caso por incumplimiento y
fa corte Ia podra quitar su
sue!do, dinero y bienes sin
mas advertencia.
Hay otros requlsi/os legales.
Es recomendable que flame a
un abogado inmedfatamente.
Sf no conoce a un abogado,
puede /lamar a un servicio de
remls/6n a abogados. Sf no
pueda pagar a un abogado,
es posib!e que cumpla con
/os requisitos para obtener
servicios legales gratuitos

~~%,~fr~p:af!;e:e J:/~~~g
Puade encontrar estos grupos
sin fines de /ucro en a/ sitlo web
de California Legal Services,
(www.lawhalpcalifornla.org),
en ef Centro de Ayuda de
/as Cortes de California (www.
sucorte.ca.gov), o oniendose
en contacto con Ia corte o el

~Jf§~: d~:,.bofe~doja'~~it~

tiene derecho a reclamar las
cuotas y los costas exentos
por imponer un gravamen
sabra cualqu/er recuperaci6n
de $10,000 6 mas de valor
recibida mediante un acuerdo
o una concesi6n de arbitraje
en un caso de derecho civil.

~~~; ~~~:aff~~%'J;a~~~~~

corte pueda desechar el caso.
The name and address of the
court is (EI nombre y direcci6n
de fa corte as): Orange County
Superior Court Central Justice
Center, 7000 Civic Canter
Drive, West, Santa Ana, CA
92701
The name, address, and
telephone number of cross·
complainant's attorne¥, or
cross·complainant Without
an attorney, Is (Ef nombre,

~~~ed/~~~ci6der :~~g::d~o g:,

contrademandante, o del
contrademandanta que no
tiene abogado, es): Daniel
Escamilla, 888 W Santa Ana
Blvd Ste 100, Santa Ana, CA
92701 714·210·3500

DATE (Fechs: June 12 2019

DAVID
H.
YAMASANG,
Clerk, by (Secretar/o), C.
BUSTAMANTE,
Deputy

~~ZJx~r~

~OTICE

TO THE PERSON
SERVED: You are served as
an Individual cross·dsfendent.
6121,6128,7/5,7/12/18
CNS-.3143579#
SAN FRANCISCO
EXAMINER

City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
TeL No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDOffTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 13, 2018

File No. 180184-2

Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Ms. Gibson:
On Apri110, 2018, Mayor Farrell introduced the following substitute legislation:

File No. 180184-2
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.
This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Attachment
c:

Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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C ity Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDDffTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 13, 2018

Planning Commission
Attn: Jonas lonin
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Commissioners:
On April10, 2018, Mayor Farrell introduced the following substitute legislation:

File No. 180184-2
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.
The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the
Rules Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angel~alv~~~e Board

~By:
c:

/J.!::Jera , Legislative Deputy Director
Rules Committee

John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affa irs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer

1640

Dan Sider, Policy Advisor
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning

2
1641

City Hall
Dt·. Carl.ton B. Good lett P la ce, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-51 84
Fax. No. 554~5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD ofSUPERVISORS

March 6, 2018

File No. 180184

Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Ms. Gibson:
On February 27, 2018, Mayor Farrell introduced the following proposed legislation:

File No. 180184
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.
This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

li a Somera, Legislative Deputy Director
Rules Committee

Attachment
c:

Joy Navarrete,_Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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City Hall
I Or. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
T DDITTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

March 6, 2018

Planning Commission
Attn: Jonas lonin
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Commissioners:
On February 27, 2018, Mayor Farrell introduced t he following legislation:

File No. 180184
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
finding·s 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.
The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section
302(b), for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the
Rules Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

c:

John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
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AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 26, 2018
Planning Commission
Attn: Jonas lonin
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
Dear Commissioners:
On July 23, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee amended the following
ordinances. The Office of the City Attorney has advised that these ordinances requires an
additional Planning Commission hearing:

File No. 180185

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

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

File No. 180453

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.
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Referral from Board of Supervisors
Page 2

File No. 180184

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.
The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302, for public
hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

crlu~

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee
c:

John Rahaim, Director
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
Devyani Jain, Deputy E:iwironmental Review Officer
An Marie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

MARK FARRELL
MAYOR

TO:
~Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM:
Mayor Farrell
RE:
Substitute Ordinance- File 180184- Administrative, Planning CodesCentral South of Market Area Plan
DATE:
Apri l1 0, 2018
Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a substitute 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 .
Should you have any questions, please contact Andres Power (415) 554-5168.

1 OR. CARL TON B. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE : (415) 554-6141
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Print Form

Introduction Form
By a Member o[lhe_Bourd ofS11pervisors or MBvor

Time stamp

or meetir;fbd~te

I hereby submit the fol1owing item for introduction (select only one):

0
D

D
D
D
D
D
D

D
D

It:

1. For reference to Committee. (An Orclinance Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.
3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.
4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor

r------------------------------------.

inquiries"

~----------------------------------~

5. City Artomey Request.
6. Call File No.

from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).
8. Substitute Legislation File No.
~--~==========~----~

9. Reactivate File No.
L-----------------------~

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOSon

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

D Small Business Commission
0

Planning Commission

0

0

Youth Commission

Ethics Commission

0Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a •·esolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.
Sponsor(s):
IMayor Farrell; Kim
Subject:
Ordinance amending the Administrative Code and Planning Code to give effect to the Central South of Market
(SoMa) Area Plan, encompassing an area generally bounded on its western portion by 6th Street, on its eastern
portion by 2nd 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 fmdings under the California Enviromnental Quality Act, including adopting a statement of
overriding considerations; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of
Plruming Code Section 101.1 , and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code
Section 302.
The text is listed:

IAttached
Signature of Sponsoring1648
Supervisor:

I

