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1 

2 

AMENDED IN COMMITTF 
FILE NO. 181028 11/05/2018 ORDlhu-\NCE NO. 

[Planning Code - Modifying Better Streets Plan Requirements and Curb Cut Restrictions Off­
Street Parking Requirements] 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add ne'N standard required streets cape 

4 improvements. under the Better Streets Plan; _modifying the triggers that 'Nolild require 

5 project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right of way; 

6 clarifying the r_ecommended side•11alk '.\'idth for street types; expanding curb cut 

7 restrictions for off street parking and loading to nearly all zoning districts and certain 
. . 

8 des_ignated streets, inc.luding those on the Citywide Transit Network and any officially 

9 adopted bicycle route·s or lanes, and requiring a Conditional Use authorization or a 

1 O Section 309 or 329 exception for ne'N or expanded curb cuts in the applicable areas; 

11 adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider '.¥hen granting a Conditional 

12 Use authorization or an exception as part of a Downtovvn C 3 O(SD) (Dovmtm,.,m, Office · 

13 (Special Development)) or large project authorization in mixed use district$ ·ror such 

14 curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street between Essex 

15 and Second Street; eliminating eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements City-

16 wide for projects subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; ·and making 

17 findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of consistency With 

18 the General· Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and 

19 findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under Planning Code, Section 

20 302. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions- to Codes are in single-underli~ne italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are. in strik~throotgh italics Times }le-w 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 tab]es. 
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Be it ordained by the People of. the City and County of San Francisco: 1 

2 

3 

Section 1. Findings, Including CEQA Findings and General Plan Consistency Findings. 

(a) The City adopted the Better Streets Plan (or "Plan") in 2010 to establish 

· 4 requirements for the improvement of the public right of 'Nay associated with development 

5 projects. The Plan's aim is to make the public right of v.,ray safe, accessible, convenient and 

6 attractive to pedestrian use and travel by all modes of transportation, consistent 'Nith the 

7 Transit First f}Bliey--0fthe General Plan and Section 98.1° of the Administrative Code.· 

8 (b) Since adoption of the Plan, the City has continued to develop policies and 

9 initiatives to build better and safer streets, such as the "Vision Zero" policy adopted in 2014, 

1 O \lVhich, through education, enforcement, and design, seeks to make sure our streets safe and 

11 livable and eliminate traffic fatalities by 2024. 

12 (c) Consistent with the policy direction enshrined in those initiatives, this Board finds 

l 3 that this ordinance furthers the public welfare by refining the Better Street Plan to better 

14 achieve its original goais. Specifically, the Board finds that these amendments adjust the 

15 Plan's triggers to more closely reflect the actual impacts of development projects on the public 

· 16 right of \Vay, and that they provide additional publicly beneficial streetscape enhancements 

17 and more flexibility to City agencies to select the appropriate improvements for each .location. 

18 (d) This Board also finds that this ordinance promotes public safety by expanding 

19 and strengthening the current conditional use permit requirement for new curb cuts to areas of 

20 · the City that are heavily used by pedestrians. 

21 (e) In regard to the findings in Subsection (c) and (d) above, the Board finds 

22 additional support for these requirements in the Planning Department staff report on this 

.23 legislation, a copy of 'Nhich is on file vvith the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

24 and is incorporated herein by reference. 

25 
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1 Cg f) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

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

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

4 Supervisors in File No. 181028 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms 

5 this determination. 

6 ill~) ·On October 18, 2018, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20319, 

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

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

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

10 the Board of Supervisors in File No. 181028, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

11 (\;f -R) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ~lanning Code 

12 amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 

13 in Planning Commission Resolution No. 20319 and the Board adopts these findings as its 

14 own. 

15 (d) In the 1950s, the Planning Code established minimum parking requirements for 

16 new buildings. Beginning in 1973, the City has reduced or streamlined minimum parking 

17 requirements in various San Francisco zoning districts as a strategy to reduce traffic 

18 ·congestion, encourage the use of sustainable transportation modes (walking, cycling, and 

19 transit), and reduce housing and building costs. The recently-enacted Accessory Dwelling 

20 Unit, Transportation Demand Management and HOME-SF ordinances all permit exceptions 

21 from minimum parking requirements. Eliminating minimum parki.ng requirements in all zoning 

· 22 districts City-wide will further these goals as well as the policies and objectives of the General 

23 Plan's Transportation Element. 

24 

25 
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1 Section 2. As introduced, this ordinance proposed revising Planning Code Sections 

2 138.1, 150(a), 155(r), 161(j), 209.4, 303(x) and Zoning Control Tables 714, 720; 721, 722, 

3 727, and 750-764. At its regular meeting on October 22, 2018, the Land Use and 

4 Transportation Committee duplicated the file and amended this ordinance to remove the 

5 amendments to Sections 138.1. 150(a), 155(r), 161 (j), 209.4, 303(x), and Zoning Control 

6 Tables 714, 720, 721, 722, 727, and 750-764. 

7 

8 . Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 150, 151, 155, 

9 161, 204.5, 209.1, 209.2, 210.1, 210.4, 239, 240.1, 240.2, 240.3, 242, 249.18, 304, 710-713, 

10 715-719, 723-726, 728-734, and 810-812, and deleting Sections 159 and 160, to read as 

· 11 follows: 

12 ARTICLE 1.5: 

13 TRANSPORTATION, OFF-STREET PARKING1 AND LOADING 

14 * * * * 

15 SEC. 150. OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING REQUIREMENTS. 

16 

17 

* * * * 

(b) Spaces Required. The requirements for GQff-street parking and loading 

18 spaces, according to the requirements stated in this Article 1.5, shall be provided for any 

·. 19 structure constructed, and any use established, whether public or private, after the original 

20 effective date of any such requirement applicable to such structure or use shall be as stated in 

21 this Article 1.5. 

(c) Additions to Structure and Uses. 

(1) For any structure or use lawfully existing on such effective date, off-street 

24 parking and loading spaces need be provided only in the case of a major addition to such 

25 structure or use, and only in the quantity required for the major addition itself. Any lawful 
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1 deficiency in off-street parking or loading spaces existing on such effective date may be 

2 carried forward for the structure or use, apart from such major addition. 

3 (2) . For these purposes, a "major addition" is hereby defined as any 

4 enlargement, alteration, change of occupancy or increase in intensity of use which would 

5 increase the number of off street parking spaces required for dvvelling units by tvvo or more 

6 spaces; 'Nhich would increase the number of off street parking spaces required for uses other 

7 than dvvelling units by at least 15 percent or by at least five spaces, whichever is greater; or 

8 which vv'Ould increase the requirement for off-street loading spaces by at least 15% percent. 

9 (3) Successiv.e additions made after the effective date of an off-street parking 

10 Bf loading requirement shall be considered cumulative, and at the time such additions become 

11 major in their total, off-street parking and loading spaces shall be provided as required for 

12 such major addition. 

13 (d) Spaces to be Retained. Once any off-street parking or loading space has been 

14 provided which wholly orpartially meets the requirements of this Code, such off-street parking 

15 Bf loading space shall not thereafter be reduced, eliminated or made unusable in any manner= 

16 ; provided, hovvever, that in the Outer Clement Neighborhood Commercial District a maximum 

17 of one off street parking. space may be used for the storage of materials for a commercial use 

18 if the commercial use is on a lot contiguous to the lot on which the parking space is located 

19 and if access between th.e commercial use and the storage is available 1..vithout the use of a 

20 puqlic sidevvalk or other public right of i.vay and if the storage occurred prior to 1985. Any 

21 required accessory_residential parking space may be leased or rented. on a monthly basis as 

22 provided under Section 204.5~ :b1(4) of this Code, and such lease or. rental shall not be 

23 considered a reduction or elimination of required spaces. 

24 (e) Reduction and Replacement of Off Street Parking Spaces. Notvvithstanding 

25 subsection (d) above, off street parking spaces may be reduced and replaced by bicycle 
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1 parking spaces based on standards provided in Section 155 .1 (d), or by a car share parking 

2 space, as allowed by Section 166(e) of this Code. Once bicycle parking spaces replace an 

3 automobile parking space, such bicycle parking shall not be reduced or eliminated. Such 

4 bicycle parking spaces may be converted back to automobile parking space, provided that the 

5 required numbers of bicycle parking spaces subject to Sections 155.2 and 155.3 of this Code 

6 are still met after removal of bicycle parking spaces. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

~ f) Parking in Excess of the Maximum Permitted. Any off-street parking space or 

spaces which existed lawfully at the effective date of this Section and which have a total 

number in excess of the maximum permitted off-street parking spaces permitted under 

Section 151.1 shall be considered noncomplying features pursuant to Section 180(a)(2) and 

shall be regulated as set forth in Section 188. 

SEC. 151. SCHEDULE OF REQUIRED OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES~ 

* * * * 

Table 151 

OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES REQUIRED 

Use or Activity 
Number of Off-Street Parking Spaces 

Required 

RESIDENTIAL USES 

Dwelling, except as specified below,an-4 
None required. Pup to .Q-ne 1.5 parking 

e*cept in the Bernal l=lei§hts Special l:Jse 
sgaces for each Dwelling Unit. 

Qi strict as proviEleEl in· Section 242 

None required. Pup to 0.5 parking spaces 
Dwelling, in the Telegraph Hill North for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the controls 
Beach Residential Special Use District 

Dwelling, in the Polk Street Neighborhood 
Commercial District 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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and procedures of Section 249.49(c) and 
Section 155(t); NP above preceding ratio. 

None required. Pup to 0.5 parking spaces 
ffiffi for each Dwelling Unit; NP above 
preceding ratio. 
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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 

None required. Pup to 0.5 parking spaces 
Dwelling, in the Pacific Avenue Baf& for each Dwelling Unit; C up to one car 
Neighborhood Commercial District for each Dwelling Unit; NP above preceding 

ratios. 

SeRieF l=!etisiR§, as ElefiReEl iR SedieR 1 Q2 NeRe iR ElistFiGts eU:ieF UmR RI=! 1 aAEl RI=! 2. 
ef this GeEle, eF heusiR§ feF 13eFseAs 1Nith IA RI=! 1 aAEl RI=! 2 QistFiGts, eRe fifth the 
13hysiGal Elisaeilities, as ElefiAeEl iR the RtirneeF ef s13aGes s13eGifieEl aeeve foF the 
ArneFieaAs i.Nith Qisaeilities AGt ElistFiet iR 1NhiGh the El1NelliR§ is leeateEl. 

l=!erneless ShelteFS NeAe FeE!tiirnEl. 

Q1NelliA§, iR a 13FejeGt 1NheFe 1 QQ% ef the 
tiRits me /\ffOFElable te EltialifyiRg 

NeRe iR ElistFids etheF thaR RI=! 1 aAEl RI=! 2. hetisehelEls as ElefiReEl by SeGtieR 4Q1 ef 
this GeEle. 

None iA ElistFids etheF thaA RI=! 2. IA RI=! 2 
.QistFids, feF eaGh thFee eeElrnerns eF ffiF eaGh 
Si* eeEls, 1NhiGheveF Festilts iA the §FeateF Group Housing of any kind 
FeE!tiirnrneRt, 13ltis eAe feF the rnaAageF's 
Dwelling Unit \f any, v11ith a rniAirnum ef ti.Ne 
s13aees required. 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES 

Agricultural Use Category 

Agricultural Uses* None required 

None reguired. Maximum GRe 1.5 parking 

Greenhouse spaces for each 4,000 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area, where the· Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 5,000 square feet. 

Automotive Use Category 

Automotive Uses None required. 

Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Use Category 

Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Uses* 

Arts Activities, except theater or 
auditorium spaces 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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None reguired. Maximum GRe 1.5 [darking 
spaces for each 200 squa.re feet of Occupied 
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area 
exceeds 5,000 square feet. 

None reguired. Maximum GRe :1.5 [darking 
sgaces for each 2,000 square feet of 
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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 

' 

Sports Stadium 

Theater or auditorium 

Industrial Use Category 

Industrial Uses* 

Live/Work Units 

l=lerneless §l::ielteFs 

Institutional Uses Category 

Institutional Uses* 

Child Care Facility 

Hospital 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 7,500 square feet. 

None reguired. Maximum Goo 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 15 seats. 

None reguired. Maximum Goo 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 8 seats up to 1,000 seats 
where the number of seats exceeds 50 · 
seats, plus 1.5 parking spaces oo-e for each 
10 seats in excess of 1,000. 

None reguired. Maximum Goo 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 2,000 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 10,000 square feet. 

None reguired. Maximum Goo 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 2,000 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 7,500 square feet, 
except in RH or RM Districts, within which 
the requirement shall be one space for each 
Live/Work Unit. 

NeRe FeE1t1iFeEi. 

None required. 

None reguired. Maximum Goo 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 25 children to be 
accommodated at any one time, where the 
number of such children exceeds 24. 

None reguired. Maximum Goo 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 8 beds excluding bassinets 
or for each 2,400 square feet of Occupied 
Floor Area devoted to sleeping rooms, 
whichever results in the greater requirement, 
provided that these requirements shall not 
apply if the calculated number of spaces is . 
no more than two. 
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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 

Post-Secondary Educational Institution 

Religious Institution 

Residential Care Facility 

School 

Trade School 

Sales and Service Category 

Retail Sales and Services* 

Eating and Drinking Uses 

Health Services 

Hotel in NC Districts 

Hotel in districts other than NC 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each two classrooms. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each 20 seats by which the 
number of seats in the main auditorium 
exceeds 200. 

None reguiredin districts other than RH 1 
and RH 2. Maximum +ln RH-1 and RH-2 
Districts, 1.5 parking spaces oo-e--for each 10 
beds where the number of beds exceeds 
nine. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each six classrooms. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each two classrooms. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each 500 square feet of Occupied 
Floor Area up to 20,000 where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 5,000 square feet, plus 
1.5 spaces oo-e--for each 250 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area in excess of 20,000. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each 200 square feet of Occupied 
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area 
exceeds 5,000 square feet. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
SQaces for each 300 square feet of Occupied 
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area 
exceeds 5,000 square feet. 

None reguired. Maximum 1.2 garking spaces 
M for each guest bedroom. 

None reguired. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 16 guest bedrooms where 
the number of guest bedrooms exceeds 23, 
plus one for the manager's Dwelling Unit, if 
any. 
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1 

2 

3. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 ' 

18 

19 

Mortuary 

Motel 

Retail space devoted to the handling of 
bulky merchandise such as motor 
vehicles, machinery or furniture 

Retail Greenhouse or plant nursery 

Self-Storage 

Non-Retail Sales and Services* 

Commercial Storage or Wholesale 
Storage 

Office 

Utility and Infrastructure Category 

Utility and infrastructure uses 

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
spaces for each guest unit, plus one for the 
manager's Dwelling Unit, if any. 

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 1,000 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 5,000 square.feet. 

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
spaces for.each 4,000 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Flobr Area exceeds 5,000 square feet. · 

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
soaces for everv three self-storaqe units , ~ 

' -

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 1,000 square feet of 
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 5,000 square feet. 

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 12arking 
spaces for each 2,000 square feetof 
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied 
Floor Area exceeds 10,000 square feet. 

None required. Maximum GAB 1.5 parking 
spaces for each 500 square feet of Occupied 
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area · 
exceeds 5,000 square feet. 

None required. 

20 * Not listed below 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(c) Maximum Parking Permitted as Accessory. Except as specified in subsection 

(b) above, accessory parking principally permitted under this Section 151 shall include only 

those facilities vvhich do not exceed the follmving amounts for a structure, lot, or development: 

(1) 150% of the required number of spaces. 
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1 ~ Where no parking is required for a use by this Section 151, the maximum 

- 2 permitted shall be one space per 2,000 square feet of Occupied Floor Area of use, three 

3 spaces where the use or activity has zero Occupied Floor Area or the maximum specified 

4 elsewhere in this Section. 

5 SEC.155. GENERAL STANDARDS AS TO LOCATION AND ARRANGEMENT OF OFF-

6 STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES. 

7 Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shall meet the following 

8 standards as to location and arrangement. In addition, ffacilities which are not required but 

9 are actually provided shall also meet the following standards unless such standards are stated 

1 O to be applicable solely to required facilities. In application of the standards of this Code for off-

11 street parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the 

12 Municipal Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the 

13 Better Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final 

14 authority for the application of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations 

15 and interpretations in furtherance ofthe stated· provisions of this Code shall, however, rest 

16 with the Planning Department. 

17 (a) Required Parking and Loadin·g on the Same Lot as the Use Served. Every 

18 required off-street parking or loading space shall be located on the same lot as the use served 

19 by it, except as provided in Sections 159, 160 and 161 of this Code. 

* * * * 20 

21 (s) Off-Street Parking and Loading in C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts, restrictions 

22 on the design and location of off-street parking and loading and access to off-street parking 

23 and loading are necessary to reduce their negative impacts on neighborhood quality and the 

24 pedestrian environment. 

25 
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1 ( 1) Ground Floor or Below-Grade Parking and .Street Frontages with 

2 Active Uses. 

3 (A) All off-street parking in C-3 Districts (both as aAccessory and 

4 fPrincipal t1-Uses) shall be built no higher than the ground-level (up to a maximum ceiling 

5 height of 20 feet from grade) unless an exception to this requirement is granted in accordance 

6 with Section 309 and Subsection 155(s)(2) below. 

7 (B) Parking located at or above ground level shall conform to the 

8 street frontage requirements of Section 145.1 (c), and shall be lined with active uses, as 

9 defined by Section 145;4(d), to a depth of at least 25 feet along all ground-level street 

1 O frontages, except tor space allowed for parking and loading access, building egress, and 

11 access to mechanical systems. 
--~ . 

12 (2) Residential Accessory Parking. For residential accessory off-street 

13 parking in C-3 Districts, two additional floors of above-grade parking beyond the at-grade 

14 parking allowed by Section 155(s)(1), to a maximum ceiling height of 35 feet from grade, may 

15 be permitted subject to the provisions of Section 309 of this Code provided it can be clearly 

16 demonstrated that transportation easements or contaminated soil conditions make it 

17 practically infeasible to build parking below-ground. The determination of practical infeasibility 

18 shall be made based on an independent, third-party geotechnical assessment conducted by a 

19 licensed professional and funded by the project sponsor. The Planning Director shall make a 

20 determination as to the objectivity of the study prior to the Planning Commission's 

21 consideration of the exception application under Section 309. 

22 (3) Temporary Parking Lots. Parking lots permitted in C-3 Districts as 

23 temporary uses according to Section 156(f) are not subject to the requirements of subsections 

24 (1)(8) above 155(s)(1) (2). 

25 (4) Parking and Loading Access. 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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1 * * * * 

2 SEC. 159. REQUIRED OFF STREET PARKING NOT ON THE SAME LOT AS THE 

3 STRUCTURE OR USE SERVED. 

4 (a) One and VA'o Unit D'Nellings in RH Districts. Requ.ired off street parking 

5 spaces for one unit and tvvo unit dvv'ellings in RH Districts shall be located on t.he same lot as 

6 the d1Nelling served, or in a Private Automobile Parking Garage as defined in Section 102 of 

7 this Code. 

8 (b) Ail Other Dwellings. Required off street parking spaces for all other dvvellings 

9 shall be located on the same lot as the dvvelling served, as an accessory use, or \Nithin a 

1 O · walking distance of 600 feet, as either a principal or a conditional use, depending upon the 

11 use provisions applicable to the district in which such parking. is located. 

12 (c) All U$es Other Than D'Nellings. Required off street parking spaces for all uses 

13 other than dv.'ellings shall be located on the same lot as the use served, as an accessory use, 

14 or \'Vithin a walking distance of 800 feet, as either a principal or a conditional use, depending 

15 upon the use provisions applicable to the district in which such parking is located. 

16 (d) '.'Valking Distance Defined. VValking distance for purposes of Subsections (b) 

17 and (c) above shall mean the distance from an outside entrance of a structure or use or part 

18 thereof, to each off street parking space assigned to such structure or use or part thereof, 

19 along the shortest, most convenient pedestrian walkvvay open to the user or users of such off 

20 street parking space. 

21 (e) Requirements. In order to be credited toward the requirements of this Code, 

22 any off street parking space located as above on a lot other than the lot on which the structure 

23 or use to be served is located must be available for the actual lifetime of the structure or use 

24 to be served. Such availability shall be assured either by ovmership of both the lot containing 

25 the structure or use to be served and the lot containing the off street parking space by at least 
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1 one common 0 1.vner, or by a lease or other instrument providing for the availability of the 

2 parking space for not less than the actual lifetime of the structure or use to be served; an 

3 attested copy of any such instrument shall be filed \Nith the Planning Department prior to 

4 approval by said Department of any building permit application affected by this arrangement 

5 for provision of required off street parking. In addition, in either case, a document in a form 

6 approved by the'City Attorney shall be executed by the parties concerned, and by the Zoning . 

7 /\dministrator, and recorded in the office of the County Recorder, serving as a notice of the 

8 restrictions under this Code applying to both the lot containing the structure or use to be 

9 served and to the lot containing the off street parking space, by virtue of this arrangement for 

1 O 
11 

provision of required off street parking. 

11 (f) Termination and Modification. The Zoning /\dministrator may authorize 

12 termination or modification of a requirement for off street parking, and termination or 

13 modification of the corresponding legal instruments described in subsection 159(e) above, if 

14 the Zoning /\dmi.nistrator determines that all or a portion of the off site parking in question is 

15 no longer necessary to fulfill a parking requirement of this Code. 

16 SEC. 160. COLLECTIVE PROVISION AND JOINT USE OF REQUIRED OFF STREET 

17 PARKING. 

18 (a) Collective Provision of Off Street Parking. Collective provision of off street 

19 parking spaces at the same location to meet the requirements of this Code for two or more 

20 structures or uses may be permitted, vvhere the total quantity of spaces provided is at least 

21 equal to the total of the required spaces for all such structures or uses vvhen computed 

22 separately. 

23 (b) Joint Use of Off Street Parking. Joint use of the same off street parking 

24 spaces to meet the requirements of this Code for hvo or more structures or uses may be 

25 · permitted, where the normal hours of operation of such structures or uses are such as to 
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1 assure the feasibility of such joint use of parking, and 1Nhere the total quantity of spaces. 

· 2 provided is at least equal to the total of the required spaces for the structures or uses in 

3 operation at any given time. 

4 (c) · Requirements. In order to be credited tovvard the requirements of this Gode, 

5 any off street parking space made available for collective or joint use and located on a lot 

6 other than the lot on vvhich the structure or use to be served is located must be available for 

7 the actual lifetime of the structure or use to be served, and such availability shall be assured 

8 in the manner provided for in Section 159(e) of this Gode. In addition, in the case of joint use 

9 of parking, an attested copy of a contract among all the parties concerned setting forth their 

1 O agreement to such joint use shall be filed vvith the Department of City Planning prior to 

11 approval by said Department of any building permit application affected by the arrangement 

12 for joint use of parking, and in any such case a notice of restrictions upon the affected 

13 properties shall be executed and recorded in the manner provided for in Section 159(e), 

14 making specific reference to said contract and describing the arrangement for joint use of 

15 parking. 

16 (d) Termination and Modification. The Zoning Administrator may authorize 

17 termination or modification of collective provision or joint use of off street parking. and 

18 termination or modification of the corresponding legal instruments described in subsection (c) 

19 above, if the Zoning Administrator determines that all or a portion of the off street parking in 

20 question is no longer necessary to fulfill a parking requirement of this Gode. 

21 SEC. 161. EXEMPTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS FROM OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT 

22 LOADING AND SERVICE VEHICLE REQUIREMENTS. 

23 The following exemptions shall apply to the requirements for off-street parking and 

24 loading spaces set forth in Sections 151 through 155 of this Code. These provisions, as 

25 exemptions, shall be narrowly construed. Reductions or waivers by the Zoning Administrator 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

II 

permitted by this Section 161 shall be conducted pursuant to the procedures of Section 

307(h)(2). Where exceptions in this Section require approval by the Planning Commission or 

Zoning Administrator, the Planning Commission or Zoning Administrator shall consider the 

criteria of Section 307(i). 

* * * * 

(c) Joint Use of Off-Street Parking. Joint use of the same off-street parking 

§.Races to meet the requirements of this Code for two or more structures or uses may be 

permitted, where the normal hours of operation of such structures or uses are such as to 

assure the feasibility of such joint use of parking and where the total quantity of spaces · 

provided is at ieast equai to the totai of the required spaces for the structures or uses in 

operation at any given time. \l\faterfront Special Use Districts. In recognition of the policies 

set forth in the Northeastern 'A'aterfront Plan, a part of the General Plan, the unique nature of 

the area and the difficulty of providing vehicular access thereto, the Zoning Administrator or 

Planning Commission in specific cases may determine an appropriate reduction in off street 

parking requirements in VVaterfront Special Use Districts as described in Sections 240.1, 

240.2, and 240.3 of this Code, in authorizing any principal or Conditional Use, respectively, 

under those sections. In considering any such reduction, the Zoning /\dministrator for principal 

HSOS, and the Planning Commission for Conditional Uses, shall consider the criteria set forth 

in Section 307(i) of this Code; 

* * * * 

(e) Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces in C 3 Districts. In recognition 

of the fact that site constraints in C 3 Districts may make provision of required freight loading 

and service vehicle spaces impractical or undesirable, a reduction in or waiver of the provision 

of freight loading and service vehicle spaces for uses in C .3 Districts may be permitted by the 

Zoning Administrator in all districts, or in accordance with the provisions of Section 309 of this 
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1 Code in C-3 Districts. In considering any such reduction or waiver, the following criteria shall 

2 be considered: 

3 (1) Provision of freight loading and service vehicle spaces cannot be 

4 accomplished underground because site constraints wili' not permit ramps, elevators, 

5 turntables and maneuvering areas with reasonable safety; 

6 (2) Provision of the required number of freight loading and service vehicle 

7 spaces on-site would result in the use of an unreasonable percentage of ground-floor area, 

8 and thereby preclude more desirable use of the ground floor for retail, pedestrian circulation or 

9 open space uses; 

10 (3) A jointly used underground facility with access to a number of separate 

11 buildings and meeting the collective needs for freight loading and service vehicles for all uses 

12 in the buildings involved, cannot be provided; and 

13 (4) Spaces for delivery functions can be provided at the adjacent curb 

14 without adverse effect on pedestrian circulation, transit operations or general traffic circulation, 

15 and off-street space permanently reserved for service vehicles is provided either on-site or in 

16 the immediate vicinity of the building. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

(f) RM, NC and C 2 Districts. The Zoning Administrator may reduce the off street 

parking requirements in RM, NC and C 2 Districts pursuant to the procedures and criteria of 

Sections 307(h)(2) and (i) of this Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 204.5. PARKING AND LOADING AS ACCESSORY USES. 

In order to be classified as an Accessory Use, off-street parking and loading shall meet 

all of the following conditions: 

(a) Location. Such parking or loading facilities shall be located on the same lot as 

25 the structure or use served by them. (For provisions concerning required parking on a 
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1 separate lot as a Principal or Conditional Use, see Sections 156, 159, 160, and 161 of this 

2 Code.) 

3 (b) Parking Accessory to Dwellings. Unless rented on a monthly basis to serve a 

4 nearby resident as described in subsection (c) Dwelling Unit pursuant to Section 204 .5(b)(1), 

5 below, required accessory parking facilities for any Dwelling in any R District shall be limited, 

6 further, to storage of private passenger automobiles, private automobile trailers, boats., biGycle 

7 parking, scooters, motorcycles, and car-share vehicles as permitted by Section 150 and 

8 trucks of a rated capacity not exceeding three-quarters of a ton. 

9 ila Lease of Accessory Residential and Live/Work Parking to Neighbors. 

.1 O Notwithstanding any provision of this Code to the contrary, the following shall be permitted as 

11 an Accessory Use: 

12 Lease of lawfully existing off-street residential or live/work parking spaces by the 

13 property owner or manager, for a term of no less than one month, is permitted as follows: 

14 (1) for use by any resident of a Dwelling Unit located on a.different lot within 

15 1,250 feet of such parking space; or 

16 (2) for use by any resident of a Dwelling Unit located on a different lot within 

17 the City and County of San Francisco so long as no more than five spaces are rented to those 

18 who live beyond 1,250 feet of such parking space. 

19 (s g) Parking Exceeding Accessory Amounts. Accessory parking facilities shall 
. ' 

20 ·include only those facilities that do not exceed the amounts permitted by Section 151 (c) or 

21 Table '151.1. Off-street parking facilities that exceed the accessory amounts shall be classified 

22 as a separate use, and may be principally or conditionally permitted as indicated in the Zoning 

23 Control Table for the district in which such facilities are located. 

24 

25 
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SEC. 209.1. RH {RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 
Table 209.1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS 
* * * * 

Zoning Category § References RH-1{D) IRH-1 jRH-1{S) IRH-2 I RH-3 

* * * * 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

* * * * * * * * * * * * I**** I**** I**** I**** 

None reguired. Maximum Qermitted ger § 151. 
GeAeFally, a FAiRiFfH::IFR el'. eRe s13aee feF evefy 

Parking 
· Requirements §§ 151, 161 DvvelliRg URit rnquirnd. CertaiA exee13tieRs 

13eFFRiUed 13eF § 191. 

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

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

* * * * * * * * * * * * I**** I**** I**~* I**** 

Parking 
None Rrequired. Maximum germitted ger § 151. 

§§ 150, 151, 161 NurneeF el'. s13aees EleteFmiAed ey use 13eF § ~ 8~. 
Requirements 

CeFtaiR exeeptieRs peFFAiUed 13eF § 161. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * I**** I**~* I**** I**** 

SEC. 209.2. RM (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED) DISTRICTS. 

**** 

Table 209.2 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS 

* 

Zoning Category 
§ 
References 
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I 

1 RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES. 
I 

2 Development Standards 

3 
* * * * * * * * * * * * I* * * * I* * * * I* * * * 

4 

5 

Parking §§ 151, 155, 
None required. Maximum permitted per§ 151. 
GeneFally ene s13aee :feF evefy g 1Nellin§ 6lRit rniniFfH:lFfl. 

Requirements 161 GeFl:aiR exee13tieRs 13eFrniUeEl 13eF § q @q. 

* * * * 
6 

I 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
7 

Development Standards 
8 

* * * * * * * * * * * * I * * * * I * * * * I * * * * 
9 

II 

10 
('(' ,.fJ::(\ -1 l::-1 None Rrequired. Maximum permitted per§ 151. 

I - -- - . 
Utt-~treet Parking 1~::3 IVV~ IV 1, Nl:lrnBeF et s13ases tielerniiHeti lay Hse 13er § 1 §1. '' 

155, 161 I GeFl:aiR exee13tieRs peFrnitteEi peF § q e q. 
1.1 

* * * * * * * * * * * * I **** r * * * * I * * * * 

12 
**** 

13 
SEC. 210.1. C-2 DISTRICTS: COMMUNITY BUSINESS. 

14 
**** 

15 Table 210.1 

16 
**** 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR C-2 DISTRICTS 

17 Zoning Category § References I C-2 

18 RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

19 Development Standards 

20 GeRerc3.lly oRe spaee 13eF g\Nelling 6lRit. Exeeptions 

21 
Residential Parking § 151, peFrnitteEl 13eF § qeq. None required iR t!::ie VVasf:liR§ton 
Requirements 155, 161 BreaEiway Speeial Use Distriet. None Required. Maximum 

22 permitted per§ 151. 

**** 
23 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
24 

Development Standards 
25 
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§§ 150, As F8EJl:liFeEl ey § 181. GeF:l:aiR e~me13tieRS 13eFFAiUeEl ey §§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 
4-@..'.h. None required iR the 'NashiRgteR Breadway Special 

155,161 ldse QistFict None Reguired. Maximum germitted Qer § 
151. 

* * * * . * * * * * * * * 

**** 

SEC. 210.4. M DISTRICTS: INDUSTRIAL. 

**** 

Table 210.4 
ZONING CONTROLTABLE FORM DISTRICTS 

* * * *' 

Zoning Category § References M-1 I M-2 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Residential Parking § 151 ' 166' 167' 
None required. Pup to one space for every 

Requirements 204.5 49-4 two units. C up to three spaces for every four 
units. NP above. 

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

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

. Development Standards 

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

None required. 

Off-Street Parking §§ 150, 1511_, 167 
Maximums set in 
Planning Code § 
151.1. 

* * * * 

**** 

SEC. 239. WASHINGTON-BROADWAY SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 
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1 In order to provide for certain areas with special traffic and parking considerations, 

2 many existing buildings of small scale and established character that have been and will be · 

3 retained and converted, and certain wholesaling activities carried on with distinct benefit to the 

· 4 City, there shall be a Washington-Broadway Special Use District, as designated on Sectional 

5 · Map No. SU01 of the Zoning Map of the· City and County of San Francisco. The following 

6 provisions shall apply: 

7 (a) Required Parking. No po.rking is required for any use, as provided in Section 

8 · 161 (d) of this Code. 

9 {b1 Drive~up Facilities. Drive-up Facilities, as defined in Section 102 of this Code, 

·10 11 are not permitted. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

(Q, e) Parking Lots. A Public Auto Parking Lot, or a Public Auto Parking Garage, shall 

not be permitted as a permanent use. A Public Auto Parking Lot may be permitted as a 

temporary use for up to five years only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a 

conditional use under Section 303 of this Code. 

(~El-) Parking Pricing. The parking pricing requirements of Section 155(g) shall apply 

within the district. 

SEC. 240.1. WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT NO. 1. 

The following provisions shall apply within Waterfront Special Use District No. 1: 

* * * * 

(f) Off street parking requirements may be-moffified by the Planning Department 

22 and Planning Commission, as provided in Section 161 (f) of this Code. 

23 (f §-) The basic ffloor aArea fRatio limit shall be 5.0 to 1 to the extent provided in 

24 Section 124(e) of this Code. To calculate the ffloor aArea fRatio on piers under the 

25 jurisdiction of the Port Commission, all building permit applications shall include a map of the 
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1 lot or lease area with precise boundaries showing its location on the pier under consideration. 

2 The proposed lot shall be reviewed and approved as part of the building permit and be the 

3 basis for further alterations or expansions of the structure. 

4 SEC. 240.2: WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT NO. 2. 

5. The following provisions shall apply within Waterfront Special Use District No. 2: 

6 (a) Industrial, commercial and other operations directly related to the conduct of 

7 waterborne commerce or navigation shall be permitted as i3;Principal uUses, except in 

8 residential zoning districts. 

9 (b) A f:tHotel or mMotel, if otherwise listed in this Code as a permitted use, shall be 

1 O permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a eConditional uUse under 

11 Section 303 of this Code. 

12 (c). An automobile Automotive sService sStation, if otherwise listed in this Code as a 
- - I 

13 permitted use, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a 

14 eConditional uUse under Section 303 of this Code. 

15 (d) Any building or use which provides a greater number of off-street parking 

16 spaces than required under Section 151 of this ·code .shall be permitted only upon approval by 

1.7 the Planning Commission as a conditional use under Section 303 of this Code; provided, 

18 however, that this subsection shall not apply in any case where fewer than 10 such spaces 

19 are provided. Any building or use which provides 10 or more off-street parking spaces shall be 

20 permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a Conditional Use under 

21 Section 303 of this Code. 

22 fej Any uUse, whether i3;Principal or aAccessory, not screened from view from 

23 adjacent streets and other public areas, with the exception of accessory off-street parking 

24 areas for nine or fewer automobiles, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning 

25 Commission as a eConditional uUse under Section 303 of this Code. 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1862 
Page 23 



1 (~ f) The basic ffloor aArea fRatio limit shall be 5.0 to 1 to the extent provided in 

2 Section· 124( e) of this Code. 

3 SEC. 240.3. WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT NO. 3. 

4 The following provisions shall apply within Waterfront Special Use District No. 3: 

5 (a) Industrial, commercial and other operations directly related to the conduct of 

· 6 waterborne commerce or navigation shall be permitted as }}Principal HUses. 

7 (b) A wholesale establishment conducted entirely within an enclosed building shall 1 

8 be permitted as af Principal HUse. 

* * * * 9 

10 (f) A 1:tHotei or mMotei, if otherwise iisted in this Code as a }}Permitted HLise, shali ' 

11 be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a sConditional HUse under 

12 Section 303 of this Code. 

13 (g) An automobile Automotive &Service &Station, if otherwise listed in this Code as a 

14 }}Permitted HUse, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a 

15 sConditional HUse under Section 303 of this Code. 

16 (h) ·Any building or use which provides a greater number of off-street parking 

17 spaces than required under Section 151 of this Code shall be permitted only upon approval by 

18 the Planning Commission as a conditional use under Section 303 of this Code; provided, 

19 however, that this subsection shall not apply (1) in any case where fewer than 10 such spaces 

20 are provided, or (2) for property under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco, to the 

21 extent such off-street parking spaces existed as of the effective date of this Subsection. Any 

· 22 building or use which provides 10 or more off-street parking spaces shall be permitted only 

23 upon approval by the Planning Commission as a Conditional Use under Section 303 of this 

24 Code. 

25 
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1 (i) Any use, whether pPrincipal or aAccessory, not screened from view from 

2 adjacent streets and other public areas, with the exception of temporary uses pursuant to 

3 Section 205.1, accessory off-street parking areas for nine or fewer automobiles, or off-street' 

4 parking areas on property under the jurisdiction of.the Port of San Francisco in existence as 

5 of the effective date of this subsection, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning 

6 Commission as a eConditional -1::1-Use under Section 303 ofthis Code . 

7 . The basic f_Eloor aArea fRatio limit shall be 5.0 to 1 to the extent provided in 

8 Section 124( e) of this Code. 

9 (k) Off street parking requirements may be modified by the Planning Department or 

1 O · Planning Commission, as provided in Section 161 (f) of this Code. 

11 SEC. 242. BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 12 

13 (e) Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code applicable to an RH-1, RH-1 (S), 

14 RH-2, ·and RH-3 District shall apply to applicable portions of the Special Use District except as 

15 otherwise provided in this Section. 

* * * * 16 

17 (4) Parking. The number of off street parking spaces required fur nevv 

18 construction shall be as fullrnNs: 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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1 If more than one parking space is required, the first off street parking space must have 

2 a minimum area of 160 square feet; second .and subsequent spaces may be a compact car 

3 space and have a minimum area of 12.7.5 square feet. In the RH 2 and RH 3 District, the 

4 parking requirement is the greater of the number of spaces required by the above table, or 

5 one parking space per dv1elling unit. . 

6 /\II alterations resulting in an increase in usable floor area shall be considered 

7 cumulatively from the effective date of this ordinance. 

8 No tandem parking spaces are permitted for the first W.10 required parking spaces for 

9 new construction. /\II other required parking spaces for new construction may be tandem 

10 parking spaces. 

11 Tandem parking spaces are permitted for alterations in the RH 1 and RH 1 (S) Districts, 
\ 

12 and are not permitted for alterations in the RH 2 and RH 3 Districts. 

13 (A) RH 1 or RH 1 (S) District Building Alterations. The follovv'ing 

14 parking requirements shall apply to alterations of existing structures in an RH 1 or RH 1 (S) 

15 District: 

16 (i) . If one or more alterations add 400 square feet or less of 

· 17 usable floor area to an existing building, no additional parking space is required to be added 

18 to the existing spaces. 

19 (ii) If one or more alterations add over 400 square feet of 

20 usable floor area but do not cause the total usable floor area of the building to exceed 1,650 

21 square feet, no additional parking space is required to be added to the existing spaces. 

22 (iii) If one or more alterations add over 4 00 square feet of 

23 usable floor area and the total usable floor area of the building is bet\iveen 1,651 and 2,250 

24 square feet, a total of two parking spaces is required. One or both of these required spaces 

25 may be \Vaived by the Zoning Administrator if the Zoning Administrator finds that (1) the off 
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1 street parking .. space(s) vvould result in a new curb cut, or the proposed driveway vvould result 

2 in the loss of one parking space while adding one private space; or (2) the structure has an 

3 . unaltered historic facade as determined by the Department of Planning and the owner has 

4 conveyed a facade easement to the San Francisco Architectural Heritage foundation. 

5 (iv) If one or more alteration$ add over 4 00 square feet of usable floor 

6 area and the total usable floor area is over 2,250 square feet, a total of three parking spaces 

7 . or more is required, as provided by the above table. One additional parking space is required 

8 for each additional 1,000 square feet. 

9 (B) RH 2 and RH 3 Building Alterations. The follo'Ning parking 

· 1 O requirements shall apply to alterations of existing structures in an RH 2 or RH 3 District: 
, . 

11 (i) If one or more alterations add 200 square feet or less of usable 

12 floor area, no additional parking space is required. 

13 (ii) Ir one or more alterations add over 200 square feet of usable floor 

14 area, the parking standards for ne\N construction set forth above shall apply to the entire 

15 building. 

16 ~ e) Curb Cuts and Garage Door Width. The maximum width of curb cuts 

17 allowed for new construction shall be 10 feet; the. maximum width of a garage door opening 

18 shall be 12 feet. 

19 (§, @) Design. In addition to meeting applicable standards provided in this 

20 Section 242 and elsewhere in this Code, residential development ·subject to this Section 242 

21 shall be subject to the review and notification procedures provided by StffisSection 311 (c) of 

22 this Code. Requests for Planning Commission review shall be governed by Subsection 311 (d) 

23 of this Code. In addition to applicable guidelines cited by Section 311, the Elsie Street Plan 

24 and the East Slope Bui!ding Guidelines shall be used as guidelines to determine 

25 
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1 

2 

·3 

neighborhood compatibility of new construction and alterations in the respective areas 

covered by those guidelines .. 

(2, +) Demolition. 

* * * * 

SEC. 249.18. NORTHEAST CHINA BASIN SPECIAL USE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

(b) Controls. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 (1) General. The provisions cif the M-2 use district established by Section 

9 201 of this Code shall prevail except as provided in subsections (b) paragraphs (2) through (4) 

10 below. 

11 (2) Conditional Uses. An open-air ballpark with a maximum seating capacity 

12 of 45,000, Sports Stadium as defined in Section 102 of this Code, with associated parking, 

13 and various uses accessory to or related to ballpark and assembly and entertainment uses, 

14 including sports clubs, restaurants, and retail shops, shall all be permitted as sConditional 

1.5 ttUses. 

16 (3) Parking. In recognition of the public transit anticipated to be available to 

17 serve a ballpark in the proposed location, in recognition of the large supply of parking in the 

18 vicinity, much of which can be made available for ballpark use in the evening and on 

19 weekends, and in recognition of the availability of approximately 5,000 off-site parking ~paces 

20 near the ballpark during the first five years of the ballpark's operation, there shall be no 

21 minimum requirement for off-street parking spaces for the ttUses permitted in the Northeast 

22 China Basin Special Use District. This provision supersedes the parking requirements set 

23 forth in Section 151 of this Code applicable to the permitted uses set forth herein. 

24 

25 
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1 SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS. 

2 In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, 'the DTR 

3 Districts, the North Beach Special Use District, or the South. of Market Mixed Use Districts, the 

4 Planning Commission may authorize as sConditional uUses, in accordance with the 

5 provisions df Section 303, Planned Unit Developments subject to the further requirements and 

6 procedures of this Section 304. After review of any proposed development, the Planning 

7 Commission may authorize such development as submitted or may modify, alter, adjust or 

8 amend the plan before authorization, and in authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as 

9 provided in Section 303(d). The development as authorized shall be subject to all conditions 

1 O so imposed and shall be excepted from other provisions of this Code only to the extent 

11 specified in the authorization. 

* * * * 12 

13 ( d) Criteria and Limitations. The proposed development must meet the criteria 

14 · applicable to conditional uses as stated in Section 303(c) and elsewhere in this Code. In 

15 addition, it shall: 

16 (1) Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the General 

17 Plan; 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(2) Provide off-street parking appropriate to adequate for the occupancy 

proposed and not exceeding principally-permitted maximum amounts; 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 

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

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

· Development Standards 

Usable Open Space [Per 
Dwelling Unit] 

Off-Street Parking 

§§135,136 

9 Requirements 

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 
153-156, -1-e9-161, 
166, 204.5 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 , 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I I 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 

**** 

NQN.:RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 

Use Size § 102 

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 
Off-Street Parking 153 -156, -1-e9-161, 
Requirements 

166, 204.5 

Off-Street Freight Loading 
§§ 150, 152, 153 -155, 
161, 204.5 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1869 

I 

NC-1 

Controls 

100 square feet per unit if private, 
or 133 square feet per unit if 
common 

/\ minimum of one No car parking 
space for evePf D\Nelling Unit 
required.-Maximum permitted per§ 
151. Certain exceptions permitted 
per §§ 155 and 161. Bike parking 
required per§ 155.2. If car parking 
is provided, car share spaces are 
required when a project has 50 
units or more per§ 166. 

Not required 

1.8 to 1 

Pup to 2,999 square feet; C 3,000 
square feet and above 

No car parking required if Gccuf3ied 
Floor l\rea is less than 6,QQQ 
SEJHare feet. gee cl=1art in§ 151 for 
1::1ses over 6,QQQ SEJt1are feet~ 
§§ 155 and 161 for car parking 
v.iaiver. Maximum permitted per§ 
151. Bike parking required per 
Section 155.2. Car share spaces 
required when a project has 25 or 
more parking spaces per§ 166. 

None required if gross floor area is 
less than 10,000 square feet. 
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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 

Exceptions permitted per §§ 155 
and 161. 

**** 

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

* *.* * . 

Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-2 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open Space [Per 
Dwelling Unit] · 

§§ 135, 136 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145 .1 , 150, 151, 163 -
Requirements 156, 499-161, 166, 204.5 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1870 

I NC-2 

Controls 

100 square feet per unit if private, 
or 133 square feet per unit if 
common 

A FfliRiFfl!:ffR ef eRe No-car parking 
space for every Dvvelling Unit 
required. Maximum Qermitted Qer § 
151. Gertain e*ceptieRs perrnitteEl 
per§§ 155 anEl 161. Bike parking 
required per § 155.2. If car parking 
is provided, car share spaces are 
required when a project has 50 
units or more per§ 166. 

Not required 

2.5 to 1 

P up to 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 
square feet and above 

-
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. ' 

1 No car parking required # 
Geel:lpied FleeF /\Fea is less thaR 

2 5,QQQ SEJl::laFe feet. See ef1aFt iR § 
151 feF l:lses eveF 5, QQQ SEfl:laFe 

3 

4 
Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153-

feet. See §§ 155 and 161 fer eaF 

Requirements 156, -1-W-161, 166, 204.5 
paFl<ing 'Naiver. Maximum 
germitted ger § 151. Bike parking 

5 required per Section 155.2. Car 
share spaces required wh~n a 

6 project has 25 or more parking 

7 
spaces per § 166. 

None required if gross floor area is 
.8 Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 - 155, less than 10,000 square feet. 

9 
Loading 161, 204.5 Exceptions permitted per §§ 155 

and 161. 
II 

10 **** 

11 

12 
SEC. 712. NC-3 - MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIALDISTRICT. 

**** 
13 

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

**** 
15 

NC-3 
16 

Zoning Category § References Controls 
17 RESIDENTIAL ST AND ARDS AND USES 

18 

19 Development Standards 

20 
Usable Open Space [Per §§ 135, 136 

80 square feet per unit if private, or 
Dwelling Unit] 100 square feet per unit if common 

21 ,il, rninirnl:lrn e:!' ene No car parking 

22 

23 

spaee fer every Dvvelling Unit 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151,_ 153- required. Maximum germitted ger § 
151. GeFtain e*eeptieRs permitted 

Requirements 156, -1-W- 161, 166, 204.5 
per §§ 155 and 161. Bike parking 

24 required per § 155.2. If car parking 

25 
is provided, car share spaces are 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 32 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

required when a project has 50 
units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 3.6 to 1 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
Pup to 5,999 square feet; C 6,000 
square. feet and above 

No car parking required # 
Gee1:113ieEl FleeF AFea is less tl:iaR 
8,GGQ SEJl:laFe feet. See el:iaFt iR § 
181 feF 1:1ses eveF 8,GQQ .SEJl:laFe 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 -
feet. See §§ 188 aRd 161 feF eaF 

Requirements 156, 4-W- 161, 166, 204.5 
13arkiRg vvaivm. Maximum 
germitted ger § 151. Bike parking 
required per Section 155.2. Car 
share spaces required when a 
project has 25 or more parki11g 
spaces per§ 166. 

None required if gross floor area is 
Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 - 155, less than 10,000 square feet. 
Loading 161, 204.5 Exceptions permitted per§§ 155 

and 161. 

* * * * 

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

* * * * 
Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1872 

NC-S 

Controls 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I I 

Development Standards 

Usable Open Space [Per 
Dwelling Unit] 

§§ 135, 136 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 -
Requirements 156, 4-89--161, 166, 204.5 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 

**** 

NON~RESIDENTIALSTANDARDS 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 

Use Size § 102, 121.2 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153-
Requirements 156, 4-89--161, 166, 204.5 

Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 -155, 
Loading 161, 204.5 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mande.lman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1873 

Generally, either 100 square feet if 
private, or 133 square feet if 
common.(1) 

A FRiRiFR!:fffl ef- eRe al:!teFRetive 
sfiaee f-eF eveFy Qv.ielliA§ ldAit No 
car parking required. Maximum 
permitted per§ 151 .. GeFl:aiA 
e*eef)tieAS fieFFRiUed fieF §§ 18§ 
and 161. Bike parking required per 
§ 155.2. If car parking is provided, 
car share spaces are required 
when a project has 50 units or . 
more oer cS 166. 

Not required 

1.8 to 1 

Pup to 5,999 square feet; C 6,000 
square feet and above 

No car parking required -if 
Geel:!r:iied i;:1eeri\Fea is less than 
a,GGG Sf!l:!aFe :feet See ehaR: in§ 
1 §1 f-eF l:!Ses eveF a,GGQ Sf!l:!aFe 
f-eet See §§· 1 §§ and 161 foF em 
r:iarking 'Naiver. Maximum 
permitted per§ 151. Bike parking 
required per Section 155.2. Car 
share spaces required when a 
project has 25 or more parking 
spaces per§ 166. 

None required if gross floor area is 
less than 10,000 square feet. 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Exceptions permitted per §§JM 
and 161. 

**** 

SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT .. 

* * * * 
Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

. Usable Open Space [Per §§ 135, 136 
Dwelling Unit] 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153.-
Requirements 156, -iW---161, 166, 204.5 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 

****. 

NON~RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 

· Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

. 1874 

Castro NCO 

Controls 

80 square feet if private, or 100 
square feet if common 

A FAiRiFAl.:lFA e:f ene No car parking. 
space fur every Dvvellirig LiRit 
required. Maximum germitted ger § 
15·1. Gertain e*ceptieRs perrnitteEl 
per§§ 155 anEl 161. Bike parking 
required ·per§ 155.2. If car parking 
is provided, car share spaces are 
required when a project has 50 
units or more per§ 166. 

Not required 

3.0 to 1 

P to 1,999 square feet; C 2,000 
square feet to 3,999 square feet; 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153-
Requirements 156, -1-W- 161, 166, 204.5 

, nff-~t•eAt l=reinht ! n;:;rlinr 
§§ 150, 152, 153 - 155, 

I .. -.,,, ... -:---. ·!::! 101, 204.o 

**** 

NP(1) 4,000 square feet and 
above 

No car parking required # 
GeetipieEi FleeF AFea is less than 
6,QQQ SEjt!aFe :feet. See ehaFt in § 
161 foF tises eveF 5,QQQ SEJHaFe 
:feet. See§§ 155 anEi 161 foF caF 
pmking v,,caiveF. Maximum 
12ermitted 12er § 151. Bike parking 
required per Section 155.2. Car 
share spaces required when a 
project has 25 or more parking 
spaces per§ 166. 

None required if gross floor area is 
less than 10,000 square feet. 
I~ 

t:.xceptions permitted per§§ 155 
and 161. 

.SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

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

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

**** 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open Space [Per 
§§ 135, 136 

Dwelling Unit] 

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 
Off-Street Parking 

153 - 156, 45-9-161, 
Requirements 

166, 204.5. 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman . 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1875 

I 
Inner Clement 

Controls 

I 

I 
80 square feet if private, or 100 square l\ 

feet if common . I 

A FAiniFAtiFA ef ene No car parking 
spaee foF every Dvvelling Unit required. 
Maximum 12ermitted 12er § 151. GeR:ain 
e~ee13tiens peFFAitteEi peF §§ 166 anEi 
-1-6-1-: Bike parking required per§ 155.2. 
If car parking is provided, car share 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

spaces are required when a project 
has 50 units or more per § 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 · Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 1.8 to 1 

Use Size § 102,· 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 
square feet and above 

No car parking required if Geel::lpieEI 
Fleer /1,rna is less UmA {3,QGQ SE!l::laFe 
feet §ee et:laFI: iR § 19 ~ fer l::lses eveF 

Off-Street Parking · 
§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 8,QQQ SE!l::larn feet §ee §§ 189 aAEI 1@1 

Requirements 
153-156, 4W-161, foF ear pmkiAg vvaiver. Maximum 
166, 204.5 permitted per§ 151. Bike parking 

required per Section 155.2. Car share 
spaces required when a project has 25 
or more parking spaces per § 166. 

§§ 150, 152, 153 - None required if gross floor area is less 
Off-Street Freight Loading 

155, 161, 204.5 
than 10,000 square feet. Exceptions 
permitted per§§ 155and161. 

**** 

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL ST AND ARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

1876" 

Outer Clement 

Controls 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Usable Open Space 
§§135,136 

80 square feet per unit if private, or 100 square 
[Per Dwelling Unit] feet per unit if common 

A minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dwelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per § 

Off-Street Parking · ·151, 153-156, 151. GeFtain e*ceptiens permitteEI per§§ 198 anEI 
Requirements 4W-161, 166, 4-@-'.h Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car 

204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required 
when a project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

I I Development Standards 
-· 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 1.8 to 1 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet 
and above 

No car parking required if GcctipieEI Fleer Area is 

§§145.1,150, 
less tl=:ian 8,GGG sqtiare feet. See cFiaFt in § 181 for 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 -156, 
uses ever 8,GGG sqtiare feet. See§§ 185 anEI 161 

Requirements 4W-161, 166, 
for car parking 'Naiver. Maximum permitted per § 
151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car 

204.5 
share spaces required when a project has 25 or 
more parking spaces per§ 166. 

Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 
None required if gross floor area is less than 
10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§.£ 

Loading -155, 161, 204.5 
155and161. 

**** 

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

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

**** 

Upper Fillmore NCO I 
Zoning Category § References Controls 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I RESIDENTl_AL ST AND ARDS AND USES 

Usable Open Space 
§§ 135, 136 

80 square feet per unit if private, or 100 square feet 
[Per Dwelling Unit] per unit if common 

/\minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dv1elling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking . 151 ! 153 - 156 ! 151. Ger:tain exceptions permitteEI f=ier §§ 188 anEI 
Requirements .:t-W-161, 166, 4-§..'.h Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car 

204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required . 
when a project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

2.5 to 1 
.124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and 
·above 

No car parking required if GccupieEI Fleer Area is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less than 5,000 square feet. See chart in § 151 for 

'• uses over 8, 000 square feet. See §§ 158 an El 1e1 
Off-Street Parking 151, 153 -156, 

for car parking waiver. Maximum permitted per§ 
Requirements .:t-W-161, 166, 

151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car 
204.5 

share spaces required when a project has 25 or 
more parking spaces per § 166. 

Off-Street Freight 
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000 
153-155, 161, square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 

Loading 
204.5 161. 

**** 

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table"719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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4 

5 
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8 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 . 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

-

Haight Street NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open Space 
§§ 135, 136 

80 square feet per unit if private, or 100 square 
[Per Dwelling Unit] feet per unit if common · 

/\ minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, D1Nelling Unit required.-Maximum p·ermitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 -156, 151. Certain exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
Requirements -%9-161, 166, -1-e--1--: Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car 

204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required 
when a project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

·~--- ·-· 

Dwelling Un if Mix § 207.6 Not required 

* * * * 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

1.8 to 1 
124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and 
above 

No car parking required if Gcc1o:1pieEl Floor 1\rea is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less than 5,GGG SEJ. ft. See chart in § 151 for uses 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, 
over 5,GGG SEJUare feet. See§§ 155 anEl 161 for car 

Requirements -%9-161, 166, 
parkin§ \Naiver. Maximum permitted per§ 151. 
Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share 

204.5 
spaces required when a project has 25 or more 
parking spaces per § 166. 

Off-Street Freight 
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than 
153. - 155, 161, 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 

Loading 
204.5. 155and161. 

**** 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 723; POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Polk Street NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES (7) 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 2.5 to 1 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 1,999 square feet; C 2,000 to 3,999 
square feet; NP 4,000 square feet and above 

No car parking requfred if Geet113ieEI FleeF AFea is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less U:iaA 8,000 SEJttaFe feet §ee ehaR: iA § 181 fuF 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, 
ttses evm 8,000 SEJttare feet. §ee §§ 188 aAEI 161 

Requirements 4-69-161, 166, 
fm ear 13arkiAg waivm. Maximum permitted per§ 
151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car . 

204.5 
share spaces required when a project has 25 or 
more parking spaces per§ 166. 

Off-Street Freigh.t §§ 150, 152, 153 
None required if gross floor area is less than 
10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 

Loading :.155, 161, 204.5 
155and161. 

. * * * * 

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Zoning Category § References 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

'1880 

Sacramento Street NCO 

Controls 
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1 Development Standards 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Usable Open Space 
[Per Dwelling Unit] §§ 1351 136 

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements 

Dwelling Unit Mix 

**** 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
151, 153 - 156, 
469-161, 166, 
204.5 

§ 207.6 

100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square 
feet per unit if common. 

/\ rninimum of one No car parking space for every 
Dv:elling Unit required. Maximum permitted per § 
151. Certain exceptions permitted per §§ 155 and 
4-64:- Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car 
parking is provided, car share spaces are 
required when a project has 50 units or more per 
§ 166. 

Not required 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

11 Development Standards 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Floor Area Ratio 

Use Size 

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements 

Off-Street Freight 
Loading 

**** 

§§ 102, 123, 124 1.8 to 1 

§§ 102, 121.2 

§§145.1,150, 
151, 153 -156, 
469-161, 166, 
204.5 

P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet 
and above 

No. car parking required if Occupied Floor /\rea is 
less th.an 5,000 square feet. See chart in § 151 
for uses over 5,000 square feet. See§§ 155 and 
161 for car parking waiver. Maximum permitted 
per§ 151. Bike parking required per Section 
155.2. Car share spaces required when a project 
has 25 or more parking spaces per § 166. 

None required if gross floor area is less than 
§§ 15o, 152, 153 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 
- 155, 161, 204.5 155 and 161 . 

23 SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

24 * * * * 

25 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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· Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
Union Street NCD 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open Space 
§§ 135, 136 

80 square feet per unit if private, or 100 square 
[Per Dwelling Unit] feet per unit if common 

A minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§145.1,150, Dvvelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, 151. Gertain e*ceptions permitteEI per§§ Hi6 anEI 
Requirements 4-W-- 161, 166, 161. Bike parking requireEI per§ 156.2. If car 

204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required 
when a project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANOARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

3.0 to 1 
124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet 
and above 

No car parking required if GccupieEI Floor Area is 

§§145.1,150, 
less than 6,000 square feet. Maximum permitted 
per§ 151. See chart in§ 151 for uses over 6,000 

Off-Street Parking 151 ' 153 - 156' square feet. See §§ 155 anEI 161 for car parking 
Requirements 4-W-- 161, 166, 

204.5 
waiver. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. 
·Car share spaces required when a project has 25 
or more parking spaces per § 166. 

Off-Street Freight 
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than 
153 -155, 161, 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §.f 

Loading 
204.5 155and161. 
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**** 

SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Pacific Avenue NCO 

Zoning Category §References Controls 

NON"RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES (6) 

I Development Standar~s 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

1.5 to 1 
124 

Use Size §102,121.2 
P up to 1,999 square feet; C 2,000 square feet 
and above 

No car parking required i:f Geeu13ieEI i;:1eeF Arna is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less than 2,000 square foot-Maximum permitted 
per§ 151. See ehart in § 151 foF uses ever 2,000 

Off-Street Parking 151 ' 153 - 156' square :feet. See §§ 155 and 161 for ear parking 
Requirements 4-99-161, 166, 

204.5 
1.vaiver. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. 
Car share spaces required when a project has 25 
or more parking spaces per § 166. 

Off-Street Freight 
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than 
153 -155, 161, 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§: 

Loading 204.5 155and161. 

**** 

SEC. 728. 24TH STREET - NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

\. 

Table 728. 24TH STREET - NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
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24th Street - Noe Valley NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open Space 
§§ 135, 136 

80 square feet if private, or 100 square feet if 
[Per Dwelling Unit] common 

A minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, 0\Nelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151., 153 - 156' · 151. Gertain e*ceptions 13ermitteEI 13er §§ 1€i8 anEI 
Requirements 4§.9-161, 166, 161. Bike 13arking requireEI 13er § 188.2. If car 

204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required 
when a project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**~* 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 1.8 to 1 
124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet 
and.above 

No car parking required if Gccu13ieEI i;;:1eer ,6,rea is 
less U~an 8,GGG square feet. gee cliart in § 181 for 

§§ 145.1, 150, uses over 8;000 square feet. gee §§ 158 anEI 161 
Off-Street Parking 151; 153 -156, for car parking '.vaiver. Maximum permitted per§ 
Requirements 499-161, 1.66, 151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. If 

204.5 car parking is provided, car share spaces are 
required when a project has 50 units or more per 
§ 166. 

Off-Street Freight 
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than 
153 -155, 161, 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 

Loading 204.5 155and161. 

**** 
., 
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SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

West Portal NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

8 Development Standards 

.9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Usable Open 
<::'.,,.,,.,,,.,,, fDor 100 square feet if private, or 133 square feet if 

. VjJCl'-''-- L' '-'' • ~,;::; ! .. _; .. _ ... J ! .. _,, ..... 

common 
·1 Dwelling Unit] 

A minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dv.mlling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153-156, 151. Gei=tain. e*ceptions permitteEl 13er §§ 155 anE! 
Requirements 4-8-9-161, 166, 464-:- Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car 

204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces a:re required 
when a project has 50 units or more per § 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 1.8 to 1 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
Pup to· 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 to 3,999 
square feet; NP 4,000 square feet and above 

No car parking required if Gccu13ieEl r:;:1oor P,rea is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less tfian 5,GGQ square feet. See ct1ai=t in § 151 for 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153-156, 
U$es over 5, QQQ square feet. See §§ 155 an El 161 

Requirements 4-8-9- 161, 166, 
for car parking v.:aiver. Maximum permitted per§ 

204.5 
151. Bike parking required per Section 155,.2. Car 
share spaces required when a project has 25 or 
more parking spaces per§ 166. 

~ 
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Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 
None required if gross floor area is less than 

Loading - 155, 161, 204.5 
10, 000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 
155and161. 

**** 

SEC. 730. INNER.SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Inner Sunset NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open 
100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet 

Space [Per §§ 135, 136 
per unit if common 

Dwelling Unit] 

/\ minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dwelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156,· 151. Gertain exce13tions 13ermitteEl 13er §§ ~ §§ anEl 
Requirements +a9-161, 166, ~ Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car parking 

204.5 is provided, car share spaces are required when a 
project has 50 units or more per § 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards ' 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

1.8 to 1 
124 

Use Size §§ 1'02, 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and 
above 
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No car parking required if Occupied Floor /\rea is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less than 5,000 square feet. Maximum permitted per 
§ 151. See chart in § 151 for uses over 5, 000 square 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, 
feet. See §§ 155 and 161 for car parkin§ 1Naiver. 

Requirements -1-W-161, 166, 
Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share 

204.5 
spaces required when a project has 25 or more 
parking spaces per§ 166. 

Off-Street Freight 
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000 

Loading 
153-155, 161, square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
204.5 161. 

**** 

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Noriega Street NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open 
100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet 

Space [Per §§135,136 
Dwelling Unit] 

per unit if common 

A minimum of one -Ne car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dvvelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153- 156, 151. c.ertain exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
Requirements -1-W-161, 166, 4-64-: Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car parking 

204.5 is provided, car share spaces are required when a 
project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

* * * *• 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 
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Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

2.5 to 1 
124 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
P up to 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 square feet and 
above 

No car parking required if Occupied Floor /\rea is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less than 5,000 square feet. Maximum permitted per 
§ 151. See chart in§ 151 for uses over 5,000 square 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 -156, 
.feet. See §§ 155 and 161 for car parking 'Naiver. 

Requirements 4-W-161, 166, 
Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share 

204.5 
spaces required when a project has 25 or more 
parking spaces per§ 166 .. 

Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 153 -
None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000 

Loading 155, 161,.204.5 
square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
161. 

* * * * 

SEC. 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 732. IRVING STREET 
1
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
Irving Street NCO 

Zoning Category § References Contro'ls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet 
Space [Per §§ 135, 136 
Dwelling Unit] 

per unit if common 

/\ minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dvvelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 -156, 151. Certain exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
· Requirements 4-W-161, 166, 4Bt Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car parking 

204.5 is provided, car share spaces are required when a 
project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 
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Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

4 Development Standards 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22· 

23 

24 

25 

Floor Area Ratio 

Use Size 

.. , Off-Street Parkinq . 
Requirements 

Off-Street Freight 
Loading 

' 

§§ 102, 123, 
124 

§ 102, 121.2 

§§ 145,1, 150, 
151. 153 -156. 
4&9---161, 166, 
204.5 

§§ 150, 152, 
153-155, 161, 

2.5 to 1 

P up to 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 square feet and 
above 

No car parking required if Occupied Floor Area is 
less than 5,000 square feet. Maximum permitted per 
§ 151. See chart in § 151 for uses over 5,000 square 
f .1. ,-,. "§ A l:'J::. .J '1 t:'.-1 .f: 1 • • I c-u:::·,n -..WW ("J>...l I 8v 8.nu ; 0 .l 1Gr C3J p:tr!'c:ng VV8.JVRF. TVVl. '-.JV\...r ~ 

Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share 
spaces required when a project has 25 or more 
parking spaces per§ 166. 

None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000 
square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§' 155 and 

. 

i 

204.5 161. 
·. j 

* * * * 

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
Taraval Street NCO 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet 
Space [Per §§ 135, 136 
Dwelling Unit] 
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/\ minimum of one No car parking space for every 
§§ 145.1, 150, Dwelling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 

Off-Street Parking . 151, 153 - 156,· 151. Certain exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
Requirements 4-W-161, 166, 4€-1--; Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car parking 

204.5 is provided, car share spaces are required when a 
project has 50 units or more per§ 166. 

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required 

**** 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards· 

Floor Area Ratio 
§§ 102, 123, 

2.5 to 1 
124 

Use Size § 102 Pup to 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 square feet and 
above 

No car parking required if Gcc!;l13ied i;:1oer Area is 

§§ 145.1, 150, 
less than 5,000 square feet. Maximum permitted per 
§ 151. See chart in § 151 for use~ over 5, 000 square 

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, 
feet. See§§ 155 and 181 for car parking v.iaiver. 

Requirements 4-W-161, 166, 
Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share 

204.5 
spaces required when a project has 25 or more 
parking spaces per § 166. 

Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 153 -
None required if gross floor area is. less than 10,000 
square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 

Loading 155, 161, 204.5 
161. 

**** 

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 
ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

Zoning Category § References 
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RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Usable Open 
Space [Per 
Dwelling Unit} 

Off-Street Parking 
Requirements 

Dwelling Unit Mix 

**** 

§§ 135, 136 

§§ 151, 161, 166 

§ 207.6 

I I 

100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square 
feet per unit if common 

/\ minimum of one No car parking space for every 
Dv,mlling Unit required. Maximum permitted per§ 
151. Certain exceptions permitted per §§ 155 and 
464-: Bike parking required per§ 155.2. If car. 
parking is provided, car share spaces are required 
when a project has 50 units or more per § 166. 

Not required 

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

Development Standards 

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 2.5 to 1 

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 
Pup to 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 square feet and 
above 

No car parking required if Occupied Floor Area is 
less than 5;000 square feet. Maximum permitted 
per§ 151. See chart in§ 151 for uses over 5,000 

Off-Street Parking 
§§ 150, 151, 161 square feet. See §§ 155 and 161 for car parking 

Requirements \Naiver. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. 
Car share spaces required when a project has 25 or 
more parking spaces per § 166. 

Off-Street Freight §§150,153-
None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000 

Loading 155, 161,204.5 
square feet. Exceptions permitted per§§ 155 and 
161. 

**** 

SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT. 

**** 

~ 
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Table 810 
CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 
.Chinatown 

No. Zoning Category § References Community 
Business Controls 

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES 

.19 Floor Area Ratio §§ 102.9, 102.11, 123 
2.8 to 1 
§ 1.24(a) (b) 

P up to 5,000 sq. ft. 

Use Size 
C 5,000 sq. ft. & 

.20 
[Nonresidential] 

§ 890.130 above, except for 
Restaurants 
§ 121.4 

1 sq. ft. for every 50 

.21 Open Space 
sq. ft. of building over 
10,000 sq. ft. 
§ 135.1 

Off-Street Parking, 
.22 Commercial and §§ 150, 151.1, 153-156, 166, 204.5, 303 None required 4-

Institutional 

Off-Street Freight 
.23 §§ 150, 153 - 155, 204.5 

Loading· 

.24 Outdoor Activity Area § 890.71 

.25 Drive-Up ·Facility § 890.30 

.26 Walk-Up Facility § 890.140 

.27 Hours of Operation § 890.48 

.30 
General Adv~rtising § 607.2 
Sign 

.31 Business Sign §§ 602 - 604, 608.1, 608.2 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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Generally, none 
required if gross floor 
area is less than 
10,000 sq. ft. 
§§ 152, 161(b),_ 
Excevtion vermitted ver 

. 9 155. 

P in front 
C elsewhere 

P if recessed 3 ft. . 
C otherwise 

No limit 

NP 
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§ 607.2(f) 

Page 53 



1 **** I 
2 No. Zoning Category . §References 

Chinatown Community Business 
Controls by Story 

3 1st I 2nd 1 · 3rd+ 

4 
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.90 Residential Use § 890.88 p IP IP 
5 

6 
§§ 207, 207.1, 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 200 sq. ft. lot 
.91 Dwelling Unit Density · 

890.88(a) 
area# 
§ 207(c) 

7 

8 
.92 

Residential Density, §§ 207.1, 208, 1 becjroom per 140 sq. ft. lot area 
Group Housing 890.88(b) § 208 

9. 
.92b 

Residential Density, §§ 102, 207.1 J 208, 
Density limits per § 208(a) 

Homeless Shelters 890.88(d) 
II 

10 Usable Open Space 
I 

48 sq. ft. I 

.93 
[Per Residential Unit] 

§§ 135, 136 
§ 135 Table 3 

1l None reauired. Pup to one car for each 

12 
two Dwelling Units, but subject to § 155; C 
up to .75 cars for each Dwelling Unit, 

13 subject to the criteria and procedures of 
Section~ 3Q3 and 151.1(e),1 NP above 

14 

15 
Off-Street Parking, 

§§ 150, 151.1, 153 - 0.75 cars for each Dwelling Unit 
.94 

Residential 
156, 166, 167, 204.5, § 303(u) 
303 # mandatory discretionary review by the 

16 Planning Commission if installing a 
garage in an existing residential building 

17 of four or more units and Section 311 

18 
notice for a building of less than four 
units. 

19 .. 95 
V\utomobile· Parking Lot, § 156, 160, 890.7 c c c 
Community Residential 

20 Automobile Parking 

21 .96 Garage, § 160, 890.8 c c 
Community Residential 

22 

23 

Residential Conversion 
Ch. 41 

.97 cir Demolition, 
A.dmin. Code 

Residential Hotels 

24 
.98 

Removal of Residential § 317 c 
or Unauthorized Units 

25 
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through Conversion; 
Demolition, or Merger 

**** 

SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 811 . 
CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

**** 

No. Zoning Category § References 

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES 

Chinatown 
Visitor Retail 

Controls 

.19 Floor Area Ratio 
2.0 to 1 

§§ 102.9, 102.11, 123 § 124(a) (b) 

Use Size 
·
20 

[Nonresidential] 
§890.130 

Pup to 2,500 
sq. ft. 
C 2,501 to 
5,000 sq. ft. 
Except for 
Restaurants -
5,000 sq. ft. 
§ 121.4 

1 sq. ft. for 
every 50 sq. ft. 

.21 Operi Space above 
10,000 sq. ft. 

. § 135.1 . 

.22· Off-Street Parking, Commercial and Institutional §§ 
150

• 
151

·
1

• 
153 

- None required 
156, 166, 204.5, 303 

.23 Off-Street Freight Loading 
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.24 Outdoor Activity Area 

.25 Drive-Up Facility 

.26 Walk-Up Facility 

. 27 Hours of Operation 

.30 General Advertising Sign 

11 1.31 ,Business Sign 

**** 

No. Zoning Category 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.90 Residential Use 

.91 Dwelling Unit Density 

.92 Residential Density, Group Housing 

.92b Residential Density, Homeless Shelters 

.93 
Usable Open Space 
[Per .Residential Unit] 

.94 Off-Street Parking, Residential 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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§ 890.71 

§ 890.30 

§ 890.140 

§ 890.48 

§ 607.2 

Pin front 
C elsewhere 

P if recessed 
3 ft. 
C otherwise 

P 6 a.m. - 11 
p.m . 
C 11 p.m. - 2 
a.m .. 

NP 

§§ 602 - 604, 608.1, p 
1608.2 I§ hn7 'Jff', 

VVJ • .£-\lj · 
II 

§ 
Chinatown Visitor 
Retail Controls by 

References 
Story 

1st 2nd I 3rd+ 

§ 890.88 p p IP 

Generally, up to 1 unit 
§§ 207, 207.1, per 200 sq. ft. lot area 
890.88(a) ft 

§ 207(c) 

§§ 207.1, 208, 
1 bedroom per 140 sq. 
ft. lot area 

890.88(b) 
§ 208 

§§ 102, 207.1, Density limits per § 
208, 890.88(d) 208(a) 

§§ 135, 136 
48 sq. ft. 
§ 135 Table 3 

None renuired. P up to 
§§ 150, 151.1, one car for each two 
153 -156, 166, Dwelling Units. but 
167, 204.5, subiect to cS 155; C up to 
303 .75 cars for each 

Dwelling Unit, subject 
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o the criteria and 
procedures of Sections 
303(u) and 151.1 (e), 
NP above 0.75 cars for 
each Dwelling Unit 

.95 Automobile Parking Lot, Community Residential 
§156,160, c c c 
890.7 

.96 
Automobile Parking Garage, Community 

§ 160, 890.8 c c c 
Residential : 

Residential Conversion or Demolition, Residential Ch. 41 
.97 Hotels· Admin. Code 

.98 
Removal of Residential or Unauthorized Units 

§ 317 c 
through Conversion, Demolition, or Merger 

OTHER USES 

.99 Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility § 102 p p p 

**** 

SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

**** 

Table 812 · 
CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 
**** 

Chinatown Residen.tial 
No. Zoning Category § References . Neighborhood 

Commercial Controls 

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES 

.19 Floor Area Ratio 

Use Size 
.20 

[Nonresidential] 

.21 Open Space 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ 102.9, 102.11, 
123 

§ 890.130 

1896 

1.0 to 1 
§ 124(a) (b) 

P up to 2,500 sq. ft. 
C 2,501 td 4,000 sq. ft. 
§ 121.4 

1 sq. ft. for every 50 sq. ft. 
of building over 10,000 sq. 
It. 
§ 135.1 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Off-Street Parking, Commercial and 
·
22 

Institutional 

.23 Off-Street Freight Loading 

.24 Outdoor Activity Area 

.25 Drive-Up Facility 

8 .26 alk-Up Facility 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

.- -

.30 General Advertising Sign 

.31 Business Sign 

**** 

No. 
Zoning 

§ References 
Category 

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

.90 
Residential 

§ 890.88 Use -

Dwelling 
.91 Unit §§ 207, 207.1, 890.88(a) 

Density 

Residential 

.92 
Density, 

§§ 207.1, 208, 890.88(b) 
Group 
Housing 

Residential 

.92b 
Density, §§ 102, 207.1, 208, 
Homeless 890.88(d) 
Shelters 

Usable 
.93 Open §§ 135, 136 

Space 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§§ 150., 151.1, 153 
- 156, 166, 204.5, None Required 

. 303 

Generally, none required if· 
§§ 150 153 _ 155 gross floor area is less than 

204.
5 

' . ' 10,000 sq. ft. 

§ 890.71 . 

§ 890.30 

§ 890.140 

~ 890 48 
I~ 

§ 607.2 

§§ 602 - 604, 
608.1, 608.2 

§§ 152, 161 (b ). Exception 
ermitted er 155. 

Pin front 
C ·elsewhere 

P if recessed 3 ft. 
C otherwise 

P 6 a.m. - 11 p:m. 
r"'AA-- ') 
ll * ! ! 1-'.!!L - / a:rn_ 
NP 
p 
§ 607.2(f) 

Chinatown Residential Neighborhood 
Commercial Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 

p p p 

Generally, up to 1 unit per 200 sq. ft. lot area# 
§ 207(c) 

1 bedroom per 140 sq. ft. lot area 
§ 208 

· Density limits per§ 208(a) 

48 sq. ft. 
§ 135 Table 3 

I! 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

[Per 
Residential 
Unit] 

Off-~treet §§ 150, 151.1, 153 - 156, 
·94 Par~ing, . 204.5 303 

Res1dent1al ' 

.95 

.96 

.97 

Automobile 

Parking ~ot,§ 156 160 890.7 
Community ' ' 
Residential 

Automobile . 
Parking 
Garage, § 160, 890.8 
Community 
Residential 

Residential 
Conversion 
or Ch. 41 
Demolition, IAdmin. Code 
Residential 
Hotels 

Residential 

98 Conve:~ion, § 317 · Demolition, 
17 or Merger 

None reauired. Pup to one car for each two 
Dwelling Units, but subject to§ 155; Cup to .75 
cars for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the 
criteria and procedures of Sections 303(u) and 
151.1 (e), NP above 0,75 cars for each Dwelling 
Unit 

c c c 

c c c 

C for Removal of ·one or more Residential 
Units or Unauthorized Units. 

18 **** 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25. 

Section 4. Application. The terms of this ordinance shall not apply to any project 

sponsor that submitted either an Environmental Evaluation Application or Development· 

Applicatlon prior to its effective date. 

Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

2 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

3 

4 Section 6. Scope of Or.dinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

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

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

7 Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment 

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

9 the official title ofthe ordinance. 
II 

10 

.s;ur,,eryi.e_Qr.s Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman 
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FILE NO. 181028 

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
(Amended in Committee, 11/05/2018) 

[Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements] 

. . 
Ordinance amending the Planning Code to eliminate minimum off-street parking 
requirements City-wide; and making findings u.nder the California Environmental 
Quality Act, 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 

Article 1.5 establishes off-street parking and loading requirements for all uses in the City. 
Sections 150, 151, and 155 set forth the parking requirements. Section 161 provides for 
exemptions and exceptions. · 

Article 2, among other things, establishes various use districts and their controls. 
• Section 204.5 establishes the requirements for parking and loading as Accessory 

Uses. · 
• Sections 209.1 and 209.2 contain the Zoning Control Tables for RH (Residential, 

House) and RM (.Residential-Mixed) Districts. · 
• Sections 210.1 and 210.4 contain the Zoning Control Tables for C-2 (Community 

Business) and M (Industrial) Districts. 
• Sections 240.1, 240.2, and 240.3 are the Waterfront Speciar Use Districts. , 
e Section 242 establishes the Bernal Heights Special Use District. 
• Section 249.18 establishes the Northeast China Basin Special Use District. 

Article 3 establishes zoning procedures. Section 304 relates to Planned United 
Developments. 

Article 7 establishes Neighborhood Commercial Districts and their controls. 

Amendments to Current Law 

Amendments c:i.re proposed to the Planning Code sections listed above that eliminate 
minimum parking requirements Citywide for all uses. 

Background Information 

In the 1950s, the Planning Code established minimum parking requirements for new 
buildings. Beginning in 1973, the City has reduced or streamlined minimum parking 
requirements in various San Francisco zoning districts as a strategy to reduce traffic· 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 1900 Page 1 



FILE NO. 181028 

congestion, encourage the use of sustainable transportation modes (walking, cycling, and 
transit), and reduce housing and building costs. The recently-enacted Accessory Dwelling 
Unit, Transportation Demand Management, and HOME-SF ordinances all permit exceptions 
from minimum parking requirements. Eliminating minimum parking requirements in all zoning 
districts City-wide will further these goals as well as the policies and objectives of the General 
Plan's Transportation Element. 

n:\legana\as2018\ 1800630\01316046. docx 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 26, 2018 

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

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

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 181028 

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

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee HEARD AND DUPLICATED AS 
AMENDED from the following Board File No. 180914: 

File No. 181028 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new standard required streetscape 
improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require· 
project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way; 
clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expanding curb cut 
restrictions for off-street. parking and loading to nearly all zoning districts and certain 
designated streets, including ~hose on the Citywide Transit Network and any officially 
adopted bicycle routes or lanes, and requiring a Conditional Use ·authorization or a 
Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the applicable areas; 
adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider ·when granting a Conditional Use 
authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-0(SD) (Downtown, Office (Special 
Development)) or large project authorization in mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; 
prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street between Essex and Second 
Street; eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements for projects subject to the 
curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and making findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, 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 duplicate legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Attachment 

c: Joy NavarretE;, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 

Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines 

Sections· 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it does not 

result in a direct or indirect physical change in the 

environment. 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

October 19, 2018 

Ms. Ax1gela .Calvillo, Cl~rk 
Honorable Supervisor Kim 
Board ofSv.pervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, cA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2018-008S62PCA: 
Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions 
Board File No. 1.80914 
Planni:tig Commission Recommendation: Approval with ivlodifications 

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Kim, 

On October 18, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at 
regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by Supervisor Kim 
that would amen~ Plaiining Code Sections 138.1, 155(r), 161, 303(y). At the hearing the Planning 
Commission recommended approval with modifications. 

The Commissions proposed modifications were as follows: 
Section 138,1 

1.. Relocate the 50,000 GSF Trigger in Section 138:1. The proposed trigger to 138.1: The 
project includes more than 50,000 gross sqvare feet of ne"': construction should be 
relocated from Planning Code Section 138.l(c)(2)(A)(i)(b) to Planning Code Section 
138.1( c)(2)(A)(i)(a). 

2. Change Use Size Trigger form 10,000 sq. ft.. to 25,000 sq. ft. Change the threshold ill the 
new proposed trigger for Section 138.l related to PDR use::;, The ordinance proposes that a 

· 10,000 sq. ft. conversion of PDR to nofrPDR space would trigger 138.1. The Department 
recommends the threshold be set.at 251DOO sq. ft. 

Section 155(r) 

3. Exerilpt RH and NC-S Dishids fn;im 155(r).(3)(A). Exempt projects sited in RH and NC-S 
Districts from the requirement that they seek a CUA to establish a new curb cut· on the 
Transit Priority Network or a Class II or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood Commercial 
Street. 

4~ Expand Definition of P'rotecte.d Streets on Bike Network Amend155(r)(3)(A) to inclnde 
streets with Class III Bike Facilities protected frontages reqti.irlng a CUA on the bike 
network · 

5. Reestablish the last sentence in 155(r)(6) which was proposed to be removed from the 
code. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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i 650 Mission St. 
Sl!ite 400 
S?ll Frana1sco •. 
CA 94103.-2.479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



Transmital Materials GASE; NO. 2018-00B.862PCA 
Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions 

6. Eliminate Minimum Parking Requirements Citywide 

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

and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment. 

SupeTvisor, please advise the City Attorney at your eaTliest convenience if you wish to mcoTpOTate 
the c;:hrn;:tges recommel)ded by the Corrurrission. 

Please· firtd attached documents relating to the ai::tions of the Commission, If you have any 
questions or require further infoTmation please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Aaron D. Starr 

lv,1cµiage~ of Legislative Affairs 

cc: 
Jolm Malamti±, Deputy Cify Attorney 
Noelle Duong, Aide to Supetvisor Kim 

·Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Boatd 

Attachments: 
Plarnung Coinill:issimi. Resolution 
Planning Department Executive Summary 

SAN FRAN.GISGO 
PLANNJNG DEPARTMENT 

1904 

2 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 
Initiated by: 

Revfowed by: 

Planning Commission 
Resolution No. 20319 

HEARING DATE OCTOBER 18, 2018 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.556.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Amendments Planning Code Sections 138.1 Streetscape and PedestrianPlaoning 
· • Information: 

Improvements; and 155: General Standards as to Location and 41S.55B.6377 · 
Arrange1tlent of Off-Street :Parking, Freight Loading and Service 
Vehicle Facilities 
2018-008862}'CA [Board File No. 180914] 
Supervisor I<im I Reinti;oduced October 22, 2013 
Paul Chasan_, Cit;~ATide Policy Pianning 
paulchasan@sfgov.org, 415-575-906;5 
Aaron Starr, Manager Legislative Affairn 
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6257 

RESOLUTION APPROVING WITH MODIFICATIONS A PROPO$ED ORDINANCE THAT· 
WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE TO ADD NEW ITEMS To THE LIST OF STANDARD 
REQl)IRED STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS UNDER THE BETTER STREETS PLAN; 
MODIFYING THE TRIGGERS THAT WOULD REQUIRE PROJECT SPONSORS TO 
CONSTRUCT STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY; 
CLARIFYING THE RECOMMENDED SIDEWALK WIDTH FOR STREET TYPES; EXPANDING 
CURB CUT RESTRICTIONS FOR OFF-STREET . PARKING AND LOADING TO MOST 
ZONING DISTRICTS. AND CERTAIN DESIGNATED STREETS, INCLUDING THOSE ON THE 
CITYWIDE TRANSIT NETWORK AND ANY OFFICIALLY ADOPTED CLASS II BIKEWAYS 
(BICYCLE: LANES AND BUFFERED BIKE LANES) OR CLASS IV BlKEWAYS (PROTECTED 
BICYCLE LANES), AND REQUIRING A CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION OR A 
SECTION 309 OR 329 EXCEPTION FOR NEW OR EXPANDED CURB CUTS JN THE 
APPLICABLE AREA; ADDING ·CRITERIA . FOR THE . PLANNING COMMISSION TO 
CONSIDER WHEN GRANTING A CONDITl_ONAL USE AUTHORIZATION OR AN 
EXCEPTION AS PART OF A DOWNTOWN C-3~0(SD) (DOWNTOWN, OFFICE. (SPECIAL 
DEVELOPMENT)) OR LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION IN MIXED-USE DISTRICTS FOR 
SUCH CURS CUTS; PROHIBITING NEW' CURB CUTS IN BUS STOPS AND ON FOLSOM 
STREET BETWEEN Essex AND SECOND STREET; ELIMINATING MINIMUM OFF-STR~ET 
PARKING R!::QUIREMENTS FOR PROJECTS SUB.JECT. TO THE CURB CUT 
RESTRICTIONS OR PROHIBITIONS; AND MAKING FiNDINGS .UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL 
PLAN. Al\ID THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, S_ECTION 101.1, AND 
FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE ANb WELFARE UNDER PLANNING 
CODE, SECTION 302 .. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Resolutio11 20"319 
October 18, 2018 

GASE NO. 2018-00BB62PCA 

Streetscape and Pede.strian Improvements; 
aµd Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages 

WHEREAS, on September 18, 2018, Supervisors Kim introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of 
Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 180914, Which would add new items to the list of 
standard required streetscape improvements under the Be~ter Streets Plan; inodifying the triggers tl;i.at 
would require project sponsors to constru.ct sti;eetscape improvemepts in· the public right-0£-wayi 
clarifying the recommended sidewalk Width for street types; expanding curb cut restridions for off"street 
parldng and loading to most zonii;tg districts and ~ertain designated streets, including those on the 
citywide transit networl< and any ·officially ~dopted Class ii bikeways (bicycle lanes and buffered bil<e 
lanes) or class ivbikeways (protected bicycle lanes), and requiring a Conditional Use Authoriz1)tion or a 
Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the applicable area; adding criteria for the 
Planning Commission t~ consi~er when grf\nting a Conditional Use Authorizatio~ r;r an exception as part 
of a dbwntown C-3-0(SD) (Downtown, Offiee (Special Development)) or Large Proj~~t Authorization in 
Mixed-Use Districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street 
between Essex and Second Street; eliminating minimum off-street parl<lhg requirements for· projects 
subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; · 

WHEREAS; The. Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to c011sider the proposed Ordinance on Oetober 18, 2018; and, 

WHEREAS, the proposed 0.rdinance has J:ieen determined to be categorically exempt from environmental 
review und.er ,the California Environmental Quality Act Sectfo:ri 15060( c) and 1537.8; and 

· WHEREAS, the Planning Commission ha,s heard and considered the t~stimony presented to it at the 
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent doclUI].eilts may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
req:irds, at 16!:i0 :M:isston Street, Suite 400, San Fr~ncisco; anc;l ) 

WHEREAS, the J,='~anning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and 

MOVED, that the P~anning Goinmission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve with 
modifications the proposed ordinance,· 

Those modifications include: 

· Section 138.1 

1. Relocate the 50,000 GSF Trigger in Section 138.1. The proposed trigger to 138.1: The project 
includes more than swooo gross ·square feet of new construction should be relocated from 
Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)(i)(b) tb Planning Code Section 138.i(c)(2)(A)(i)(a). 

2. Change Use· Size Trigger .form 10,000 sq. ft. to 25,000 sq. ft. Change the threshold in the 11\'JW 

proposed trigger for Section 138.1 related to PD;R uses. The ordinance proposes that a 'io,ooo sq. 
ft. conversion qf PDR to noTI"PDR space wciuld trigger 138.1. The Department :i;ecommends the 
threshold be set at 25,000 sq. ft. 

Secti9n 155(r) 

'2 
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Resolution 20319 
October 181 2018 

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA 

Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements; 
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages 

3. Exempt RH and NC-S Districts from 155(r)(3)(A). Exempt projects sited in RH and NC-S 
Districts from the requfrement that they seek a Cl,JA to establish a new .curb cut on the Transit 
Priority Network or a Class II or Class IV Bike· or Neighborhood Comi11ercial Stre~t. 

4. Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network Amend 155(r)(3)(A) to include streets 
wifh Class III Bike Facilities protected frontages requiring a CUA on the bike network. 

5, Reestablish the last sentence in 155(r)(6) whiduvas proposed to be removed from the code. 

6. - Eliminate Minimum Parking Requirenwnts Citywide 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 

. argum~nts, this Commission finds, concludes, an~ determines as folfows: . 

L The proposed Ordinance will sli.ppm't numerous ex~sting City Policies including the Better 
Streets Policy, the Vision Zero folicy~ the Trano.it First Policy and the Cornpl.ete Streets' Policy. 

2. The ordinance will enable staff to more effectively implement the Better Streets Plan 

3. The ordinance will enable staff to more effectively prevent the installation of new curb cuts on· 
key walking, biking and transit corridors, thus increasing the safety and comfort of people 
walking and biking and using transit. 

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code ·are not addressed 
in the General Plan; the Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent wHh 
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 21-_ Give first priority to improving transit service throughout the City, providin~ a 
coiwenient_and efficient system ·as a preferable alternative to automobile use, 

POLICY 21.2 - Reduce/ reiocate or prohibit automobile facility foatures on transit preferential 
streets, such as driveways and loading docks, to avoid traffic.conflicts and automobile 
congestion. 

· ·The ordiriance will reduce or prohibit automobile facilities features on Transit Preferential Streets by 
expanding the list of zoning districts where a CUA is required to install new curbs cut on a Transit 
Preferential Streets and establishing criterici for the Commission to consider when deciding on CUAs for 
these curb cuts. 

OBJECTIVE 24- Design every street in San Francisco for· safe and convenient walking, 

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 children. 

The ordinance will support staff's efforts to implemennhe Better Streets Plan (ESP).. Plmming Code 
Section 138.1 ·is staff's primary policy tool for impleine1iting the ESP. The ordinance proposes numerous 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DSP.ll.Ffi'l'VIENT 
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Resolution 20319 
October"1B, 2018 

CASE NO, 2018-00BB62PCA 
Streetscape and Pede13trian Improvements; 
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages 

pmeh,dmeitts to 138.1 that will c'olZectively improve the design review proce8$ and ensure streetscape 
improvements built by project sponsots ate better aligned with the intent of the BSP. 

OBJECTIVE 29 - Ensure thatbicycles can be u9ed safely ;md conveniently as a primary means of 
transportation, as well as for recreational purposes. · 

POLICY 29.l- Expand and improve access for bicycles on City streets and develop a well­
.marked, comprehensive systeP1 of bike r<;mtes in San Francisco. 

The ordinance will expand and impiove access for bicycles on City Streets. If will resuli in improved safety 
for people' on bicycles by making it hard<tr to get a c1~rb cut on the bike rietworlc in certain zoning disti'ir;:ts. 

ORBAN DEStGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1- Emphasis of the charncteristic pattern which gives to the city and its 
neighborhoods an image, a sense of purpose, and a means of orientation. 

POLICY 1.10 - Indicate the purposes of streets by adopting and implementing the B_etter Streets . 
Plan, which identifies a hierarchy of street types and appropriate streetscape elements for each 
street type. 

The ordi1wnce will support staffs efforts to impleme1il: the:Better Streets Plan (BSP). Plannin.g Code 
Sectian.138.i is staffs primary. policy tool for implementing the BSP. the ordinance propose; numerous 
amendments to 13B.1 that wili collectively improve the design review process and ensure streetscape 
improvements built by project sponsors are better aligned with the intent of the BSP. 

OBJECTIVE! 4 - Imprqvement o{ the neighborhqod environment to increase personal safety, 
comfort, pride and opportunity . · 

POLICY 4.4...,. Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians. 

The ordinance will make it harder to get a new curb cut on Neighborhood Commercial Streets which are 
places where pe4estrians are m9st likely to gather. 1n doing so, improve the safety of people walking by 
redudng conflicts between pedestrians and private vehicles in. 

POLICY 4.11-- Make use of street space and other u,nused public areas for recreation, partieularly 
in dense neighborhoods, such as those close to doWntown, where land for traditional open spaces 
is more difficult to assemble. 

, The o.rdincince will grant City staff the ability to require projects cons/:ruct sidewalk features such as 
extended bulbouts that junction as usable open space within the public right-of-way. Much of the 
development ~hat will construct the.se streetscape features is taldngpiace in neighborhoods thaJ are-already 
dense or are quickly densiftJing, 

5. Plan:pJng Code Section iOl Findings. The proposed ainendme1.1ts to the Planning Code ar~ 
consistent with the e{ght Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Pla1ming Code in· 
'that: 

SAN rRANCISGO 
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Resolution 20~19 
October 18~ 2018 

GASE NO. 201B·008$62PCA 
Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements; 
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages 

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinmj.ce.would not have a negative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and 
will not impact opportunities for reside1:t employment in and ownership of neigfiborhooCl-serving 
retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect oii the City's Supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would hot tesult in commicter traffic· impeding MUNI transit service or 
· overburdening the streets or neighborhood parlcing. · 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and owne:rship in these sectors be enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would 1wt cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employ1rrent or ownership in these sectors would 
not be impaired. 

6. · Th~t the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an 
earthquake; · 

The proposed Grdina.nee ioould not Ju:ive an impact on City's preparedness against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake. · 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed 01:dinance would n~t have an impact on the City's Landmarks and hiStoric buildings. 

8. That our parks a11d open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City's parks and open space arid their access 
to sunlight and vistas. 
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Resolution 20319 
October 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018-008S62PCA 
Streetscape and Pe\lestdan Improvementsi 
and Curb Cuts on Protected S4eet Frontages 

· 6. Planning Cqde Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the fads pr!'!sented 

tha.t the public necessity, convenience and g€nera.1 welfare require th.e propqsed amendments to 
. the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commissiqn hereby approves with modifications the 
proposed Ordina;nce as described in this Resolution. . 

I .hereby certify that the forE;going Resolution. was adopt-ed by the Commission at its meeting on October 
18, 2018. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Hillis, Jolmson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore 

None-

Fong, Richards 

October 18, 20.18 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Com.mission Secretary· 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Executive Summary 
Planning Code Text Amendment 

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 18, 2018 
EXPIRATION DATE: DECEMBER 25, 2018 

Project Name: 

Case. Number: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Amendments Planning Code Sections 138.1 Streetscape and 
Pedestrian improvementsi and 155: General Standards as 
to Location and Arrangement of Off-Street Parking, 
Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Facilities 
2018-008862PCA [Board File No. 180914], 
Supervisor I<i:m. I Introduced September 18, 2018 
Paul Chasan, Citywide Policy Planning 
paul.cl.:iasan@sfgov.org, 4i5-575-9065 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
aaron.starr@sfgov.org-, 415-558-6362 

Recommendation:· Recommend Approval with Modifications 

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 

The proposed Ordinance would amend Planning Code sections 138.1and155 and.303. 

Section 138.1 would be amended to clarify language regarding required street.Scape improvements; 
modify the hi:ggers requiring project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right­
of-way; modify the recommended sidewalk width for Downtown Commercial street types .. 

Section 155 woi:ld be amended to, eliminate off-street parking requirements for projects who's. only 
viable frontage is on a protected street, prohibit new curb cuts along Folsom Street between 2nd and Essex 
Streets, prohibit new curb cuts in transit stops, expand the areas where a Conditional Use Authorization 
is required to install a new curb cut on the bike network .and transit priority.networks. 

Section 303 would be amendedto establish criteria. the Commission should use to determine if a new 
curb cut should be allowed on a protected corridor. · 

The new controis proposed in this ordinance would not apply to any active projects. Projects that submit 
their first entitlement or environmental application to the DeparhneI)..t after the ordinance is approved 
Will be subject to the new m:dinance. . · 

· SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING CODE 

Planning Code Section 13B.1 

Recommended and Required Streetscapefeatures -138.l(b)(Z) Table 1 

www.sfplanning.org 

1 911 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.55B.637B 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 
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lnformaiion: 
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.Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CAS.E NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

Under the Better Streets Plan, the City can require p1~ojects to construct. "stmtdarcl sfteetscape improvements" and 
requesf. that projects construct ,;non-standard streetscape improvements.,; 

The Way It Is Now 
1. The City may request a project th<tt tdggers 

Section 138.1 to consl:i'uct extehded bulb-o'uts, 
mid-block bulb-outs and raised crosswalks, 
adjacent to their project. 

2. The Planrting Code does not authorize the City to 
require projects to remove on-street parldng at 
crosswalks adjacent to their property (also 
known as ';intersection delighting")., 

Triggers -1;38.1(c)(2)(A) 

The Way It Would Be· 
The City may rnquire a project that triggers 
Section 138.1 to construct extended bulb-outs, 
mid-block bulb-outs and raised crosswalks 
adjacent to th~r project provided <my raised 
crosswalk spans a ROW that is 40 feet or less 
and is installed at a street corner. 

The City may require a projecl: that triggers 
Section 138.1 to remove on-street parldng at 
crosswalks adjacent to their property (also 
known aq "intersection daylighting"). 

' . 
To trigger Section 138.11 projects must meet at least one of three conditions related to site geomefn; mtd one or _three 
conditions related to the project's scope. 

Th~ Way It ls Now 

3. Proj.ec;ts that contain 250' or greater of street 
frontages on one or more public rights-of-ways 
meet the geometric triggers for Section 138.1. 

4. All new co11struction projects (indti.dingresidential 
projects) meet one of the project scope triggers 
for Section 138.1. 

5. AU ne'w construction projects (i_ncludilfg . non­
residential projeots) meet one 0£ the project scope 
triggers for Section 138:1. . 

6. Ail change-of-use projects are currently ex.empt 
from Section 138.1 

Sidewalk Widths 138.1(c)(2)(b) 

SAN FRANPISGO 
PLANNING Ol!PARTMENT 

The Way It Would Be 

Projects that contain 150' or greater of street 
frontages on one or more public rights-of-ways 
meet the geometric triggers for Section 138.1. 

New construction projects with tesidential 
components must include at leas-t 10 or more 
units of houBing in the project scope to meet one. 
of the project scope triggers for Sec::tion 138.1. . 

New ccirt,struction projects .with non-m1idintial 
components must include 10,000 gross: square faet 
of non-tesidential space to meet o:ne of the project 
scope triggers for Section 138.1. 

Cliange-of itse projects i.n'f{olving the conversion 
of 10,000 gross square feet or greater of FDR use to 
res{dential or office use PDR use would trigger 
Section 138.1. Other types of change-of~nse 
projects would remain exempt: 

2 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

. CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements s~ 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

The Better Streets Plan established ft system of street l:tjpes for all streets in San FranCisco. Street types are based on 
a sfteet segment's contextual zoning. For most street types, the Better Streets Pian establishes a recommended 
sidewalk width. These widths are codified in Section 138.1. 

Th~ Way It Is Now 
7. In some :instances, City policy :indicates a 

preference for a sidewalk width greater than the 
sidewalk width establis:hed in Section 138.1. The 
Planning code makes no provisions for the City to 
require a project sponsor to build a sidewalk to 
the wider dimension. Examples of such policies 
:include: 

.o Streetscape plans or community-based 
plans adopted by the Board of Supervisorn 
whic11 specify sidevvnlk vvidths greater 
than the Sidewalk width established in the 
Better Streets Plan 

o Legislated sidewalk widths previously 
approved by the Board o.f Supervisors that 
exceed the recomm.ended sidewalk width 

The Way It Would Be 
Section· 138.1 would, be amended to allow the 
City to require a project sponsor to widen 
sidewalks by dimensions that exceed the 
recommended sidewalk widtl1s in . the Better 
Streets Plan where existing policies justify such 
a widening. Instances where this provision may 

· apply include.: 

• Streetscape plans or cornmunity-pased 
plans adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors which specify sidewalk 
widths gi·eater than the Sidewalk width 
established in the Better Streets Plan 

o Legislated sidewalk widths previously 
apprnved by lhe Board of Supervisors 
that· exceed the recommended sidewalk 

in the Better Streets Plan width :in the.Better Streets Plan 

8. Section 138.i, allo\:ates recommended sidewa1k The proposed legislation amends the code to 
widths for all street· types except for Downtown state that the recommended sidewalk width for 
Commercial Streets (streets within the C-3, C-2, Downtown Commercial Streets that are sited 
and CCB zoning districts). The Code defers to the oi:tside of the Downtown Streetscape Plan Area 
City's Dovvntown Streetscape Plan to determine is 15 feet · 
sidewalk widths on Downtown Commercial 
Streets. However, some Downtown Commercial 
Streets are sited outside of the Downtown 
Streetscape Plan Area, and thus ha:ve no 
recommended sidewalk width .. 

Review and Approvals138.1(c)(2.)(C) 

The Way It Is Now The Way It Would Be 
9. Section 138.1 requires project sponsors to submit ·Under the pro:posed legislation, a project 

a required streetscape plan 60 days pl'ior to any sponsor is regµired to submit a streets.cape plan 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018-0088G2PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

Depari:ment or Pla:pning Commission Approval with the project's first Development 
Action. Application. 

10. Underthe existing code, a proj-ect' s public realm The proposed Ordinance would allow the 
improvements must be installed prior to the Zoning Administrator to extend the timeframe 
City's issuance of a project's futal Certificate of for a completion of required sh·eetscape 
Occupancy or Temporary <:::ertifi<;:ate . of improvements for change-of-use projects after a 
Occupancy unless otherwise extended by the project has been constructed. 
ZoningAdministr~tor. 

Planning Code Section 155 

Restrictions on new Curb Cuts - 155 (r) 

The Way It Is Now 
11. Project's whose only available frontage is on a 

street where a cur cut is prohibited or is only 
allowed via a Conditional Use Authorization 
are not expliqtly exempted from their off-street 
parking requirements. 

12. V ehicitlar access to off-street parking is 
prohibited on Folsom Street between The 
Embarcadero arid Essex Street. 

The Way It Would Be 
Project's whose only avaiiable frontage is on a 
street where a cur cut is prohib:lted or :ls only 
allowed via a Conditional Use Authorization 
would be exempted from their off-street parking 
requirements. 

Vehicular access to off-street parking would be 
prohibited on Folsom Street between The 
Embarcadero and 2nt1 Street. 

13. Projects may seek a Conditional Use Projects would be prohibited from Installing a 
Authorization to install a curb cut in a bus stop. curb cut in a bus stop. 

14. Projects in C-3~ NCT ot RTO lJistrids are Projects in all zoning districts except for M, P, 
required to seek a Conditional Use PDR, all RHl, RH2, RH3 and SAU D~strids are . 
Authorization to be granted a curb on any requil:~d to seek a Conditional Use 
Transit Prefereritial Street, the Citywide Authorization to be grai1ted a curb on any 
Pedestrian Network or Neighborhood · Transit PrefereJ:ltial Street, the or Neighborhood 
Commercial Streets or on a street fronting a bike Commercial Streets bT on a street fronting a bike 
lane if no other frontage is available. lane or protected bikeway i£ no other frontage is 

available. 

• !>AN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING qEPARTMENT 4. 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: Octoper 18, 2018 

15. Projects in Neighboxhood Commercial Transit 
Districts have no minima.:rri. parking 

· requirement and. be required to seek a 
Conditional Use Authorization to install a new 
curb cut on a Neighborhood Commercial Street. 

16. The Planning Code currently prohibits curb cuts 
on the Citywide Pedestrian Network as defined 
in the City's General Plan where other frontages 

. are ·available. 

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

. CLirb Cut Restrictions 

Projects in all Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts Citywide would have no i;ninimum 
parking requirement and be required to seek a 
Conditional Use Authorization to install a new 
curb cut on a Neighborhood Commercial Street. 

The Planning Code would no longet refe1'ence 
the Citywide Pedestrian Network, which was 
recently removed from the City's General Plan . 

17. Projects that trigger both Section 155(r) and Projects that trigger both Section 155(r) and 
either Section 309 or 329 must schedule two either Section 309· 01· 329 would be able to 
separate items at the Planning Commission. 

Planning Code Section 303 

Conditional Uses - 303 (x) 

The Way lt Is Now 
18. The Pianning Code currently includes no 

additional criteria the Commission should 
consider when determining whether a CUA for 
a curb· cut on a protected corridor should be 
granted. 

Planning Code Section 161 -

schedule one item at the Planning Commission 
resulting in more efficient use of staff time. 

·The Way It Would Be 
The Planning Code would be amended ·to 
include additional criteria for the Commission 
to Consider when determining whether a CUA 
for a curb cut on a protected corridor should be 
granted 

Exemptions and Exc.eptions from Off~street Parking, Freight Lo(l.ding and Service 
Vehicle Requitements -

BACKGROUND 
The initial impetus for undertaking this legislative effort grew out of the 340 Bryant project. 340 Bryant is 
a four-story, 61,30Q square foot building located adjacent to a freeway onramp in South Beach. th 2015 the 
Planning Com1nissi:on approved a mange of use to convert the existing industrial space to office space at 
the site. Because the project did not involve new construction, it did not trigger required streetscape 
improvements under Section 138.2 of the Planning Code. However; the building is sHed adjacent to a 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl-ANNll>.IG DEPART.MENT 5 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

·curb Cut Restrictions 

freeway omamp Wherepedesi:J:iancomfortis l.ess than ideal. Co:tnrrrctnity members who were dismayed 
about the iacl< of pedestrian improvements contacted Supervisor Kirn. She in hun contacted the Planning 
Department asking how similar $ituationl'! might be avoided in the .future. 

Th~ Depattmentresponded with al~tter dated April 16, 2015 that outlined steps the Department is taking 
to support Vision Zero and pedestrian safety. The letter suggested partnering with Supervisor Kim's 
office on a legislative amendment to section 138,i that would authorize the City to 1'.equire future PDR to 

non-PDR change of use projects to :instaU streets.cape improvements, This legislative paclrnge grew from 
that process~ 111.e ordinance has grown t0 :include proposed recommendations from Walk SF and Livable . 
Cities as well as changes identified by city staff who have had several yeal'S of experience implementing 
Section l:il8.2 .. 

'ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Street Design Advisory Team (SDAT) 
J1.i. 2010, the Board of Supei'v:isors adopted the City's Better Streets Plan (BSP), establishing standards.for 
the design of sidewalks and pedestrian amenities in San Francisco. At that time, section,138:1 of the · 
Planning Cod~ was adopted. Section 138.i authorizes the Planning Department to require projects that 
:i;nee± certain scale and scope thresholds to install pedestriqn improvements in the public ROW adjacent to 

their frontages. In 2014, fue Planrtlng Department created the Street Design Advisory Team (SDAT), a 
staff advisory body that provides guidance to project spons01's on their required streetscape 
improvements under Section 138.1. S_DAT is staffed by the Planning Department and is composed of staff 
from .the Fire Department, i:he Municipal T.tarisportatlon Agency, Public Works, and the Public Utilities 
Commission. 

Recommended and Required Stieetscape Features 
Section 138,l of the plaDning Code defines Standard Improvements qnd Non-Standard Improvements. 
While the Department Gan require projects that higger Section 138.1 to construct Standard Improvements, 
it can only request that they construct non-standard streetscape improvements, This 01•dinance creates 
one new Standard improvement, intersection daylightingl, and reclassifies several N on-Stqndard 
Improvements µs Standard Improvements, raised cro,sswalks2, extended bitlbouts1 and mid-block 
bulb outs~ 

These features were chosen because they: 

1. Ar~ similar in scale, scope, location and function as. standard improvements snch as sidewall( 
widenings and bulpoµts. 

2. Frequently surface during the Department's internal design review process as streetscape features th.e 
City woUld like project sponsors to build to increase pedestrian safety and enhance the public reahn. 

1 i.e. -remov!ng parkh1g at comers to increase safety hy improving :;iightl:i;nes for people walking and 
driving 
2 i.e. extending the crosswalk across the ROW at intersections 

SAN FRA~GISCO 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CASE NO .. 2018-008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

3. Do not trigger broader circulation changes within the street right-of-way such as vehicle travel lane 
removal)·which would require project spon,sors to uildergo·extrn .environmental analysis 

4. Can be installed immediately acljaceht fo the project sponsor's building frontage (as opposed to the 
frontage of a neighboring property owner) thus limiting liability for the project sponsor. 

Triggers for Required Streetscape Improvement Modifications . 
The existing code defines the following triggers for projects to meet Section 138.1. To meet this section of 
the code, projects must trigger at least one scope faCtor and one geometric factor listed below. 

Project Scope Factors 
The project scope includes: 

(a) new construction 
(b) or addition of 20% 'or more of gross floor atea to ail eXisting building. 

Geometric Factors 
The project is on a lot that: 

(a) is greater than one-half acre (21780 square feet) in total area, 
(b) or contains 250 feet of total lot frontage on one or more publicly-accessible rights-of~ 

way, 
(c) or the frontage encompasses the entire block face betw~en the nearest two intersections 

with any other publicly-accessible rights~of-way, 

Thi:! legislation would modify several of the triggers listed above to better harmonize required streetscape 
improvements with the scale of development project. The revised triggers would filter out smaller 
projects qy exempting developments with fewer than 10 :housing units or 10,000 sq. ft of c01nrnercial . 
space and capture mid-sized developments by reducing the frontage requirements to 150 feet (from 250'). 
These larger projects which have the resources to design and fund improvements in the City's public 
right-of-way do so. Examples of recent and active projects that would trigger the new frontage criteria 
include: 

. New Change-of-Use Triggers 
The oi"dinance creates a new trigger for changes of use projects that convert over 10,000 square feet of 
PDR space to a housing or office use. The intent of this change is to capture sites in former PDR districts 
where sidewalks are often lacking and co;mpel these projects to build needed pedestrian improvements. 
The significant increase in property value cind rental income that PDR to residential or office conversions 
generate ii:ftplies that PDR conversions can· afford to shoulder the additional cost and tirne associated 
with implementing required streetscape improvements. Moreover, there is a clear nexus between the 
PDR conversions and increased demands for pedestrian infrastructure. Many PDR districts lack basic 
pede.strian amenities a11,d, due to their increased. density! office. and residential uses generate more foot 
tratfic than the PDR uses. Thus, the change from PDR tb Residential or Office increases the demand for 
l9calized pedestrian improvements. 

Extended Timelines for Change-of-Use Projects 
Currently, projects triggering Sectionl38.1 must ccimpiete any re.quired streetscape improvements prior 
to the issuance of the certificate of occnpancy. Impacts will likely fall dispropo1;tionally on PDR to non-

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Executive Summary 
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CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

PDR change-of-use projects, due their faster entitlement, permitting and construction timelines compared 
to projects involving new construction. The compressed permitting and construction timeline for change-
0£-use projects rriay not provide enough time for these projects to design, permit and construct requ:i:red 
streetscape !mprovemerrts along their fron~ages. The legislation recognizes this constraint by granting the 
Zoning Administrator the power to extend the timeframe for completion of required streetscape 
hnprovements after tenants have moved into the building. 

Earlier Submission of Required Streetscape Plan 
The Code currently states that project sponsors ate required to submit streetscape plans at least 60 days 
before a Plaiming Pepartment or Planning Commission approval action. The proposed legislation moves 
this submission earlier in the entitlement process to provide. adequate time for :lnteragency coordination 
(as required unc:i.er the Planning Code) on streetscape improvements. Requi±ing a project sponsor to 
submitstreetscape plans with .their fir9t entitlement or envirori.mental application will help ensure that 
streetsc;ape pl<mS approved by the Plannb.i.g Commission have been adequately vetted by city agencies 
when the projed is entitled and will require fewer modifications post Planning Commission approval. In 
other words, it will help ensure that the designs presented to the public and approved by the Planning 
Commission are xuore likely to be built as shoWn. 

City-Mandated Sidewalk Widths 
The San Francisco Better Streets Plan establishes a set of street 
types for the city; s street E<ystern. Street types are define by land 
use coil.text <;ind transportation characteristics. Other special 
conditions. are called out individually. The Better Streets Plan 
defines characteristics for each for each street type such as 
sidewalk width. These features are codified in Planning Code 
Section 138,1. 

In some instances, policies conflict about the City's preference for 
a sidewalk 1"71.d,th on a given blocl<. These include instanc;es 
where the Board of Supervisors has previously legislated 
sidewalk Widths that exceed the sidewalk width recommended · 
in th~ Better'Streets Plan, and instances where an adopted area 
plan or public realm adopted by the Board of Supervisors 
recommends a sidewalk width more than, the ·width 
recommended in the Better Streets Plan. In thes~ scenarios where 
policies conflict, the proposed Ordinance would authorize the 
City to require p~ojects to build their sidewalks to the wider 
dimension.· 

Downtown Commercial Streets 
Under the Better Streets Plan, street types are defined by tl1e 
contextual zoning on a given block Ti1e plan recoiru;neilcis 15-foot 
sidewillk widths fm higlv-intensity street types like Downtown 
Residential Streets and Neighborhood Commercial Streets. 

SAN FRANCJStO 
Pl.Al\INII\lG. DSPARTMEl'\IT 

. 1918 

Street Type Map from the Better Streets Plan 

8 
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CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

However, the Better Streets Plan defaults to the DoW11town Streetscape Plan Area (see blue box on 
adjacent map) to determine recommended sidewalk width for Downtown Commercial Streets (located 
within C-3 Zoning Districts). Alas, there are some Downtown Commercial streets that are zoned C-3, that 
fall outside of tl:ie Downtown Streetscape Plan area boundary. These orphaned blocks currently have no 
recommended sidewalk width tmder the Code and include nunl.erous streets h1 Mld-Marlcet and The 
Hub; both areas with active development sites. TI1e legislation proposes to rectify this by establishing a 
recommended sidewalk width of 15' for Downtown Commercial Streets that fall outside of the 
Downtown Streetscape Plan Area· bringing orphaned .Dovmtown Commercial Street blocks into 
alignment with similar high-intensity street types within the BSP. 

Restrict:io:rts on new Cmb Cuts 
Section 155 of the Planning Code restricts new curb cuts on street frontages where the City has prioritized 
sustainable transportation modes like walldng, biking or transit, but only wlthin the c~s,.NCT and RTO 
zoning districts. On some streets curb cuts are banned outright, whereas on others, applicants need to . 
pursue C.ortditional·Usc i\.utb.orizatior.. (CU.ll ... ) to obta:iP .. a ctrrb cnt 011 profected froilb:l_gP. TheRe 
restrictions are in place because siting new curb cuts on the transit priority network, bike network, and 
pedestrian-oriented street network degrades these networks over time. 

The ordinance would expand the list of zoning di.str1cts where projects seeking to install a new crtrb cut 
fronting the Transit Priority and Bike Networks are required to seek a CUA from three zoning districts 
(C-3, NCT and RTO) to all zoning districts except for the following districts: . . 

e P Districts. - These districts include all publicly OW11ed land that is not public right-of-way 
(streets and sidewalks). These districts were exempted because they often house essential services 
where curb cuts are necessary such as fire stations, Muni bus yards and hospitals. 

• M, PDR and SAIJ Districts - The districts are characterized by industrial land uses. They were 
exempted because off-street loading and freight logistics are essential to their operation. 

Zoning districts where the new controls Would apply include dei1se residential districts like RM and RC 
districts, Mixed-use distriCts like UMU and MUR Districts and commercial districts like C-2, C-1 and NC 
Districts. The expanded area where these controls would apply roughly affect the rno;re urbanized, the 
northeast quadrant of the City, eastern neighborhoods not zoned as PDR or industrial areas and 
pedestriancoriented shopping streets in the western half of the City. 

SAN FRANGISGP 
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The map on the left shows the area where projects are currently 
required to seek a CUA to fnstall a new curb cut on a protected 
frontage. The map on the right shows the expanded area, where the 
ordinance proposes requiring a CUA on protected frontages. Larger 
versions of both maps are Included as attachments at the end of this 
document. 

Removing Off~Street Parldng Minimums 

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

Norre of the· three zoning districts currently identified in 155(r) have :minimum parking requirements, 
However, the o;rdinance proposes adding additional zorth:tg districts some of which, such as 
Neighborhood Commercial Districts, are required to provide off-street pffi'king. This could hypothetically 
create a situafion where a project that does not wish to provide off-street parking but both fronts a 
protected sh·eet and is sited in a zoillng district with minim parking requirements. is required. to seek a 
CUA to not build the requfred parking. Essentially the City would be r~qu:lring the project to spend 
additional time, and expense getting permission to not build parking that neither the sponsor nor l;he City 
wants. · · 

. To rectify this, the ordfaa;nce proposes elhrrirrating o£f-S.treet parking for any .site that fronts a protected 
street. Proj~cts that don't seek to irl,clude parking aq:ess along a protect('d frontage would be rewarded 
with a faster entitlement process. Projects that wished to iJ;tclude off•street parking would still be able to 

peruse a CUA should they choo:>e to do so. 

10 

1920 



Executive Summary ~ 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA 
Required Streets.cape Improvements & 

· · Curb Cut Restrictions 

Consolidating Comll'.ission Actions . 
Planning Code Section 309 (Downtovm Exemptions, also referred to as a DNX) and 329 (Large Project 
Authorizations also referred to as an LPA) recognize the complexity of large sites in the Downtown and 
Eastern Neighborhoods warrants a more flexible review process. TI1ese code sections, empower the 
Commission to conduct building design review and grant certain exemptions t.o Planning_ Code 
requirements such as bulk and off-street parking access on restricted streets. Under the current system, 

projects both seeking a DNX or a_LP A and a CUA for a new curb cut on a protected frontage need to 
schedule two separate Commission items. Pl~g Depm'tment staff ai:e thus required to draft two 
separate case reports one for the DNX or LP A and another for the CUA related to the curb cut on the 
protected frontage. · 

~ . 
The draft legislation proposes to streamline this process by consolidating the Commission calendar items 
and associated case reports. For projects that axe required to seek a CUA for a new curb cut on a 
protected street that qualify for a DNX or an LP A, the Commission will consider the curb cut durint? 
those entitlement hearings for the DNX/LP A. However, the Commission \"1111 be required to base its 
4ecisior1 on tl1e new th~e C'lu·b cut on the sarne findirigs used in the Corlclitional Use process· (described 
below). This will allow :Planning Department staff ~o draft one case report covermg both processes which 
in turn vrul resUlt in increased staff prod11ctivity and faster approvals for these projects. 

New Conditi.ona1 Use Requirements 
Other than the standard CUA findings in Planning Code Section 303, the existing code includes no 
additional criteria the Commission should consider when determining whether a CUA for a curb dlt on a 
protected corridor should be granted. This leaves the Commission no clear policy guidance on how to 
make the decision and increasing the likelihood that the CUA will be granted. The legislation proposes to 

rectify this by establishing new criteria for the commission to consider when deciding on a new curb cut 
on a protected .frontage. These include: . 

" Criteria 1 i!? intended to protect emergency services such as hospitals fire stations, etc. which 
would be able to get a CUA for a new curb cut 

" Criteria 2 would allow accessible loading and protect certain land uses - Large gro_cery stores, 
PDR uses (including car repair shops), and institutional uses, and. allow for disabled parking 
access when required under the ADA 

1 

o · Criteria 3: would allow a cmb cut to access off-street loading (but not off·street parking) if the 
environmental analysis shows that not providing off-street loading would cause people to load in 

the street, thus endangering people on bikes and slowing transit. 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
OBJECTIVE 21- Give first priority to improving transit service throughout the City, providing a 

convenient and efficient system as a preferable alternative to automobile use. 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA 
Required Sfreetscape Improvements ·& 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

POLICY 21.2 -Reduce, relocate or prohibit automoblle faciiityfeatures on transit preferentiaJ streets; 
such as driveways and loading docks, to avoid traffic qmflicts and automobile congestion, 
The ordinanee ioill reduce or prohibit aidomopf;le facilities features on Transit Preferential Streets by expanding the 
list of zoning districts where a CUA is iequired to install new curbs cut on a Transit Preferential Streets and. 
establishing c~iteria for the Commission to.consider when deciding on CUAs for these curb citts. 

OBJECTIVE 24 -Design evei'y street in San Francisco for safe and convenient walking. 

POLICY 24.1- Every surface street ·in San Francisco should be designed consistent v\Tith th.e Better Streets 

Plan for safe and convenient walking, induding sufficient and continuous sidewalks and safe pedestrian 
cros13ings at reasonable di.stances to encourage access and mobility for seniors, people wit;h disa]Jiliti.es 
and drildren. · 

The ordinam;e will support staff's efforts to implement the Better Streets Plan (ESP). Planning Code Section 138.1 
is staff's primary policy tool for implementing the ESP. The ordinance proposes numerous amendments to 138.1 

that will collectively impro~e the design review process and ensit1·e streets cape improvements built by project 
sponsor~ are .better aligned with the intent of the BSP. 

OBJECTIVE 29 - Ensure that bicycles can be used safely and conveniently as a primary means of 
transportation, as well as for recreational purposes. 
POLICY 29.1~ Expand.and improve access for bicycles 01i. City streets antj. develop a well-marked, 
comprehensive system of bike routes in San Francisco. · 

T1ui ordinancB will expand and improve access for bicycles on Cif:tJ Streets. It will result in improved safety for 
people o.n bictjcles by making it Pzatder to get a curb cut on the bike network in certain ~oning districts. 

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE 1-Emphasis of the cl1aracteristic pattern which gi;es tci the dfy and its neighborhoods an 
image, a sepse of pmpose, .and a means 6£ orientation. 

POUCY 1.10 - Indicate th.e purposes of streets ]Jy aqopting arid l.mp1enienting the Better Si:reets Plan, 
which identifies a hierarchy of sheet types and appropriate streetscape elements for each street type.· 
The otdinance will support staff's efforts to iinplement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Planning Code S1tction 138.1 

is staff's p1imary policy tool for implementing tlte ESP, T1ie ordinance proposes numerous amendments.to 138.1 

that wiil collectively improve the de:?ig1i review process and ens'ure sf:reetscape improvemenJs bu.ilt by project 
sponsors are better aligned with the tit.tent oj the BSP. 

OBJECTIVE 4- Improvemeni: of the neighborhood envitonment to increase petso1wl safety; comfort, · 

pride and opportunity 

POLICY 4.4 - Design walkways al;ld parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians. 
The ordinance will malce it harder to get a new curb cut on Neighborhood Commercial Streets which are places 
where pedestrimts a:re most likely to gather. fo doing so, improve the sefety of people walking by reducing conflicts 
bet:ween pedestrian.s and private vehicles in. 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: 0Gt6ber 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictions 

POLICY 4.11- Mal<e use of street space and other unused public areas for recreation, particularly in 
. dense neighborhoods, such as those close to downtow1\ where land for trad.itional open i:;paces is more 

difficult to assemble. 

The ordinance will grant Cihj staff the ability to require projects construct sidewalk features such as extended 
bu/bouts that function as usable open space within the pubiic right-of-way. Much of the development that will 
co71struct these streetscape features is talcing place in neighborhoods tliat are already dense or are: quickly densiji;lng. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The DepartmentTecommends that the Commission recommend approval with modificatiems of the 
proposed Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. The Department's proposed · 
recommendations are as. follows: 

· Section 138.1 
1. Change Use Size Trigger form 101000 sq. ft to 25,000 sq. ft. Change the threshold in the new 

proposed trigger fc:ir Section 13.8.1 related to PPR uses. The ordinance proposes that a 10,000 sq. ft. 
conversiOn of PDR to non-PDR space would trigger 138.1. The Department recommends the 
threshold be set at 25,000 sq~ ft. 

2. Relocate the 501000 GSF Trigger in Section 138.1. The proposed trigger to 138.1: "The project 
includes more .than 50,000 gross square feet of new constructioh'' should be relocated from 
Planning Code Section i38.1(c)(2)(A)(i)(b) to Planni.Ilg Code Section 1:)8.1(c)(2)(A)(i)(a). 

Section 155(r) 

3. Exempt RH and NC~S Districts from 155(r)(3)(A). Exempt projects sited in RH and NC-S Districts 
from the requirement that they seek a CUA tci es~ablish a new curb cut on the Transit Priority 
Network or a Class II 01· Class IV Bike or Neighborhood Coni.mercial Street 

4. Expand Definition of Protected StreetS on Bike Network. Amend 155(r)(3)(A) to indude streets 
with.Class Ill Bike Facilities protected frontages requiring a CUA on the bike network. 

5: Provide Clarity on Minimum Parking Requirements. Clarify in the code that minimum parking 
requirements are waived if a project is sited on a protected frontage in places where the Code 
diset'tsses minimum parking requirements. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Department Sl\pports the overall.goals 6£ this Ordinance and recommends it be approved with 
modifj.cations because it supports numerous City Policies includillg the Better Streets Policy, the Vision 
Zero Policy, the Transit First Policy and the Complete Streets Policy. The legislation will enable staff to 
more effectively implement the Better Streets Plan and prevent theinstallatlon of new curb cuts on key 
walking, biking and transit corridors. These <:;£forts will result in the beautification of the City's public 
realm and increase the safety and comfort of people walking and biking and using transit. 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

. CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Requjred Streetscape improvements & 

Curb Cut,Restrlctions 

Conversations with St1pervisor Kim's Oifice indicate that, Supervisor Kim supports most of the proposed 
amendments outlined below. While she d.oes not support' Recominendation 1. (changing use size t;rlggers . 
for PDR conversions from 10,000 to 25,000 sq. ft.), she does support the remaining proposed amendments: 
Recommendati.ons.2-5. We understand that Supervisor Kim will be soon be introducing substitute 
legislation that will include Recommendations 2.:.5 outlined below. 

Recom:(llendation 1: Change Use Size Trigger from 10,000 sq. ft. to 25,000 sq. ft. Staff is concemed that 
the 10,000 sq. ft. trigger proposed in the legislation is foo low and would place an tlndue burden projects 
that will be unable to finance capital improvements in the ROW should the City require them .. Rather 
staff recommends t11e threshold be set at 25,000 sq. ft. to et}sure projects are more able to finance any 

required streetscape improvements. TI1e images below of two industrial building;; in the ~ayview 
provide scale and context for an approximately 10,000 sq. ft. and a 25;000 sq. ft. industrial building. 

Recommendation 2: Relocate the 50,00.0 GSF Trigger. This recommendation is intended to fix a drafting 
error. The intent of the 50,000 GSF trigger was to capture very large buildings on small sites The way it's 
currently worded would make it ini:;ffectUal. 

Recommendation 3: Ex~mpt RH and NC~S Districts frqm 155(r)(3)(A). Staff recommends exep:ipting 
low-density residential uses from being required to seek a CUA if they are sited on a key protected street 
identified along the City's transit network, bike network or along a Neighborhood Commercial corridor. 
The Supervisor's Offic13 and the Planning Department initially intended these zoning d,istri,cts to be 
exempteq while the legislation was being drafted, but they were accidently stricken from the code during 
the l~gislative review process with the City Attorney's office. Because these districts are solely composed 

of one, two or three-unit dweliings, they few off-street parking spaces and thus pose a negligible irllpact. 
to these transportation networks. · 

Staff also recommends exempting NC-S Districts f/'om the from the CU requirement that they seek a CUA 
to establish a new curp cut on the Transit Priority Netwmk or a Oass II or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood 
Commercial Street: These districts are essentially large-scale big box retail. (think Home Depot, or Best 
Buy). The off-street parking is essential to their commercial viability anci operations. 

Recommendation 4: Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network. Staff recommends 

expanding the definititm of protected streets on the bike network from any Class II or Class N .facility 
· approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency Board (MT AB). To any Class II, Class ill or Class N .. 

Facility approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency Board (MTAB). Class ill Facilities are bike 
routes typically marked with street stencils and signage instead of bike lanes or protect~d bike lanes. 

Includittg tequir.ing new c;:urb cuts 011 Class III FaQ.lities ju certain. zoning districts Will better protect 
people biking on these facilities from veltlcular traffic. Moreover, SFMTA regularly seeks to upgrade 

. SAN FRANGiSGO 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

CASE NO. 2018~008862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restrictiohs 

Class Ill Facilities tci Class II or Class IV Facilities. Reducing curb cuts on Class IIl Facilities today will 
help preserve the integtity of these corridors over time. 

Recommendation 5: Provide Clartty on Minimum Parking Requirements. Staff tecommends the 

ordnance be amended to clarify that minimum parking requirements are waived for projects sited along 
protected frontages identified in Section 155(r). While proposed language at the top of 155(r) clearly states 
that that any lot whose sole feasible vehicular access is via a protected street frontage is exempted from 
any off-street parking or loading requirement found elsewhere in the Pla±uUng Code, the Code makes nci 

. reference to the potential waiver of off-street parldng-requirements in affected zoning districts. Staff is · 

concerned that tl:tls could le.ad to confusion among the public cmd recommends the following 
amendments: 

1. Planning Code Section 151 (Schedule of Permitted Off-Street Parldng Spaces in Specified Districts) 

summarizes all the zones where minimum parking requitements apply. Staff recommends adding 
a small 11ote the top section 155 stating that off-street parldng requirements are waived for . 

project's whose sole frontage is on a protected block identified in Section 155(r). 

2. Neighborhood Commercial Zoning Distrids and Residential Mixed Zoning Districts are currently 

subject to minimum parking requrrements, which, if this ordinance is approved, may be waived 
for projects lmder protected frontages. Staff recommends either; 

a. Adding notes in the summary tables of these zoning districts explaining that minimum 
parking requirements do not apply if the project's only'available frontage is on a 
protected street, or 

b. Eliminate minimum off~street parldng requirements in NC and RM Districts altogether. 
TI1ere is ample literature documenting that minimum off-street parldng requirements 
lead to excess off-street parldng supply. Eliminating off-street parldng requirements in 
mban areas is considered a best practice withll1 the Planning Profession, Furthermore 
Section 150(e) of the Planning Code already allows any project subject to minimum 
parking requirements elsewhere in the code to replace required off-street parking with 
bicycle parking. Since the Code already allows projects to waive off-street parking 
requh'ernents, we may as well make it explicit 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or 

adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. · 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The Dep.artmenthas determined that this Ordinance will not impact our cur.rent imp1ementatioi:l 

procedures. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

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

15378.because they do not ;result in a physical change in the environment. 
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Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

CASE NO. 2018.:.0Q8862PCA 
Required Streetscape Improvements & 

Curb Cut Restr.ictions 

As of the date of this repo1t, the Plam1ing Department has not received any public comment regru,;ding the proposed 
Ordinance. · 

I RECOMlYI:ENDATXON: Reco~mendation of Approval with Modiflcations 

Attachments.: 
Exhibit A~ 
ExhibitB: 
ExbibitC: 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Maps A'.rticulating Existing and Proposed Restrictions on New Curb Cuts 
Board of Supervisors File No. 180914 , 
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File No. 181028 

Remove Parking Minimum Legislation 

November 21, 2018 

Outreach Summary 

Per the request by the Land Use Committee, Supervisor Kim's Office and The Planning Department 

hosted three community.workshops where members of the public could learn about, provide public 

comment and ask questions about pending legislation to eliminate minimum parking requirements 

Citywide (Board File Number 181028). 

Workshops were held at City Hall. Planning staff gave a short presentation summarizing the ordinance 

content which was followed by a community discussion which was documented in real time by a note 

taker. Translation services were made available to at each workshop, but nobody in attendance 

requested translation. 

Overall, attendance was higher than expected, especially given the poor air throughout the week. Some 

participants represented community organizations and neighborhood groups. 

Meeting 1 

• Date: 11/14/18, 
• Time: 9:00 am 
• · Location:· city Hall Room 278 
• Attendance: 17 People attended 

• Pro/Con Breakdown: Four were opposed to the legislation, 13 supported it. 

Meeting 2 11/15/18 -

• Date: 11/14/18, 
• Time: 12:00 pm 
" Location: City Hall Room 278 
• Attendance: 4 People attended 

• Pro/Con Breakdown: One person was opposed to the legislation, Three supported it 

Meeting 3 11/19/18 -

• Date: 11/14/18, 
• Time: 9:00 am 
• Location: City Hall Room 278 
• Attendance: 14 People attended 

• Pro/Con Breakdown: Two person was opposed to ~he legislation, 12 people either supported it 

or were neutral. 

Planning has received 30 letters of support from community members and three letters of support from 

cbmmunity organizations (Transform, Livable City and the Bike Coalition). 

The following summarizes the conversation at each meeting. 
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Discussion Notes from 11/14/2018 

Q: The city needs to provide alternatives if we reduce parking? The City needs .better public transit. 

A: Developers will still be able to provide parking. Most will. City is investing in improved transit, but 

there is room for improving in some areas. 

Q: When will projects begin receiving the code approval? 

A: If the legislation moves out of committee and is passed by the full Board, the code will take effect in a 

couple of months. That said, since the City has effectively already removed parking minimums from the 

· code, we already see projects moving forward with reduced parking or without any parking and don't 

anticipate seeing a big change in the volume of projects built without parking. 

Q: Does data support that reducing off-street parking reduces car ownership/car trips? 

A: Yes. There is ample data to back support this statement. 

Comment: People are moving around differently. Car sharing services and ride share companies have 

made it much easier for people to live without a car. The City .needs to improve public transit. 

Q: Are other cities removing minimum parking requirements? 

A: Numerous of cities have removed minimum parking requirements. In North America, Mexico City and 

Hartford Connecticut are the only American cities that have fully removed minimum parking 

requirements. If this legislation passes, San Francisco would be the first major U.S. City to remove 

minimum parking requirements. Strong Towns maintains an on line list of cities that have removed or 

partially removed minimum parking requirements. 

Q: Would this legislation apply to Special Use .Districts {SUDs) like the Bernal Heights SUD? 

A: Yes, legislation would apply to SUDs like the Bernal Heights SUD. However, the City has already 

effectively removed minimum parking from SUDs that require it because people can replace required 

off-street car parking with bike parking. So, in practice this legislation won't make much of a difference. 

Q: This legislation will act as a disincentive for people to drive. Does the city have ways to incentivize 

people not to use cars? 

A: Yes! The primary tool the City uses to require developments to incentivize people to choose 

walking/biking/transit is the Transportation Demand Management Program, the primary purpose of 

which is to reduce vehicle miles travel generated by new development. he Program is designed to work 

with developers to provide more on-site amenities that will encourage smarter travel options, so people 

can get around more easily without a car. These choices are better for the environment, help reduce the 

amount of congestion that new projects contribute to, help to reduce risks to pedestrians and cyclists, 
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and improve the overall efficiency of our transportation network. Details here. https://sf­

planning.org/transportation-demand-management-program 

Q: Will this prohibit accessible parking spaces? 

A: This legislation will not prohibit ADA parking spaces. Under section 155(i) of the Planning code any 

project that includes 25 or more parking spaces must provide accessible parking: Projects that include 

less than 25 spaces are not required to install accessible parking. Since 155(i) is not being amended, this 

rule will still a~ply. Moreover, section 305.1 of the Planning Cod~ allows any project to install accessible 

parking if needed. Planning Code section 305.loverrides all other code sections. 

Q: Do you know how many current projects utilize parking minimums? 

A: We don't have exact statistics on this. Few projects are built with no parking. Most that are built 

without parking are affordable housing projects. We are seeing a trend where an increasing number of 

large projects that are required to meet the City's Transportation Demand Management ordinance are 

bui!t vvith less prtrking than is permitted under code. 

Q: Is there a policy conversation around overdevelopment7 I.e. is San Francisco full? 

A: There is no current policy conversation around stopping development in San Francisco. The current 

policy conversation, which is fueled by the housing crisis revolves around increasing housing in San 

Francisco. While San Francisco is relatively dense by North American standards, it is not a very dense city 

by international standards. Typical European and Asian cities are much denser. This implies that San 

Francisco can add people without sacrificing our quality of life. 

Q: I understand the City's desire not to force a one-size fits all policy o,n parking. In the spirit of 

flexibility, is the City considering loosening or removing minimum parking maximum as well as parking 

minimums. This would allow the City to address unique circumstances and neighborhood opposition 

that might arise for specific projects. 

A: The City is not currently contemplating ioosening or removing parking maximums in any zoning 

districts. Doing so would go against the spirit of several existing city policies and program such as: The 

Vison Zero Policy, the Transit First Policy, the Better Streets Policy, the Urban Design Guidelines and the 

Transportation Demand Management Program. 

Discussion Notes from 11/15/2018 

Q: Would the City consider allowing someone to do an alteration that removes the garage, but keep the 

curb cut? That way they can retain an on-street parking space in front of their house. 

A: The City would not support this concept because it would effectively privatize the public right-of-way. 

Q: Would this legislation apply citywide? 
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A: Yes, this legislation would apply citywide. If this legislation passes, minimum parking requirements 

would be stripped from all remining San Francisco zoning districts where they still apply. No 

development in the City would be required to build off-street parking. 

Comment: I really like this policy promoting non-car transit. I am stoked about this. 

Comment: I support this policy because it gives people a choice. 

Q: Do you have data about which neighborhoods have higher demand for more on-street parking? 

A: We don't have hard numbers on this. Typically, in denser areas of the City, areas that are well-served 

by transit and areas close to the Downtown demand for on-street parking is lower. In areas that are less 

dense, poorly served by transit and far from Downtown, demand for on-street parking is higher. 

Discussion Notes from 11/19/2018 

Q: Please clarify what is proposed changed and what will remain the same if the legislation passes 

A: Each zoning district has a maximum number of parking spaces that developers can build. Some zoning 

districts have a minimum numb~r of off-street parking spaces developers are required to build. Some . 

This legislation will not change parking maximums. It will remove parking minimums. So, under a 

hypothetical scenario, if I was going to build a 10-unit building in a zoning district where the existing 

Planning Code dictates a minimum parking requirement of 1 parking space per residential unit and a 

parking maximum of 1.5 parking spaces per residential unit, I would be allowed to build between 10 and 

15 off-street parking spaces. If this legislation passes, the same building would be allowed to build 

between 0 and 15 parking spaces. 

Comment: The way we move around is changing rapidly. Autonomous vehicles, electric vehicles, ride 

share, electric scooters and bikes will affect SF in the long run. It makes sense to eliminate parking 

minimums now because the in the future we will have other ways of getting around. 

Q: How will single family homes be affected? 

A: We don't anticipate much to change in single family neighborhoods. Under the existing code, people 

who add an accessory dwelling unit (ADU - also called in-law units or granny flats) is not required to 

build ca·r parking for the additional unit. 

Regarding new construction, most single fa~ily areas are built out so most new single family houses 

involve people buying a teardown and constructing a new house on the parcel. People who are wealthy 

enough to buy a tear dow.n house tend to be in high-income brackets and will probably want to have a 

parking space. 

Comment: My neighborhood in Bernal Heights still has vacant lots where new housing is being built and 

streets that are too narrow to accommodate on-street parking. 
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Comment: In Bernal Heights, the Design Review Board uses parking to manage the size of new houses 

Response: The City no longer requires sponsors to add car parking in Bernal Heights. Legislation passed 

about five years ago allows anyone in any zoning district including the Bernal Heights Special Use District 

can replace required off-street car parking with off-street bike parking. Parcels zoned RH-1 in Bernal 

Heights also have bulk controls limiting the scale of buildings in the neighborhood. 

Note: After our meeting I discussed this with our current planning staff The RH1 zoning in Bernal has 
both the off-street parking requirement and bulk controls however car space isn't allowed to be used 

toward living space which puts additional pressure on projects to increase the building size. By removing 
the requirements to add car space, the space that would have gone to parking can be counted towards 

living space. Thus if the neighborhood's concern is large buildings, removing the requirement to add 

unnecessary parking reduces pressure to expand the building envelope because residents can get more 

usable living space in the area where the parking would have gone. 

A second Note: Supervisor Kim said she would follow-up with Supervisor Ronen regarding a potential 

process to evaluate if the existing Bernai Heights bulk coniruis make sense or if they shouid be rnodified. 

Comment: }his is a great piece of legislation for residents who don't want to own a car 

Comment: I support this legislation because it puts the environment first and allows the City to take a 

non-auto centric approach. I wish this was coupled with expanding bike share zones or providing transit 

passes or similar incentives. 

Response: The City's Transportation Demand Management Program {TOM, details here: https://sf­

planning.org/transportation-demand-management-program). Does exactly this. All new developments 

must adhere to the TOM ordinance. Developments aren't allowed to generate more traffic than their 

surrounding neighborhood. Projects can choose from a suite of measures that best meet their needs. 

Comment: I support this legislation because it helps us address climate change. 

Q: What are the next steps? How can I support this legislation? 

A: The legislation will return to the Land Use Committee on November 26th. We need one more 

Committee member to vote it out of Committee. We don't know which item we are going to be on the 

agenda, but the meeting starts at 1:30 and typically run until 5:00. We will send the agenda out to the 

. group. 

Assuming it makes it out of Committee, the legislation will be heard at the full Board for its first read on 

December 4th. 

People interested in this legislation are strongly encouraged to speak to your supervisor and/or submit 

written comments. There will be opportunities to testify at both hearings . 

.Q: What are the other Supervisors' who doesn't support this legislation concerns? 
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A: Supervisors are concerned that developers won't build parking if it's not required. We think this is 

unlikely. We are seeing demand for large off-street parking slowly dissipate. For example large multi­

level parking structures are being redeveloped to higher and better uses thanks to better transit and 

ride-share companies like Uber and Lyft. 

Note: The Planning Department does not believe developers will stop building off-street parking. We still 

. see developers requesting off-street parking in their projects. ·in our experience, developers never ask 

permission to build less parking. 

Comment: We should simplify the code especially for ADUs. My brother wanted to put in an.ADU but he 

thought he couldn't do it because he needed to add a parking space. Tonight I learned he doesn't need 

to add a parking space!!?! This legislation would help simplify the Planning Code and make it easier for 

small project sponsors like my brother to understand What is allowed. 

Comment: Supervisor $afai may not realize all of the transit options in his district. I live there and transit 

is actually pretty good. 

Comment: A lot of single family home owners don't use their garages for car parking. They park on the 

street and keep other stuff in their garage. 
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10/22 BOS Land Use Committee (BSP Legislation) 

+ 5 Comments in Support, 0 Against 

11/5 BOS Land Use Committee (BSP Legislation) 

+ I 0 Comments in Support, 0 Against 

11/14 Community Workshop I (City Hall) 

+ 17 Attendees, 13 in Support, 4 Against 

11/15 CommunityWorkshop 2 (City Hall) 

. + 4 Attendees, 3 in Support, I Against . 

11/19 Community Workshop 3 (City Hall) 
+ 14 Attendees, 12 in Support or did not say, 2 Against 
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Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density 

Livable City · 

SF Bike Coalition 

SF Housing Action Coalitio.I1 

SPUR 

~J'alk SF 

YIMBY Action 

SFCTA 

SFMTA 

LE ERS 
47 Lett.ers of Support, 0 against 
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10/18 BSP Legislation heard at Planning Commission 

+ Staff Recommendation: Waive Parking Minimums for 
impacted parcels 

+ · Commission Recommendation: Waive Parking Minimums 
Citywide (exceeds staff's recommendation) 

10/22 First Hearing at Land Use Committee 

+ Supervisor Kim introduces amendments to waive minimum 
parking requirements, splits the file 

11/5 Amendments to Remove Parking Minimums 
heard at Land Use 

+ Land Use Committee requests staff conduct additional. 
outreach 

11/26 Return to Land Use Committee (deb.ate/vote) 
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+ All zoning districts have: a maximum, some 

have a minimum 

+ No changes to the maxi1nums 

+ Remove minimums where they exist 

s 

+ No changes to off-street loading requirements 

+ Developers can still build up to.the maximum if 
they choose to 
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+ New single family homes will continue to 

provide parking 

· + ADUs will continue to be built without parking 
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+ Historic core of the city. (northeast quadrant) 

+ Some projects will continue to build less than . 
one-to-one parking 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 12:51 PM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Planning Code amendment to eliminate parking requirements citywide -- support 

From: Andy Thornley [mailto:apt@thornley.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:02 PM 
To: Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yu, Angelina (BOS) <angelina.yu@sfgov.org>; Tom Radulovich 
<tom@livablecity.org> 
Subject: Planning Code amendment to eliminate parking requirements citywide -- support 

11 
~ l 
! i This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
! l 
l_: 

Hello Supervisor Fewer --

I'm writing to express my strong support for Supervisor Kim's proposed amendment to the Planning Code to 
eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements citywide, to be heard at the Board of Supervisors' Land Use 
and Transportation Committee on Monday (11/26). This simple land-use policy reform will help San Francisco 
address .and advance some of its most important goals, from promoting housing affordabilify and availability to 
nurturing healthy, equitable streets and transportation choices. 

As Tom Radulovich at Livable City observes: 

Recent research continues to confirm what wise urbanists and planners have known for decades. 
Minimum parking requirements increase auto traffic in dties, and with.it pollution and congestion. 
Minimllin parking requirements make cities less healthy and less sustainable. Private cars are now the 
largest source of greenhouse gases in California, and an increasing one. Minimum parking requirements 
make housing more expensive to build, to rent, and to buy. Minimum parking requirements replace 
storefronts, walk-up housing, front gardens, and street trees with garage doors and driveways, making our 
neighborhoods and sidewalks less safe, less accessible, less green, and less appealing for people walking, 
cycling, and riding transit, particularly seniors; children, and people with disabilities. 

This policyreform wouldn't prohibit off-street parking in new development -- developers would still be allowed 
to propose parking in their projects, they just wouldn't be required to incorporate parking, and they could 
propose a contextually appropriate amount of parking,· as a rational element of a project; not a mandated 
minimum amount of parking that may not suit the project or the neighborhood (or the planet). 

Thank you, 

1 
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Andy Thomley 
Richmond District resident 

2 
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From: Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 12:50 PM 

Major, Erka (BOS) To: 
Subject: FW: Planning Code amendment to eliminate parking requirements citywide -- support 

From: Andy Thornley [mailto:apt@thornley.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:12 PM 
To: Tang, Katy {BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Summers, Ashley {BOS) <ashley.surrimers@sfgov.org>; Tom Radulovich 
<tom@livablecity.org> 
Subject; Planning Code amendment to eliminate parking requirements citywide -- support 

n 
i I 
r 1 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
~ 

Hello Supervisor Tang --

I'm writing to express my stro:rig support for Supervisor Kim's proposed amendment to the Planning Code to 
eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements citywide, to be heard at the Board of Supervisors' Land Use 
and Transportation Committee on Monday (11/26). This simple land-use policy reform will help San Francisco 
address and advance some of its most important goals, from promoting housing affordability and availability to 
nurturing healthy, equitable streets and transportation choices. 

As Tom Radulovich at Livable City observes: 

Recent research continues to confirm what wise urbanists and planners have known for decades. 
· Minimum parking requirements increase auto traffic in cities, and with it pollution· and congestion. · 

Minimum parking requirements make cities less healthy and less sustainable. Private cars are now the 
largest source of greenhouse gases in California, and an increasing one. Minimum parking requirements 
make housing more expensive to build, to rent, and to buy. Minimum parking requirements replace 
storefronts, walk-up housing, front gardens, and street trees with garage doors and driveways, making our 
neighborhoods and sidewalks less safe, less accessible, less green, and less appealing for people walking, 
cycling, and riding transit, particularly seniors, children, and people with disabilities. 

This policy reform wouldn't prohibit off-street parking in new development -- developers would still be allowed . 
to propose parking in their projects, they just wouldn't be required to incorporate parking, and they could 
propose a contextually appropriate amount of parking, as a rational element of a project, not a mandated 
minimum amount of parking that may not suit the project or the neighborhood (or the planet). 

Thank you,· 

1 
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Andy Thomley 
west side neighbor 

2 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

·om: 
Sent: 
To: 

Westside = best side! <westsidebestsidesf@gmail.com> 

Monday, November 26, 2018 1:26 PM 

Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS) 

I o (i 1·::-rcr­
l 81 c af 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Summers, Ashley (BOS); Ho, Jessica (BOS); Ma, Annie (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS) 

11/26 LUTC 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Members of the Land Use and Transportation Committee, 

On behalf of the 240 folks in Westside= best side!, a community organization of neighbors advocating for 
abundant housing and awesome transit in the Sunset, Parkside, Lakeshore, and West of Twin Peaks 
neighborhoods, we would like to express our SUPPORT for two proposed ordinances up today. 

-
11Buiiding Code - Penalties for Constructing an Impervious Surface in the Front Yard Setback Without the 

Required Permit": it is about time property owners face real consequences for covering open/green space with 
concrete, almost always for the sole reason of using their front yard as parking, which is an unpermitted use. 
This not only results in water not being able to percolate into the ground anymore but often also parked vehicles 
extending past the property line and into the sidewi'.)Jldpedestrian right of way. This is not only an eyesore but 
•Iso a safety and accessibility issue. For this reason we SUPPORT this ordinance and would like to thank 
J upervisor Safai for introducing this legislation. 

- "Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements": in a transit-first city, and in a world that only has 12 
years to act in order to limit the devastating impacts of climate change, having minimum parking requirements 
is not only outdated policy, it is also completely irresponsible. This legislation would still allow, but not require 
anymore, parking to be built. This is a great first step towards reducing our City's addiction to private cars. 
Additionally, for the same building envelope, less parking will mean more homes, and because parking is really 
expensive to build, this will help in making those homes affordable "by design''. This legislation is pro-housing, 
pro-transit, and pro-environment. A no brainer for us to SUPPORT and we would like to thank Supervisor Kim 
for her exemplary leadership on this. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Jimmy La 
Westside =best side! community organizer and District 4 resident 

0 ·--------------·-

2309 Noriega Street PMB 67 San Francisco, CA 94122 
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Major, Erica (BOS)· 

lm: 
.')ent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Calvin Quick (SFYC) <calvin@quickstonian.com> 
Wednesday, November 21, 2018 12:29 PM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
BOS File No. 181028 Support Letter 
Letter of Support on BOS File No 181028.pdf 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Hi Erica, 

I have attached a letter of support on BOS File No. 181028, Planning Code .: Off-Street Parking 
Requirements, for inclusion in the record. 

While I am the youth commissioner for District 5, I am not writing in my capacity as such, but as a private 
individual. 

Best, 

Calvin Quick 

outh Commissioner, District 5 
Legislative Affairs Officer (LAO) 
San Francisco Youth Commission 
calvin@quickstonian.com I 1(415) 521-9126 
https: //sf gov .org/youthcommission/ 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Erica Major, Land Use Committee Clerk 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689 

From: Calvin Quick 

Re: BOS File No. 181028 [Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements] 
SUPPORT 

Members of the Committee, 

November 14, 2018 

My name is Calvin Quick, and I am the Youth Commissioner for District 5. I am however signing 
this letter as a resident of the City and County, not in my capacity as a City Commissioner. 

The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco has increasingly relaxed or 
abolished minimum off-street parking requirements for new development in various zoning districts, 
and has additionally provided ways to circumvent such minimum parking requirements, notably by 
providing bicycle parking spaces instead. However, minimum off-street parking requirements still. exist 
in RH, RM, C-2, M, and certain PDR and special use zoning districts. 

The removal of remaining off-street parking minimums would help to alleviate the pressure on 
. families in San Francisco. According to the November 2016 Housing for Families and Children report 
produced by the Planning Department, 18% of San Francisco households include a person under 19 · 
years of age, yet only 9% of the housing stock on the market is family friendly to those earning the 
median family income. Furthermore, according to the 2014 Update of the San Francisco General Plan 
Housing Element, providing parking represents a significant cost to developers and can add as much as 
$100,000 to the price of a new unit. 

According to the 2014 Update of the San Francisco General Plan Housing Element, San 
Francisco's transportation system has been strained by the availability of free and relatively inexpensive 
parking in many parts of the city. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency estimated 40,000 
youth aged 5-18 eligible, with gro~s annuai family income at or below 100% AMI, for the Free Muni For 
Youth program at its .inception in 2013, forming over 40% of the over 88,000 youth population of San 
Francisco estimated by the United States Census Bureau in 2013. Thus, eliminating minimum parking 
requirements would both promote the use of more sustainable forms of transportation such as walking, 
biking, and using MUNI services, and increase the use of these forms of transportation, supporting 
further investment in their infrastructure and so improving youth quality of life. 

For these reasons, I am writing to urge the Board of Supervisors to support BOS File No. 181028 
by Supervisor Kim to eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements City-wide . 

. Sincerely, 

[signed] 

Calvin Quick 
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Ma· or, Erica (BOS) 

>m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 11:54 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: In support of eliminating parking minimums 

From: Shirley Johnson.[mailto:dr_shirleyjohnson@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 10:48 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 

<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> . 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org; Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org>; 
MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London 
(MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org> 
Subject: In support of eliminating parking minimums 

,-; 
; This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

J 

Dear Chair Katy Tang, 

.;trongly support the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation Committee on November 26 to amend 
the plc:;mning code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. We need fewer cars in San Francisco, not more. Our city 
streets are so congested that we must take action to reduce private automobile use in favor of more sustainable 
transportation. 

I ride a bicycle by choice and do not own a car. I take my life in my hands everyday on our dangerous city streets. 
Excessive automobile traffic causes many people to fear biking and walking, and I understand their concerns. Think how 
much safer, healthier, quieter, and cleaner our city would be with fewer cars on our streets. In contrast, more cars will 
have the opposite effect. 

Eliminating parking minimums is smart land use policy and enables denser, more affordable housing. Buildings with no or 
less parking will support the use of walking, biking, and public transit. 

Please, for the livability of our city, support elimination of minimum parking requirements. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 
Shirley Johnson 
3480 17th Street 
Homeowner, District 8 

1953 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 11:24 AM· 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: Please eliminate parking minimums! 

From: Keziah Perez Sander Plattner [mailto:keziah@cs.stanford.edu] 
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 7:49 PM 
To: 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>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] 
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS} <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary 
<hillar{ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS} <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) 
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Please eliminate parking minimums! 

;-·1 

i) This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
LJ 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 

Hello, my name is Keziah Plattner, and I am a San Francisco resident and constituent of Vallie Brown (94117). 
I am also one of the leads ofa new transportation advocacy group, YIMBY Mobility. I wanted to ema11 as both 
a citizen and a representative ofYIMBY Mobility to support Jane Kim's legislation to eliminate parking 
minimums. As a carless D5 resident, I am of full support to stop requiring new developments to make car 
parking when residents may not want or need it. I feel very lucky to live in a city that makes it so easy to live 
car-free, and I want our land use regulation to reflect that knowledge. 

We've gathered some signatures in support of eliminating parking minimums as well. Attached is a petition with 
the official YIMBY Mobility statement on Jane Kim's proposed legislation. 

https://www.change.org/p/san-francisco-board-of-supervisors-eliminate-san-francisco-parking-minimums 

Unfortunately I cannot attend this week's land use meeting, but I hope the Board of Supervisor will follow 
Supervisor Kim's lead and eliminate parking minimums! 

Best, 
Keziah Plattner 
D5 Resident 94117 
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Ma· or, Erica (BOS) 

Jrn: Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, November 26, 2018 11:17 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Support for Supervisor's proposed legislation to eliminate parking minimums 

From: Jane Natoli [mailto:wafoli@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2018 5:51 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>;· Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) · 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] 
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ron.en, Hillary 
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Fwd: Support for Supervisor's proposed legislation to eliminate parking minimums 

i This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrus~ed sources. 
: j 

Hello, 

J_ wanted to pass along the note I sent to my Supervisor about Supervisor Kim's important legislation regarding 
removing parking minimums. I am hopeful we can move forward with this important legislation tomorrow in 
Land Use & Transportation and then with the full board. 

Cordially, 

Jane Natoli 

----------Forwarded message--------­
From: Jane Natoli <wafoli@gmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Nov 18, 2018 at 10:05 PM 
Subject: Support for Supervisor's proposed legislation to eliminate parking minimums 
To: Sandra Lee Fewer <Sandra.Fewer@sfgov.org> 

Hello, 

I am reaching out to show my support for Supervisor Jane Kim's proposed legislation to eliminate parking 
minimums that will be going before Land Use·& Transportation on the 26th and I hope you will support it when 
the time comes. 

1 am personally motivated by this because I'd love to see our city move away from car-centric infrastructure. 
larking minimums are frequently not based on anything concrete and this will give developers the flexibility to 
build the right amount of parking for a building, something that can help make buildings more affordable. 

1955 



We can already see the devastating effects of climate change and car-centric infrastructure and we need to move 
to counter that with thoughtful changes to our rules here in the city. I think what Supervisor Kim has proposed 
is just that, a thoughtful way to impact climate change, affordability, and street safety all at once. 

As a transit frrst city, I'm excited by a future that is less dependent on cars and think this is a positive change for 
our city. 

Thanks! 

Jane Natoli 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

)m: Kim, Jane (BOS) 

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:15 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) To: 

subject: FW: In support of eliminating minimum parking requirements (file number 181028) 

From: Roan Kattouw [mailto:roan.kattouw@gmail.com] 

Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2018 11:07 PM · 
To: Tang, Katy {BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Kim, Jane {BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re: In support of eliminating minimum parking requirements {file number 181028) 

•: This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
:.:..l 

Following up: this itein will be heard at the Land Use Committee tomorrow (Nov 26). I urge you to vote in · 
support of it at the Land Use hearing tomorrow, and at the full board. A transit-first city should not be in the 
business of requiring developers to build more parking. 

'n Fri, Nov 16, 2018 at 8:00 PM Roan Kattouw <roan.kattouw@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am writing to you in support of file number 181028 ("eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements 
City-wide") by Supervisor Kim. Eliminating minimum parking requirements will help take cars off our streets 
and encourage more people to use sustainable modes of transportation. Reducing parking has been shown to 
reduce driving. This is crucial for combating climate change, improving air quality, and making our streets 
safer. Right now most of our state is either on fire or choking on smoke, demonstrating the need for swift 
action to reduce emissions. Eliminating parldng minimums is not nearly a dramatic enough step, but if the 
Board can't even pass this, I have little hope that it can take more impactful steps to reduce driving and 
promote sustainable transportation to an extent that will make a dent in our transportation emissions. 

Minimum parking requirements also waste land that could be used for housing instead; more housing was 
already direly needed, but as the recent fires destroy more homes, the housing shortage will only worsen. 
Housing people should be prioritized over housing cars, so I urge you to vote in favor of this ordinance. 

Roan Kattouw 
District 6 resident 

1~57 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, November 26, 2018 11:06 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Please kill parking requirements! 

From: Christopher Herio.t[mailto:cheriot@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 8:23 AM 
To: Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Please kill parking requirements! 

' · This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
d 

I've learned that the Board of Supervisors is considering the removal of parking requirements on new 
construction. I hope you support removing this 20th century relic! San Francisco desperately needs better city 
planning where the number of homes is in proportion to the number of offices. 

Thanks, 
Chris Heriot 
455 Eddy St 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

Jm: 

Sen.t: 
To: 
Subject: 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 11:04 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Jean-Paul Torres <jptorres152@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:09 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

·1 
fl 
.· 1 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard later today at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide . 

...Joing nothing will mean continued traffic which means congestion and pollution which studies show in California, the transportation 
sector is the largest source of carbon emissions, more than double the emissions in the energy sector. Considering the recent events 
which gravely affected our air quality, I believe we need to do everything in our power to reduce emissions from all sources. Additionally 
when you consider housing, if residents have to allocate space under current legislation for parking instead of providing more living 
space, this adds even pressure to those seeking housing. 

This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more congested 
by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars 
and reliance on driving. 

Best, 
Jean-Paul 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 11:04 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Jean-Paul Torres <jptorres152@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:05 AM 
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org> 
Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org> 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

i'.: 
:;J tl This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Supervisor !3rown, 

I am new resident of district 5 and had the pleasure of meeting you at the Prop C volunteer appreciation party at 
Roccapulco. 

I wanted to take this opportunity to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee later today, November 26, which would amend the Pl<;inning Code to eliminate parking . 
minimums citywide. The city has made considerable progress over time in reducing the number of parking spaces new 
development is required to have and I believe it is time for us to extend this city-wide. Doing nothing will mean 
continued traffic which means congestion and pollution which studies show in California, the transportation sector is the 
largest source of carbon emissions, more than double the emissions in the energy sector. Considering recent events 
which have affected our air quality, I believe we need to do everything in our power to reduce emissions: Additionally 
when you consider housing, if residents have to allocate space under current legislation for parking instead of providing 
more living space, this adds even pressure to those seeking housing. 

This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and 
more congested by traffic, we ni;ed to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation 
rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. · 

Thank you, 
Jean-Paul 

11960 



Ma· or, Erica (BOS) 

:>m: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:02 AM 

Major, Erica (BOS) To: 
Subject: FW: Please pass Supervisor Kim's legislation eliminating parking minimums! (File No. 

181028) 

From: Bobak Esfandiari <besfandiari@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:52 AM 
To: Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) 
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; _BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Rubenstein, Beth (BOS) <beth.rubenstein@sfgov.org>; Fregosi, Ian (BOS) <ian.fregosi@sfgov.org>; Yu, Angelina 
(BOS) <angelina.yu@sfgov.org>; Fong, Kitty (BOS) <kitty.fong@sfgov.org>; edward.wright@sfgov.org; Jacobo, Jon (BOS) 
<jon.jacobo@sfgov.org>; Meyer, Catherine (BOS) <cathy.mulkeymeyer@sfgov.org>; Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS) 
<suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>; Ho, Tim (BOS) <tim.h.ho@sfgov.org>; Summers, Ashley (BOS) 

<ashley.summers@sfgov.org>; Ho, Jessica (BOS) <jessica.ho@sfgov.org>; Ma, Annie (BOS) <annie.ma@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Please pass Supervisor Kim's legislation eliminating parking m_inimums! (File No 181028) 

·:! 
·;j This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

+BoS Legislation email address so that this letter gets added to the public record in support of the ordinance. 

On Mon, Nov 26, 2018 at 10:47 AM Bobak Esfandiari <besfandiari@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hello Supervisor Fewer, 

Copied on this email are your colleagues Supervisors Tang and Safaf who both sit on the Land Use Committee, who I 
both want to see this message as well. I'm writing to you briefl{this morning to urge you to support and pass the 
legislation that Supervisor Kim has proposed to "allow but not require" parking in new housing developments going 
forward. 

There are numerous reasons why I think this is a good piece of legislation, most of those reasons are outlined here in 
this petition that I signed with my friends in.YIM BY Mobility: 

https://www.change.org/p/san-francisco-board-of-supervisors-eliminate-san-francisco-parking-minimums 

However, put simply, I believe we need to make it easier to bu_ild housing, and part of that goal needs to include 
eliminating costly mandates for a 20th century mode of transportation which costs on average 70,000 dollars a parking 
spot and doesn't do anything to advance our climate change goals. 

Please prioritize mass transit, transit oriented development, cycling, and please support Supervisor Kim's proposal. It 
won't eliminate parking overnight. Quite frankly, I expect that housing developers will continue to include parking in 
their proposals because that's what their loans require them to do as part of the loan. However, if we're able to 

· implement a public bank like your office has been investigating, then we can begin to truly shift our development 
patterns away from car-oriented infrastructure and more towards more sustainable methods. 

1961 



The city can and will continue to allow parking to be included in new housing, but it shouldn't require parking. Please 
do the right thing, please support Supervisor Kim's proposal. 

We have the opportunity to be the city that leads, in both making it easier to build housing, and taking our climate 
change challenges seriously: 
https:ijwww.vox.com/2018/11/24/18109883/climate-report-2018-national-assessment 

Please pass this ordinance, then keep pushing for more investments in mass transit & transit oriented development. 

Your neighbor & constituent, 

Error! Filename not specified. 
Bobak Esfandiari 
Error! Filename not 
specified.about.me/bobak_esfandiari 

"Let the beauty of what you Jove be what you do." 
-Ru mi 

Error! Filename not specified. 
Bobak Esfandiari 
Error! Filename not 
specified.about.me/bobak_esfandiari 

"Let the beauty of what you Jove be what you do." 
-Ru mi 

12962 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

lm: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS). 
Monday, November 26, 2018 11:00 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Elsa Heylen [mailto:elsaheylen@protonmail.com] 

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:47 AM 

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 

<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation.being heard at the Land Use and 
·Transportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking 

unimums citywide. This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, 
vVhich is getting more and more congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more 
sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Sincerely, 
ElsaHeylen 

1963 



Major, Erica {BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:49 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

FW: Please pass Supervisor Kim's legislation eliminating parking minimums! (File No 
181028) 

From: Bobak Esfandiari [mailto:besfandiari@gmail.com] 

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:48 AM · 

To: Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) 
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Rubenstein, Beth (BOS) <beth.rubenstein@sfgov.org>; Fregosi, Ian (BOS) <ian.fregosi@sfgov.org>; Yu, Angelina 

(BOS) <angelina.yu@sfgov.org>; Fong, Kitty (BOS) <kitty.fong@sfgov.org>; edward.wright@sfgov.org; Jacobo, Jon (BOS) 
<jon.jacobo@sfgov.org>; Meyer, Catherine (BOS) <cathy.mulkeymeyer@sfgov.org>; Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS) 

<suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>; Ho, Tim (BOS) <tim.h.ho@sfgov.org>; Summers, Ashley (BOS) 

<ashley.summers@sfgov.org>; Ho, Jessica (BOS) <jessica.ho@sfgov.org>; Ma, Annie (BOS) <annie.ma@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Please pass Supervisor Kim's legislation eliminating parking minimums! (File No 181028) 

n 
1 

, This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Hello Supervisor Fewer, 

Copied on this email are your colleagues Supervisors Tang and Safai who both sit on the Land Use Committee, 
who I both want to see this message as well. I'm writing to you briefly this morning to urge you to support and 
pass the legislation that Supervisor Kim has proposed to "allow but not require" parking in new housing 
developments going forward. . 

There are numerous reasons why I think this is a good piece of legislation, most of those reasons are outlined 
here in this petition that I signed with my friends in YIMBY Mobility: 
https://www.change.org/]2/ san-francisco-board-of-supervisors-eliminate-san-francisco-parking-minimums 

However, put simply, I believe we need to make it easier to build housing, and part of that goal needs to include 
eliminating costly mandates for a 20th century mode of transportation which costs on average 70,000 dollars a 

·parking spot and doesn't do anything to advance our climate change goals. -

Please prioritize mass transit, transit oriented development, cycling, and please support Supervisor Kim's 
proposal. It won't ·eliminate parking overnight. Quite frankly, I expect that housing developers will continue to 
include parldng in their proposals because that's what their loans require them to do as part of the loan. 
However, ifwy're able to implement a public bank like your office has been investigating, then we can begin to 
truly shift our development patterns away from car-oriented infrastructure and more towards more sustainable 
methods. 

The city can and will continue to allow parking to be included in new housing, but it shouldn't require parking. 
Please do the right thing, please support Supervisor Kim's proposal. 



We have the opportunity to be the city that leads, in both making it easier to build housing, and taking our 
climate change challenges seriously: 

ps://www.vox.com12018/11/24/18109883/climate-report-2018-national-assessment 

Please pass this ordinance, then keep pushing for more investments in mass transit & transit oriented 
. development. 

Your neighbor & constituent, 

Bobak 
Esfandiari 
about.me/bobak_esfandiari 

"Let the beauty of what you love be what you do." 
-Rumi 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:36 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Jean-Paul Torres [mailto:jptorres152@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:09 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgciv.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC)<paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

: ' This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links qr attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard later today at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. 

Doing nothing will mean continued traffic which means congestion and pollution which studies show in California, the transportation 
sector is the largest source of carbon emissions, more than double the emissions in the energy sector. Considering the recent events 
which gravely affected our air quality, I believe we need to do everything in our power to reduce emissions from all sources. Additionally 
when you consider housing, if residents have to allocate space under current legislation for parking instead of providing more living 
space, this adds even pressure to tho.se seeking housing. 

1 

· This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more congested 
by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars 
and reliance on driving. 

Best, 
Jean-Paul 

1lg55 



Ma· or, Erica (BOS) 

Jm: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:29 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Paul Hmailto:hugfoppe@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:46 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) · 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

: This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and 
ransportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking 

1ninimums citywide. This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, 
which is getting more and more congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more 
sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Thank you for taking the time to read this. 

Paul Foppe 
2935 Judah Street 
San Francisco, CA 

1967 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:29 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: David Heflin [mailto:heflindavidJ@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:52 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgciv.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources . 

. To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
· Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Sent from my iPhone 

11s68 



Ma· or, Erica (BOS) 

.>m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:28 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: Please eliminate parking minimums! 

From: Dan Tasse [mailto:dan.ta~se@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:59 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul {CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject:· Please eliminate parking minimums! · 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing .an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and 
,ransportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking 

minimums citywide. 

Parking minimums make construction more expensive, and lock us into a car-centered mindset. We should be 
building homes for people, not cars. I bike everywhere and want a city where it's easy for other people to also, 
not one where I'm always in the minority. 

Thank you, 
Dan Tasse 
201 27th St Apt 5, San Francisco, CA 94131 

1969 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:28 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Jacob Medaris [mailto:jacobmedaris@icloud.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 6:20 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahs·ha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being .heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. · 

Thank you, 

Jacob Medaris 



Ma·or, Erica (BOS) 

.om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Kevin Kucharski [mailto:kkucharskiS@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 7:34 PM 
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) 
<kimstaff@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

n 
: : This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking 
minimums citywide. This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, 
which is getting more and more congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more 
sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Thank you, 

Kevin 

1971 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
· Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Kevin Kucharski [mailto:kkucharskiS@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 7:34 PM 
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) 
<l<imstaff@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

Ll This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
: l 
~.; 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email tci express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking 
minimums citywide. This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, 
which is getting more and more congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more 
sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Thank you, 

Kevin 

1197 2 



Ma· or, Erica (BOS) 

'rn: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Jim Morrison [mailto:phython@google.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 8:48 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS} <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS} 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov:org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC} <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

' This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and· 
....,ransportation Committee (https :// sfgov .legistar. comJLegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3 709260&G UID=C3 6405 A9-
;174A-4 B08-8ED B-56D DF AC6CEEA) on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate 
parking minimums citywide. This is widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a yity like San 
Francisco, which is getting more and more congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support 
more sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Jim 

1913 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

.From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Lawrence Li [mailto:lawrence@bureausf.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 9:52 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS} <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS} 

<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Cc: thasan, Paul (CPC} <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org> 

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 

Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. 

I recently heard Al Gore remind the audience of the damage of climate change and how drastic collective action is 

necessary to address it. 

With Washington in denial, it pains me to see San Franciscans similarly resistant to best urban planning practices that 

encourage reducing our impact on our planet. 

We need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for 

cars and reliance on driving. We need to take our role in climate change seriously, and I need California and San 

Francisco to take leadership. 

Eliminating parking minimums is one necessary tool among many many more that must be used to change the way we 

live, to change our impact to our communities and to our planet. 

Regards, 

Lawrence Li 
498 Waller St Apt 9 

is14 



Ma"or, Erica (BOS) 

)m: 
:.ent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
· Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 

FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Rick Cox [mailto:rick.cox@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 12:33 AM 

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City ernail svstern. Do not open links or attachmen~s from untrusted sourcPs. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 

Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 

congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 

induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Thank you, 
Richard Cox 

Sent from my iPhone 

1 
1975 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From~ 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject:. 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:24 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Kevin [mailto:ku1313@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 2:44 PM 
· To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 

<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 

Subjec~: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

Mexico City has already done this, along with major cities all around the world. San Francisco is.behind the times, and is 

suffering because of its inaction. 

I am writing an email to express' my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 

Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 

widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 

congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

11s16 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

Jm: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:24 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Rachel Zack [mailto:zack.rachel@gmail.com] 

Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 4:57 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 

. Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is ·from outside the City em a ii system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted.sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Sent from my iPhone 

1977 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:24 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support elim_inating parking minimums · 

From: Rachel Zack [mailto:zack.rachel@gmail.com] 
. Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 4:57 PM 
To: Tang; Katy {BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kir.nStaff, {BOS} <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha {BOS} 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC} <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>i janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support elim.inating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support.for the legislation being heard·at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on November 26; which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 

Sent from my iPhone 

1197 8 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

.:>m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:20 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Jeffrey Keim [mailto:jeffrey.keim@icloud.com] 
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2018 11:41 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfg'ov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS} <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 

<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC} <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on November 26, which vyould amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, which is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 

induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. 



Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: KirnStaff, (BOS) 
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:19 AM 
To: Major, Erica (BOS) . 
Subject: FW: 1 support eliminating parking minimums 

-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas Walsh [mailto:douglasjaywalsh@gmail.com] 
Sent: Satyrday, November 24, 2018 9:37 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC} <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and transportation · 
Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like. San Francisco, which is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand. for cars and reliance on driving. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Walsh 



Ma·or, Erica (BOS) 

>m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-~---

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:19 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: I support eliminating parking minimums 

From: Douglas Walsh [mailto:douglasjaywalsh@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 9:37 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, {BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahshq (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org 
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums 

This rnessage is from outside the City cmaii system. Do not open links or attachrnents fron1 untrusted sources. 

To Chair Katy Tang, 

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. This is 
widely considered best practice for urban planning, and in a city like San Francisco, w.hich is getting more and more 
congested by traffic, we need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than 
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving. · 

Sincerely, 

Douglas Walsh 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

KimStaff, (BOS) 
Monday, November 26, 2018 10:19 AM 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: In support of eliminating parking minimums 

·From: Shirley Johnson [mailto:dr_shirleyjohnson@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 10:48 AM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org;>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org; Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org>; 
MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London 
(MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org> 
Subject: In support of eliminating parking minimums 

f! This message is from.outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
!·.: 

Dear Chair Katy Tang, 

I strongly support the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation Committee on November 26 to amend 
the planning code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. We need fewer cars in San Francisco, not more. Our city 
streets are so congested that we must take action to reduce private automobile use in favor of more sustainable 
transportation. · 

I ride a bicycle by choice and do not own a car. I take my life in my hands everyday on our dangerous city streets. 
Excessive automobile traffic causes many people t6 fear biking and walking, and I understand their concerns. Think how 
much safer, healthier, quieter, and cleaner our city would be with fewer cars on our streets. In contrast, more cars will 
have the opposite effect. 

Eliminating· parking minimums is smart land use policy and enables denser, more affordable housing. Buildings with no or 
less parking will support the use of walking, biking, and public transit. 

Please, for the livability of our city, support elimination of minimum parking requirements. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 
Shirley Johnson 
3480 17th Street 
Homeowner, District 8 
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November 2, 2018 

Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: File #181028 - SUPPORT 

To Chair Katy Tang: 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

1720 Market Street 

San Francisco CA 94102 

T 415.431.BIKE 

F 415.431.2468 

sfbike.org 

On behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition and our 10,000-plus members, I am writing to 
express our stmng support for File #181028, an amendment to the Planning Code to modify Better 
Streets Plan requirements. 

When this legislation was presented to the Planning Commission on Oct. 18, there was robust 
conversation regarding parking minimums and went above and beyond staff's recommendation to 
unanimously vote to eliminate minimum parking requirements citywide. We strongly urge that the 
Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee are in alignment with the Planning 
Commission and move forward with a recommendation on this version of the bill so we can have a 
comprehensive update to the Better Streets P·lan. 

The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition's mission is to promote the bicycle for everyday transportation. 
Built into our strategie plan, we actively fight for land use policies that prioritize safe, comfortable 
sustainable transportation. As our city continues to grow, encouraging automobile use by requiring 
developers to build parking means is antithetical to our city's Transit-First Policy. Inducing demand 
for single-occupancy vehicle use furthers congestion on our streets and deprioritizes biking, walking 
and public transit. When San Francisco has the third-worst traffic in the nation, it would be 
irresponsible to worsen congestion through antiquated land use policies in a modern, urban 
environment. 

While this legislation may seem like a bold move, this is exactly that kind of smart land use policy a 
city like San Francisco needs to advance. Minimum parking requirements directly lead to · 
inefficient, expensive use of land, not something that our city can afford. 

We hope you will move forward with a positive recommendation for this legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Janice Li 
Advocacy Di rector 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 
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November 5, 2018 

Supervisors Kim, Safai, and Tang 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco CA 94102 

Re: Eliminating Minimum Parking Requirements (Board File #181028) 

Dear Supervisors, 

On behalf of Livable City, I urge you to support Supervisor Kim's ordinance tO eliminate minimum parking 
requirements in San Francisco. · 

Livable City's mission is "to create a San Francisco of great streets and complete neighborhoods, where 
walking, bicycling, and transit are the best choices for most trips, where public spaces are beautiful, well­
designed, and well-maintained, and where housing is more plentiful and more affordable." 

Livable City's values are San Francisco values. San Francisco has long aspired to· be a more sustainable, 
more equitable, and more livable city. We have had a transit first policy since 1973, and it has been twice 
affirmed by voters. Voters have taxed themselves to invest in transit, and in walkable, bikeable, and greener 
streets. For decades our general plan and every neighborhood plan have affirmed the importance of a 
balanced transportation system centered on sustainable modes.-: walking, cycling, and transit. . 

Minimum parking requirements run contrary to all those values and priorities. They were an historic mistake; 
driving and parking should always have been treated as choice, not a requirement. We now know clearly that 
they make our city more congested and polluted, and less sustainable. They make housing more expensive 
and scarce. They make our streets less safe, less wallcable, and bikeable. They make our neighborhoods less 
green, less healthy, and less vital and sociable. For decades San Francisco has been chipping away at them, 
and every neighborhood plan has reduced or eliminated minimum parking requirements. More and more San 
Franciscans get it; in 2007, San Franciscans overwhelmingly rejected a ballot measure that would have 
locked in minimum parking requirements. 

More recently, the City's Transportation Demand Management, ADU legalization, and HOME-SF 
ordinances reduced or eliminated minimum parking requirements. Each was informed by evidence that 
relaxing minimum parldng requirements was highly effective in lowering housing costs, creating new 
·opportunities for housing, reducing automobile congestion and pollution, and encouraging sustainable modes 
of transportation. 

The ordinance before you today is an important step in aligning our planning requirements with our values, 
our priorities, and with the facts and evidence at our disposal. Two weeks ago our Planning Commission 
unanimously recommended that we eliminate the City's remaining minimum requirements. We ask that you 
support their reco:in:mendation. 

301 8th Street Suite 235 • San Francisco, CA 94103 • 415-344-0489 • www.livablecity.org 
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You will hear some people say that transit isn't good enough, or that walking and cycling aren't safe or 
convenient enough, or that street parking in our neighborhoods isn't managed well. That may be true. 
However requiring parking doesn't do anything to make our city more walkable, bikeable, or transit-friendly, 
or manage on-street parking better. All the evidence suggests that clinging to arbitrary and antiquated 
parking requirements will make our transportation problems worse, while continuing to worsen other 
pressing problems, including climate change and our housing affordability crisis. Part of San Francisco's 
problem is that City government has been trying to implement self-negating policies - encouraging walking, 
cycling, and transit and trying to make housing more affordable, while maintaining mandates for driving and 
parking that clog our streets with auto traffic and make housing more scarce and expensive. 

Please take this important step today, and eliminate these destructive requirements - and the monstrous 
contradictions in our transportation and housing policies and priorities that they represent. Eliminating 
minimum requirements isn't prohibiting driving an:d parking. It just makes it what it should have been all 
along - a personal choice. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Radulovich 
Executive Director 
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rans Form 
] 

Our communities. Our transportation. Our future. 

November 2, 2018 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: Support for eliminating minimum parking. requirements citywide 

Honorable Supervisors, 

Trans Form is a nonprofit with 20 years of experience building healthy, vibrant and safe neighborhoods in 
the greater Bay Area and throughout California. We promote walkable communities with excellent 

· transportation choices to connect people of all incomes to opportunity, keep California affordable and 
help solve our climate crisis. 

From skyrocketing housing costs to climate change to clogged, dangerous streets, there is no single 
solution to the confluence of crises we are facing. Yet there are some urban design factors that clearly 
contribute to all of these problems. One of the clearest and most egregious is the requirement for 
minimum parking, especially in housing developments. Elimjnating minimum parking requirements 
citywide is a change that needs to happen. 

The need to change this policy became even more evident after an analysis covered by Streetsblog that 
showed that 88% of the· new households added between 2008-2012 were car-free households. That 
lopsided amount was before the profusion of transportation choices that has made it even easier to live 
in San Francisco without owning a private automobile. 

In a City that prides itself on finding solutions rather than relying on tired and antiquated zoning codes it 
is finally time to eliminate parking requirements citywide. We applaud you for considering this smart 
approach to a more affordable, lower-traffic, lower-emission city. 

Sincerely, . 

~6,_~ls-~ 
Stuart Cohen 
Executive Director 

MAIN OFFICE: 436 I 4TH STREET, SUITE 600, OAKLAND, CA 94612 IT: 510.740.3150 I 
SACRA.MENTO: 7 ! 7 K STREET, SUITE 300, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 ! T: 916.441.0204 ! 

SILICON VALLEY: 48 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SUITE I 03, SAN JOSE, CA 95112 IT: 408.406.8074 I 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Shirley Johnson . 
Tang. Katy (BOS); KimStaff. (BOS); Safai. Ahsha (BOS) 
Chasan, Paul (CPC); janice@sfbike.org; Tom Radulovich; MandelmanStaff. fBOSJ; Kim, Jane (BOS); Breed, Mayor 
London (MYR) 
In support of eliminating parking minimums 
Saturday, November 24, 2018 10:48:23 AM 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted 
sources. 

Dear Chair Katy Tang, 

I strongly support the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation Committee on 
November 26 to amend the planning code to eliminate parking minimums citywide. We need fewer cars in 
San Francisco, not more. Our city streets are so congested that we must take action to reduce private 
automobile use in favor of more sustainable transportation. 

I ride a bicycle by choice and do not own a car. I take my life in my hands everyday on our dangerous city 
streets. Excessive automobile traffic causes many people to fear biking and walking, and I understand 
their concerns. Think how much safer, healthier, quieter, and cleaner our city would be with fewer cars on 
our streets. In contrast, more cars will have the opposite effect. 

Eliminating parking minimums is smart land use policy and enables denser, more affordable housing. 
Buildings with no or less parking will support the use of walking, biking, and public transit. 

Please, for the livability of our city, support elimination of minimum parking requirements. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 
Shirley Johnson 
3480 17th Street 
Homeowner, District 8 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject:· 

Thomas Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com> 
Monday, November 26, 2018 9:29 AM 
Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS) 
Re: Eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements - SUPPORT 

H This message is from outside the City email ·system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
:'.i 

Supervisors, 

I just wanted to reiterate my support of Sup. Kim's proposal to elimim'lte minimum off-street parking 
. requirements, which I understand you'll be considering again today. I was able to attend one of the 
outreach meetings she and her staff conducted, and found them professional and informative. Lots of 
other people at my meeting were also in favor of the proposed revisions. 

In addition to my earlier points, I'd like to note that the proposal would effectively document the fact 
that these requirements can *already* be waived/Circumvented in most cases. It is always best when 
an ordinance is upfront and clear, especially for small-scale applicants (i.e., homeowners), who don't 
necessarily have the resources of larger developers. 

Thanks for your consideration,· 
Thomas Rogers 
District 10 · 

On Friday, Nove~ber 2, 2018, 1:45:31 PM PDT, Thomas;·Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Supervisors Kim, Tang, Safaf-

I strongly support Sup. Kim's proposal to eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements (Board 
File 1.81028 - http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=33897), which you'll be considering on 
Monday 11/5 at the Land Use and Transportation Committee. I will admit: I saw parking expert+ 
UCLA professor Donald Shoup speak in 2005, and it profoundly changed how I think about parking! 
When cities require new developments to provide off-street parking, it encourages driving and its 
associated congestion/pollution. Knowing what we know now about climate change, it's even more 
essential that we no longer subsidize the most inefficient transportation method! 

In addition, the other parts ofthis proposal that limit curb cuts and improve sidewalks more generally 
sound like a great way for SF to improve on Vision Zero. I know how challenging it can be for 
everyone, but especially those with mobility challenges, to safely navigate the sidewalks with cars 
coming in/out of driveways. I'm on board with those proposed changes as well, and thank you for your 

' ' 

consideration. 

-Thomas Rogers 
District 10 

11988 



PS- Glancing at the rest of the agenda, I would NOT support allowing the Board to review SFMTA 
decisions on Bus Rapid Transit projects (Board File 180862), if that would mean any new delay to 
c::.uch projects. So far, SF's BRT initiatives have taken way too long already! However, I did not review 

1t in detail, so I may be. misunderstanding or missing a broader point.. 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: · 
Attachments: 

!J 
::.1 

Joelle Kenealey <sfommra@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 25, 2018 9:46 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BO.S); Mary Harris; Joelle Kenealey; KimStaff, (BOS) 
Land Use Committee - Item #5 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements · 
District 11 Council Ltr Land Use Hearing Nov 26 parking minimum requirements.pdf 

! i This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments fro111 untrusted sources. 
:..J 

Dear Chair Tang, 

Please find attached a letter from Mary Harris, President of the District 11 Council in regards to item 5 
Planning Code - Off Street Parking Requirements to be heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on Monday, November 26th. I request this letter be included in the file. 

Best regards, 

Joelle Kenealey 
President 
Outer Mission Merchants and Residents Association 
Member of the District 11 Council 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

om: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Joelle Kenealey <sfommra@gmail.com> 
Sunday, November 25, 2018 9:46 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim1 Jane (BOS); Safai1 Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Meyer/ Catherine (BOS); Mary Harris; Joelle Kenealey; KimStaff, (BOS) 
Land Use Committee - Item #5 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements 
District 11 Council Ltr Land Use Hearing Nov 26 parking minimum requirements.pdf 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Chair Tang, 

Please find attached a letter from Mary Harris, President of the District 11 Council in regards to item 5 
Planning Code - Off Street Parking Requirements to be heard at the Land Use and Transportation 
Committee on Monday, November 26th. I request this letter be included in the file. 

Best reg~rds, 

Joelle Kenealey 
President 
Outer MiSsion Merchants and Residents Association 
1ember of the District 11 Council 

1 991 



November 25, 2018 

Chair Katy Tang 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102~4689 

RE: Planning Code ~ Off ~Street Parking Requirements 

Dear Chair Tang, Vice~Chair Kim and Supervisor Safai, 

File No. 181028 
Received via email 
11/25/18 

On behalf of the District 11 Council, which is comprised of thirteen neighborhood groups and non~ 
profits that reside within District 11, we are strongly opposed to the legislation that will be heard at the 
Land Use and Transportation Committee on Monday, November 26th regarding Planning Code - Off~ 
Street Parking Requirements item number 5 on the agenda. · 

As more and more housing developments will be coming to the southern districts of San Francisco 
including District 11, this legislation will burden neighborhoods that are already crowded with vehicles. 
Just because a development will no longer offer parking does not mean new residents that live in these 
buildings will not have a vehicle, which will add to the stress of more cars in a neighborhood. Although 
in theory, this sounds like a great plan, this legislation paints a broad brush that all neighborhoods are 
the same. 

The legislation assumes that all citizens in San Francisco have access to different modes of 
transportation and in District 11 that is not the case. This legislation also assumes that residents work 
9~5 in downtown San Francisco. This is not the case in District 11 where we have residents that own 
their own businesses and/or work in the trades where access to a vehicle is required not an option. 

We are also disappointed that last week, while San Francisco and the Bay Area were under the critical 
"RED" air quality index, that the community meetings that were scheduled by Supervisor Kim's office 
and the Planning Department were not postponed. Many District 11 Council members were not able to 
attend these meetings due to poor air quality. 

We believe this legislation needs to be fully vetted and instead of rushing a decision that will have 
irreversible impact on District 11 we strongly urge Chair Tang and members of the committee to take 
the time to carefully think through this legislation. . · 

. Sincerely, 

Mary C. Harris 
President 
Distriet 11 Council 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

om: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ausra Eileen Boken <aeboken@gmail.com> 

Saturday, November 24, 2018 4:22 PM 

FewerStaff (BOS); StefaniStaff, (BOS); PeskinStaff (BOS); Tangstaff, (BOS); BrownStaff; 

KimStaff, (BOS); YeeStaff, (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Ronen, Hillary; CohenStaff, 

(BOS); SafaiStaff (BOS) 

Major, Erica (BOS); Rose Hillson; zrants .; George Wooding 

BOS Land Use and Transportati.on Committee Agenda Item #5 (File 181028) 

csfnletterreeliminatingminimumparkingrequirementsnovember2018.pdf 

r·­
!:; 

,,, This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
'.·'' 
• ..:.! 

Please find attached CSFN Land Use and Transportation Committee letter. 

1993 



COAU11<9N fO'R SAN FRANCISCO NEIGfl13<9'RH.<9<9VS 
LAND lA.56 COMMtTT66 

181028 

WWW.CSFN.Nff *':P.O. "F>DX:15GG1h *- SAN fRANC-!SGO, CA.!)41:15-GGiG * 5ST. :072 

November 21, 2018 

Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
1 Dr. Carlton B .. Goodlett Place 
City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 181028 Planning Code - Off-street Parking Requirements (Sponsors Kim, 
Peskin, Brown) · 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim and Safai, 

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) Land Use and Transportation Committee, at 
its regular meeting of November 21, 2018, unanimously voted to request that you continue the 
subject-referenced matter from your November 26, 2018 meeting to a date when the newly elected 
Board of Supervisors are in office. 

Sincerely; 
/s 
Rose Hillson 
Chair 

Cc: E:rica Major 
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om: 
.... ent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, November 19, 2018 1:45 PM 
BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS) 
FW: In support of eliminating minimum parking requirements (file number 181028) 

From: Roan Kattouvit <roan.kattouw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 8:01 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha {BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, {BOS) 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Kim, Jane {BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org> 
Subject: In support of eliminating minimum parking requirements (file number 181028) 

·.: This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am writing to you in support of file number 181028 ("eliminate mi.nimum off-street pa·rking requirements City-wide") 
'riy Supervisor Kim. Eliminating minimum parking requirements will help take cars off our streets and encourage more 

eople to use sustainable modes of transportation. Reducing parking has been shown to reduce driving. This is crucial 
for combating climate change, improving air quality, and making our streets safer. Right now most of our state is either 
on fire or choking on smoke, demonstrating the need for swift action to reduce emissions. Eliminating parking, 
minimums is not nearly a dramatic enough step, but if the Board can't even pass this, I have little hope that it can take 
more impactful steps to reduce driving and promote sustainable transportation to an extent that will make a dent in our 
transportation emissions. 

Minimum parking requirements also waste land that could be used for housing instead; more housing was already direly 
needed, but as the recent fires destroy more homes, the housing shortage will only worsen. Housing people should be 
prioritized over housing cars, so I urge you to vote in favor of this ordinance. 

Roan Kattouw · 
District 6 resident 

1 
1995 



To: Duong, Noelle (BOS); cautnl@aol.com 
Subject: RE: 11/14/18 Transportation and Land Use Committee Meeting 

From: Cautnl [mailto:·cautnl@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:02 AM 
To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; ahsah.safai@sfgov.org 
Subject: 11/14/18 Transportation and Land Use Committee Meeting 

~ This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
~~: 

Bay Area Transportation Working Group (BATWG) 

Subject: Transportation and Land Use Committee Meeting of 11/14/18 .. .ltems 5 and 6. 

Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang and Safai, 

BATWG strongly supports both the removal of the parking minimums and the assumption by 
the Board of Supervisors of limited oversight over the arrangement and use of red lanes. 

Sometimes we activists focus onlyon what we don't agree.with. This is partly, but not 
entirely, justified by a lack of resources. In any event, thank you for your actions! 

Some of you may recall Norm Rolfe. I wish he could have been at your hearing 
yesterday. Norm died in the early 2000's. As a long time champion of reduced parking and 
higher parking taxes in San Franci$CO, I know he would have been happy with your actions 
yesterday .... as am I. · 

Your recommendation to involve the Board, at least to a degree, in the arrangement of red 
lanes is equally welcome. Short of impeding the flow of Muni vehicles, allowing shuttle buses 

·and other collective means of travel access to the red lines makes sense. The fact that San 
Francisco is beginning to focus on how to protect itself from too much automobile use is a 
·most wefoome development. 

So please keep at it! 

Gerald Cauthen, 
President Bay Area Transportation Working Group. 
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From: Winston Parsons [mailto:presparsons@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 9:20 AM 
To: KimStaff, (BOS} <kimstaff@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Support for Better Streets Legislation . 

To Supervisor Jane Kim and Staff, 

While I cannot attend any of the community events regarding the proposed Better Streets Legislation/removal 

of the mandatory parking minimums, I'd like to express my strong support for the legislatfon. As a born-and­

raised San Franciscan and Richmond District resident I recognize the importance of prioritizing street safety, 

reducing traffic, and supporting our transit, bicycle, and pedestrian networks. Removing mandatory parking 

minimums is a step in the right direction towards those ends. 

Thank you to your office for leading this process, and I again emphasize my support for the removal of 

mandatory parking minimums. 

Winston Parsons 
linkedin.com/in/winston-parsons 

resparsons@gmail.com 

(He/Him) 
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To: 
Subject: 

Duong, Noelle (BOS); hoatmanstanford@gmail.com 
RE: Removing Parking Minimums 

From: Hunter Oatman-Stanford [mailto:hoatmanstanford@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2618 2:08 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) 
<kimstaff@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Removing Parking Minimums 

Dear Supervisors Tang, Safai, and Kim, 

I'm am writing you concerning the recent proposal to remove citywide parking minimums, which I strongly 
support. There is absolutely zero reason we should require builders or developers to include parking by law, 
especially as we claim to be a "transit first" city. In the midst of an unprecedented housing crisis, these 
minimums make new buildings much more pricy and reduce the space available for actual homes to provide 
space for cars. We need FEWER cars in SF, not more, and should prioritize hard parking maximums rather than 
minimums. 

Sincerely, 
Hunter Oatman-Stanford 
855 Folsom Stret 
SF, CA 94107 
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Subject: 
Duong, Noelle (BOS); presparsons@gmail.com 
RE: Support for Better Streets Legislation 

From: Winston Parsons [mailto:presparsons@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 9:20 AM 
To: KimStaff, {BO$) <kimstaff@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Support for Better Streets Legislation. 

To Supervisor Jane Kim and Staff, 

While I cannot attend any of the community events regarding the proposed Better Streets Legislation/removal 

of the mandatory parking minimums, I'd like to express my strong support for the legislation. As a born-and­

raised San Franciscan and Richmond District resident I recognize the importance of prioritizing street safety, 

reducing traffic, and supporting our transit, bicycle, and pedestrian networks. Reniovlng mandatory parking 
minimums is a step in the right direction towards those ends. 

Thank you to your office for leading this process, and I again emphasize my support for the removal of 

mandatory parking minimums. 

Winston Parsons 

linkedin.com/in/winston-parsons 
. . 

presparsons@gmail.com 

(He/Him) 
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November 9, 2018 

· Supervrsor Jane Kirn 
Land Use Committee 
Board of Supervisors 
City Han 

Dear Supervisor Kim: 

File No. 181028 
Received via email 
11/13/18 

Thank you for all your work and thank you specificalfy" for proposing this change to the 
Planning Code to.remove the Minimum Parking Requirements throughout the City, 

This is. a very smart and timely proposal.and here is why:. 
' ' 

This tegislation gives Project Sponsors a choice in designing and building their 
projects~ 

This legislation allows the Planning Department Staff to look at each site 
specificaHy. relatirig to rot size. nelghborhood character, pre$ervation of buildings, and 
more flexibility in alterations of existing residential housing. 

This legislation is allowing adaptatkm to change in transportation uses .. 

This legislation encourages programming of space that may allow tor more living 
space for peop!e and riot just for cars. 

There are probably other good reason$ to support the change to the Planing Code, but 
l think the four I have mentioned show why your proposal is time3y and smart and 
deserves support. 

Thanks to you again and man ks to your very able Staff. 

Sincerely, .:. 
./ .. ' 'I 7f 

f,ie~~j~ .. ~Xt/U{_i:~~1~-t 
/;/ - ·/ ' 

Georgia Schuttish 
N<:>e Valley Resident .32 years 
San Francisco Resident 39 years 

2000 



Duong, Noelle (BOS) 
Subject: RE: Supporting removing Parking Minimums 

181028 

From: Laura Foote <laura@yimbyaction.org> 
Sent: Monday, November 5, 2018 12:55 PM 
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Brown, 
Vallie (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) 
Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Chasan, Paul (CPC) 
Subject: Supporting removing Parking Minimums 

' \ This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attacbillents from untrusted 
sources. 

Dear Supervisors, 

On behalf of YIMBY Action and our 2,300 members in the Bay Area, I would like to extend our complete 
Jpport for removing parking minimums city-wide. 

Mandatory parking requirements are a form of climate denialism. If San Francisco wants to be a leader in the 
fight for lower cost housing; for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and for moving our communities away 
from car-centric infrastructure, we should remove parking minimums immediately. 

Next step is lowering parking maximums, for which you'll have our complete support! 

Best, 
Laura 

Laura Foote · 
Executive Director I Pronouns: slie/her 

YIM BY 
ACTION 

c. (415) 489-0197 
:=. laura@yimbyaction.org 

Become a member of YIMBY Action now! 



From:· 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

. Attachments: 

Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org> 
Monday, November 05, 2018 12:18 PM 
Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); T.ang, Katy (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Summers, Ashley 
(BOS); Chasan, Paul (CPC) 
Support for Supervisor l(im's ordinance to remove minimum parking requirements 
(Board File #181028) 
parking minimums letter.pdf 

~ This. message i's from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted 
~': 

[} sources. 
~ 

Dear Supervisors, 

Attached please find our letter in support of Supervisor Kim's ordinance eliminating minimum parking 
requirements. Eliminating minimum parking requirements will help make our city safer, greener, healthier, 
more sustainable, more walkable, more bikeable, more transit-friendly, more mobi1e, and more affordable, and 
less polluted and congested. We fully support the Planning Commissfon's unanimous recommendation to 
eliminate minimum parking requirements citywide, and urge you to support Supervisor Kim's ordina.n,ce today. 

Best, 

Tom Radulovich 
Executive Director 
Livable City & Sunday Streets 
301 8th Street, Suite 235 
San Francisco CA 94103 
415 344-0489 
www.livablecity.org 
tom@livablecity.org 

2-002 



Livable 
City 

November 5, 2018 

Supervisors Kim, Safai, and Tang 
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco CA 94102 

. . 

Re: Eliminating Minimum Parking Requirements (Board File #181028) 

Dear Supervisors, 

On behalf of Livable City, T urge you to support Supervisor Kim's qrdinance to eliminate minimum parking 
requirements in San Francisco. 

Livable City's mission is "to create a San Francisco of great streets and complete neighborhoods, where 
walking, bicycling, and transit are the best choices for most trips, where public spaces are beautiful, well­
designed, and well-maintained, and where housing is more plentiful and more affordable." 

Livable City's values are San Francisco values. San Francisco has long aspired to be a more sustainable, 
more equitable, and more livable city. We have had a transit first policy since 1973, and it has been twice 
affirmed by voters. Voters have taxed themselves to invest in transit, and in walkable, bikeable, and greener 
streets. For decades our general plan and every neighborhood plan have affirmed the importance of a 
balanced transportation system centered on sustainable modes - walking, cycling, and transit. 

Minimum parking requirements run contrary to all those values and priorities. They were an historic mistake; 
driving and parking should always have been treated as choice, not a requirement. We now know clearly that 
they make our city more congested and polluted, and less sustainable. They make housing more expensive 
and scarce. They make our streets less safe, less walkable, and bikeable. They make our neighborhoods less 
green, less healthy, and less vital and sociable. For decades San Francisco has been chipping away at them, 
and every neighborhood plan has reduced or eliminated minimum parking requirements. More and more San 
Franciscans get it; in 2007, San Franciscans overwhelmingly rejected a ballot measure that would have 
locked in minimum parkingrequirements. 

More recently, the City's Transportation Demand Management, ADU legalization, and HOME-SF 
ordinances reduced or eliminated minimum parking requirements. Each was informed by evidence that 
relaxing minimum parking requirements. was highly effective in lowering housing costs, creating new 
opportunities for housing, reducing automobile congestion and pollution, and encouraging sustainable modes 
of transportation. 

The ordinance before you today is an important step in aligning our planning requirements with our values, 
our priorities, and with the facts and evidence at our disposal. Two weeks ago our Planning Commission 
unanimously recommended that we eliminate the City's remaining minimum requirements. We ask that you 
support their recommendation. 

301 8th Street Suite 235 o San Francisco, CA 94103 e 415.-344-0489 e www.livablecity.org 
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You will hear some people say that transit isn't good enough, or that walking and cycling aren't safe or 
convenient enough, or that ~treet parking in our neighborhoods isn't. managed well. That may be true. 
However requiring parking doesn't do anything to make our city more walkable, bikeable, or transit-friendly, 
or manage on-street parking better. All the evidence suggests that clinging to arbitrary and antiquated · 
parking requirements will make our transportation problems worse, while continuing to worsen other 
pressing problems, including climate change and our housing affordability crisis. Part of San Francisco's 
problem is that City government has been trying to implement self-negating policies - encouraging walking, 
cycling, and transit and trying to make housing more affordable, while maintaining mandates for driving and 
parking that clog our streets with auto traffic and make housing more scarce and expensive. 

Please take this important step today, and eliminate these destructive requirements - and the monstrous 
contradictions in our transportation and housing policies and priorities that they represent. Eliminating 
minimum requirements isn't prohibiting driving and parking. It just niake~ it what it should have been all 
along - a personal choice. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Radulovich 
Executive Director 

2004 



Duong, Noelle (BOS) Jm: 
_,ent: 
To: 

Monday, November OS, 2018 11:39 AM 
hand4sf@gmail.com 

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS) 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

SUPPORT - Eliminate Parking Minimums 
HAND - Eliminating Parking Minimums.docx 

Thank you for submitting this lett~r of support, we will add it to the packet for the full Board of Supervisors 
meeting after the item moves forward from committee. 

Warm Regards, 
Noelle 

Noelle Duong 
Legislative Office of District 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 
noelle.duong@sfgov.org I 415-554-7970 

crom: HAND [mailto:hand4sf@gmail.com] 

cnt: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:15 AM 

To: Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org> 
Subject: SUPPORT - Eliminate Parking Minimums 

,·-1 
: j 
· ! This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments frqm untrusted sources. 
\ ~: 
_J 

Supervisor Kim, 

On behalf of the Haight Ash bury Neighbors for Density, please find.the attached letter of support for your 
proposal to eliminate parking minimum in new development projects. 

Please let us know how else we can be helpful in passing this important piece of legislation. 

Best, 
The Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density {HAND) 

Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density 

To opt out offuture emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe" 

1 
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November 5th, 2018 

The Honorable Supervisor Jane Kim 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 6 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE - Support Eliminating Parking Minimums In Housing Developments 

Supervisor Kim, 

On behalf of the members of the Haight-Ashpury Neighbors for Density (HAND), we want to 
express our support for your legislation eliminating parking minimums in housing developments. 

The widespread use of personal vehicles is the largest source of global warming emissions in 
· California and a major contributor to poor local air quality. Combined with our increasingly 
congested roads, finding ways to reduce cars and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is essential. 
Your proposal would b,e a significant step in the right direction for achieving both of these goals. 

Eliminating the requirement to have on-site parking for some development projects not only 
increases the probability that more housing yvill be built, it will also decrease the number of cars 
on the road. All scientific data indicates that one of the best ways to reduce a resident's driving 
frequency is to not provide on-site parking. The theory is pretty simple 1) no opti.ons fo park 
means people get rid of their car or 2) people using alternative modes of transportation will 
move in because the lack of car parking is not a deterrent. 

Your proposal is a significant step in the right direction. Please let us know how we can be 
helpful in ensuring it passes. 

Respectfully, 
Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density 
https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/ 

2006 



.:>m: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Thomas Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com> 
Friday, November 02, 2018 1:46 PM 
Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS) · 
Eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements - SUPPORT 

.--~ 

., 
; : This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
L~ 

Supervisors Kim, Tang, Safaf-

I strongly support Sup. Kim's proposal to eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements (Board 
File 181028 - http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=33897), which you'll be considering on 
Monday 11/5 at the Land Use and Transportation Committee. I will admit: I saw parking expert+ 
UCLA professor Donald Shoup speak in 2005, and it profoundly changed how I think about parking! 
When cities.require new developments to provide off-street parking, it encourages driving and its 
associated congestion/pollution. Knowing what we know now about climate change, it's even more 
essential that we no longer subsidize the most inefficient transportation method! 

In addition, the other parts of this proposal that limit curb cuts and improve sidewalks more generally 
ound like a great way for SF to improve on Vision Zero. I know how challenging it can be for 

everyone, bt.lt especially those with mobility challenges, to safely navigate the sidewalks with cars 
coming in/out of driveways. I'm on board with those proposed changes as well, and thank you for your 
consideration. 

-Thomas Rogers · 
District 10 

PS- Glancing at the rest of the agenda, I would NOT support allowing the Board to review SFMTA 
decisions on B.us Rapid Transit projects (Board File 180862), if that would mean any new delay to · 
such projects. So far, SF's BRT initiatives have taken way too long already! However, I did not review 
that in detail, so I may be misunderstanding or missing a broader point. 

2007 



From: 
sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org> 
Friday; November 02, 2018 1:56 PM 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS) 
Duong, Noelle (BOS); Chasan, Paul (CPC) 
Letter of support for Better Streets Plan amendments (File #181028) 
2018-11-02 Better Streets Plan amendment support (SF Bicycle Coalition).pdf 

0 
[~] This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
kj 

Hello Land Use and Transportation Committee members, 

Please see the SF Bicycle Coalition's letter of support attached here for File #181028, which will be heard in 
committee on Monday. 

Thank you for your ·attention to our letter, and please do not hesitate to.reach out if you have questions.· 

Best, 
Janice 

Janice Li 
(415) 431-2453 x302 
Advocacy Director 
Pronouns: she, her 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation 
1720 Market St. 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

iooa 



November 2, 2018 

Board of Supervisors 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 
City Hall, Room 250 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: File #181028 - SUPPORT 

To Chair Katy Tang: 

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

1720 Market Street 

San Francisco CA 94102 

T 415.431.BIKE 

F 415.431.2468 

sfbike.org 

On behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition and our 10,000-plus members, I am writing to 
express our !Strong support for fiie #181028, an amendrnent to the Planning (~ode to modify Better 
Streets Plan requirements. 

When this legislation was presented to the Planning Commission on Oct. 18, there was robust 
conversation regarding parking minimums and went above and beyond staff's recommendation to 
unanimously vote to eliminate minimum parking requirements citywide. We strongly urge that the 
.Board of Supervisors Land Use and Transportation Committee are in alignment with the Planning 
Commission and move forward with a recommendation on this version of the bill so we can have a 
comprehensive update to the Better Streets Plan.· 

The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition's mission is to promote the bicycle for everyday transportation. 
Built into our strategic plan, we actively fight for land use policies that prioritize safe, comfortable 
sustainable transportation. As our city continues to grow, encouraging automobile use by requiring· 
developers to build parking means is antithetical to our city's Transit-First Policy. Inducing demand 
for single-occupancy vehicle use furthers congestion on our streets and deprioritizes biking, walking 
and public transit. When San Francisco has the third-worst traffic in the nation, it would be 
irresponsible to worsen congestion through antiquated land use policies in a modern, urban 
environment. 

While this legislation may seem like a bold move, this is exactly that kind of smart land use policy a 
city like San Francisco needs to advance. Minimum parking requirements directly lead to 
inefficient, expensive use of land, not something that our city can afford. 

We hope you will move forward with a positive recommendation for this legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Janice Li 
Advocacy Director 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

2009 



To: Duong, Noelle (BOS) 
Subject: RE: Item 5/Land Use Committee 11/5/18 meeting--please support 

From: Alice Rogers <arcomnsf@pacbell.net> 
Sent: Saturday, November 3, 2018 7:31 PM 
To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) 
Cc.;: Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS) 
Subject: Item 5/Land Use Committee 11/5/18 meeting--please support 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Supervisor Safai, 

As a principal complainant on the lack of safe crossing provisions on the 340 Bryant project that precipitated Supervisor 
Kim's Better Streets legislation, I wholeheartedly· support this much needed code revision to close an existing loophole 
and to more consistently ensure safe pedestrian and bike routes. We cannot afford to risk the life or limb of anyone 
using our streets, and pedestrians and bikers are among the most vulnerable. 

I applaud Supervisor Kim and her staff for investing a great deal of time developing this legislation, and expanding its 
safety provisions to reduce street conflicts by eliminating minimum parking requirements and reducing curb cuts, where 
feasible, while making sure reasonable building access and disabled.mobility is not impaired. There is nothing in this 
legislation that will prevent land owners from installing any parking they feel they need (up to code maximums) to serve 
their use, and it will save them substantial sums of money if adding parking is not of use to them. A win/win! 

I urge you to support this legislation that would make EVERYone in the City safer, not le;;ist your own important 
constituents! 

Respectfully, 

Alice Rogers 
D6 resident; Board Member Walk San Francisco; Member, Vision Zero Coalition 

2010 



Our communities. Our transportation. Our future. 

November 2, 2018 . 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr; Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

City Hall, 
San Francisco,.CA 94102 

Subject: Support for eliminating minimum parking requirements citywide 

Honorable Supervisors, 

µDG\~Q!) ~1~ w~~tL 

l\ \'1"\'/JI~ 

TransForm is a nonprofit with 20 years of experience building healthy, vibrant and safe neighborhoods in 
the greater Bay i\rea and tl.-iroughout Californi<1. \/Ve promote vvalkoble communities \lvith excellent 

transportation choices to connect people of all incomes to opportunity, keep California affordable and 
help solve our climate crisis. 

From skyrocketing housing costs to climate change to clogged, dangerous streets, there is no single 
solution to the confluence of crises we are facing. Yet there are some urban design factors that clearly 
contribute to all of these problems. One of the clearest and most egregious is the requirement for 
minimum parking, especially in housing developments. Eliminating minimum parking requirements 
citywide is a change that needs to happen. 

The need to change this p'olicy became even more ev\dent after an analysis covered by Streets blog that 
showed that 88% of the new households added between 2008-2012 were car-free households. That 
lopsided amount was before the profusion of transportation choices that has made it even easier to live 
in San Francisco without owning a private automobile. 

In a City that prides itself on finding solutions rather than relying on tired and antiquated zoning codes it 
is finally time to eliminate parking requirements citywide. We applaud you for considering this smart 
approach to a more affordable, lower-traffic, lower-emission city. 

Sincerely, 

~(µa:sr--~~ 
Stuart Cohen 

Executive Director 

MAIN OFFICE: 436 I 4TH STREET, SUITE 600, OAKLAND, CA 94612 IT: 510.740.3150 I 
SACRAMEf"TO: 717 K STREET; SUITE 300, SACRAME~~TO, CA 958 ! 4 I T: 9 ! 6 .. 441.0204 I 

SILICON VALLEY: 48 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SUITE I 03, SAN JOSE, CA 95112 IT: 408.406.8074 I 

WWW.TRA~lfffMCA.ORG 



. Major, Erica (BOS) 

From: Duong, Noelle (BOS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:44 PM 
Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS) 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Major, Erica (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS) 

Re: Minimum Parking 

Thank you Juan Carlos, 

We are thankful to have Supervisor Brown as a co-sponsor. Much appreciated. 

Warm Regards, 
Noelle 

Noelle Duong 
Legislative Office of District 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 
noelle.duong@sfgov.org I 415-554-7970 

From: Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS) 

Sent: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 12:27 PM 

To: Duong, Noelle (BOS) 

Cc: Brown, Vallie (BOS) 
Subject: Minimum Parking 

Supervisor Brown would like to join as a co-sponsor on the minimum parking legislation. · 

Thanks! 

Legislative Aide - District 5 
Office of Supervisor Vallie Brown 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Direct: 415-554-7687 I juancarlos.cancino@sfgov.org 
https :// sfb os. o rg/ su pe rviso r-b rown-d istrict-5 
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Major, Erica (BOS) 

om: Duong, Noelle (BOS) 

Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:43 PM 
Hepner, Lee (BOS) 

Cc: BOS Legislation, (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS) 

Subject: Re: File 181028 - Planning Code - Better Streets Plan Requirements 

Thank you Lee! Erica, can we add Supervisor Peskin as the first co-sponsor to .the legislation? Thank you! 

Warm Regards, 

Noelle 

Noelle Duong 
Legislative Office of District 6 Supervisor Jane Kim 

noelle.duong@sfgov.org I 415-554-7970 

From: Hepner, Lee (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 12:17:47 PM 

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
Cc: Kim, Jan~ (BOS);·ouong, Noelle (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 

Subject: File 181028 - Planning Code - Better Streets Plan Requirements 

Hello - please add Supervisor Peskin as a co-sponsor to the subject file. 

Thanks, 

Lee 

Lee Hepner 

Legislative Aide 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
(415) 554-7419 I pronouns: he, him, his 

2€J13 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 26, 2018 

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 

On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee heard DUPLICATED AS AMENDED 
the following legislation from Board File No. 180914: 

File No. 181028-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new standard required streetscape 
improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require 
project sponsors to construct streetscap~ improvements in the public right-of-way; 
clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expanding curb cut 
restrictions for off-street parking and loading to nearly all zoning districts and certain 
designated streets, including those on the Citywide Transit Network and any officially 
adopted bicycle routes or lanes, and requiring a Conditional Use authorization or a 
Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the applicable areas; 
adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when granting a Conditional Use 
authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-0(SD) (Downtown, Office (Special 
Development)) or large project authorization in mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; 
prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street between Essex and Second 
Street; eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements for projects subject to the 
curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and making findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, 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 Duplicate 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. 

Angefa 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 cif Citywide Planning 
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 2O1 4 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Ms. Gibson:· 

October26, 2018 

City Rall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 181028 

On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee HEARD AND DUPLICATED AS 
AMENDED from the following Board File No. 180914: 

File No. 181028 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new standard required streetscape 
improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require 
project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way; 
clarifying the recommended sidewalk width ·for street types; expanding curb cut 
restrictions for off-street parking and loading to nearly all zoning districts and certain 
designated streets, including those on the Citywide Transit Network and any officially 
adopted bicycle routes or lanes, and requiring a Conditional Use authorization or a 
Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded. curb cuts in the applicable areas; 
adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when granting a Conditional Use 
authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-0(SD) (Downtown, Office (SpeCial 
Development)) or large project authorization in mixed~use districts for such curb cuts; 
prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom. Street between Essex and Second 
Street; eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements for projects subject to the 
curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and making findings under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, 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 duplicate legislation is being transrnittE;ld to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 

2015 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

September 26, 2018 

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

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

TDD!fTYNo. 554-5227 

File No. 180914 

On Septeml;>er 18, 2018, Supervisor Kim submitted the proposed legislation: 

File No. 180914 

Ordinance amen(:ling the Planning C<;)c:le to acid new items· to the list Qf stc:tndard 
required streetscape improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the 
triggers that would require project sponsors to con·struct streetscape improvements 
in the public right-of-way; clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for stre,et types; 
expanding curb cut restrictions for off-street parking and loading fo most zoning 
districts and certain designated streets, including those on the Citywide Transit 
Network and any officially adopted Class it Blkeways (bicycle lanes and buffered bike 
lanes) or Class IV Bikeways (protected bicycle lanes), and requiring a Conditional Use 
authorization or a Section 309 or .329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the. 
applicable area; adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 
granting a Conditional Use authorizatio11 cir an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-
0(SD) (Downtown, Office (Special Development)) or large projec~ authorization in 
mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new ~urb cuts in bus stops and on 
Folsom StreE)t be-tween· Essex· and Second Street; eliminating minimum off-street 
parl_<ing r~quirements for p~ojeots subject to the !'.:Urb cut restrictions or prohibitions; 
and making findings under the California Env.i.ronmental Quality Act, findings of 
consistency with the Genera,! Pian, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
$e.ction 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. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

v~~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
· Attachment Not defined as a· project under CEQA 

Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060-(c) 
c: Joy Nqvarrete, Environmental Planning (2 ) because it does not result in. a 

Laura Lynch, Environmental Pla.nning 
physical change in the environment·. 



BOARD of SUPER.VISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Environmental Review Officer 

· Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gfbson: 

October 18, 2018 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554~5227 

File No. 180914-2 

On October 16, 2018, Supervisor Kim submitted substitute legislation: 

File No. 180914-2 

Ordinance amending· the Planning Code to add new standard required streetscape 
improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require 

· project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way; 
clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expanding curb cut 
restrictions for off-street parking and loading to nearly all zoning districts and certain 
designated streets, including those on the Citywide Transit Network and any officially 
adopted bicycle routes or lanes, and requiring a. Conditional Use authorization or a 
Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts ili th.e applicable areas; 
adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when granting a Conditional 
Use authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-0(SD} (Downtown, Office 
{Special Development}) or large project authorization in mixed-use districts for such 
curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street between 
Essex and Second Street; eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements for 
projects subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and making . findings 
under the California Environmental Quality Act, 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. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
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BOARD of SuPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 18, 20:18 

. 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 

On October 16, 2018, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 180914-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new standard required streetscape 
improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require 
project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way; 
clc~rifying the recommended sidewalk Width for street types; expandJng curb cut 
restrictions for off-s.treet parking and loading to nearly all zoning districts and cerl;~j,n 
designated streets, including those on.the Citywide Transit Network and any officially 
adopted bicycle routes or lanes, and requiring a Conditional Use authorization or a 
Section 309 or 32.9 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the applicable areas; 
adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider wnen granting a Conditional Use 
authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-0(SD) (Downtown, Qffice (Special 
Development)) or large project authorization in mixed-use districts for suc.h cqrb cu.ts; 
prohibiting new curb cuts iri !:)us stops and 011 Folsom Street between Essex and Second 
Street; eliminating minimum off-street parking requirements for projects subject to the 
curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and making findings unqer the California 
Environmental Quality Act; findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the ei.ght 
priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity,. 
convenience and welfare under .Pl<J.nning Code, Section 3~2. 

The substitute ordinance is being transmitted purs\.!ant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for public 
hearing and recommendation. The ordin:ance is pen9ing 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 M;:tjor, Assistant C1$rk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
. Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental ReView Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 

2018 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lontn 
1650 Mission Street, Ste .. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

September 26, 2018 

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

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

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

On September 18, 2018, Supervisor Kim introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 180914 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new items to the list of standard 
required streetscape improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the 
triggers that would requite project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements 
in the public right-of-way; clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; 
expanding curb cut restrictions for off-street parking and loading to most zoning 
districts and certain designated streets, including those on the Citywide Transit 
Network and any officially adopted Class II Bikeways {bicycle lanes and bufferecl bike 
lanes) or Class IV Bikeways (protected bicycle lanes}, and requiring a Conditional Use 
authorization or· a Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the 
applicable area; adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 
granting a Conditional Use authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-
0{SD} (Downtown, Office (Special Development)) or large project authorization in 
mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on 
Folsom Street between Essex and Second Street; eliminating minimum off~street 
parking requirements for projects subject to the curb cut'restrictions or prohibitions; 
and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of 
consistency ~ith the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Gode, 
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 

~~~ 
By: E:rica Major, Assista,nt Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

John Rahaim, Director of Plqnning 
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Leg.islative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zerring Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planni.ng 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 
Joy Navarrete, E;nvfronmental Planning 2019 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Er:ivironmental Review Officer · 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Frandsco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

September 26, 2018 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 180914 

On September 18; 2018, Supervisor Kim submitted the proposed legislation: 

File No. 180914 

Ordinance amending th.e Planning Code to add new items to the list of standard 
required streetscape improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifyh:ig the 
triggers that would require project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements 
in the public right-of-way; clarifying the recommended sidewalk wiclt.h for street typ.es; 
expanding curb cut restrictions. for off-street parking and lqading to most ·zoning 
districts and certain designated streets, including those on the Citywide Transit 
Network and any officially adopted Class II Bikeways (bicycle lanes and buffered bike 
lanes) or Class IV Bikeways. (protected bicycle lanes), and requiring a, Conditional Use 
authorization or a Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curp cuts in the 
applicable area; adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when 
granting a Con.ditional Use authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-
0(SD) (Downtown, Office (Special Deveiopment)) or large project authorization in 
mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bus. stops and· on 
Folsom Street between Essex and Second Street; eliminating minimum off-street 
parking requirements for projects subject to the curb .cut restrictions· or prohibiti9ns; 
and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of. 
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority poHcies 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 E;Jnvironmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of fhe .Board 

~~~ 
By: Erica Major, AssistantClerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Plahhin.g 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 

2020 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton R Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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

TDD/TTY No. 554-52-27 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Ed Reiskin, Executive Director, Municipal Transportation Agency 

FROM: · Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: September 26, 2018 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has. received the following 
proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on September 18, 2018: 

File No. 180914 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new items to the list of standard 
required streetscape improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the 
triggers that would require project sponsors ·to construct streetscape 
improvements in the public right-of-way; clarifying the recommended sidewalk 
width for street types; expanding curb cut restdctions for off-street parking and 
loading to most zoning districts and certain designated streets, including those 
on the Citywide Transit Network and any officially adopted Class II Bikeways 

·(bicycle lanes and buffered bike lanes) or Class IV Bikeways (protected bicycle 
lanes), and requiring a Conditional Use authorization or a Section 309 or 329 
exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the applicabl.e area; adding criteria for 
the Planning Commission to consider when granting a Conditiona.I Use 
authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-0(SD) (Downtown, Office 
(Special Devefopment)) or large project authorization in mixed-use districts for 
such curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street 
between Essex and Second· Street; eliminating minimum off-street parking 
requirements for projects subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and 
making ·findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, 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 you have comments or reports to be Included w1th the file, please fQrward them to me at the 
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov'.org. 

c: janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Kate Breen, Municipal TransportationAgency 
Dillon Auyoung, Municipal Transportation Agency 

2021 



Pdnt Form · . I 
Introduction Form . • ~ • ~ • • • 1 " 

80~: .. u Ci-'·~ ~!.·J::~'-.'l.~1~;/~ · 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor S /, :: . F ~= . . : : ". l :j c; :~ .. 

.I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 

zc J J cc fhp~sh(t1~~ 4; n 8 
or meeting date -

[{] 1. For reference to Committee.· (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment). 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to C01mnittee. 

D 3. Reqµest for heaTh1g on a subj ept matter ai Committe~ . 

D 4. Request for letter beginnh1g :"Supervi~or inquiries" 
'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

D . 5. City Attorney Request. 

D 6. Call File No. from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No: 
~~~____'.:==============:=:::;-~~~------' 

D 9. Reactivate File No. 
'--~~~~~~~~~~----' 

D 10, Topic submitt;ed for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D s:m~n Business Commission 0 Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Conllnission D Buildirrg Inspection Commission. 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the ImperatiVe Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

Khn 

Subject: 

Plruming Code -- Modifying Better Streets Plan Requirements.and Curb Cut Restrictions 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new sta:ridard required streetscape improvements under the Better 
Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require project sponsors to co1istmct streetscape improvements in the 
public right-of-way; clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expanding curb cut restrictiom~ for 
off-street parldng and loading to nearly all zoning districts and certain designated streets, including those on the 
Citywide Transit Network and E;Lny o;fflcially adopted bicycle routes or lanes, and requiring a Conditional Use 
authorization ora Section 309 or 329 exception for new or expanded curb cuts in the applicable areas; ~dding criteria 
for the Planning Commission to consider when granting a Conditional Use ai1thodzation orru1 exception.as part of a 
Downtown C-3-0(SD) or large projecr.autho1ization in mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new cmb 
cuts in bus stops and on Folsom Street between Essex iilld Second Street; eliminating minimum off-str.eet parking · 
requirements for projects subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and making findings under the California 
Enviro1unental Quality Act, findings of consistency with the General Plan :md the eight priority policies of Plruming 
Code, Section 101.1, and findings of pttblic necessity, coiwenience and welfate under Planning Codep Section 302. 

2022 



The text is listed: 

I 
For Clerk's Use Only 
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I PriritForm . !I 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or tlrn Mayor 

., .·1. , r, 
"':·1 ~ ··; ·,. :.· ! ~: f· -{ · 1 !.-.- • i :· v 
i!; \ :1 · .. ]m1e•sl:amp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): - - or meeting date 
~· 2-_..--~...-·--­

.~ . 

0 1. For reference to Committee .. (Ai1 Ordinai'lce, Resolution, Motion, br Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

D 3. Request for hearing on a subject niattel' at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D. 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires11 

~--------~------~ 

5. City Attorney request 

6. Call File No. from Committe.e. 

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

8. Substitute Legislation File No. 

9 .. Reactivate File No. ~I -----~ 
10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on 

. Please check the appmpriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commissi011 D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission · 0 Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

I Supervisor Kim 

Subject: 

[Planning Code - Modifyfug Better Streets Plan Requirements and. Curb Cut Restrictions] 

The. text is liSted below or attached: 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new items to the list of standard required streetscape improvements 
under thtt Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggei·$ thf!.t WOlfld reqi.lire project sponsors to construct stre~tscape ~ 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: __ Cb=_,__· __ Q_~· _. _{k_~_· _____ _ 
For Clerk1s Use Only: 
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