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AMENDED IN COMMITTE" ‘
FILE NO. 181028 ~ 11/05/2018  ORDINANCE NO. |

[Planning Code - Medify
Street Parking Regunrements]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add%ewstandardm{%edstreetseape

and-Second-Street-eliminating eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements City- |
wide forprojects-subjectto-the curb-cutrestrictions-orprohibitions; 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
fin'dings of public necessity, convenience and welfare‘ under Plénning Code, Section
302, ’ : |

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font
Additions-to Codes are in Szngle underlzne zz‘alzcs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arialfent.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables,
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Be it ordained‘by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 4
Section 1. Findings, Including CEQA Findings and General Plan Consistericy Findihgs.
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(@f) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

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

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of |
Supervisors in File No. 181028 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms
this determination.

(b g On October 18, 2018, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 20319,
adopted findin-gs that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are Consis{ent, on balance,
with the City’'s General Plan and eight priority policies of Plannihg Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 181028, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(ch) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code
amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth
in Plahning Commission Resolution No. 20319 and the Board adopts these findi‘ngs as its

own.

{d) In the 1950s, the Plannihq Code established minimum parking requirements for

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

requirements in various San Francisco zoning districts as a strateqy to reduce fraffic

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

.transit)! and reduce housing and building costs. The recently-enacted Accessory Dwelling‘

Unif, Transportation Demand Management, and HOME-SF ordihances 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.
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Section 2. As introduced, this ordinance proposed revising Planning Code Sections

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

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

Transportation Committee duplicated the file and amended this ordinance to remove the
amendments to Sections 138.1, 150(a), 155(1), 161()). 209.4, 303(x), and Zoning Co‘ntrol
Tables 714,720, 721, 722, 727. and 750-764.

~ Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 150, 151, 155,
161, 204.'5, 209.1, 209.2, 210.1, 210.4, 239, 240.1, 240.2, 240.3, 242, 249.18, 304, 710-713,
715—719, 723-726, 728-734, and 81_O~812, and deleting Sections 159 and 160, to read as
follows: | |
'ARTICLE 1.5:
TRANSPORTATION, OFF-STREET PARKING, AND LOADING

* * * *

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

* * * *

(b)  Spaces Required. The requirements for @gﬁ—streetpa%léﬂgﬁné loading

structure constructed; and any use established, whether public or private, after the original

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

this Ardicle 1.5.

(c)  Additions to Structure and Uses.
(1) For any structure or use lawfully existing on such effective date, off-street

ﬁaFng—&Hé Ioadmg spaces need be provided only in the case of a major addition to such

structure or use, and only in the quan’uty required for the major addition itself. Any lawful
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deficiency in off-street pa#lemg»e; loading spaées existing on such effective date may be
carried forward for the structure or use, épart from such major addition.
,(2) _ For_ these purposes,‘ a "major addition" is hereby defined as any

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

which-would-inerease the requirement for off-street loading spaces by at least 15% pereent.

(3)  Successive additions made after the effective date of an off-street parking
er loading requirement shall be considered cumulative, and at the time such additions become
major in their total, off-street parking-and loading spaces shall be provided as required for
such major addition. |

(d) 'Spaces to be Retained. Once any off-street parling-er loading space has been
provided which wholly exparially meets the requirements of this Code, such off-street parking

of loading space shall not thereafter be reduced, eliminated or made unusable in any mahneré

required accessory residential parking space may be leased or rented on a monthly basis as
provided under Section 204.5(c b}{4) of this Code, and such lease or rental shall not be

considered a reduction or elimination of required spaces.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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(ef) 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 méximum permitted off-street parking spaces permitted under
Section 151.1 shall be considered noncomplying features pursuant to Séc‘tioh 180(a)(2) and
shall be regulafed as set forth in Section 188.
SEC. 151. SCHEDULE OF R’EQUlRED,OFF-STREET PARKING SPACESé
Table 151
OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES REQUIRED

Number of Off-Street Parking Spaces

Use or Activity Required

RESIDENTIAL USES

DWS”'”Q’ faxcept asls!p} e.C'f‘ ‘edgbe'O\.N’_aﬁéi U None required. P up to ©ne 1,5 parking

g dod in-Section 242 spaces for each Dwelling Unit.
, None required. P up to 0.5 parking spaces
Dwelling, in the Telegraph Hill North for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the controls

Beach Residential Special Use District and procedures of Section 249.49(c) and
Section 155(t); NP above preceding ratio.

L | : None required. P up to 0.5 parking spaces
DW@”‘UQ’ n th? P.Olk Street Neighborhood ears for each Dwelling Unit; NP above
Commeércial District

preceding ratio.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman i
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Dwelling, in the Pacific Avenue
Neighborhood Commercial District

None required. P up to 0.5 parking spaces
ears for each Dwelling Unit; C up to one car
for each Dwelling Unit; NP above preceding
ratios.

In RH-1and-RH-2 Districts, et 1l

pzhwe, a s}l;sa.ls”mtgxs_s la_srel_ stu:ad tr-the _ nl_&un_leex_ ot Sl P E;SEIS siaiesxli;'e d E.[Ie !5“5 lElL{'—hE

None.in dist hep it l R

Group Housing of any kind

spaees required.

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES

Agricultural Use Category

Agrioultu ral Uses*®

None required

Greenhouse

None required. Maximum Qﬂe 1.5 parking
spaces for each 4,000 square feet of ,
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied

Automotive Use Categbry

Floor Area exceeds 5,000 square feet.

Automotive Uses

None required.

Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Use Category

Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Uses*

None required. Maximum ©ne 1.5 parking
spaces for each 200 square feet of Occupied
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area
exceeds 5,000 square feet.

Arts Activities, except theater or

auditorium spaces

None required. Maximum One 1.5 parking
spaces for each 2,000 square feet of

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

Sports Stadium

None required. Maximum Onre 1.5 parking
spaces for each 15 seats.

Theater or auditorium

None required. Maximum ©#re 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 ene for each
10 seats in excess of 1,000.

Industrial Use Category

Industrial Uses*

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

Live/Work Units

None required. Maximum ©re 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.

Homeless-Sheliers

Nene required-

Institutional Uses Category

Institutional Uses*

None required.

Child Care Facility

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

Hdspital

None required. Maximum ©nre 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.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Post-Secondary Educational Institution

| None required. Maximum ©re 1.5 parking
spaces for each two classrooms.

| Religious Institution

None required. Maximum ©ne 1.5 parking
spaces for each 20 seats by which the
number of seats in the main auditorium
exceeds 200. ’

Residential Care Facility

None requiredin-districts-otherthan-RH-1
and-RH-2. Maximum }in RH-1 and RH-2
Districts, 1.5 parking spaces ene-for each 10
beds where the number of beds exceeds
nine.

School

None required. Maximum ©re 1.5 parking
spaces for each six classrooms.

Trade School

None required. Makximum Onre 1.5 parking
spaces for each two classrooms.

Sales and Service Category

Retail Sales and Services*

None required. Maximum One 1.5 parking
spaces 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 ere-for each 250 square feet of
Occupied Floor Area in excess of 20,000.

Eating and Drinking Uses

None required. Maximum ©ne 1.5 parking
spaces for each 200 square feet of Occupied
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area
exceeds 5,000 square feet.

Health Services

None required. Maximum One 1.5 parking
spaces for each 300 square feet of Occupied
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area
exceeds 5,000 square feet.

Hotel in'NC Districts

None required. Maximum 1.2 parking spaces
0:8 for each guest bedroom. =

Hotel in districts other than NC

None reguired. Maximum ©nre 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.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Mortuary

Motel

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

bulky merchandise such as motor
‘vehicles, machinery or furniture

Retail space devoted to the handling of

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

Retail Greenhouse or plant nursery

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

Self-Storage

None required. Maximum One 1.5 parking
spaces for every three self-storage units.

'Non'-Retail Sales and Services*

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

Commercial Storage or Wholesale
Storage

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

Office

None required. Maximum_@ﬂe 1.5 parking
spaces for each 500 square feet of Occupied
Floor Area, where the Occupied Floor Area

Utility and Infrastructure Category

exceeds 5,000 square feet.

Utility and infrastructure uses

None required.

* Not listed below

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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€2}' Where no parking is required for a use by this Section 151, the maximum
permitted shall be one space per 2,000 square feet of Occupied Floor Area of use, three
spaces where the use or activity has zero Occupied Floor Area or the maximum specified

elsewhere in this Section.

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

STREET PARKING, FREIGHT LOADING AND SERVICE VEHICLE FACILITIES.

Required off-street parking and freight loading facilities shéll meet the following
standards as to location and arrangement. lr-additien; fFacilities which are not required but
are actually provided shall also meet the following standards unless such standards are stated
to be applicable solely to required facilities. In applioation of the standards of this Code for off-
street parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the
Municipal Code concerning off-street parking and loading facilities, and to standards of the
Better Streets Plan and the Bureau of Engineering of the Department of Public Works. Final
authority for the app‘licaﬁon‘ of such standards under this Code, and for adoption of regulations |
and interprétaﬁons in furtherance of the stated provisions of this Code shall, however, rest
with the Planning Department. ?

(a) Required Parking and Loading on the Same Lot as the Use Served. Every
required off-street parking or lo.ading space shall be located on the same lot as the use served
by it, except as provided in Sections 459,1608-and 161 of this Code.

(s) Off-Street Parking and Loading in C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts,-restrictions
on the design and location of off-street parking and loading and access to off-street parking
and loading are necessary to reduce their negative impacts on neighborhood quality and the

pedestrian environment.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, BroWn, Mandelman .
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(1) Ground Floor or Below-Grade Parking and Street Frontages with

Active Uses.

(A)  All off-street parking in C-3 Districts (both as aAccessory and
pPrincipal #Uses) shall bé built no higher than the ground-level (up to a maximum ceiling
height of 20 feet from grade) unless an exception to this requirement is granted in accordance |
with Section 309 and Subsection 155(s)(2) below. |

' (B)  Parking located at or above ground level shall conform to the
street frontage requirements of Section 145.1(c), and shall bé lined with active ué'es, as

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

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

access to mechanical systems. |

(2) Residential Accessory Parking. For residential aocéssory off-street
parking in C-3 Districts, two additional floors of above-grade parking beyond the at-grade
parking allowed by Sectioh 155(s)(1), to a maximum ceiling height of 35 feet from gréde, may
be permitted subject to the provisions of Section 309 of this Code provided it can be clearly
demonstrated thét_transportation eaéements or contaminated soil conditions make it
practically infeasible to build parking below-ground. The determination of practical infeasibility
shall be made based bn an independent, third-party geotechnical assessment conducted by a
licensed professional and funded by the project sponsor. The Plannihg Director shall make a
de_términatvion as to the objeotivity of the smdy prior to the Planning Commission’s
consideration of the exception application und_er Section 309. o

(3) Tefnporary Parking Lots. Parking lots permitted in C-3 Districts as
temporary uses according to Section 156(f) are not subject to the requiremenfs of subsections
(1)(B) above 455(s}H-2).

(4)  Parking and Loading Access.

Superviéors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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SEC. 161. EXEMPTIONS AND EXCEPTIONS FROM OFF-STREET PARKING, FREIGHT
LOADING AND SERVICE VEHICLE REQUIREMENTS.

The following exemptions shall apply to the requirements for off-street parking and
loading spaces set forth in Sections 151 through 155 of this Code. These provisions, as |

exemptions, shall be narrowly construed. Reductions or waivers by the Zoning Adminis‘crator
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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-Commissien-er Zoning Administrator shall consider the
criteria of Section 307(1).

* ok k%

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

spaces 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 least equal to the fotal of the required spaces for the structures or uses in

(e) Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces %H—G-g—DlS%Fi%‘{ES [n reéognition

of the fact that site constraints in-G-3-Bistriets may make provision of required freighf 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 ir-G-3-Bistriets may be permitted by the

Zoning Administrator in all districts, or in accordance with the provisioné of Section 309 of this

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman .
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Code jn C-3 Districts. [n considering any such reduction or waiver, the following criteria shall

be considered: ’

(1)  Provision of freight loading and service vehicle‘.spaoés cannot be
accomplished underground because siteAconstraints will not permit ramps, elévators,
turntables and maneuvering areas with reasonable safety; |

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

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

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

open space Uses;

(3)  Aljointly used underground facility with access to a number of separate
buildings and meeting the CQllective needs for freight loading and service vehicles for all uses
in the bQildings in\)olved, cannot be provided; and

(4)  Spaces for delivery functions can be provided at the adjacent curb
without adverse effect on pedes;[rian Circula’tiqn, transit operations or general fraffic circulation,

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

the immediate vicinity of the building.

* K * %

SEC. 204.5. PARKING AND LOADING AS ACCESSORY USES.
| In order to be classified as an Accessory Use, off-street parking and loading éhall meet
all of the following conditions:

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

the structure or use served by them. (For provisions concerning required parking on a

Supenvisors Kim; Peskin, Brown,‘Mandelman .
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separate lot as a Principal or Conditional Use, see Sections 156:-459-466; and 161 of this

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

nearby resident as described in subsection (c) Pwelling-Unit purstantto-Section204-5(b )},

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

further, to storage of private’ passenger automobiles, private automobile trailers, boats, bicycle

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

trucks of a rated capaoity not exceeding three-quarters of a ton.

(c) Lease of Accessory Residential and Live/Work Parking to Neighbors.
Notwithstanding any provision of this Code to the contrary, the following shall be permitted as
an Accessory Use:

| Lease of lawfully eXisting off-street residential or Iive/Work parking spéces by the
property owner or manager, for a term of no less than one month, is permitted as follows:
(1)  for use by any resident of a Dwelling Unit located on a different lot Withfn' ‘
1,250 feet of such parking space; or
(2) . foruse by any resident of a Dwelling Unit located on a diﬁerént lot within
the City and County‘ of San Francisco so long as no more than ﬁve spacés are rented to those
who live beyond 1,250 feet‘ of such parking space.

(ed) Parking Exceeding Accessory Amounts. Accessory parking facilities shall

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

Table 151:1. Off-street parking facilities that exceed the accessory amounts shall be classified
as a separate use, and may be principally or conditionally permitted as indicated in the Zoning

Control Table for the district in which such facilities are Iocated.‘

Subervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS.

* * *® *

EE

Table 209.1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS

Zoning Category

§ References RH-1(D) [RH-1 |[RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3

* k% %

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

None required, Maximum permitted per § 151,
Parking : _s_ially AU o one-space (e_' SVery
Requirements §§ 151, 161 e |

* x k% Kok koK ® ok %k k L ® Kk % * K kK

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

* Kk k%

k k kK L A EE R B ok ok K

Parking
Requirements

None Rrequired. Maximum permitted per § 151.
§§ 150, 151, 161 |Number-of spaces-determined-by-use-per§-15+-
Sy ions tod S 161, 4

* ok k%

L . E R * ok k% * k kK * % Kk % * k% Kk

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

L

*

Table 209.2

Zoning Category

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS
§ : )
References RM-1 RM-2 RM-3. RM-4

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman ' ‘ ) . ]
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RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES.

Development Standards

* k& ok ’ ok kK * ok kK * Kk x X * % kX * ok kK

Parking : §§ 151, 155, None required. Maximum permitted per 8 1.51._ '
Requirements 161 : é '[' .’ aty-one Space o every Dwelling-Unitminimum.
% kK kR '

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

% % K X . * kKK E .'k*** Sk Rk %k * K Kk ok
O Street Parkin $§ 150, 151, None Rreqt{lr?d MaXImum Der@ttg_d D.e.rsntfg
9 1155 161 My \ e
. % ok kK i . . % ok ok ok E * k% k% K ok k& * ok Kk %k

& kR k%

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

| Table 210.1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR C-2 DISTRICTS
Zoning Category | § References C-2

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Generally-one-space-perDwelling-Unit—Exceptions
Residential Parking § 151, |pemmittedper§-464- None required intheWashingten-

Requirements 1135161 |Breadway-Special-Use-District. None Required. Maximum
' _ \permitted per § 151.

® xRk

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman .
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‘ §§ 150, ’!%:QN%'W%WWM -+54-GCertain-excepti ' :
: . 464- None required in-the-Washington-Broadway-Special
Off-Street Parking }?51 161 Use-Distriet. None Required. Maximum permitted per §
= 151, :

E o

SEC. 210.4. M DISTRICTS: INDUSTRIAL.

Table 210.4
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR M DISTRICTS
Zohing Category § References M-1 ‘ _ - M-2

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

§ 151, 166, 167 None required. P up to one space for every
204 5’4§jr ’ ' two units. C up to three spaces for every four
- units. NP above.

Residential Parking,
Requirements

¥ ok kR E * kR R

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

.|Development Standards

EO E EE B E
None required. Minimum-parking
_ . Maximums set in required-per§-151
OfffSt‘reet Parking §§ 150, 151.1, 167 Planning Code § ‘
151.1.
® R R OR

SEC. 239. WASHINGTON-BROADWAY SPECIALA USE DISTRICT.
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[n ordef to provide for certain areas with special traffic and parking considerations,
many existing buildings of small scale and established character that have been and will be -
retained and converted, and certain wholesaling activities carried on with distinct benefit to the

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

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

provisions shall apply:

{6}  Drive-up Facili‘ti.es. Drive-up Facilities, as deﬁned in Section 102 of this Code,
are not permitled. |

(be) 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 p‘ermitted 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. |

(cd) Parking Pricing. The parking pricing requirements of Sectio'n 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:

* * * X

(fg) The basic fEloor aArea fRatio limit shall be 5.0 to 1 to the extent provided in

Section 124(e) of this Code. To calculate the fFloor aArea rRatio on piers under the

jurisdiCtibn of the Port Commission, all building permit applications shall include a map of the

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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lot or lease area with precise b‘ou.ndaries_ showing its location on the pier under consideration.
The proposed lot shall be reviewed and approved as part of the building permit and be the
basis for further alterations or expansions of the structure.
SEC. 240.2. WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT NO. 2.

| The fol['owing provisions shall apply within Waterfront Special Use District No. 2:

(a) | Industrial, commercial and other operations directly related to the conduct of
waterborne commerce or navigation shall be permitted as pPrincipal ugsés, except in
residential zoning districts.

(b) - AhHotel or mMotel, if otherwise listed in this Code as a permitted use, shall be
permitted only uﬁ)on approval by the Planning Commission as a eConditional #Use under
Section 303 of this Codé.

(c). Anautemebile Automotive sService sStation, if otherwise lgsted in this Code as a
permitted use, shall be perﬁitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as ‘a |
'ego‘nditional wUse under Section 303 of this Code.

(d) Any building or use which provides a greater number of off-street parking
spaces than required under Section 151 of this Code shall be permitted only upon approval by
the Planning Commission as a conditional use.under Section 303 of this Code; provided,
however, that this subsection shall not apply in any case where fewer than 10 such spaces

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

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

Section 303 of this Code.

{e}  AnyuUse, whether pPrincipal or aAccessory, not screened from view from
adjacent streets and other public areas, with the exception of accessory off-street parking
areas for nine or fewer automobiles, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning

Commission as a eConditional 4Use under Section 303 of this.Code.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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(ef) The basic fEloor aArea fRatio limit shall be 5.0 to 1 fo the extent provided in

Section 124(e) of this Code.
SEC. 240.3. WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT NO. 3.
The following provisioné shall apply within Waterfront Special Use District No. 3:

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

- waterborne commerce or navigation shall be permitted as pPrincipal uUses.

(b) A wholesale establishment conducted entirel'y within an enclosed building shall

~be permitted asAaJpgrinCipal uUse,

) A hHotel or mMotel, if otherwise listed in this Code aé a pPermitted wUse, shall
be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a eConditional «Use under
Section 303 of this Code. _ ~ ‘

(@)  An autemebile Automotive sService sgtaﬁon, if otherwise listed in this Code as a.
pPermitted uUse, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a
sConditional «Use under Section 303 of this Code.

(h)  Any building or use which provides a greater number of off-street parking
épaces than required under Section 151 of this Code shall be permitted only upon approval by
the Planning Commission as a conditional use under Seotion 303 of this Code; provided,
however, that this subsection shall not apply (1) in any case where fewer ’thén 10 such spaces
are provided, or (2) for property under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco, to the
extent such off-street parking spaces existed as of the effective date of this Subsection. AA

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

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

Code.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown,.Mandelman :
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(i) Any use, whether pPrincipal or aAccessory, not screened from view from
adjapent streets and other‘publib areas, with the exception of temporary uses pﬁrsuant to
Section 205.1, accessory off~street'parking areas for nine or fewer automobiles, or off-street -
parkfng areas on property under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco in existence as
of the effeptive date of this subsection, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning
Commission as a eConditional aUse under Section 303 of this Code.

() - The basic fEloor aArea Fgatio limit shall be 5.0 to 1 to the extent provided in

Section 124(e) of this Code.

SEC. 242. BERNAL HEIGHTS SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

* ) * %

(e)  Controls. All provisions of the Planning Code applicable to an RH-1, RH-1(S),
RH-2, and RH-3 District shall apply to applicable portions of the Special Use District eXcept as

otherwise provided in this Section.

* * * K

Usable-Floor-Area Parking-Spaces
0 to 1300 s
1304-te-2250 2
225146 2850 3
2851103850 4

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman ' \ _
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45) Curb Cuts and Garage Door Width. The maximum width of curb cuts

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

shall be 12 feet.

(68) Design. In addition to meeting applicable standards provided in this

Section 242 and elsewhere in this Code, residential developmént subject to this Section 242

shall be subject to the review and notification procedures provided by SubsSection 311(0) of

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

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

and the East Slope Building Guidelines shall be used as guidelines to determine

Supervisors Kim; P'eskin, Brown, Mandelman .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 27

1866




.

o W N O AW N

‘neighborhood compatibility of new construction and alterations in the respective areas

covered by those guidelines.

(64 Demolition.

* * * 0 ®

SEC. 249.18. NORTHEAST CHINA BASIN SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

* % % *

(b)  Controls.
(1) General. The provisions of the M-2 use district established by Section

201 of this Code shall prevail exoept as prowded in subsections (b) paragraphs (2) through (4)
below. '

(2)  Conditional Uses. An open-air ballpark with a maximum seating capacity
of 45,000, Sports Stadium as dveﬂned-in Section 102 of this Code, with associated parking,
and various uses accessory to or related to ballpark and assembly and entertainment useé,
including sports clubs, restaurants, and retail shops, shall all be permitted as eConditional
gUses. |

| (3) Parking. In recognition of the public transit anticipated to be available to
serve a ballpark in the proposed location, in recognition of the large suppfy lof parking in the

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

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

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

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

China Basin Special Use District. %ﬁ%&%@%@é%—ﬁ%e—pa%@w%meﬂ%s—sei
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SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS.

In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, the DTR
Districts, the North Beach Special Use District, or the South of Market Mixed Use Districts, the
Planning Commission may authorize as eConditional uUses, in accordance with the
provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit Developments subject to the further requirements and

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

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

amend the plah before authorization, and in authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as
provided in Sectioh 303(d). The development as authorized shall be subject to all conditions

so imposed and shall be excepted from other provisions of this Code only fo the extent

 specified in the authorization.

(d)  Criteria and Limitations. The proposed development must meet the criteria
applicablé to conditional uses as stated in Section 303(c) and elsewhere in this Code. In
addition, it shall: |

(1)  Affirmatively promote applicable objebtives and policies of the General

Plan;

(2)  Provide off-street parking appropriate to adegquate-fer the occupancy

proposed and not exceeding principally-permitted maximum amounts;

I *

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

* & & %

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

Tk kR R
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NC-1

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

‘Development Standards

Usable Open Space [Per
Dwelling Unit]

§§ 135, 136

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

A-minimum-of-ene No car parking

space-forevery-Bwelling-Unit
: - | required.-Maximum permitted per §
3 . §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 151. Certain-exceptionspermitted
gg i’gi;’f;"f[‘gk‘”g 153 - 156, 459~ 161, | per §5-155-and-16+. Bike parking
9 166, 204.5 | required per § 155.2. If car 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
Development Standards
Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 1.8to1

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

Requirements

153 - 156, 459 161,
166, 204.5

Use Size §102 square feet and above
No car parking required - Oeccupied
squarefeet -Seechartin §-154-for
Off-Street Parking 3§ 145.1, 150, 151, §5-155-and-161-for-carparking

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.

Off-Street Freight Loading

§§ 150, 152, 153 - 155,
161,204.5

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

1869

Page 30




-

Exceptions permitted per §§ 155
and 161.

YY)

& ok w k.

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

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

ok R %

NC-2

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

c © o N oo o A~ W N

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space [Per
Dwelling Unit] -

§§ 135, 136

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 - -

156, 4569—161, 166, 204.5

A-minimum-of-ene No-car parking
Spaee—fe{'—%eﬁLDWSl-l%Uﬂ#
required. Maximum permitted per §
1561. Certain exceptions permitted
aep§§—’lé@and—1@4— 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.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

Kok kR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Dévelopment Stahdards

Floor Area Ratio

| §§ 102, 123, 124

25101

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

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

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 -
Requirements 156, 459 161, 166, 204.5

No car parking required #

: o El ) |
154-forusesover5.000-square
feet-See-§§-155-and-161 forear
parking-waiver. Maximum
permitted per § 151. Bike parking
required per Section 155.2. Car
share spaces required whena
project has 25 or more parking
spaces per § 166.

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

None required if gross floor area is

-less than 10,000 square feet.

Exceptions permltted per §§ 155
and 161.

ok ok ok

* kR %

- SEC. 712. NC-3 — MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT..

Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3

* ok kR

'ZONING CONTROL TABLE

NC-3

Zoning Category - § References

Controls

- |RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space [Per

Dwelling Unit] §§ 135, 136

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

Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 1561, 153 -
Requirements 156, 459 161, 166, 204.5

A-minimurn-of-one No car parking
epaeeie;evepyLDweﬂmggﬁﬁ

required. Maximum permitted per §
151,

Certain-exceptionspermitted
per-§§-155-and-161- Bike parking
required per § 155.2. If car parking
is provided, car share spaces are

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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required when a project has 50
units or more per § 166.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

Xk kR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

36to1

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

P up to 5,999 square feet; C 6 OOO ,
square feet and above

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 -
156, 458— 161, 166, 204.5

No car parking required
. o El : o l
5,008-squarefeet-—See-chartin§

feet-See §§ 155 and-484-forear
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

Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 - 155, less than 10,000 square feet.
Loading ' -1 161, 204.5 Exceptions permitted per §$ 755
| and 161,

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

* R Rk

Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S
' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

R

NC-S

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1872

Page 33




—

. — _ — - —_ e —_ - - ‘

Development Standards

Usable Open Space [Per
Dwelling Unit]

§§ 135, 136" -

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 -
156, 459— 161, 166, 204.5

space-forevery Pwellirg-Unit No
car parking required. Maximum
permitted per § 151. Certain
and-46+ 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.

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 1.810 1

Use Size

|s102, 1212

P up to 5,999 square feet; C 6,000
square feet and above '

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153-

156, 459— 161, 166, 204.5.

No car parking required i

Oeccupied-FloorArea-isless-than
151Hfor uses-ever5:000-square
feet-See-§§-155-and-161-forecar
parking-waiver- Maximum
permitted per § 151, Bike parking
required per Section 155.2. Car
share spaces required whena
project has 25 or more parking
spaces per § 166.

Off-Street Freight

LLoading

§§ 150, 152, 153 - 155,

1161,204.5

None required if g'ross floor area is
less than 10,000 square feet.
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Exceptions permitted per §§ 155
and 161.

Rk kR

SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT,

® Kk kX

Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Castro NCD
Zoning Category § References Controls
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards
 Usable Open Space [Per §§ 135, 136 80 square feet if private, or 100
Dwelling Unit] ' square feet if common
A-minimum-ofene No car parking.
: Dwellina-Uni
. required. Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150 151, 153. —«mgw iR Ao
Requirements 156, 459 161, 166, 204.5 required per § 155.2. If car parking
is provided, car share spaces are
required when a project has 50
. A units or more per § 166.
Dwelling Unit Mix - 1§207.6 Not required -
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards
Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 3.0to1 ‘
. | Pto 1,999 square feet; C 2,000
Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 square feet to 3,999 square feet;

" Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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NP(1) 4,000 square feet and
above

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

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

No car parking required #
454-for-uses-over5;0080-square
feet-See-§§-155-and-164-forecar
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.

- | §§ 150, 152, 153 - 155,

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

xR R R

Off-Street Freight Loading )
Off-Street Freight Loading 161, 204.5 Exceptions permitted per §§ 155
and 161.
SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DlSTRlCT |
ZONlNG CONTROL TABLE

R O

Inner Clement

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space [Per

80 square feet if private, or 100 square

| Requirements

153 - 156, 459 161,

Dwelling Unit] §§ 135, 136 feet if common
A-minimum-of-onre No car parkmg
spaee#e%evepf@wemﬂggﬂﬁ required.
Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151,

Maximum permitted per § 151. Certain

166, 204.5 -

execeplions-permitted-per §§-155-and
.| 464 Bike parking required per § 155.2.
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spaces are required when a project
has 50 units or more per § 166.

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 1 Not required

* kR

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio 8§ 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-Oceupied

Fleor-Area isHess-than-5,806-square
feet-Seechartin-§-151-for uses-over
| §§145.1,150,151, | 5,000-square-feetSee-§5-155-and-164
gg—i’ﬁ;}::ﬁkmg : 153 <156, 459— 161, | forearparking-waiver. Maximum
9 n 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.

» None required if gross floor area is less
Off-Street Freight Loading %g; 510é 11 5220’ 41 23 ) than 10,000 square feet. Exceptions

permitted per §§ 155 and 161.

EE A

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

o

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

L

Outer Clement

Zoning Category § References : Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Devé!opment Standards
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Usable Open Space
[Per Dwelling Unit]

§§ 135, 136

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

Off-Street Parking -
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 156,
159 161, 166,
204.5

A-minimum-of-onre No car parking space-ferevery
Bwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
151, Gerainexceptionspermitted-per§§-155-and

46+ 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.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

R kR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Stahdards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

1.81t01

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 P up o 2,499 square fee‘t; C 2,500 square feet
and above |
No car parking required #-Ocecupied-Floor-Area-s
| S8 145.1,150, | s over5.000-squarefeet-See §5 455-and-164 |
Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, ; . - . R
. 159, . Maximum permitted per §
Requirements 204 5161’ 166, 151. 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

None required if gross floor area is less than

§§ 150, 152, 153 _ : , .
Loading 155, 161, 204.5 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
155 and 161.

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL DISTRICT.

"R R K

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

B

Upper Fillm‘ore NCD

Zoning Categoryb

§ References

4 Controls
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RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Usable Open Space
[Per Dwelling Unit]

§§ 135, 136

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,

151, 153 - 156,
459 161, 1686,

204.5

A-minimum-ef-ere No car parking 5paee—feacever—y
DPwelling-Unit-required. Maximum permitted per §
151. Certain-exceptions-permittedper§§-155-and
461 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.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

® R kX

O © o ~N o o A w N

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

- |Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 25101
124 3
Use Size ’ §§ 102, 121.2 'P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and
above
No car parking required if-Oeeupied-FleorAreas
| §§ 145.1, 150, ! l g
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156 ‘ 3§-455-an
X !59’ ’ fer—e—ar—ﬁa#qng%awe{c l\/Iax&mum permitted per §
Requirements 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.
. §§ 150; 152, | None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000
Oﬁ—S_treet Freight 153 - 155, 161, | square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§ 155 and
Loading
204.5 161.
ko ok R

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

****

Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* ok k%

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Haight Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space
[Per Dwelling Unit]

§§ 135, 136

80 square feet per unit if prlvate or 100 square
feet per unit if common

o O oo ~l D 1 P w N

Requirements

Off-Street Parking

§§ 145.1, 150,

151, 153 - 156,
459 161, 166,

204.5

A-minimum-of-one No car parking space-ferevery
Bwelling-Unit-required.-Maximum permitted per§ .

151. Certainexceptionspermitted-per8§-155-and
461 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.

' Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

E

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

§§ 102, 123,

Floor Area Ratio 124 1.810 1
Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and
: above
No car parkmg required-#-Oeeupied-FloerArea-s
less than 5,000-sq. fi. See-chartin-§-154Heruses
: §§ 145.1, 150, 5.000 oot
Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156; See §§-155-ana-161Horcal
. l5§, 1nn | Parking-waiver. Maximum permitted per § 151,
Requlrement§ 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.
. §§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than
Off—S_treet Freight 153 - 155, 161, .| 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §¢
Loading 2045

155 and 161.

I

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

* kR k¥

Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
: - ZONING CONTROL TABLE

EE O

. Polk Street NCD
Zoning Category | § References : Controls
' INON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES (7)
Development Standards
quor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 | 2.5t0 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 required ¥-Ocecupied-FloorAreais
§§ 145.1, 150,

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, E'SEE Ve lg‘,gg; Squat sl\/l‘aexaiér'ngume e. D§e§rm‘ 5itt5e dalp' Eei rl 85 l

Requirements [ 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.

. , | None required if gross floor area is less than 4
Off—S'treet. Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
Loading =155, 161, 204.5 7155 and 161

TRk Rk

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

L

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* ok ok R

Sacram‘ento Street NCD

Zoning Category § References ’ ~ Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman :
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Development Standards

Usable Open Space

-1 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square
: . §§ 135, 136
[Per Dwelling Unit]

feet per unit if common.

A-rpinimum-ofone No car pafking space-forevery
| s5 145.1, 150 Dwelling-Unit requnred Maximum permitted per §
: . i 151, Certain-exceptionspermitted per§§-155-and
gg&%iﬁeﬁgkmg A 11 55;’ 11551— 122 164 Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car

12045 ’ ’ 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

LI

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 | 1.8 10 1

Use Size §§ 102’ 1912 P up to 2,499 square feet: C 2,500 square feet
_ and above

No car parking required #Oeeupied-FleorArea-s
§§ 145.1, 150,
Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 1586, foruses-over5,000-square feet-See §5-155-and

. 4684-for-carparking-waiver. Maximum permitted
Re»qulrements ggi';m’ 166, per § 151. Bike parking required per Section

1565.2. Car share spaces required when a project |
has 25 or more parking spaces per § 166.

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

xR R KR

SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMNERCIAL DISTRICT.

E S

Superviéors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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"Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE '

* kR K

Union Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space
[Per Dwelling Unif]

§§ 135, 136

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 1586,
459 161, 166,
2045

A-minimu-of one No car parking spaeeiepevepy
Pwelling-Unit requlred Maximum permitted per §
151, Certain exceptions permitted-per§§-455 and
164-Bike-parking required per-§4552 If car
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

B

- INON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio.

§§ 102, 123,

124 3.0to1
Use Size §§‘102 1919 P up to 2,499 square feet C 2,500 square feet
: ' ' and above
No car parking required i Oeceupied Floor Areais
less-than-5;000-square-feet. Maximum permitted
§§ 145.1, 150, See-chart-in-§-15-for uses-over 5.000
Off Street Parking | 151, 163 - 156, | PECAI31. 398 SRaiL S 100 g
Requirements 2‘ 054; 5161’ 168, waiver- Bike parking required per Section 155.2.
o -|-Car share spaces required when a project has 25
or more parking spaces per § 166.
§§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than
Eﬁ gtreet Freight | 353155, 161, | 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
cading 204.5 155 and 161.
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SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMNMERCIAL DISTRICT.

E I

Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

L

, Pacific Avenue NCD
Zoning Category § References A Controls
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES (6)

Developmént Standards

Floor Area Ratio | 53 102123, 14 545 4
124
. | s P up to 1,999 square feet; C 2,000 square feet
Use Size § 102, 121.2 and above

No car parking requured i Oceupied FloorAreais
’ -Maximum permitted

| §§ 1451, 150, less-than2,000-squarefeet.

. See-chartin-§-154forusesover-2;800

Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, |REL315L

. 159 sauare-feet: See-§§ 155-and 164fercarparking
Requirements 204 5161’ 166, walver- Bike parking required per Section 155.2.
" Car share spaces required when a project has 25
or more parking spaces per § 166.
. 188150, 152,. None required if gross floor area is less than
Sfjg:et Freight ' 453155 161, | 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§

204.5 4 155 and 161.

%k ok R

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

ok ok ok

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

* ok ok ok

Supervisérs Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman :
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24th Street - Noe Valley NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space
[Per Dwelling Unit]

§§ 135, 136

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

Off~Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 156,
459161, 166,
204.5

A—mm%mlme#eﬁe No car parking space-for-every
Dwelling-Unit reqwred Maximum permitted per §

| 151, Gertain-exceptions-permitted per§§-1565-and
1684+ Bike-parking required-per § 155.2. 1f car
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

Develbpment Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 1810 1
124
Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet
1 and above
No car parking required i-Oeceupied-FloerArea-is
§§ 1451, 150, | uses over5:000-square-feet. See §§-155-and-164
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | ferearparking-waiver- Maximum permitted per §
Requirements 459161, 166, | 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. ‘ : ‘
. §§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than
E)ff—itreet Freight 163 - 155, 161, | 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
cading 2045 155 and 161.
R KR
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SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

% k& %

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

w R R

West Portal NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

ggi'ﬁf’gfﬁ” §§ 135, 136 100 square feet if private, or 133 square feet if
Dwelling Unit] ' com'm.on
L A-inimurn-of-one No car parking space-forevery
‘ §§ 145.1, 150, Dwelling-Unit requwed Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, 151. Cerain-exceptions-permitted-per§§-155and
Requirements 459—- 161, 166, 464 Bike parking requlred per § 165.2. 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 -

X kR K

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Develbpment Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

1.8 to0 1

P up t0 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 to 3,999

Use Size §§ 102, 1.21‘2 square feet; NP 4,000 square feet and above
. No car parking required ifOceupied-FloorArea-is |
: _ | 5§ 145.1, 150, lessthan-5;000-square-feet. Seechartin-§-154-for
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 -156, | e oVel !g_,;gg s_qaa‘x el\/lxaaxeitr'ngumae §e§rm' ifeda”i rl : I
Requirements ;ﬁﬁgﬁﬂ’ 166, 151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car

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

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Off—Streét Frei‘g ht
Loading

§§ 150, 152, 153
- 155, 161, 204.5

None required if gross floor area is less than -
10,000 square feet. Exceptlons permitted per §¢
]55 and 161.

* k% %

SEC. 730.

kR ok ok

INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

I

Inner Sunset NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards -

g;zgge[gg?n §§ 135, 136 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet
X . : per unit if common

Dwelling Unit] :

A A-minimum-ef-one No car parking space-ferevery

|1 §§ 145.1, 150, | Bwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151. Cerain-exceptions-permitied-per§§-155-and
Requirements 159161, 166, | 464 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

* R KRR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio | 33 102123 118101
124
Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 Pupto2 499 square feet; C 2, 500 square feet and

above

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Page 47
1886 '




8 5\}2 w N — (&) [<o] s} ~l (e} [@)] I w N —_

——

O © o ~N O o A~ W N

No car parking required i-Oeeupied-FloorArea-s
: ’ less-than-5;000-square-feet. Maximum permitted per
§§ 145.1, 150, > Maximum permitted pe
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, §-=ﬁ f S SE; ;II‘E;; i §l [‘i Il tf' HSes Sf' 5 ggg square
Requirements | 161, 168, Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share
: 204.5 - : :
: spaces required when a project has 25 or more
parking spaces per § 166.
' .o 1§88 150, 152, None required' if gross floor area is less than 10,000
Off—Sjcreet Freight 153 - 155, 161, | square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§ 155 and
Loading 204.5 161,

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* k% %k

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD CONMMERCIAL DISTRICT
' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

EE

Noriega Street NCD
Zoning Category | § References ' Controls
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards
gszsée[ggre n §§ 135, 136 100 square feet pér unit if private, or 133 square feet
DSvelling Uni] ’ per unit if common

A-minimum-efene Ne car parking spaeeim—evepy

, §§ 145.1, 150, | Bwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151,

, Gertain-exceptions-permitted-per§§-166-and
Requirements 459161, 166, |46+ 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 |

SR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelmén ‘ ) .
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Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123
124

25101

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

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

Off-Street Parking
Req virements -

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 156,
159 161, 166,
204.5

No car parking required #—@GGHE’@G!—H%F—A—F%—IS
less-than-5;000-square-feet. Maximum permitted per
§ 151, See-chartin§-154-foruses-over-5,000-square

feet. See§§-155 and 161-forearparking 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
Loading

§§ 150, 153 -
155, 161,204.5

None required if grosé floor area is less than 10,000

square feet. Exceptlons permitted per §§ 155 and
161.

EE

SEC. 732.

* ok ok Ok

IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

S

Irving Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

' Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

204.5

gszl;lee[gep;an §S 135, 136 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet
Dpwelling Uni] ; ' per unit if common
’ , A-minimum-ef-ene No car parking space-forevery
: §§ 145.1, 150, | Dwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
| Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151. Cerain-exceptions-permitted-per§§-155-and
' Requirements 459161, 166, |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.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Dwelling Unit Mix | § 207.6 Not required

EE A

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

§§ 102, 123,

Floor Area Ratio . 124 25101
1 Use Size : § 102, 121.2 zblé?,;o 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 square feet and

No car parking required #-Oeeupied-Floer-Area-is
l x&—-:;——L
' 88 145.1,150, 151 MWM%
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | Sk

Requi t 159161 166 | ‘eet See§§ 155-and-164-forcarparking-waiver
equirements
k 204 5 ! ! Blke parking required per Section 155.2. Car share

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

§§ 150, 152, None réquired if gross floor area is less than 10,000
Off-Street Frelght 153 - 155, 161, | square feet. Exceptions permitted per §¢ 155 and
Loading 2045 161.

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

kR K

Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Taraval Street NCD
Zoning Category | § References Controls
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards.
gszgf[ggren : §§ 135, 136 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet
DSveIIing Unif] ’ - per umt if common

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman ' .
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A-minimum-ofene No car parking space-forevery

§§ 145.1, 150, |PwelingYnit required. Maximum permitted per §
 Off-Street Parking .| 151, 153 - 156, | 151. Cerain-exceptionspermitted-per§§-155and
Requirements -| 459— 161, 166, |46+ 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

R S

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123,
124

2510 1

Use Size

§ 102

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 156,

459 161, 166,

204.5

No car parking required i#@ee&pfedﬁlewr:ea—is
less-than-5;000-square-feet. Maximum permitted per
§ 151. Seechartin-§-451foruses-ever5;000-square
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
Loading

8§ 150, 153 -
155, 161, 204.5

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

square feet. Exceptions permltted per §$ 155 and
161. '

* % % %

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DlSTRICT;

LR

Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
. ZONING CONTROL TABLE

Kok ok F

Judah Street NCD

Zoning Category |

§ References

- Controls

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelrian
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RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Requirements

§§ 151, 161, 166

gszglee[gg?n 65 135 136 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square
Dp S ’ feet per unit if common
welling Unit] ,
| A-minimum-ofene No car parking space forevery
Bwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking 151. Certain-exeeptions-permitted-per§§-155-and

4684~ 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.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

EE I A

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Developmént Standards -

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

2,510 1

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

Requirements

§§ 150, 151, 161

Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 above
No car parking required #Oeecupied-Floor-Areais
A less-than-5:000-square-feet. Maximum permitted
, . See chartin §451 fer usesover 5,060
| Off-Street Parking per§ 151,

square-feet-See-§§-155-and-164-forcarparking
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
Loading

§§ 150, 153 -
155, 161, 204.5

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

square feet. Exceptions permltted per§$ 155 and
161. ,

R R R

SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT.

L
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Table 810

CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

.Chinatown
Community
Business Controls

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES

: 2.8to0 1
.19 |Floor Area Ratio S§ 102:9, 102.11, 123 5 124(a) (b)
' P up to 5,000 sq. ft.
Use Size o C 5,000 sq. ft. &
120 . . § 890.130 above, except for
[Nonresidential] _ Restaurants
§ 121.4
1 sq. ft. for every 50
sq. ft. of building over
21 |Open Space 10,000 sq. ft.
§ 135.1
- |Off-Street Parking,
.22 |Commercial and §§ 150, 151.1, 153 - 156, 166, 204.5, 303None required 4
Institutional ‘ o
Generally, none
required if gross floor
. . area is less than
23 Sfa‘s;‘r:e‘?t Freight §§ 150, 153 - 155, 204.5 10,000 sq. ft.
ng . §§ 152, 161(b).
Fxception permitted per
18 155,
L P in front
.24 |Outdoor Activity Area § 890.71 C elsewhere
25 |Drive-Up Facility § 890.30
o P if recessed 3 ft. .
26  |Walk-Up Facility § 890.140 C otherwise
.27 [Hours of Operation § 890.48 No limit
30 G_eneral Advertising § 6072 NP
Sign- .
- . : ’ P
.31 |Business S‘lgn §§ 602 - 604, 6Q8.1, 608.2 § 607.2()

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1892

Page 53




—

S

-§ References

or Unauthorized Units

No Zonina Catedor Chinatown Community Business
) g Lategory " Controls by Story
_ 1st | 2nd 3rd+
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES '
.90 [Residential Use § 890.88 P P P
Generally, up to 1 unit per 200 sq. ft. lot
91 Pwelling Unit Density ggozgg,(;wm larea #
| § 207(c)
9 Residential Density, §§ 207.1, 208, 1 bedroom per 140 sq. ft. lot area
' Group Housing - 890.88(b) 1§ 208
Residential Density,  [§§ 102, 207.1, 208, L
92b Homeless Shelters  + [890.88(d) Density fimits per § 208(a)
Usable Open Space | 48 sq. ft.
93 Iper Residential Unif] S 19° 130 § 135 Table 3
None required. P up to one car for each
two Dwelling Units, bur subject to § 155; C
up to .75 cars for each Dwelling Unit,
subject to the criteria and procedures of
Sections 303 and 151.1(e),1 NP above
. §§ 150, 151.1, 153 - 0.75 cars for each Dwelling Unit
94 ggﬁ;ﬁgarkmg’ 156, 166, 167, 204.5, |3 303(u)
303 # mandatory discretionary review by the
Planning Commission if installing a
garage in an existing residential building
of four or more units and Section 311
notice for a building of less than four
units.
Automobile: Parking Lot, '
95 Community Residential s 196, 160’. 890'7 C C . C
Automobile Parking
.96 |Garage, § 160, 890.8 C C
Community Residential
Residential Conversion '
.97 lor Demolition, 22&; Code
- |Residential Hotels '
98 Removal of Residential § 317 c

Supervisors Kim; Peskih, Brown, Mandelman
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SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT.

LR

Table 811 .

CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % k%

No. Zoning Category

§ References

Chinatown
Visitor Retail
Controls

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES

.19 Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102.9,102.11, 123

2.0 1o 1
§ 124(a) (b)

Use Size

20 [Nonresidential]

§ 890.130

P up to 2,500
sq. ft. -
C 2,501 to
5,000 sq. ft.
Except for
Restaurants -
5,000 sq. ft.

§ 121.4

21 |Open Space

1 sq. ft. for
every 50 sq. fi.
above

10,000 sq. ft.

1§ 135.1.

.22 |0ff-Street Parking, Commercial and Institutional

§§ 150, 151.1, 153 -
156, 166, 204.5, 303

None required

23 |Off-Street Freight Loading

§§ 150, 153 - 155,
204.5

Generally,
none required
if gross floor
area is less
than 10,000
sq. fi.

8§ 152,
161(b).

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman .
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ermitted per §

008, 890.88(d)

155
24 |Outdoor Activity Area § 890.71 P in front
' : C elsewhere
.25 |Drive-Up Facility § 890.30 ‘
‘ , P if recessed
.26 Walk-Up Facility § 890.140 3 ft.
C otherwise
P6am.-11
. p.m.
.27 |Hours of Operation § 890.48 C11pm. -2
: a.m. .
.30 |General Advertising Sign § 607.2 NP
31 Business Sign " §§.692 - 604, 608.1, E),\m Ao
: 608.2 . § 607.2(%
‘§ ~ Chinatown Visitor
No. Zoning Category References Retail Controls by
Story
| ist | 2nd | 3rd+
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES *
.90 |Residential Use S 890.88 P = P
: Generally, up to 1 unit
. . . 8§ 207, 207.1, jper 200 sq. ft. lot area
.91 Dwelling Unit Density 890.85(a) L
§ 207(c)
_ ' - |1 bedroom per 140 sq.
.92 |Residential Density, Group Housing 235‘221 208, ft. lot area
» , .88(b)
_ § 208
.92b|Residential Density, Homeless 'Shelters 3§ 102, 207.1, |Density limits per §

208(a)

UsabléOpen Space 48 sq. ft.
93 Iper Residential Unit] 8§ 135,136 le 425 Table 3
‘ None required. P up to
8§ 150, 151.1, |one car for each two
. . - 153 - 156, 166,Dwelling Units, buz
.94 [Off-Street Parking, Residential 167, 204.5, cubjoct o 8 155 C up to
303 .75 cars for each

Dwelling Unit, subject

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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to the criteria and
procedures of Sections
303(u) and 151.1(e),
NP above 0.75 cars for
each Dwelling Unit

95 |Automnobile Parking Lot, Community Residential 291053’ 160, o c o

96 Autqmob_ll’e‘Parklng Garage, Community 5 160,890.8 [C c c

Residential : \ '

97 Residential Conversion or Demolition, Residential |Ch. 41

' Hotels Admin. Code

98 Removal of Residential or Unauthorized Units 5 317 ' c

' through Conversion, Demolition, or Merger

OTHER USES o

.99 Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility |§ 102 P ' P 1P

4* * kR

SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 812 - ’ ’
CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

ok R R

No.

Zoning Category -

' Chinatown Residential
§ References .Neighborhood
Commercial Controls

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES

19

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102.9, 102.11, {1.0to 1

123 S 124(a) (b)
. P up to 2,500 sq. ft.
20 H\lsfnfei%enﬁau S 890.130 C 2,501 t6 4,000 sq. ft.
§ 121.4

21

Open Space

1 sq. ft. for every 50 sq. ft.
of building over 10,000 sq.
ft. ‘

§ 135.1

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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22

Off-Street Parking, Commercial and
Institutional

§§ 150, 151.1, 153
- 156, 166, 204.5,

1303

None Required

23

§§ 150, 1563 - 155,

Generally, none requiréd' if-
gross floor area is less than

Off-Street Freight Loading 5045 10,000 sq. ft.
, : 8§ 152, 161(b)._Exception
ermitted per § 1535,
24 |outdoor Activity Area §890.71 - gg‘];ﬁ%
.25 |Drive-Up Facility 1§ 890.30
26 \Walk-Up Facility § 890.140 c gtfecs\flzzd 31t
27 Hours of Operation 1§ 890.48 Foam. -11pm.
.30 |General Advertising Sign § 607.2 NP
NN §§ 602 - 604, P
31 [Business Sign 5081 6082  I§607.2()
- Zoning ' Chinatown Residential Neighborhood
No. Category § References Commercial Controls by Story
, . 1st 2nd 3rd+

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
9o [Residential j g9 gg PP P

Use »

Dwelling ' : ‘ :
91 lUnit 18§ 207, 207.1, 890.88(a) (;zr;;il)ly, up to 1 unit per 200 sq. ft. lot area #

Density

Residential , o .

Density, 1 bedroom per 140 sq. ft. lot area
.92 Group §§ 207.1, 208, 890.88(b) S 208 :

Housing :

Residential

Density, [§§ 102, 207.1, 208, o
.92b Homeless [890.88(d) _ - |Density limits per § 208(a)

Shelters ' :

Usable

48 sq. ft.

.93 |Open §§ 135, 136 6 1 32 Teble 3

Space ,

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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[Per
Residential
Unit]

None required. P up to one car for each two

Off-Street Dwelling Units, but subjectto § 155; C up to .75

194 Parking, 8§ 150, 151.1, 153 - 156, cars for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the

204.5, 303 criteria and procedures of Sections 303(u) and
151.1(e), NP above 0.75 cars for each Dwelling
Unit

Residential

Automobile
Parking Lot,
Community
Residential

.95 § 156, 160, 890.7 ' C C &

196 |Garage,  § 160,890.8 c o lc

Automobile |
Parking

Community
Residential

Residential
Conversion
or Ch. 41
Demoilition, [Admin. Code
Residential
Hotels

.97

Reasidential

98 C,onversion,§ 317 - C for Removal of 'oné or more Residential
. Demolition, Units or Unauthorized Units.
or Merger

* Rk w

Section 4. Application. The terms of this ordinance shall not apply to any ‘project
sponsor that submittedv either an Environmental Evaluation Appl_icatjon or Development

Application 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 '
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’ SuperV1§ors Kim; Pe

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

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

- Section 6. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sectiohs, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal
Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment
additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official fitle of the ordinance.

APPROVER AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. ERRERA Clty Attorney
Q%Q%/é%bmu
H’A BOYAJIAN y/ .

ujy City Attorney
n: \legana\as 01 8 800630\013141 74 docx

skin, 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 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 nece331ty, convenience
and welfare under Plannlng Code, Sectlon 302.

Existing Law

Article 1.5 establishes off-street parking and loading requirements fer 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.
- e Section 204.5 establishes the reqwrements for parking and loading as Accessory
~Uses.

e Sections 209.1 and 209.2 contain the Zoning Control Tables for RH (ReSldentlaI
House) and RM (Residential-Mixed) Districts.

e Sections 210.1 and 210.4 contain the Zoning Control Tables for C-2 (Commumty
Business) and M (Industrial) Districts.

s Sections 240.1, 240.2, and 240.3 are the Waterfront Special Use Districts.

s Section 242 establishes the Bernal Heights Special Use District.

e Section 249.18 establishes the Northeast China Basin Special Use District.

Article 3 estabhshes zonlng procedures. Section 304 relates to Planned United
Developments.

Article 7 establishes Neighborhood Commercial Districts and their controls.

Amendments to Current Law

Amendments are proposed to the Planning Code sections listed above that eliminate
minimum parking requirements Citywide for all uses.

Background lnfofma’tion

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 P 1
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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\leganalas2018\1800630101316046.docx
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- City Hall
. Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS ‘

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 26, 2018
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 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-O(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 ydu for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

¥l

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee
Attachment - .
’ Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines

T Environmental Plannin , s .
c Joy Navarrete, g Sectiong 15378 and 15060 (c) (2) because it does not

Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
. result in a direct or indirect physical change in the
environment .

; Dighally signed by Joy Navarre! te
DN; ooy Navartele, o=Planning,

J ?é B] ava ITETE awtmiommemnirimics,
" -emall=joy.navarcete@sfav.org, c=Us
. Date:2018.14.01 1626:02 -0700°
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October 19, 2018

Ms, Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Supervisor Kim
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

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

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2018-008862PCA:
Better Streéts Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions
‘Board File No. 180914
Planning Cemmission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Kim,

On October 18, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public héarings at
regularly scheduled imeetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by Supervisor Kim

that would amend Planning Code Sections 138.1, 155(x), 161, 303(y). At the hearing the Planning

Commission recomumended approval with inodifications,
The Corurdssion’s 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 square feet of new construction should be

relocated from Planming Code Section 138.1{c)(2}(A)D)(b) to Plannmg Code Section .

138.1(9)(2)(A) D).

2 Change Use Size Trigger form 10,000 sq. ff. to 25,000 sq. ft. Change the threshold m the
new proposed trigger for Section 138.1 related to PDR uses, The ordinance proposes that a
10,000 sq. ft. conversion of PDR to nor-PDR space would tuggel 138.1. The Department
recommends the threshold be set at 25,000 sq. ft.

Section 155()

3. Exempt RH and NC-S Districts from 155()(3)(A). Exempt projects sited in RH and NC-3
Districts from the requirement that they seek a CUA to establish a new curb cut'on the

Transit Priority Network or a Class I or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood Commetcial

Street,

4. Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network, Amend 155(r)(3) (A) to include
streets with Class IIT Bike Facilities protected frontages requiring a CUA on the bike
network.

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

www.sfplanning.org
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Transmital Materials " CASE NO.2018-008862PCA
Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions

6. Eliminate Minimwm 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.

Supervisor, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenienice if you wish to fncorporate_
the changes recommended by the Commission.

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

Sincerely,

Aaron D. Starr
Mariager of Legislative Affairs

ccr :

John Malamuit, Deputy City Attorney

. Noelle Duong, Aide to Supervisor Kim .
“Erica Major, Office of the Clerk of the Board

Attachments:

Planning Coinmission Resolution
Planning Depariment Executive Summary

SAN FRANGISGO . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1904



SAN FRANCISCO -
| ?L@N%EN@ @E@@%?E@E@é?

1650 Mission St

. - . | - ‘ Suite 400
Planning Commission _. s i,
Resolution No. 20319 -
HEARING DATE OCTOBER 18, 2018 ' . 415.558.6378
Fax:
415,558.6400
Project Name: . Amendments Plzmmng Code Sections 138.1 Streetscape and Pedestrian Planing

Information::

Improvements; and 155: General Standards as to Location and HEE58.6377

Arrangement of Off-Street Parking, Freight Loadmg and Service
- Vehicle Facilities
Case Number: 2018-008862PCA [Board File No. 180914]
. Initiated by Supetvisor Kim / Reintroduced October 22, 2013

St@lf(’m«l-nnb Pmﬂ {\’hasan th‘ﬁAvndo I)nhr‘}r l-’lahr\ing
paul.chasan@sfgov.org, 415-575-9065
Reviewed by:‘ Aaron Starr, Manager Legislative Affairs

aaron.start@sfgov.org, 415-558-6257

RESOLUTION APPROVING WITH MODIFICATIONS A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT
WOULD AMEND PLANNING GCQDE 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
GONSTRUCT 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 WMOST
ZONING DISTRICTS AND CERTAIN DESIGNATED STREETS, INCLUDING THOSE ON THE
CITYWIDE TRANSIT NETWORK AND ANY OFFICIALLY ADOPTED CLASS 1l 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
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-O(SD) (DOWNTOWN, OFFICE (SPECIAL
DEVELOPRMENT)) OR LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION IN MIXED-USE DISTRICTS FOR
SUCH GURB 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. ‘

www.sfplanning.org
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Resolution 20319 CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
October 18, 2018 ‘ Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements;
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages

WHEREAS, on September 18, 2018, Supetrvisors Kim introduced a proposed Qrdinance under Board of
Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 180914, which would add new items to the list of -
staridard required streetscape improvements under the Better Streets Plar; modifying the triggers that
would require project spohsors to construct streetscape improvements in-the public right-of-way;
dlarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expaniding curb cutrestrictions for off-street
parking and loading to most zoning districts and cerfain designated streets, mcludmg 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 829 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-O(8D) (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 parkmg requirements for projects
subject to the curb cuf restrictions or prohibitions;

'WHEREAS,. The Planning Commission -(hereinafter “Cotnmission”) conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on October 18, 2018; and,

WHEREAS, the proposed Ordinance has been determined to be categorically exempt from environmental
review under the California Envirenmental Quality Act Sectiori 15060(c) and 15378; and

" WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimohy presented to it at the
public hearing and has farther considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
Department staff and other interested parties; and

WHEREAS, all pertinent documeits may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Prancisco; and

WHEREAS, the‘I"Larming Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Planning Commission 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 ini Section 138.1. The proposed trigger to 138.1; The project
includes more than 50,000 gross square feet of new construction should be relocated from
Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)(i)(b) to Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)({)(a).

2. Change Use Size Trigger form 10,000 sq. ft. to 25,000 sq. ft. Change the threshold in the new
proposed trigger for Sectiont 138.1 related to PDR uses, The ordinance proposes that a 10,000 sq.
ft. conversion of PDR to non-PDR space would trigger 138.1. The Départrrient recomumends the
threshold be set at 25,000 sq. ft.

Section 155(x)

SAN ERANGISCO : ‘5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT :
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Resolution 20319 . ' CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

October 18, 2018

Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvemerits;
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages

3. Exempt RH and NC-S Districts from 155(t)(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 of a Class Il or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood Comimercial Street.

4. Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network. Amend 155(r)(3)(A) to include streets
with Class I Bike Facilities protected frontages requiring a CUA on the bike network.
5, Reestablish the last sentence in 155(1)(6) which was prppos‘ed to be removed from the code.
6. - Eliminate Minimum Parking Requirements Citywide
FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:.

1.

SAi FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The proposed Ordmance will support numerous existing City Policies including the Better

fag® ,‘n,_n in) e ) h o ™, . At O —1 n._ t‘u..‘ PRENNS » J 1 -
OIreets & OJu.C], the Vision Zero P O;;\.)‘, the Transit First P cacy and ing Lompier reels oLy,

The ordinance will enable staff to more effectively implement the Better Streets Plan

The ordinance will enable staff to more effectively prevent the iristallation 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,

General Plan Compliance. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed
in the General Plan; the Comnmission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan,

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,

POLICY 21.2 - Reduce, relocate or prohibit automobile facility featutes on transit preferential
streets, such as driveways and loading docks, to avoid traffic.conflicts and automdbile
congestion,

" The ordiviance will reduce or prohibit automobile facilities features on Transit Prefe;’éntial Streets by

expanding the list of zoning districts where 8 CUA is required to install new curbs cut on a Transit
Preferential Streets and establishing criterid for the Commission to consider when deciding on CUAs for
these curb culs.

OBJECTIVE 24 - Design every street in San Francisco for safe and convenient walking,

POLICY 24.1 ~ Every surface street in San Francisco shiould be desighed consistent with the
Better Streets Plan for safe and convenient walking, including sufficient anid contiruous
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 aﬁc}rts to implement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Plartning Code
Section 138.1-s staff's primary policy tool for insplementing the BSP. The ordinance proposes nimerous

(€3]
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Resolution 20319 . . CASE NO..2018-008862PCA
October18, 2018 : N Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements;
: and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages

amendments to 138.1 that will collectively improve the design review process and ensure streetscape
tmprovements built by project sponsors ate better-aligned with the intent of the BSP.

OBJECTIVE 29 - Ensure that bicycles can be used safely and conveniently as & primary means of
transportatmn, as well as for recreational purposes.

POLICY 29.1~Expand and improve access for bicycles on City streets and develop a well-
marked, comprehenswe system of bike routes in San Francisco.

The ordinance will expand and improve access for bicycles on City Streets. It will result in zmpraved safety
for pecplé on bicycles by, making it harder 1o get a curk cut on the bike tietwork in certain zoning districts,

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT -

OBJECTIVE 1 - Emphasis of the characteristic pattern-which gives to the city and its
neighborhoods an image, a sense of ’purpos‘g, ahd a means of orientation,

POLICY 1.10 - Indicate the purposes of streets by adopting and implementing the Better Streets .
" Plan, which identifies a hierarchy of sireet types and appropriate streetscape elements for each
sireet type.

The ordinance will support staff's efforts to implemerit the: Better Streets Plan (BSP), Plunnmg Code
Section 138.14s staff's primary. policy tool fot fmplementing the BSP. The ordinance proposes nunterous
amendments to 138.1 that will collectively y improve the design review process and ensure streetscape
improvements built by project sponsors are better aligned with the intent of the BSP.

OBJECTIVE 4 - Improvement of the rgeig'hbquligod environment to increase personal safety,
comfott, pride and opportimity

POLICY 44 - Design walkways and parkmg facilities fo minimize danger to pedestmans

The ordinance will make it harder to get a new curb cut on Nezghborhood Commiercial Streets which are
places where pedestrians are most likely to gather. In doing so, improve the safety of people walling by J
reducing conflicts between pedestrians and private vehicles in.

POLICY 4.11 ~ Make use of street space and other unused public a_réas for recreation, particularly
in dense neighborhoods, such as those close to downtown, where land for traditional open spaces
is more difficult to assemble.

* The ordindnce will grant City staff the ability to require projects construck sidewilk features such gs
extended bulbouts that function as wsable open space within the public vight-of-way. Much of the
development that will construct these streetscape features is taking: pZace in neighborhoods that are already
dense or are quickly densifying.

8. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed ameiidments to the Plannirig Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101 JA(b) of the Planning Code in’
that:"
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Resolution 20319 CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

October 18, 2018

SAN FRANCISGO

Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements;
and Curb Cuts on Protectéd Street Frontages

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 Ordinarice would not have n negative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and
will not impact opportumtzes for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving

retazl

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 rot have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character,
That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable hozis-iug,

That commuter traffic not 1mpede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking;

The proposed Ordinance would not 7esult in commuter traffic zmpedmg MUNI tmnszt service or

- overbur denzng the streets or nezghborhood parking.

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 ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would

. not be timpaired.

" That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life in an’

earthquake;

The proposed Ordinance would nof have an impact on Ciky's preparedness against injury and loss of
life i an earthquale. ' .

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City’s Landmarks and historic buildings.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development;

The proposed Ordinance would nct have an zmpact on the City's parks and open space ad thefr aceess

to sunlight and vistas.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 5
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Resolution 20319 ‘ CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Qctober 18, 2018 . Streetscape and Pedestiian Iniprovements;
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages

- 6. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenjence and general welfare require the proposed amendments to
.the Planning Code as-get forth in Section 302,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby approves with modifications the
proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution.

L hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on October
18, 2018.

Jonas P, Jonin
Commission Secretary’

"AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore

NOES: - None -
ABSENT: Fong, Richards

ADOPTED: October 18, 2018

SAN FRANCISCO : . 5
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Executive Summary

Planning Code Text Amendment
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 18, 2018
EXPIRATION DATE: DECEMBER 25, 2018

Project Name: Amendments Planning Code Sections 138.1 Streetscape and
Pedestrian Improvements; and 155: General Standards as
to Location and Arrangement of Off-Street Parking,
Freight Loading and Setvice Vehicle Facilities

Casé Number: 2018-008862PCA. [Board File No. 1809147 .

Initiated by: Supervisor Kim / Introduced September 18, 2018

Staff Contact: Paul Chasan, Citywide Policy Planning

: paul.chasan@sfgov.org, 415-575-9065

Reviewed by: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362

Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT
Theproposed Ordinance would amend Planning Code sections 138.1 and 155 and 303.

Section 138.1 would be amended to clarify langnage regarding required streetscape improvements;
modify the triggers 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 would 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 Stréet between 2+ and Bssex
Streets, prohibit new curb cuts in transit stops, expand the ateas where a Conditional Use Authorization

is required to install a riew curb cut on the bike network and transit priority networks.

Section 303 would be amended to establish criteria the Comumission should use to determine if a new
curb cut should be allowed on a protected corridor,

The new controls proposed in this ordinance world not apply to any active projects. Projects that submit
their first entiflement or environmental application to the Department after the ordinance is approved
will be subject to the new ordinance.

- SUMMARY OF PROPOSED AMMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING CODE

Planning Code-Section 138.1

Recommended and R_equire‘d S’treetscape"}il;eatlﬁes V~'15’8.1(b)(2) Table 1

www.sfplanning.org
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CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Required Streetscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

Under the Better Streets Plan, the City can 7‘641[2‘7? projects to construct “standard streetscape improvements” and
request that projects construct “non-standard streetscape imprevements.” '

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

The City may request a ptoject that triggers
Section 138.1 to constiuct extended bulb-outs,
mid-block bulb-outs and raised crosswalks,
adjacent to their project.

The City may require a project that triggers
Section 138.1 to construct extended bulb-outs,
mid-block bulb-outs and raised crosswalks
adjacent to their project provided any raised
crogswalk spans a ROW that is 40 feet or less
and is installed at a street corner.

The Planming Code does not authorize the City to
require projects to remove on-street parking at
crosswalks adjacent to their property (also
known as “intersection delighting”),

The City may require a project that triggers
Section 138.1 to remove on-street parkiﬁg at
crosswalks adjacent to their property (also
known as “intersection daylighting™).

Tﬁggers -~ 138.1(c)(2)(A)

To trigger Section 138.1, projects must meet at keast one of three conditions related to sife geomét‘ry and one or three
conditions related to the project’s scope.

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

Projects that contain 250° or greater of street
frontages on one or more public rights-of-ways
meet the geometric triggers for Section 138.1.

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.

" All nezs coristruction projects (including residential
projects) meet one of the project scope triggers
for Section 138.1.

New construction projects with residentinl
components must include at Jeast 10 or more

- units of housing in the project scope to meet one-

of the project scope triggers for Section 138.1. .

All new construction projects (including . non-
residential projects) meet one of the project scope
triggers for Section 138.1. ‘

New construction projects with non-residéntinl
components must include 10,000 gross squirre feet
of non-residential space to meet one of the project
scope triggers for Section 138.1.

All change-of-use projects are ﬁurrenﬂy exenmtpt
from Section 138.1

Clzaizge—oﬁuse, projecis involving the conversion
of 10,000 gross square feet or greater of PDR use to
residential or office use PDR wuse would trigger
Section 1381. Other types of change-of-use
projects would remain exempt:

Sidewalk Widths 138.1(c)(2)(b)

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANMING DEPARTMENT

1912



Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

'CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

Required Streefscape Improvements &

Curb Cut Restrictions

The Better Streets Plan established i system of street types for gll streets in San Francisco. Street types are bnsed on
a stroet segment’s contextual zoming. For most street types, the Better Streets Plan establishes a recommended
sidetwnlk width. These widths are codified in Section 138.1. '

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

In some instances, City policy indicates a
preference for a sidewalk width greater than the
sidewalk width established in Section 138.1, The
Planning code malkes 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 Supervisors

which specify sidewalk widthe greater

- than the Sidewalk width established m the
Bettel Streets Plan

o Leglslated sidewalk Wldths prevlously

approved by the Board of Supervisors that

exceed the recommended sidewalk width
in the Better Streets Plan

Secton-138.1 would be amended to allow the
City to require a project sponsor to widen
sidewalks by dimensions that exceed the
recommended sidewalk widths in the Better
Streets Plan where existing policies justify such
a widening, Instances where this provision may

- apply include:
s Streetscape plams or community-based
plans adopted by the Board of
Supervisors which specify sidewalk

widths greater than the Sidewalk width
established in the Better Streets Plan

o Legislated sidewalk widths previously
approved by the Board of Supervisors
that-exceed the recommended sidewalk
width in the Better Streets Plan

Section 138.1, allocates recommended sidewalk
widths for all street types except for Downtown
Commercial Streets (streets within the C-3, C-2,
and CCB zoning districts). The Code defers to the
City's Downtown Streetscape Plan to determine
sidewalk widths on Downtown Commercial
Streets. However, some Downtown Commercial
Streets are sited outside of the Downtown
Streetscape Plan Area and thus have no
recommended sidewalk width. .

The proposed legislation amends the code to
state that the recommended sidewalk width for
Downtown Commercial Streets that are sited
outside of the Downtown Streetscape Plan Area
is 15 feet.

Review and Approvals138.1(c)(2)(C)

9.

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

Section 138.1 requires project sponsors to submit Under the proposed legislation, a project
a required streetscape plan 60 days prior to any  sponsor is required to submit a streetscape plan

. SANERANGISCO -
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 .

10.

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Reqmred Streetscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

Departmert or Planning Commission Approval
Action.

with  the
Application.

profect’s  first Development

Under the existing code, a project’s public realm
Improvements must be installed prior to the
City’s issuance of a project's final Certificate of
Occupancy or Temporary Certificate .of
Occupancy unless otherwise extended by the
Zoning Administrator.

The proposed Ordinance would allow the
Zoning Administrator to extend the timeframe
for a completion of required streetscape
improvements for change-of-use projects aftera
project has been constructed.

Planning Code Section 'i55

Restrictions on new Curb Citds — 155 (1)

11

12.

13,

14.

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

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 explicitly exempted from their off-street

parking requirements.

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
would be exempted from their off-street parking
requirements.

Vehicidar access to off-street parking is
prohibited on Folsom Street between The
Embarcadero arid Essex Street.

Vehicular access to off-street parking would be
prohibited. om FPolsom Street between The
Embarcadero and 2nd Sireet.

Projects may seek a Conditional Use
Authorizafion to install a curb cut in a bus stop.

Projects would be prohlblted from Insta]lmg a
curb cut in abus stop.

Projects in C-3, NCT ot RTO Districts are
required to seek a Conditional Use
Authotization to be granted a cuob on any
Transit Prefereritial Street, the Citywide
Pedestrtan  Network o
Cammerdcial Streets or on a street fronting a bike
lane if no other frontage is available.

Neighborhood

Projects in all zoning districts except for M, P,
PDR, all RHI, RFI2, RH3 and SALE Districts are .
required to seek a Conditional Use
Authorization to be granted a curb on any
Transit Preférential Street, the or Neighborhood
Commercial Streets or on a street fronting a bike
lane or protected bikeway if no other frontage is
available.

SAN FRANGISCO
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Executive Summary

Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

15.

16.

17.

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

- Required Streetscape Improvements &

Curb Cut Restrictions

Projects in Neighbothood Commercial Transit
Districts have. no minimum  parking

" requirement and, be required to seek a

Conditional Use Authorization to install a new
curb cut on a Neighborhood Commercial Street.

Projects in all Neighborhood Commercial
Districts Citywide would have no minimum
parking requirement and be required to seek a
Conditional Use Authorization to install a new
curb cut on a Neighbortiood Commercial Street.

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.

The Planning Code would no longer reference
the Citywide Pedesttian Network, which was
recently temoved from the City’s General Plan.

Projects that tiigger both Section 155(r) 'aild
either Section 309 or 329 must schedule two
separate items at the Planming Commiission.

Projects that trigger both Section 155(r) and
either Section 309 or 329 would be able to
schedule one item at the Planning Commission
resulting in more efficient use of staff time,

Planning Code Section 303

Conditional Uses — 303 (x)

18.

The Way It Is Now

“The Way It Would Be

The Planning Code currently includes no
additional criteria the Comimission should
consider when determining whether a CUA foy
a curb-cut on a protected corridor should be
granted.

The Planning Code would be amended to
include additional criteria for the Commission

to Consider when determining whether a CUA

for a curb cat on a protected corridor should be
grarted

Planning Code Section 161 -

Exemptions and Exceptions from Off-street Parking, Freight Loading and Service
Vehicle Requirements — :

BACKGROUND

The initial impetus for undertaking this legislative effort grew out of the 340 Bryant project. 340 Bryant is
a four-story, 61,300 square foot building located adjacent to a freeway onramp in South Beach. I 2015 the
'~ Planning Comumission approved a change 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 sited adja¢ent to a

SAN FRANCISED
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Executive Summary : ' CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
. Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Sfreetscape Improvements &
' : Curb Cut Restrictions

freeway onramp where pedestrian comfort is less than ideal. Community members who Wwere chsmayed
about the lack of pedestrian improvements contacted Supervisor Kim. She in turn contacted the Planning
Department asking how similar situations might be avoided in the futare.

The Departient resporided with a letter dated April 16, 2015 that outlined steps the Department is taking
to support Vision Zero and pedestrian safety. The lettér suggested partnering with Supervisor Kim's
office on a legislative amendment to section 138.1 that would authorize the City to requiré future PDR to
non-PDR change of use projects to install streetscape improvements. This legislative package grew from
that process. The ordinance has grown te iriclude proposed recommendations from Walk SF and Livable |
Cities as well as changes identified by city staff who have had several years of experience 1mp1emenh11g
Section 138.2.

'ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Street Design Advisory Team (SDAT)

In 2010, the Board of Supervisors 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
Plarming Code was adopted. Section 138.1 authorizes the Planning Department to require projects that
meet certain scale and scope thresholds to install pedestrian improvements in the public ROW adjacent to
their frontages, In 2014, the Planting Department created the Street Design Advisory Team (SDAT), a
staff advisory body that provides guidance to project sponsors on their required streetscape
improvements under Section 138.1. SDAT is staffed by the Planning Depaitment and is composed of staff
from the Fire Department, the Municipal Transportation Agency, Public Works, and the Public Utilities
Comumission.

Recommended and Required Stieetscape Features »
Section 138.1 of the Planning Code defines Standard Improvements and Non-Standard Improvemerits.
While the Department can require projects that frigger Section 138.1 to construct Standard Improvements,
it can only request that they construct non-standard streetscape improvements, This ordinance creates
one new Standard improvement, intersection daylighting?, and reclassifies several Non-Standard
Improvements as Standard Improvements, raised crosswalks? extended bulbouts, and muid-block.
bulbouts.

These featares were chosen because they:

1. Are similar in scale, scope, location and function as standard improvements stch as sidewalk
widénings and bulbouts.

2. Frequently surface during the Department’s intexnal design review ‘proces’s as sireetscape features the
City would like projeet sponsors to build to increase pedestrian safety and enhance the public realm.

!'{e. removing parking at corners to increase safety by iinproving 31ght1mes for people walking and
driving

e, extendmg the uosswalk across the ROW at intersections

SAN ERANDISCO 6
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Executive Summary _ : : CASE NO, 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
: , Curb Cut Restrictions

3. Do not trigger broader citculation changes within the street right-of-way such as vehicle travel lane
removal)-which would require project sponsors to undergo-éxtra envirormental analysis

4. Can be installed immediately adjacent fo the project sponsor's building frontage (as opposed to the
frontage of a neighboring property owner) thus limiting Hability for the project sponsor.

Triggers for Required Streetscape Improvement Modifications 4
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) mew construction :
(b) oraddition of 20% or more of gross floot aea to an exlstmg building.

Geomefric 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 public‘ly—acceseible rights-of-
way,
{c)  orthe frontage encompasses the entire block face between the nearest two mtersectlons
with any other publicly-accessible rights-of-way,

The 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 by exempting developments with fewer than 10 housing units or 10,000 sq. ft. of commercial
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

rght-of-way do so. Examples of récent and active projects that would trigger the new frontage criteria
include:

" New Change-of-Use Triggeis

Thé ordinance 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 compel these projects to build needed ped’es&ian improvements.
The significant increase in property value and rental income that PDR to residential or office conversions
generate implies that PDR conversions can afford to shoulder the additional cost and time associated
with implementing required streetscape improvemients. Moreover, there is a clear nexus between the
PDR conversions and increased demands for pedestrian infrastructure. Many PDR districts lack basic
pedestrian amenities and, due to their increased density, office and residential uses generate more foot
traffic than the PDR uses. Thus, the change from PDR to Residential or Office increases the demand for
localized Pedestrizm Improvements.

Extended Timelines for Change-of-Use Pm}ects
Currently, projects triggering Section138.1 mwust complete any 1equ1red streetscape Improvements priox .
to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy. Impacts will likely fall disproportionally on PDR to non-

SAN FBANGISCO 7
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Executive Summary . CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18,2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
: Curb Cut Restrictions

PDR change-of-use profects, due their faster entitlement, permitting and constructioni timelines compared
to projects ]'Ilvolving new construction. The compressed permitting and construction timeline for change-
of-use projects may not provide enough time for these projects to design, permit and construct required
streetscape improvements along their frontages. The legislation recognizes this constraint by granting the
Zoning Administrator the power to extend the timeframe for completion of required streetscape
Improvements after tenants have moved into the building.

Earlier Submission of Required Streetscape Plan

The Code currently states that project sponsors ate required to subinit streetscape plans at least 60 days
before a Planming Department or Planning Commission approval action. The proposed legislation moves
this submission earlier in the entitlement process to provide adequate time for interagency coordination
{as required under the Planning Code) on streetscape improvements. Requiting a project sponsor to
submit streetscape plans with their first entiflement of environmental application will help ensure that
streetscape plans approved by the Planning Commission have been adequately vetted by city agencies
when the project 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 more likely to be built as shown.

City-Mandated Sidewallk Widths

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan establishes a set of street
types fox the city’s street systern. Street types are define by land
use context and transportation characteristics. Other special
conditions are called out individually. The Beiter Streets Plan
defines characteristics for each for each street type such as
sidewalk width. These features are codified in Plarming Code
Section 138,1., :

In some instances, policies conflict about the City's preference for
a sidewalk width on a glven block. These include nstances
where the Board of Supetvisors has pteviously legislated
sidewalk widths that exceed the sidewalk width recommerided
in the Better Streets Plan, and instances whete an adopfed area
plan or public realm adopted by the Board of Supervisors
recornmends a sidewsalle width more than the width
recommended in the Better Streets Plan. In these scenarios where
policies conflict, the proposed Ordinance would authorize the
City to require projects to build their sidewalks to the wider
dimension, -

Downtown Commercial Streets

Under the Better Streets Plan, street types are defined by the
contextual zoning on a given block, The plan recommends 15-foot
sidewalk widths for high-intensity street types like Downtown
Residential Streets and Neighborhood Commercial Streets.

SAM FRANGISGO ) i 8
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Executive Summary , ‘ , CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

However, the Better Streets Plan defaults to the Downtown 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 the Downtown Streetscape Plan area boundary. These orphaned blocks currently have no
recommended sidewalk width under the Code and include numerous streets in Mid-Market and The
Hub, both areas with active development sites. The legislation proposes to rectify this by establishing a
recommended sidewalk width of 15’ for Downtown Commercial Streets that fall outside of the
Downtown Streefscape Plan Area bringing orphaned Downtown Commercial Street blocks into
alignment with similar high-intensity street types within the BSP.

Restrictioris on new Curb Cuts _
Section 155 of the Planning Code restricts new curb cuts on street frontages where the City has prioritized
sustainable transportation modes like walking, biking or transit, but only within the C-3, NCT and RTO
zoning districts. On some streets curb cuts are banned outright, whereas on others, applicants need to .
purstie Conditional Use Authorization (CUAY) to obtain a curb cut on protected frontage. These
restrictions are in place because siting new curb cuts on the transit priority network, bike nietwork, and
pedestrian-oriented street network degrades these networks over time,

The ordinance would expand the list of zoning districts where projects seeking to install a new curb 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:

o P Districts — These districts include all publicly owned land that is not public right-of-way
(streets and sidewalks). These districts were exempted because they often house éssential services
where curb cuts are necessary such as fire stations, Mumi bus yards and hospitals.

¢ M, PDR and SALI 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 dense 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
Distiicts. The expanded area where these controls would apply roughly affect the more urbanized, the
northeast quadrant of the City, eastern neighborhoods not zoned as PDR or industrial areas and
pedestrian-oriented shopping streets in the western half of the City.
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

The map on the left shows the area where projects are currently
required to seek a CUA to Install @ 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 Parking Minimums

- CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Required Streetscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

None of the three zoning districts currently identified in 155(r) have mintmum parking requirements,
However, the ordinance proposes adding additional zoriing districts some of which, stch as
Neighborhood Commercial Districts, are required to ptovide off-sireet parking. This could hypothetically
create a situation where a project that does not wish to provide off-street parking but both fronts a
protected street and is sited in a zoning district with minim parking requirements is required.to seek a
CUA to not build the required parking, Essentially the City would be réquiring the project to spend
additional thme, and expense getting permission to not build parking that neither the sponsor nor the City

wants.

To rectify this, the ordinance pi’o,ﬁoses eliminating off-sfreet parking for any site that fronté a protected
street, Projects that don't seek to include parking access along a protected frontage would be rewarded
with a faster entitlement process. Projects that wished to include off-street parking wold still be able to

peruse a CUA should they choose to de so.
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Stregtscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

Consolidating Commission Actions
Planning Code Section 309 (Downtown Exempﬁons, also referred to as a DNX) and 329 (Lar ge Project
Authorizations also referred to as an LPA) recognize the complexity of large sites in the Downtown and
Bastern Neighborhoods warrants a more flexible review process. These code sections, empower the
Commission to conduct building design review and grant certain exemptions to Planning Code
requirements such as bulk and off-stieet parking access on restricted streets. Under the currernt system,
projects both seeking a DNX or a LPA and a CUA for a new curb cut on a protected frontage need to
schedule two separate Commission items. Planning Department staff are fhus required to draft two
separate case reports one for the DNX or LPA and another for the CUA related to the cwrb cut on the
protected frontage.

The draft legislation proposes to streamline this process by consohdatmg the Comumission calendar items
and associated case reports, For projects that are required to seek a CUA for a new curb cit on a
protected street that qualify for a DNX or an LPA, the Conmission will consider the curb cut during
those entitleinent hearings for the DNX/LPA. However, the Commission will be required to base its
“decision on the new the curb cut on the same findings used in the Conditional Use process (descnbﬂd
below). This will allow Planning Department staff to draft one case report covering both processes which
in turn will result in increased staff productivity and faster approvals for these projects,

New Cohditional Use Requirements

Othei 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 cist on a-
protected corridor should be grarited. This leaves the Commission no clear policy guidance onhow 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 & new carb cut
on a protecied frontage. These include: ’

o Criteria 1is intended to protect emergency services such as hospitals fire stations, etc. which
would be able to get a CUA for a new curb cut

e Criteria 2 would allow accessible loading and protect certain land uses- Large grocery stores,
PDR uses (including car repair shops), and institutional uses, and allow for disabled parking
access when required under the ADA

o Criteria 3: would allow a curb 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 10 adin
the street, thus endangering people on bikes and slowing transit,

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE
« TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 21 - Give first priority to improving transit service throughoutthe City, providing a
convenient and efficient system as a preferable alternative to automobile use.

SAN FRANGISCO 11
PLANNING DEPARTVIENT
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Executive Summary ' ' CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
' Curb Cut Restrictions

POLICY 21.2 - Reduce, relocate or prohibit automobile facility features on transit preferential streets,
such as driveways and loading docks, to avoid traffic conflicts and automobile congestion,

The ordinance will reduce or prohibit automobile facilities features on Transit Preferentinl Streets by expaniding the
list of zoning districts where a CUA is required to install new curbs cut on a Transit Preferential Streets and,
estublishing criteria for the Commission to.consider when deciding on CUAs for these curb ciifs.

OBJECTIVE 24 - Desigh evely street in San Francisco for safe and ¢onverient 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 encourdge access and mobjhty for seniors, people w1ﬂ1 disabilities
and children. -

The ordinance will support staff’s er’m ts to mzplement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Planning Code Section 138 1
is staff’s primary policy tool for implementing the BSP. The ordinance proposes numerous amendmenis to 138.1
that will collectively improve the design review process and enstire streetscape improvements built by project
sponsars 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 ori Clty streets and develop a well-marked,

" comprehensive systemi of bike rotites in San Francisco.

The ordinance will expand and inprove access for bicycles on City Streets. It will result in tmproved safety for
people on bicycles by making it harder to get a curb cut on e bike network in: certain zoning districts,

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1~ Emphasis of the characteristic pattern which g1ves to the city and its nelghbmhoods an
image, a sense of puzpose, and ameans of orientation.

POLICY 1.10 - Indicate the purposes of streets by adopting and implemienting the Better Streets Plan,
which identifies a hierarchy of street types and approptiate streetscape elements for each street type.

The ordinance will support staff's efforts to iinplement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Planning Code Section 138.1
is staff’s primary palicy tool for implementing the BSP, The ordinance proposes mumerous amendments.fo 138.1
that will collectively improve the design review process and ensure streetscape impr ovemenfs buzlt by preject
sponsors are better aligned with the intent of the BSP.

OBJECTIVE 4 - Improvement of the nelghbmhood environment to inctease personal safety; comfort,
pride and opportunity

POLICY 4.4 — Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger o pedestrians,

The ordinance will make it harder to get a new curb cut on Neighborhood Comnercial Streets which arve places
where pedestrians are most likely to gather. bn doing so, improve the safety of people walking by reducing conflicts
between pedestrians and private vehicles in.

SAN FRANDISCO - 12
PLANNING DEPARTMVMENT .
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Executive Summary | GASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

POLICY 4.11 ~ Make use of street space and other unused public areas for recreation, particularly in
. dense neighborhoods, such as those close to downtowr, where land for traditional open spaces is more
difficult to assemble.

The ordinance will grant City staff the ability to 7‘eqﬁi’7’e profects construct sidewalk features such as exterded
bulbouts that function as usable open space within the public right-of-way. Much of the development that will
construct these streetscape features is taking place in neighborhoods that are already dense or are quickly densifying.

RECOMMENDATION

"The Dépaltmen’c'lecommends that the Commission recommend approval with modifications 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 10,000 sq. ft. to 25,000 sq. ft. Change the threshold in the new
proposed trigger for Section 138.1 related to PDR 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 50,000 GSF Trigger in Section 138.1, The proposed trigger to 138.1: “The project
includes more than 50,000 gross square feet of new construction” should be relocated from
Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)(i)(b) to Plarming Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)1)(a).

Section 155(1)

3. Exempt RH and NC-S Districts from 155()(3)(A). Exempt projects sited in R 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 If or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood Commercial Street,

4. Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Netwotl. Amend 155(r)(3)(A) to include streets
with Class IIT Bike Facilities protected frontages requiring a CUA on the bike network.

5: Provide Clarity on Minimum Parking Requitements. Clarify in the code that minimum parking
requirements are waived if a project is sited on a protected frontage in places where the Code
disctisses mimimum parking requirements.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department supports the overall goals of this Ordinance and recomimends it be approved with
modifications because it supports numerous City Policies including 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 the installation of new curb cuts on key
walking, biking and transit corridors. These efforts will result in the beautification of the City’s public
realm and increage the safety and comfort of people walking and biking and using transit,

SI\N FRANGISCO - . . . 1 3
LANNING DEPARTVIENT .
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Executive Summary . .CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Reqwred Streetscape Improvements &
‘ Curb Cut, Restrlctlons

Conversations with Supervisor Kim‘s Office indicate that, Supervisor Kim supports most of the proposed
amendments outlined below. While she does not support Recontntendation 1 (changing use size triggers
for PDR conversions from 10,000 to 25,000 sq. ft.), she does support the rémaining proposed amendments:
Recommendations 2-5, We understand that Supervisor Kim will be soon be introducing substitute
legislation that will include Recommendations 2°5 outlined below. A

3

Recommendation 1: Change Use Size Trigger from 10,000 sq. £t. to 25,000 sq. t. Staff is concerned that
the 10,000 sq. f. trigger proposed in the legislation is tdo low and would place an undue burden projects
that will be unable to finance capital improvements in the ROW should the City tequire them, Rather
staff recommiends the threshold be set at 25,000 sq. ft. to énsure projects are more able to finance any
required streetscape improvements. The images below of two industrial buildings in the Bayview
p10v1de scale and context for an approxmately 10,000 sq ft. and a 25,000 sq ft. industrial buﬂdmg _

Recommendation 2: Relocate the 50,000 GSF Trigger. This recommendation is intended to fix a dzafting
error, The intent of the 50,000 GSF trigger was to capture very large buildirgs on small sites The way it's
currently worded would make it ineffectual.

Recommendation 3: Exempt R and NC-S Districts from 155()(3)(A). Staff recommenis exenip‘t’ing
low-density residential uses from being requited to seek a CUA if they ate sited on a key protected street
identified along the City’s transit network, bike network or along a Neighborhood Commercial corridor,
The Supervisor’s Office and the Planning Department initially intended these zoning districts to be
exempted Wwhile the legislation was being drafted, but they were accidently stricken from the code during
the legislative review process with the City Attorney’s office. Because these districts are solely composed -
of one, two or three-unit dwellings, they few off-street parking spaces and thus pose a negligible imipact .

to these transportation networks. -

Staff &lso recommends exempting NC»S Districis from the from the CU requirement that they seek a CUA
to establish a new curb cut on the Transit Priority Network ot a Class IT or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood
Comimnercial Street” These districts axe essentially large-scale big box retail. (think Home Depot, or Best
Buy). The off-street parking is essential to their commercial Vlablh‘cy and operations.

Recommeéndation 4; Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network, Staff recormends
expanding the definition of protected streets on the bike network from any Class II or Class IV facility

- approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency Board (MTAB). To any Class I, Class III or Class IV -
Facility approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency Board (MTAB). Class III Facilities are bike
routes typically marked with street stencils and signage instead of bike lanes or pr otected bike lanes,
Including requiting new curb cuts on Class III Facilities in certain zonitig districts will better protect
people biking on these facilities from. vehicular traffic. Moreover, SEMTA regularly seeks ’co upgrade

- SANFRANGISCO ' 14
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Executive Summary | ‘ CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvéements &
, ' Curb Cut Restrictio‘hs

Class III Facilities to Class IT or Clags IV Facilities. Reducing curb cuts on Class III Facilities today will
help preserve the integtity of these corridors over time,

Recommendation 5: Provide Clarity on Minimum Parking Requirements. Staff téecommends 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() clearly states
that that any lot whose sole feasible vehicular access is via a protected street frontage is exemnpted from
any off-street parking or loading requirement found elsewhere in the Plaiming Code, the Code makes no

. reference to the potential waiver of off-street parking requirements in affected zoning districts. Staffis
concerned that fhis could lead to confusion among the public and recommends the following
amendments:

1. xPlanIu'ng Code Section 151 (Schedule of Permitted Off-Street Parking Spaces in Specified Districts)
summarizes all the zones where minimum parking requirements apply. Staff recommends adding
a small note the top section 155 stating that off-street parking requirements are waived for '
project’s whose sole frontage is on a protected block identified in Section 165(z).

2. Neighborhood Commercial Zoning Districts arid Residential Mixed Zoning Districts are currently
subject to minimum parking requirements, which, if this ordinance is approved, may be waived
for projects under protected frontages. Staff recommends either;

a. Addingnotes in the summary tables of these zoning districts explammg that minirmoum
" parking requirements do not apply if the project’s onlyavailable frontage is on a
protected street, or

b. Eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements in NC and RM Districts altogether.
There is ample literature documenting that minimum off-street parking requirements
lead to excess off-street parking supply. Eliminating off-street parking requirements in
urban areas is considered a best practice within 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
requirements, we may as well make it explicit.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Conmission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Department has determined that this Ordinance will not fmpact our current implementation
procedures.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The propesed 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.

S/\N FRANGISCO 1 5
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2018:008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
: Curb Cut Restrictions

PUBLIC GOMMENT

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has not received any public comment regarding the proposed
Ordinance. '

| RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with Modifications

Attachments: ) ‘ .

Exhibit A - Draft Planning Commission Resolution 4

Exhibit B: Maps Articulating Existing and Proposed Restrictions on New Curb Cuts

Bohibit C; Board of Supervisors File No. 180914

g\mmmo 16

NING DEPARTNIENT
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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
e Date: 11/14/18,
e Time: 9:00 am
e " Location: City Hall Room 278
o Attendance: 17 People attended

e Pro/Con Breakdown: Four were opposed to the legislation, 13 supported it.

Meeting 2 11/15/18 -
e Date: 11/14/18,
e Time: 12:00 pm
e Location: City Hall Room 278
e Attendance: 4 People attended

e Pro/Con Breakdown: One person was opposed to the legls!atlon Three supported it

Meeting 3 11/19/18 -
e Date:11/14/18,
e Time: 9:00am
e Location: City Hall Room 278
e Attendance: 14 People attended
e Pro/Con Breakdown: Two person was opposed to the 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
community organizations (Transform, Livable City and the Bike Coalition).

The following summarizes the coriversation 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 online 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 peoplée 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 pedple 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 abpiy. Moreover, section 305.1 of the Planning Code allows any project to install accessible
parking if needed. Planning Code section 305.1 overrides 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

'

Q: Is there a policy conversation around overdevelopment? /.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 Eurdpean and Asian cities are much denser. This implies that San
Francisco can add people without sacrificing our quality of life.

Q: | understand the City’s desire not to force a one-size fits all policy on 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 un:ique circumstances and neighborhood opposition .
that might arise for specific projects. ' 5

A: The City is not currently contemplating loosening 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?

1929



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: | really like this policy promoting non-car transit. | am stoked about this.
Comment: { support this policy because it gives peaple 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 propo'sed changed and what will remain the same if the legislation passes

A: Each zoning district has a maximum number of parking spaces that devélopers can build. Some zoning
districts have a minimum number 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 | 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, | 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 car parking for the additional unit.

Regarding new construction, most single farﬁily 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 be a tear down 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 spoﬁsors 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 | 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 pfessure 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 Bernal Heights buik conirois mdke sense or i

s chniidAd bo e ddifinsAd
Hey Snovuid we inouiyicd.
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Comment: This is a great piece of legislation for residents who don’t want to own a car

Comment: | 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 (TDM, details here: https://sf-
planning.org/transportation-demand-management-program). Does exactly this. All new developments
must adhere to the TDM ordinance. Developménts 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: | support this legislation because it helps us address climate chénge.
Q: What are the next steps? How can | support this legislation?

A: The legislation will return to the Land Use Committee on November 26™. 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 éf Committee, the legislation will be heard at the full Board for its first read on
December 4, '

People interested in this legisiation 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 examplé 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 | learned he doesn’t need
1o add a parking spacel!?! 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 Safai may not realize all of the transit optiAons in his district. | 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. '

1932



€€6 1

REMOVAL OF

SF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS LAND USE COM'MHTTEE

NOVEMBER 26,2018

PAUL CHASAN, SENIOR URBAN DESIGNER | SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT

A0\ R



€61

\ OUTREACH SUMMARY

10/22 BOS Land Use Committee (BSP Legislation)
+ 5 Commems in Support, 0 Against

11/5 BOS Land Use Committee (BSP Legislation)
+ 10 Comments in Support, 0 Against

11/14 Community Workshop 1 (City Hall)
,+ 17 Attendees, 13 in Support, 4 Against

| l 1/15 Com.mumty Workshop 2 (City Hall)

ot 4 Attendees, 3 in Support 1 Against )

11/19 Commumty Workshop 3 (Clty Hall)
+ 14 Attendees, 12in Support or dld. not say, 2 Agamst
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Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density

Livable City

SF Bike Coalition

SF Housing Action Coalition

SPUR
Walk SF
YIMBY Action

SFCTA
SFMTA

LETTERS

47 Letters of SuppOrt, 0 aga.inst
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PROCESS OVERVIEW
10/ 18 BSP Legislation héard 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 Amendmehts to Remove Parking Minimums
heard at Land Use |

\_ HOW DID WE GET HERE?

+ Land Use Committee requests staff conduct additional .
outreach '

11/26 Return to Land Use Committee (debate/vote)
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REMOVE FLOORS, NO

+ o+ + o+

All zoning districts have a maximum, some
have a minimum

No changes to the maximums

Remove minimums where they exist
No changes to off-street loading Icequiremems

Developers can still build up to the maximum if
they choose to
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'\ ROBUST POLICY FRAMEWORK

NUMEROUS POLICIES SUPPORT
REMOV!NG PARKING MEN!MUMS
+ = Vision Zero

+ Housing Affordability

+ Traﬁsit First

+ Bettei‘ Streets

+ Plac‘émaking and Urban Design

+ Fairness and Equity

At this point, there is no land use or policy rationai

for keepmg minimum parking requirements in any

zoning district in the city.
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City has slowly removed minimum parking controls
over the past few decades resulting in no minim
parking controls in most zoning districts.

+ Bike parking

-+ 1009% affordable Housmq' PIO]eC'ts exempted

($70K/space)

+ TDM Ozxdinance

+ Home SF |
+ ADU Ordinance | |
+ ZA exemption in NC Districts (administrative)

+ Section 161
-+ Section 155(x)
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\ SIMPLIFY THE PROCESS

|EGIBILITY + EFFICIENCY

+

+
+
+

Improved Planning Code legibility
More efficient approval pro't:ess |
Increased certainty

Give small property/business owners the same

benefits that larger projects enjoy
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This is not a ban on new ofi-street parking

Developers have a financial incentive to
provide parking

Developers will continue to provide parking

(Department usually encourages less parkmg n
con z‘exfs where it makes sense to do so) |
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LIKELY OUTCOMES

\

~ SINGLE FAMILY (RHI, RH2, RH3)

+ New single family homes will continue to
provide parking

-+ ADUs will continue to be built without parking

MULTI-FAMILY (RM, RC)
+ Historic core of the city (northeast quadrant)

+ Some projects will continue to build less than
one-to-one p‘arking

NEI GHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL (NCD}

+ Many small mid-block projects won'’t build pa.rkmg
+ Large projects on corners will llkely build parking
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From: Kim, Jane (BOS) '

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 12:51 PM

To: . Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: Planning Code amendment to eliminate parkmg requirements citywide -- support
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From: Andy Thornley [mallto 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 Radulovnch
<tom@livablecity.org> :

Subject: Planning Code amendment to ehmmate parkmg requirements citywide -- support

T
R

o

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

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 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,
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z&ndy”fhornley ,
Richmond District resident
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From:; Kim, Jane (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 12:50 PM

To: - Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: ‘ FW: Planning Code amendment to eliminate parking requirements citywide -- support

From Andy Thornley [mallto 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.surimers@sfgov.org>; Tom Radulovich
<tom@livablecity.org> .

Subject: Planning Code amendment to eliminate parking requirements citywide -- support

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 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 housmg 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 parkmg, 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,
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Andy Thornley
west side neighbor
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Major; Erica (BOS) | 157675
‘om: © Westside = best side! <westsidebestsidesf@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 1:26 PM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS)

Cc: Summers, Ashley (BOS); Ho, Jessica (BOS); Ma, Annie (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: 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.

- "Building Code - Penaities for Constructing an Impervious Surface in the Front Yard Seiback 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 sidewalk/pedestrian right of way. This is not only an eyesore but
AIso a safety and accessibility issue. For this reason we SUPPORT this ordinance and would like to thank
supervisor 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

2309 Noriega Street PMB 67 San Francisco, CA 94122
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Major, Erica (BOS)

m: ~ Calvin Quick (SFYC) <calvin@quickstonian.com>
sent; Wednesday, November 21, 2018 12:29 PM
To: B , Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: BOS File No. 181028 Support Letter
Attachments: Letter of Support on BOS File No 181028.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not dpen links or attachments from untrusted sources.

"Hi Erica,

I have attached a letter of support on BOS File No. 181028, Plannmg Code - Off-Street Parkmg
Requlrements ‘for inclusion in the record.

While T am the youth commissioner for District 5, I am not wrltmg 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 | 1(415) 521-9126
https://sfgov.org/youthcommission/
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors November 14,2018
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 [Plannmg Code - Off-Street Parking Reqmrements]
SUPPORT

Members of the Committee,

My name is Calvin Quick, and I am the Youth Commissioner for District 5. | 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 parkmg 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 gross annual family income at or below 100% AMil, 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 thé 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, | 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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Major, Erica (BOS)

m: Kim, Jane (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:54 AM
To: , Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: In support of eliminating parking minimums

From: Shirley Johnson [mailto:dr_shirley johnson@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> A

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.

Dear Chair Katy Tang,

strongly support the legislation being heard at the Land Use and Transportation Committee on November 26 to amend
the planning code fo 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 prlvate automobile use in favor of more sustainable
transportation. :

| ride a bicycle by choice and do not own a car. | take my life in my hands everyday on our dangerous city streets.
Excessive automobile traffic causes many people to fear biking and walking, and | 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 pollcy and enables denser, more affordable housing. Buildings Wlth 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: Kim, Jane (BOS) .

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:24 AM-
To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: Please eliminate parking minimums!

From Kezuah Perez Sonder Plattner [mallto keZ|ah@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] 4
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.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!

e ‘ :
i1 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Yy

‘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 of a new transportation advocacy group, YIMBY Mobility. I wanted to email as both
a citizen and a representative of YIMBY 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 Mob111ty statement on Jane Kim's proposed legislation.

https://www.change.org/p/ san-francisco—boa:rd-of—supe_rvisors—eliminate—san—francisco—parking—minimums

Unfortunately I cannot attend this week's land use meeting, but I hope the Board of Superv1sor will follow
Supervisor Kim's lead énd eliminate parking minimums!

Best,

Kezigh Plattner
D5 Resident 94117
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Major, Erica (BOS)

Jme: Kim, Jane (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11: 17 AM
To: 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>; Ronen, 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

ll This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from unfrusted sources.

Hello,

« wanted to pass along the note I sent to my Supervisor about SuperViéor Kim's important legislation regarding
removing parking minimums. I am hopeful we can move forward with thls important leglslatlon 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 Slipervisor 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.

[ am personally motivated by this because I'd love to see our city move away from car-centric infrastructure.

2arking 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.
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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 first 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
To: ‘ Major, Erica (BOS) ‘
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.

Following up: this iteim 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 PMRéan 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 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 requirementé 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: Kim, Jane (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:06 AM
To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: Please kill parking requirements!

‘From: Christopher Heriot [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!

bl

] This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.
p

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)

m:

"~ 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 <thorre5152@gmaxl com>
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:09 AM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KirhStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janice L| <janice@sfbike.org>; BOS Legislation, {BOS)

<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums

o1
o
[
1
1

To Chair Katy Tang,

| am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard later today at the Land Use and Transportation

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Committee, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide.

oing nothing will mean continued traffic which means congestion and pollution which studies show in California, the fransportation
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, | 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 l|vmg

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: . BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:04 AM

To: ‘Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

From Jean Paul Torres <thorre5152@gma!l 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 <Jan|ce@sfb|ke org>
Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

To Supervisor Brown,

I am new resident of district 5 and had the pleasure of meetmg you at the Prop C volunteer appreciation party at
Roccapulco.

| 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 Planning 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 | 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, | 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 pracﬂce 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 transportatlon

rather than induce demand for cars and reliance on driving.

Thank you,
Jean-Paul
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: BOS Legislation, (BOS)
- Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:02 AM
To: Major, Erica (BOS)
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, lan (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 minimums! (File No 181028)

i .
I 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 Safai who both sit on the Land Use Committee, who |
both want to see this message as well. I'm writing to you brieflythis 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 | think this is a good piece of legislation, most of those reasons are outlined here in
© this petition that | signed with my friends in YIMBY Mobility:
https://www.change.org/p/san-francisco-board-of-supervisors-eliminate-san-francisco-parking-minimums

However, puf simply, | believe we need to make it easier to build housing, and part of that goal needs to include
ehmmatmg 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, | 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.
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; The city can and will continue to allow parking to be included in new housing, but it shouldn't require parki'ng. 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
i change challenges seriously: 4
¢ https://www.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
i specified.about.me/bobak_esfandiari

"Let the beauty of what you love be what you do."
. -Rumi

Error! Filename not specified.
Bobak Esfandiari

Error! Filename not
specified.about.me/bobak_esfandiari

"Let the beauty of what you love be what you do."
-Rumi '
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Major, Erica (BOS)

m: KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: ’ Monday, November 26, 2018 11:00 AM
To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: 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) <klmstaff@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums

I

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
\inimums 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,
Elsa Heylen
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Major, Erica (BOS) -

From: o Kim, Jane (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:49 AM

To: : Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: Please pass Supervisor Kim's legislation eliminating parking minimums! (File No
181028)

From Bobak Esfandlart [mallto besfandiarl@gmall com]

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:48 AM

To: Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha. safal@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, lan (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)

,l 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/p/san-francisco-board-of-supervisors-eliminate-san-francisco-parking-minimums

However, pﬁ.t 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 dolla:rs a
‘parking spot and doesn't do anything to advance our climate change goals i

Please prioritize mass transit, transit oriented development, cyeling, 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. :

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.
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‘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:/lwww.vox.com/2018/11/24/18109883/climate-report-2018-national-assessment

Please pass this ordinance, then keep pushing for more inves’tments 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 .
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: ' : Monday, November 26, 2018 10:36 AM
To: ‘ , Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: ' 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@sfgov org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <k|mstaff@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov. org> ’
Cc: Chasan, Paul {CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janlce Li <Jan1ce@sfblke org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org>

Subject: | 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,

| 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, | 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)

Jm: KimStaff, (BOS)

" Sent: ' Monday, November 26, 2018 10:29 AM-
To: , ~ Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW:1support eliminating parking minimums

From: Paul Fs[mailto:hugfoppe @gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:46 PM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <k|mstaff@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul {CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums

This message is from outside the City email systém. 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
w@ninimums 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: ’ KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: . . Monday, November 26, 2018 10:29 AM .
To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: . FW: Isupport eliminating parking minimums

————— Original Message-—--

From: David Heflin [mailto:heflindavid:l@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@sfgov.org> ' ’

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janlce@sfblke 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 sustamable modes of transportation rather than
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving.

Sent from my iPhone
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: ' KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: ) Monday, November 26, 2018 10:28 AM
To: . Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: Please eliminate parking minimums!

From Dan Tasse [mallto dan tasse@gmall com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3;59 PM :
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <k|mstaﬁ@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul. chasan@sfgov org>; janice@sfhike.org

Subject: Please eliminate parking minimums!

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sourceé.

i

To Chair Katy Tang,

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and
ransportatlon Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planmng 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: . Monday, November 26, 2018 10:28 AM

To: . Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: : FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

---—-Qriginal Message-----

From: Jacoh 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)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> ‘

Cc: Chasan, Paul {CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org .

Subject: | 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

_.om: KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM
To: : Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

- - b - DRI T T T e w . [P

From Kevm Kucharskl [mallto kkucharsk|5@gmall 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: | 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,

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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: " Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM

To: _ Major, Erica (BOS) .

Subject: ‘ FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

From: Kevin Kucharski [mailto:kkucharski5@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: | support eliminating parking minimums

‘i This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

i

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,

Kevin
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Major, Erica (BOS)

m: KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM
To: : Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: 1 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>; Safal Ahsha {BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfhike.org

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

s}

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.Jegistar.con/I egislationDetail.aspx?ID=3709260&GUID=C36405A9-
/74A-4B08-8EDB-56DDFAC6CEEA) 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.

Jim
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: : Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM

To: " Major, Erica (BOS) -
Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

From: Lawrence Li [mailto: !awrence@bureausf com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 9:52 PM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <k|mstaff@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janice Li <jan|ce@sfblke org>

Subject: | support eliminating parkmg minimums

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.

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 plannmg practices that -
encourage reducing our |mpact on our planet.

"We need to do everything 1o 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 | 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

m: © KimStaff, (BOS)
s>ent: , *Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM
To: Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: 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> A

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org

Subject: | support eliminating 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 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: - ‘ "~ KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:24 AM

To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: T 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>; KlmStaff (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
~<ahsha. safal@sfgov org>
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; jamce@sfblke org
‘ Subject | 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 cmes all around the world. San Francisco is. behlnd the tlmes 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
conhgested 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.
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: ' KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: : Monday, November 26, 2018 10:24 AM
To: _ Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: 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> o
Cc: Chasan, Paul {CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; jahice@sfbike.org
. Subject: | 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:24 AM

To: Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums -

From: Rache| Zack [mailto:zack. rachel@gmall 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>; Jamce@sfbike org
Subject: | 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: : KimStaff, (BOS)
. Sent: : Monday, November 26, 2018 10:20 AM
To: - Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: 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@sfgov org>; K|mStaff (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice@sfbike.org

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums '

This message is from outside the City emaii 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 drlvmg
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)

Sent: : Monday, November 26, 2018 10:19 AM

To: Major, Erica (BOS) ‘
Subject: ‘ FW: T support eliminating parking minimums

----- Original Message-——-

From: Douglas Walsh [mailto:douglasjaywalsh@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 9:37 AM A A

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: | 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

m: KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:19 AM
To: . ' Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

From: Douglas Walsh [marlto: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, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Jamce@sfblke org

Subject: | support eliminating 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 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
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: ; Monday, November 26, 2018 10:19 AM
To: » Major, Erica (BOS)
' Subject: FW: In support of eliminating parking minimums

‘From: Shirley Johnson [mailto:dr_shirley_johnson@yahoo.com]
" Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 10:48 AM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; K|mStaﬁc (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>
" Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Jamce@sfblke 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

A
b
B

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Dear Chair Katy Tang,

| 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.

| ride a bicycle by choice and do not own a car. | take my life in my hands everyday on our dangerous city streets.

+ Excessive automobile traffic causes many people to fear biking and walking, and | 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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YT LI Y San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

: 1720 Market Street
BIGYCLE ’ . San Francisco CA 94102
ICDALITIUN o T 415.431.BIKE

F 415.431.2468

sthike.org

I TLTERTLON Vi |

November 2, 2018

Board of Supervisors

Land Use and Transportation Committee
City Hall, Room 250

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI.

San Francisco, CA 94102

VOV S YT A

Re: File #181028 — SUPPORT
To Chair Katy Tang:

On behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition and our 10,000-plus members, | am writing to
express our strong support for File #181028, an amendment to the Planning Code to modify Better
Streets Plan requirements.

When this fegislation 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 alighment 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-warst traffic in the nation, it would be
irresponsibie to worsen congestlon 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
inefﬂcient, 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
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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 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 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 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 8™ Street Suite 235 e San Francisco, CA 94103 e 415-344-0489 o 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 and parking. It JUSt makes it what it should have been all
along — a personal choice.

Sincerely,

Tom Radulovich
Executive Director
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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,

TransForm is a nonprofit with 20 years of experience building healthy, vibrant and safe neighbofhoods in
the greater Bay Area and throughout California. We promote walkable communities with excellent

" transportation choices to connect people of all incomes to opAportunity, 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 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,

Stuart Cohen
Executive Director

MAIN OFFICE: 436 14TH STREET, SUITE 600, OAKLAND, CA 94612 | T: 510.740.3150 |
SACRAMENTO: 717 K STREET, SUITE 300, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 | T: 916.441.0204 |

 SILICON VALLEY: 48 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SUITE 103, SAN JOSE, CA 95112 | T: 408.406.8074 |

WWW.TRAN.Fg(g%MCA.ORG



From: . Shirley Johnson

To: Tana, Katy (BOS); KimStaff, (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC); janice@sthike.org; Tom Radulovich; MandelmanStaff, [BOST; Kim, Jane (BOS); Breed, Mayor
: London (MYR) .

Subject: In support of eliminating parking minimums .

Date: 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 fo 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.

| ride a bicycle by choice and do not own a car. | take my life in my hands everyday on our dangerous city
streets. Excessive automobile traffic causes many people to fear biking and walking, and | 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: K Thomas Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com>

Sent:  Monday, November 26, 2018 9:29 AM

To: ‘ ‘ Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS) - ’

Subject: Re: 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.

Supervisors,

[ just wanted to reiterate my support of Sup. Kim's proposal to eliminate minimum off-street parking

. requirements, which | understand you'll be considering again foday. | 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, Novefnber 2,2018, 1:45:31 PM PDT, Thomasf‘Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com> wrote:

Supervisors Kim, Tang, Safai-

| strongly support Sup. Kim's proposal to eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements (Board
File 181028 - http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=1&id=33897), which you'll be considering on
Monday 11/5 at the Land Use and Transportation Committee. | will admit: | saw parking expert +
UCLA professor Donald Shoup speak in 2005, and it profoundly changed how | 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 InefﬂCIent transportation method!

In addition, the other parts of this proposal that limit curb cuts and improve sidewalks more generally
sound like a great way for SF to improve on Vision Zero. | 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
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PS- Glancing at the rest of the agenda, | 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

=uch projects. So far, SF's BRT initiatives have taken way too long already! However, | did not review
at in detail, so | may be misunderstanding or missing a broader point.

1889



Major, Erica (BOS)

From: Joelle Kenealey <sfommra@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, November 25, 2018 9:46 PM

To: - ’ Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS), Safai, Ahsha (BOS)

Cc: t Major, Erica (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Mary Harris; Joelle Kenealey;'KimStaff, (BOS)
Subject: ‘ Land Use Committee - Item #5 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements
Attachments: _ District 11 Council Ltr Land Use Hearing Nov 26 parking minimum requirements.pdf

I
N
i
i1
i

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 regérds,

Joelle Kenealey
President

Outer Mission Merchants and Residents Association
Member of the District 11 Council
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: ' Joelle Kenealey <sfommra@gmail.com>
Sent: . Sunday, November 25, 2018 9:46 PM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Cc Major, Erica (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Mary Harris; Joelle Kenealey; KimStaff, (BOS)
Subject: Land Use Committee - Item #5 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements
Attachments: 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 toitem 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
Tember of the District 11 Council
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File No. 181028
Received via email
11/25/18

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 Superviéor Safai,

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 1eglslat10n that will be heard at the
Land Use and Transportation Committee on Monday, November 26™ 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 Dlstnct 11 Council members were not able to
attend these meetings due to  poor air quahty

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,
Maowy C. Harriy
Mary C. Harris

President
District 11 Council
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: Ausra Eileen Boken <aeboken@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 4:22 PM
To: FewerStaff (BOS); StefaniStaff, (BOS); PeskinStaff (BOS); Tangstaff, (BOS); BrownStaff;

KimStaff, (BOS); YeeStaff, (BOS); MandelmanStaff, [BOS]; Ronen, Hillary, CohenStaff,
(BOS); SafaiStaff (BOS) A

Cc: . Major, Erica (BOS); Rose Hillson; zrants .; George Wooding
Subject: BOS Land Use and Transportation Committee Agenda Item #5 (File 181028)
Attachments:  csfnletterreeliminatingminimumparkingrequirementsnovember2018.pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Please fmd attached CSFN Land Use and Transpoﬁaﬁon Committee letter. -
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181028

COALITION FOR SAN FRANCISCO NE’IGH’BORHOO’DS
LAND USE COMMITTEE »
WWW.CSFN.NET * P.0. BOX 156616 * SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941156616 * EST. 1972

November 21, 2018

Board of Supervisors

Land Use and Transportation Commlttee
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Flle No. 181028 Plannmg Code — Off-street Parking Requwements (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: Erica Major
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om: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) ,
sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 1:45 PM
To: ‘ . BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: ‘ FW: In support of eliminating minimum parking requirements (file number 181028)

From: Roan Kattouw <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)
<hoard.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 minimum off-street parking requirements City-wide")
hy 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, | 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 | urge you to vote in favor of this ordinance.

Roan Kattouw -
District 6 resident
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- To: ' ' Duong, Noelle (BOS); cautnl@aol.com
Subject: 'RE: 11/14/18 Transportation and Land Use Committee Meeting

From: Cautnl [mailto:cautni@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 Commi’ttee Meeting of 11/14/18...Items 5 and 6.
Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang and Safai, |

BATWG strongly supports both the removal of the parking minimums and the aséumption by
the Board of Supervisors of limited oversight over the arrangement and use of red lanes.

Sometimes we activists focus only on what we don't agreé 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. | 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 Francisco, | know he would have been happy with your actions
yesterday....as am [.

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 welcome development.

So please keep at it!

Gerald Cauthen, A .
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: KimsStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for Better Streets Legislation -

To Supervisor Jane Kim and Staff,

While | cannot attend any of the community events regarding the proposed Better Streets Legislation/removal
of the mandatory parking minimums, 1'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. 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: | Duong, Noelle (BOS); hoatmanstanford@gmail.com
Subject: - ) RE: Removing Parking Minimums

Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 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 | 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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. Duong, Noelle (BOS); presparsons@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Support for Better Streets Legislation

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 | cannot attend any of the community events regarding the proposed Better Streets Legislation/removal
of the mandatory parking minimums, 1'd like to express my strong support for the legislation. As a born-and-
raised San Franciscan and Richmond District resident | 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 | again emphasize my support for the removal of
mandatory parking minimumes.

Winston Parsons
linkedin.com/in/winston-parsons
pfesparsbns@gmail.com
(He/Him)
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File No. 181028
Received via email
11/13/18

November @, 2018
" Supervisor Jane Kim
Land Use Cornmittee
Board of Supervisors
City Hall
Re: Minimum Parking Requirermnents
Degr Bupervisor Kim:

Thank you for all your work and thank you specifically for proposing this change to the
Planning Code to remove the Minimum Parking Requarernente. throughout the City.

| This i is a very smart and timely proposal and here is why:

This legislation gives Project Sponsors a choice in designing and building their
projects.

This legislation allows the Planning Depariment Staff to look at each site
specificaily, relating to lot size, nelghborhoad character, preservation of buildings, and
maore flexibility in alterations of existing residential housing.

This iegislatioﬁ is ailawing adaptation to {;hange in tranépoﬁaﬁon USES.

This fegistation encourages programming of space that may allow for more living
space for people and not just for cars.

There are probably other good reasons to support the change to the Planing Code, but
| think the four | have mentioned show why your pmposal i5 timely and smart and
descwes support.

Thanks to you again and thanks to your very able Staff.
Slﬂ(:ﬁreiy, '

f/’zm X It
(Georgia §Chuttish

Noe Valley Resident 32 years
San Francisco Residernt 39 years
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: ‘ Duong, Noelle (BOS)
Subject: RE: Supporting removing Parking Minimums

181028

From: Laura Foote <laura@yimbvaction.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: Supportmg removmg Parking Minimums

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted

S0UIrces.

Dear Supervisors,

On behalf of YIMBY Action and our 2,300 members in the Bay Area, | would like to extend our complete
Jpport for removing parking minimums city-wide. :

Mandatofy 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 commumtles 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 | Pronouns: she/her

YiMBY|

ACTION

c. (415) 489-0197
2. laura@yimbyaction.org

Become a member of YIMBY Action now!
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From: - Tom Radulovich <tom@®@livablecity.org>
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 12:18 PM
" To: Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS)
Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Duong, Noelle (BOS), Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Summers, Ashley
(BOS); Chasan, Paul (CPC)
- Subject: Support for Supervisor Kim's ordinance to remove minimum parklng reqUIrements
: {Board File #181028)
.Attachments: . parking minimums letter.pdf

This message is from ouitside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted.
sources. A

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 mobile, and more affordable, and
* less polluted and congested. We fully support the Planning Commission’s unanimous recommendation to
eliminate minimum parking requirements citywide, and urge you to support Supervisor Kim’s ordinance 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
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Livable

. November 5, 2018

Supervisors Kim, Safai, and Tang
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco CA 94102

Re: Eliminating Minjmum Parkjﬁg Requirements (Board File #181028)

Dear Supervisors,

On behalf of Livable City, T urge you to support Sunerwsor 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 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 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 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 8™ Street Suite 235 o San Francisco, CA 94103 e 415-344-0489 e www.livablecity.org
' 2003



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 and parking. It just makes it what it should have been all
along — a personal choice.

Sincerely,

Tom Radulovich
Executive Director
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m: ‘ Duong, Noelle (BOS)
oent: : " Monday, November 05, 2018 11:39 AM
To: hand4sf@gmail.com
Cc: ' Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: '  SUPPORT - Eliminate Parking Minimums
Attachments: HAND - Eliminating Parking Minimums.docx

Thank you for submitting this letter 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
dOng@"‘F” v.org | A1E5. RR4 7970

I T

Srom: HAND [mailto:hand4sf@gmail.com]

ant: Monday, November 05,2018 9:15 AM
To: Kim, Jane {BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>
Subject: SUPPORT - Eliminate Parking Minimums

]

1 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Supervisor Kim,

On behalf of the Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density, please find the attached letter of support for your
proposal to eliminate parkmg 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 of future 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 B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE - Support Eliminating Parking Minimhms In Housing Developments
Supervisor Kim,

On behalf of the members of the Haight-Ashbury 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 be 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 will 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 options 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. o

Respectfully,
Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density
hitps://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/
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o Thomas Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com> -
Sent: Friday, November 02, 2018 1:46 PM
To: ‘ Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
Cc: Major, Erica (BOS) ~
Subject: 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.

4

Supervisors Kim, Tang, Safai-

| strongly support Sup. Kim's proposal to eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements (Board
File 181028 - http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=1&id=33897), which you'll be considering on
Monday 11/5 at the Land Use and Transportation Committee. | will admit: | saw parking expert +
UCLA professor Donald Shoup speak in 2005, and it profoundly changed how | 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. | know how challenging it can be for
everyone, but especially those with mobility challenges, to safely navigate the sidewalks with cars

coming infout 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, | 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 -
such projects. So far, SF's BRT initiatives have taken way too long already! However, 1 did not review
that in detail, so | may be misunderstanding or missing a broader point.
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From: ’ Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org>

Sent: Friday, November 02, 2018 1:56 PM

To: Tang, Katy (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)

Cc: ' Duong, Noelle (BOS); Chasan, Paul (CPC) :

Subject: ’ Letter of support for Better Streets Plan amendments (File #181028)
Attachments: 2018-11-02 Better Streets Plan amendment support (SF Bicycle Coalition).pdf

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hello Land Use and Transportatién 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

o
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o Ternrrrncisco] . San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

1720 Market Street
¢ BICYCLE San Francisco CA 94102
. BUALI'HON T 415.431.BIKE

F 415.431.2468

sfbike.org

November 2, .2018

- Board of Supervisors

L.and Use and Transportation Committee
City Hall, Room 250

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: File #181028 — SUPPORT
To Chair Katy Tang:

cl

ICy members
e #1

us |
Planning r‘.P

On behalf of the San Francisc B

express our strong support for Fi
Streets Plan requirements.

e Coalition and our 10,000-
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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 seerﬁ 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
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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: {tem 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, | 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.

| 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!

| urge you to support this legislation that would make EVERYone in the City safer, not least your own important
constituents!

Respectfully,

Alice Rogers :
D6 resident; Board Member Walk San Francisco; Member, Vision Zero Coalition
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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 Sup‘érvisors,

TransForm is a nonprofit with 20 years of experience building healthy, vibrant and safe neighborhoods in

L . . Avsaey ygmd Al i te VAT + iti i 1
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. Eliminating 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,

Stuart Cohen
Executive Director

MAIN OFFICE: 436 14TH STREET, SUITE 600, OAKLAND, CA 94612 | T: 510.740.3150 |
SACRAMENTOC: 717 K STREET, SUITE 300, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 | T: 916.441,0204 |

A RELES K N

SILICON VALLEY: 48 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SUITE 103, SAN JOSE, CA 95112 ] T: 408.406.8074 |

WWW.TRAI%%{P.FMCA.OR&



. Major, Erica (BOS)

From: Duong, Noelle (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:44 PM
To: Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS) '

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); BOS Legislation, (BOS)
Subject: Re: Minimum Parking

Thank you Juan Carlos,
We are thankful to have Supefvisor Brown as a co-sponsor. Much appreciated.

Warm Rega rds,v
Noelle '

Noelle Duong
Legislative Office of District 6 Supervisor Jane Kim
noelle.duong@sfgov.org | 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 | juancarlos.cancino@sfgov.org
https://sfhos.org/supervisor-brown-district-5
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Major, Erica (BOS)

om: Duong, Noelle (BOS)
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:43 PM
To: Hepner, Lee (BOS)
Cc: : BOS Legislation, (BOS); Maior, 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 | 415-554-7970

From: Hepner, Lee (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, November 7, 2018 12:17:47 PM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS); Duong, 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 | pronouns: he, him, his

2013



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 26, 2018

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee heard 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 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; A
adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when granting a Conditional Use
authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-O(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.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee
c: John Rahaim, Director
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator.
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
Devyani Jain, Deputy Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning
Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 2014



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
' Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 26, 2018
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 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-O(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 traﬁsmitted 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, Environmehtal Planning

Laura Lynch, Environmentai Pianning
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City Hall
' o Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
September 26, 2018
File No. 180914 -
Lisa Gibson

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson;

On September 18, 2018, Supervisor Kim submitted the proposed legislation:

File No. 180914

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new jtems 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 puhlic right-of-way; clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street 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 ll 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
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-
O(SD) (Downtown, Office {Special Development)) or large project authorization in
mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new curh 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,

[ON

Joy Navarrete, Environmen;tal Planning (
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Q«M&%ww

By: Erica ‘Maj‘or, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

© Attachment Not defined as a project under CEQA

Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c)
2) because it does not result in.a

physical change in the énvironment.

Joy RatiGre B R



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
' Tel, No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
October 18, 2018
File No. 180914-2
Lisa Gibson

Environmental Review Officer
" Planning Department

1650 Mission Streef, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 84103

On October 16 2018, Supetvisor 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 friggers 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 ali 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 it 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-O(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 parkmg requxrements 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 1011, and
findings of public necessﬁy, convenience and welfare under Planning Code, Section
302.

This le‘gislaﬁon is being transmitted to you for environmental rev'iew

Angela Calvilio, Clerk of the Board

St

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee
Attachment :

¢:  Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Plarining
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City Hall v
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 18, 2018

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas'lonin .

1650 Mission Street, Ste, 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:
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 consfruct streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way;
clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expanding curb cuit
restrictions for off-street parking and loadlng to nearly all zoning districts and certain
designated streets, including those on the Cltywu:le 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 CG-3-O(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 Califorriia
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, Sectlon 302.

The substitute ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for public
hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and Transportation
Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.,

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Fl

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
‘Land Use and Transportation Commlttee .

" ¢ John Rahaim, Director of Planning
_Dan Sider, Director of Executive Programs
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legisiative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planhing
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planfing
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planhing
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- City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

September 26, 2018

Planning Commission

Attn:. Jonas lonin :
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

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 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 Il 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
applicable area; adding ctiteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
granting a Conditional Use authorization or an exception as part of a Downtown C-3-
0O(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 cutrestrictions or prohibitions;
and making findihgs under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority pOllCleS of Planning Code,
Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare under
Planning Code, Section 302.

The p‘ropbsed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Cdd‘e, 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

e i

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

John Rahaim, Director of Planning

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 Plafining ) 2019



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
September 26, 2018
File No. 180914
L‘isa Gibsan

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:
On September 18; 2018, Supetvisor Kim submitted ‘the proposed 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 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 Il 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
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~
O(SD) (Downtown, Office (Special Development)) or large prolect authorization in
mixed-use districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new c¢urb 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
Plaiining Code, Section 302.
This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: FErica Mgjor, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachmient

¢ Joy Navarrete, Environmental Plarining
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

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

MEMORANDUM

Ed Reiskin, Executive Director, Municipal Transportation Agency

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

September 26, 2018

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 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 Il 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 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-O(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-sireet parking
requnrements 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 with the file, please forward them to me at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA
94102 or by emall af: erica.major@sfgov.ord.

¢ Janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportatioh Agency.
Kate Breen, Municipal Transportation Agency
Dillon Auyoung, I\/lumcupal Transportation Agency

2021



Print Form -

- Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

| . IEIL LTRSS e 05
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 1‘01' meeting date

1. For reference to Committee." (An Ordinance, Resbluﬁon, Motion or Chatter Amendment).
[ ] 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

[ 1 3.Request for hearing on-a subject matter at Committee.

[ ] 4.Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor | | | inquiries”

[_]. 5. City Attorney Request,
[ ] 6.Call File No. - from Committée.
[ ] 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

] 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

[ ] 9.Reactivate File No.

L1 1. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

[ ]Small Business Commission [] Youth Commission [ ]Ethics Commission
[ |Planning Cb-mfnissidn . [ |Building Inspection Commission. |
Note: For the Imnperative Agenda (a resolut‘;mn not on the prin_fed agenda), use the Imperative Form.
Sponsor(s):

Kim

Subject:

Planning Code -- Modifying Better Streets Plan Requirements-and Curb Cut Restrictions

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 strestscape 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 stréets, 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-O(SD) or large project authorization in mixed-use distriets 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 restrietions 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, convenienee and welfate under Planning Code, Section 302.

2022




‘The text is listed:

,Attached

l

Signature.of Sponsoring Supervisor:

For Clerk's Use Only

2023
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-Print Form ,

Introduction Form BRI |

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or thre Mayor . ' T
: U N T 25 R
145 1 pTime stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): ;:%f metling date

1. For reference to Committee. (An Or‘dinaﬁ(:e, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committeg,

4, Request for letter beginning "Supervisor : inquires"

5. City Attotney request.
6. Call File No, from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

O OoooonooOo o g

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

. Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[ Small Business Commission [0 Youth Commission [] Ethics Commission

[1 Planning Commission . [] Building Inspection Commission
Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Supervisor Kim

Subject:

[Planning Code - Modifying 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 the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require project sponsots to construct streetscape

Sighature of Sponsoring Supervisor: Q»—t Q (>\/ '

<

For Clerk's Use ‘Only: : . _

=
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