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

[Planning Code - &
Street Parking Reqwrements}

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to addﬁewstanda#d—reeﬂmedsfepeetseape

and-Second-Street;-eliminating eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements City-
wide for-prejects-subjectto-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 Plénning Code, Section
302, ?‘ |

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions-to Codes are in szn,qle underlzne zz‘achs Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in s%nke%h%e&gh—,&ﬁaieﬂ%
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.
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Be it ord‘ained‘by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: .
Section 1. Findings, Including CEQA Findings and General Plan Consistency Findihgs.

¢4 b2l H
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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 Résouroes

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 Resoluﬁon No. 20319,

adopted findin.gs that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

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

Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 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 parking

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

' Cohgestion! enco’urage 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 ordihances all ‘Qermit 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 infroduced, 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 an~d

Transportation Committee duplicated the file and amended this ordinance {o remove the

amendments to Sections 138.1. 150(a), 155(r). 161(}), 209.4. 303(x). and Zoning Control
Tables 714,720, 721, 722:/27. 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, 2104, 239, 240.1, 240.2, 240.3, 242, 249.18, 304, 710-713,
715—719, 723—726, 728-734, and 810-812, and deleting Sections 159 and 160, {o read as

follows:

' ARTIGLE 1.5:

TRANSPORTATION, OFF-STREET PARKING, AND LOADING

* * * *

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

* * * *

(b)  Spaces Required. The requirements for Ogff-street parking-and 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 Article 1.5.

(c)  Additions to Structure and Uses.
(1)  Forany structure or use lawfully existing on such effective date, off-street
ﬁ&i‘—l@ﬂg—&ﬂd loading spaces need be provided only in the case of a major addition to such

structure or use,‘and only in the quantity required for the major addition itself. Any lawful
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deficiency in off-street paﬂtkmgue# loading spaées existing on such effective date may be
carried forward for the structure or use, épart from such major addition.

2) For these purboses; a "major addition" is hereby defined as any
enlargement, alteration, change of occupancy or increase in intensity of use which would

increase then

which-weuld-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 papkiﬂgv
of 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 parking-er loading space has been
provided which wholly expartiaily ‘meets the requirements of this Code, such off-street parking

o loading space shall not thereafter be reduced, eliminated or made unusable in any manner,

required accessory residential parking space m.ay 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.
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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 maximum permitted off-street parking spaces permitted under

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

shall be regulated as set forth in Section 188.

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

* * * *®

Table 151

OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES REQUIRED

Use or Activity

Number of Off-Street Parking Spaces
Required

RESIDENTIAL USES

Dwelling, except as specified below;-and
EEE.EEEFt in-the B?;“El”.l I_Z‘ghf.s EE E[ ;'al =€

None required. P up to One 1.5 parking
spaces for each Dwelling Unit.

Dwelling, in the Telegraph Hill North
Beach Residential Special Use District

None required. P up to 0.5 parking spaces
for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the controls

‘| and procedures of Section 249.49(c) and

Section 155(t); NP above preceding ratio.

Dwelling, in the Polk Street Neighborhood
Commercial District

None required. P up to 0.5 parking spaces
ears for each Dwelling Unit; NP above
preceding ratio.
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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-1 and RH-2 Districts. it 41

© o ~N o o A~ W N

pnhysae_ al dv ‘Sa.b;“tg'e.s al S.l.d. elu;ed ia-the E nl_um_bet i of Sl P aleels Sp[ee':;.ea E.*b e[ ve len{lthe

N i distsi her than R o

Group Housing of any kind

spaees required.

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES

Agricultural Use Category

Agricultu ral Uses™

None required

Greenhouse

None required. Maximum One 1.5 parking
spaces for each 4,000 square feet of

Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied '
Floor Area exceeds 5,000 square feet.

Automotive Use Category

Automotive Uses

None required.

Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Use Category

Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Uses*

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 Ose 1.5 parking
spaces for each 2,000 square feet of

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

Sports Stadium

None required. Maximum ©re 1.5 parking
spaces for each 15 seafts.

Theater or auditorium

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

Nohe required. Maximum ©re 1.5 parking
spaces for each 2,000 square feet of
Occupied Floor Area, where the Occupied

Live/Work Units 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.

Institutional Useé 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.

Hospital

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

| None required. Maximum One 1.5 parking

spaces for each two classrooms.

| Religious Institution

None required. Maximum ©re 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-4-
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 ©ne 1.5 parking
sbaces for each six classrooms.

Trade School

None required. Maximum Ore 1.5 parking
spaces for each two classrooms.

Sales and Service Category

Retail Sales and Services*

None required. Maximum ©re 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 ene-for each 250 square feet of
Occupied Floor Area in excess of 20,000.

Eating and Drinking Uses

None required. Maximum ©re 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 ©nre 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 required. Maximum ©ne 1.5 parking
spaces for each 16 guest bedrooms where

the number of guest bedrooms exceeds 23,
plus one for the manager’s Dwelling Unit, if
any. '
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Mortuary

Motel

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

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

None required. Maximum One 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 reguired. 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.

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

.Nonv-Retail Sales and Services* |

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

Utility and Infrastructure Category

Utility and infrastructure uses

None required.

* Not listed below
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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. tn-additien; fEacilities 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 application of the standards of this Code fdr off-
street parking and loading, reference may be made to provisions of other portions of the
Municipal Code concerning off-street parking aljd 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{icatioﬁ 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 loAading space shall be located on the same lot as the use served
by it, except as provided in Seotions%g,—ilé&and 161 of this Code.

(s) Off-Street Parking and Loading in C-3 Districts. In C-3 Districts, vrestrictions
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) Al off-street parking in C-3 Districts (both as aAccessory and
pPrincipal wUses) 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 be lined with active uses, as

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

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

access to mechanical systems.

(2) Residential Accessory Parking. For residential abcéssory off-street
parking in C-3 Districts, two additional floors of above-grade parking beyond the at-grade
parking allowed by Section 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 tha.t.trans'portation eaéements or contaminated soil conditions make it
practically infeasible to build parking below-ground. The determination of practical infeasibility
shall be made based on an independent, third-party geotechnical assessment conducted by a
licensed professional and funded by the project sponsor. The Planning Director shall make a
detérminaﬁon aé to the objectivity of the stUdy prior to the Planning Commission’s
consideration of the exception application under Section 309. .

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

(4)  Parking and Loading Access.

Supewiéors 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 Administrator
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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 Planping-Gommission-er

Zoning Administrator, the Planning-Germissien-er Zoning Administrator shall consider the
criteria of Section 307 i),

® % %%

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

* 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

ity of such jo

assure the feasibil

int use of parking and where the fotal quantity of spaces -

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

operation at any given time. Waterfrent-Speeial Use Bistriets-inrecognitionof-thepolicies

o atadsllial Na Navyriha arn A\ arfront B a) a T ala alala D &) aVan Al il fallla o0
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* * * *

(e)  Freight Loading and Service Vehicle Spaces in-C-3-Distriets. In reéognition
of the fact that site constraints in-C-3-Bistriets may make provision of required freigh{ 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 Adminis’irator in_all districts, or in accordance with the provisioné of Section 309 of this

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

be considered:

(1)  Provision of freight loading and service vehiole‘-spacés cannot be
accomplished underground because éite constraints 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)  Ajointly used underground facility with access to a number of separate
buildings and meeting the collective needs for freight loading and service vehicles for all uses
in the bﬁildings involved, cannot be provided; and

(4)  Spaces for delivery functions can be provided at the adjacent curb
without adverse effect on pedes;crian circulatiqn,' transit operations or general traffic circulation,
and off-street space permanently reserved for service vehicles is provided either on-site or in

the immediate vicinity of the building.

* % C

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

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown,'Mandelman
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separate lot as a Principal or Conditional Use, see Sections 156,4459,—46@—, and 161 of this

Code.)

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

nearby resident as described in subsection (c) Pwelling-Unitpursuantie-Seetion 204504,

Below, required éooessory 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 oa'pacity 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 live/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 within
1,250 feet of such parking space; or

(2) . for use by any resident of a Dwelling Unit located on a different lot within
theVCity and County of San Francisco so long as no more than ﬂve spaceé 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—étréet 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 located.’

Supervisors Kim: Peskin, Brown, Mandélman
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SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS.

* * * *®

* * kK

Table 209.1
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS

RH-1(D)

Zoning Category § References RH-1 |RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards

Parking

|Requirements

§§ 151, 161

. INone required. Maximum permitted per § 151.

Generally; a minimum-of one space-forevery
Dwelling Uni ed O . .
permitted per § 164

Requirements

§§ 150, 151, 161

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards
Parking None Rrequired. Maximum permitted per § 151

Namb%e#spaeeséeﬂeeﬂwﬂe@b%use—pe%

Cerai \ S itted §I§|.
SEC. 209.2(. RM (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED) DISTRICTS.
Rk R R ' ‘
Table 209.2
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS
*
. |8
Zoning Category References RM-1 RM-2 RNI—3- RM-4
Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman )
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RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES.

Deve!opmenf Standards

Parking : §§ 151, 155, None required. Maximum permitted per § 1.51.- .
Requirements 161 . Senerally-one space-for every Dwelling-Unit-minimurn:

e . ttod P

E I

. INON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

. |Development Standards

* %k k% *® k k% * * kX % ‘**** R R R % x ok ok ok
None Rrequired._ Maximum permitied per § 151,
: , §§ 150, 151, o —— = .
Off-Street Parking 1 Number of spacesdetermined-byuse-per§1454
155, 16 - e . ited por § 16
. * ok kK . ) K ok kX * ok R K * % F % * % Kk % * % kK
EC

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

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

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Generdlly-one-space-perbwelling-Unit-Exceptions
Residential Parking § 151, |permitted-per§-16+ None required intheWashington-

Requirements 155,161 |Broadway-Special-Use-District. None Required. Maximum
' . |permitted per § 151.

* KRk

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman .
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o §5 150, [ odured bys-183- cortain exoeplions permitted by §9
3 . 464 None required in-the-Washington-Broadway-Speeial
Off-Street Parking , 154, Use Distriet. None Required. Maximum permitted per §
155,161 51 ‘

* % kK ik ok R % * & kK

* k% %k

SEC. 210.4. M DISTRICTS: INDUSTRIAL.

* ok k%
Table 210.4
ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR M DISTRICTS
xRk R ) .
Z‘ohing Category § References | M-1 ‘ . - M-2

| RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Residential Parking § 151, 166, 167, None required. P up to one space for every

Requirements 504 5 464 twq units. C up fo three spaces for every four
: units. NP above.
* R R R ® KRR R * KRR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

.|Development Standards

E E xR k% * R k%
None required. Minimum-parking
o R Maximums set in reguired-per§454
Offl~St'reet Parklng §§ 150, 151.1, 167 Planning Code § .
151.1.

SEC. 239. WASHINGTON-BROADWAY SPECIALA USE DISTRICT.
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In order 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. SUO1 of the Zoning Map of the City and County of San Francisco. The following

provisions shall apply:

(b}  Drive-up Facilities. Drive-up Facilities, as defined in Section 102 of this Code,
are not permitted. |

(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 permitted as a
temporary use for up to five years only upon approval by the Plannfng 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:

* % L

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

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

jurisdi'ctibn 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 bbuhdaries_ showing its location on the pier under consideration.
Tﬁe 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 foll'owing provisions shall apply within Waterfront Special Use District No. 2:

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

(b) A hHotel or mMotel, if otherwise listed in this Code as a permitted use, shall be
permitted only ubon approval by the Planning Commission as a eConditional uUse under
Section 303 of this Code.

(c). An autemebile Automotive sService sStation, if otherwise listed in this Code as a
permitted use, shall be perrﬁitted 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 parkihg
spaces than-required under Section 151 6f 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 Conditiohal Use under
Section 303 of this Code. | |

{e}  Any uUse, whether pPrincipal or aAccessory, notlscreened 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 Sectidn 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 to the extent provided in
Section 124(e) of this Code.

SEC. 240.3. WATERFRONT SPECIAL USE DISTRICT NO. 3.
The following provisioné vshall apply within Waterfront 'Special Use District No. 3:
(@)  Industrial, commercial and other operations directly related to the conduct of
Waterborne commerce or navigation shall be permitted as pPrincipal eUses.

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

be permitted as‘ apPrincipal eUse.

* %k x  %

i A hHotel or mMotel, if otherwise listed in this Code as a pPermitted ulUse, shall
be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a eConditional 4Use under
Section 303 of this Code. “

(@) Anautermeobile Automotive sService sStation, if otherwise listed in this Code as a
pPermitted 1#Use, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission as a
eConditional #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 Section 303 of this Code; provided,
however, that this subsection shall not apply (1) in any case where fewer than 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. 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 Cdnditional Use under Section 303 of this

Code.

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown,.l\/[andelman
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(i) Any use, whether pPrincipal or aAccessory, not screened from view from
adjapent streets and other publié areas, with the exception of temporary uses lersuant to
Section 205.1, éocessory off-street.parking' areas for nine or fewer automobiles, or off-street
parking areas on property under the jurisdiction of the Port of San Francisco in existence as
of the eﬁeptiye date of this subsection, shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning
Commission as a eConditional uUse under Section 303 of this Code.

() - The basic fEloor aArea @é’cio 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.

* * * %

()  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 e)koept as

otherwise provided in this Section.

* * * ok
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4 8) 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. | |

(56) Design. In addition to meeting applicable standards provided in this
Section 242 and elsewhere in this Code, résiden’cial developmént subject to this Section 242
shall be subject to‘the review and notification procedures provided by Subsgeotion 31 1(c) 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»g'uide!ines to determine

Supervisors Kim; P‘eskin, Brown, Mandelman
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neighborhood compatibility of new construction and alterations in the respective areas

covered by those guidelines.

(67 Demolition.

* * * *

SEC. 249.18. NORTHEAST CHINA BASIN SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

* x * %

(b)  Controls.

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

201 of this Code shall prevail except as prbvided 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 defined 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
dlUses. |

‘ (35 Parking. In recognition of the public transit anticipated to be available fo
serve a ballpark in the proposed location, in recognition of the large supply 'of 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 availahility 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 ¢lUses permitted in the Northeast

China Basin Special Use District. Fhis-prevision-supersedesthe-parking-requirements-set

]
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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 4Uses, 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

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

amend the p!ah before authorization, and in authorizing it may prescribe other conditions as
provided in Seotioh 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 to the extent

- specified in the authorization.

(d)  Criteria and Limitations. The proposed development must meet the criteria
applioablé 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 adeguatefer the occupancy
proposed and not exceeding principally-permitted maximum amounts;

I

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

% % % %

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

EE
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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

Off-Street Parking
n

Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150, 151,
153 - 156, 450 161,
166, 204.5

A-minirum-of-ene No car parking
E Dwaline Ui

| required.-Maximum permitted per §

151, Certain-exceplions-permitted
per-§§-155-and-164. Bike parking

required per § 155.2. if car paiking
is provided, car share spaces are
required when a project has 50

units or more per § 166.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

® KRR

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

1.81t01

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

Requirements

153 - 1566, 458 161,
166, 204.5

Use Size §102 square feet and above
No car parking required if Oeeupied
Fleor-Areadislessthan-5;000
squarefeet.-Seechartin §151-for
Off-Street Parking 3 140 0101 | 55455-and-161for car pasking

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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Exceptions permitted per §§ 155
and 161.

% % % %

E R N

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

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

k ok ok ok

NC-2

Zoning Category § References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

o 100 square feet per unit if private,
Usabl_e Opef‘ Spaoe [Per §§ 135, 136 or 133 square feet per unit if
Dwelling Unit]
common
A-minimum-ef-ene No-car parking
Lt DwelingUni
required. Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking §§ 145.1, 150, 151, 153 - - 181, per8s 155“ 55; ;;fl EBlkE elf pE arklngl
Requirements 1566, 469—161, 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
Kok ok ok '
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Dévelopment Standards
Floor Area Ratio 1 §§ 102, 123, 124 25101
Use Size ‘ §§102, 1212 P up to 3,999 square feet; C 4,000
square feet and above
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Off-Street Parking
Requirements

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

No car parking required i

Oecupied-FloorArea-islessthan
154-foruses-over5;000-square
feet-See §§-155-and-164-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.

None required if gross floor area is

* R kR

| Off-Street Freight §§ 150, 152, 153 - 155, -less than 10,000 square feet.
Loading 161, 204.5 ‘ Exceptions permitted per §¢ 155
and 161,
* %k %k %

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

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

I

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
Requirements

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

A-minimurm-of-ene No car parking

: Dueling Ui
required. Maximum permitted per §
151. Certain-exceptions-permitted
ﬁer—§§—1~§5~and—16—1— Bike parking
required per § 155.2. If car parking
is provided, car share spaces are
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required when a project has 50
units or more per § 166.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6

Not required

kR R

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

3.61to1

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

Pupto 5,999 square feet; C 6,000
square feet and above

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

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

No car parking required if
. iod Eloar / ol |

feet—See-§§-155-and-164-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.

Off-Street Freight
Loading '

§§ 150, 152, 153 - 155,
161, 204.5

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

EE A

SEC. 713. NC-S — NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERC‘IAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT.

EE

Table f13. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S
ZONING CONTROL TABLE .

EE

NC-S

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls |

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brbwn, Mandelman
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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

. . ’ -
A-FRIRIFAUM-OF-one aut‘smet;{s&
car parking required. Maximum
permitted per § 151, Certain

exceplions-permitted-per§§-165
and-164- 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 1.8 0 1

Use Size

§ 102, 121.2

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 #

: od Eloor/ ol I
5;000-sgquarefeet-Seechartin g
451 -foruses-ever-5;000-square
feet-—See§§-155and-164forear

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,

Off-Street Freight

Loading

§§ 150, 152, 153 - 155,

1161,204.5

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

EE R

SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* ok kR

Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERC!AL DISTRICT
' ZONING CONTROL TABLE

© v ~N o o bW N

Castro 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, 159— 161, 166, 204.5 |

A-minimum-ef-one No car parking.

5 .
required. Maximum permitted per §
151. Certain-exceptions-permitied
1961‘"—§§——155—8—F}d—1-64—. Bike parking
required per § 155.2. If car parking
is provided, car share spaces are
required when a-project has 50
units or more per § 166.

Dwelling Unit Mix

§ 207.6 Not required -
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards
Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 124 3.0t0o 1"

‘Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

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

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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NP(1) 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

454-for-uses-over5;000-square
feet-See-§§-155-and-161forear
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.

| Off-Street Freight Loading

§§ 150, 152, -
161, 204.5

None requlred if gross floor area is

ariiara fa

less than 410 000 sguare feel.
Exceptions permitted per §§ 155
and 161,

SEC. 716.

% % % %

k ok Rk

INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

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

ER R

Inner Cle'ment

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space [Pel

80 square feet if private, or 100 square

Dwelling Unit] §§ 135,136 feet if common
A-minirrum-of-ere No car parkmg
_ 415 spaee—fre%ever—Dwe#mg—Umt required.
Oﬁ-S’greet Parking %3’14?51611 509’ 1511611, MaXIm.um Dermitfted per § 151. Cerain
Requirements 166. 2045 . exceptions-permitted-per§§-155-and

.| 464= Bike parking required per § 155.2.
If car parking is provided, car share
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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 1.810 1 ,
Use Size | § 102, 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500
: square feet and above
| No car parking required #Qceupied
feet.-See chart in-§-4544or uses-over
. | §§145.1, 150, 151, 5000-square feet. See §§-155 and 161
gg—S@rzfnteFr’]?gkmg - | 153 -156, 459— 161, | forcarparking-waiver. Maximum
quir 168, 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; 5106’ 11 %20 41 23 ~ | than 10,000 square feet. Exceptions
S permitted per §§ 155 and 161.

E I

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERGIAL DISTRICT.

* % k%

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

EIE

Outer Clement

Zoning Category § References : Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Devélopment Standards

~ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Usable Open Space
[Per Dwelling Unit]

8§ 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, 166
204.5

A-minimum-of-one No car parking spase-forevery
Dwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §

151, Certain-exceptions-permitted-per§§-1455-and
164 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 R

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Deveiopment Standards

Floor Area Ratio

8§ 102, 123, 124

1.81t0 1

Use Size

8§ 102, 121.2

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirementis

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 156,
159161, 166,
204.5

No car parking required #Oceupied-FloorAreais
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.

None requiréd if gross floor area is less than

Off-Street Frexght _§§ 150, 152, 153 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
Loading -195,161,204.5 1 ;oc 7161

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

xR OR R

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

* ok ok ok

Upper Fillmore NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls
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RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Usable Open Space $§ 135, 136 80 square feet per unit if private, or 100 square feet

[Per Dwelling Unit] per unit if common

_ A-minimum-ef-ene No car parking spaeeier—e\fe;y
§§ 145.1, 150, Dwemﬂg—UﬂFHequlred Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151, Certain-exceptions-permitied-per8§§-155-and

Requirements 459 161, 166, | 164 Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car
204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required .
when a project has 50 units or more per § 166.
Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required
E

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

© © o ~N O o A W N

Development Standards

§§ 102, 123,

Floor Area Ratio 124

251t 1

' §§ 102, 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and '

Use Size .
above

No car parking required #Oceupled-Floor-Area-s
.| 8§ 145.1,150, uses over 5,008-square feet. See §§ 155-and 161
Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156 ’ i

. ‘ 1597 ' | for-carparking-waiver. 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.

: 8§ 150; 152, | None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000
Off-Street Freight 153 - 155, 161, | square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§ 155 and

Loading 204.5 161.

*® kR R

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DlSTRICT

**‘k*

Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* %k k%

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman .
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24
25

Haight Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space §§ 135, 136 80 square feet per unit if prlvate or 100 square
[Per Dwelling Unit] ’ feet per unit if common
A-minimu-of-ene No car parking space-forevery
' ) | §§ 145.1, 150, Pwelling-Unit-required.-Maximum permitted per § ..
Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 166, | 151. Cerainexceplionspermitted-per§§155-and
Requirements " | 459 161, 166, |16 Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car
204.5 parking is prov1ded car share spaces are required
when a project has 50 units or more per § 166.
Dwelling Unit Mix | § 207.6 Not required

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor AreaRatio |35 102123 |1 8t0 1
: 124
Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet and
: above
No .car parkmg required-if- Oeecupied-FlooerAreas
less-than-5000-sg-ft-Seechartin §451-foruses
: §§ 145.1, 150,

Off-Street Parking 151, 1563 - 156; fiare fest-See §§-165-and 164 for-cal
. 159’ A paqtkmgwas&e; Maximum permitted per § 151.
Requirements 161, 166, | Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car share

: 204.5 ‘ . ;
spaces required when a project has 25 or more
A parking spaces per § 166.
. §§ 150, 152, None required if gross floor area is less than
(B;f—iitrrleet Frelght 153 - 155, 161, | 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
ading 204.5 155 and 161.

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

EE

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

xR K K

Polk Street NCD

Zoning Category | § References : _Controls

' INON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES (7)

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123,124 | 2510 1

§§ 102, 121 2' | P up to 1,999 square feet; C 2,000 to 3,999

Use Size square feet; NP 4,000 square feet and above

No car parking required #Oecupied-FloorArea-is
8§ 145.1, 150,

Off-Street Parking 151, 153 - 156, E'E o5 Over F.’;;; Squal el\/liaexeitﬁwugmee' §e§rml ?ttge danelerlﬁ l

Requirements 2' 054; 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 §§ 150, 152, 153 None required if gross floor area is less than

. \ 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
Loading —155,’161,204.5 155 and 161,

B

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* Rk R

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* ok ok ok

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 §§ 135, 136 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square
[Per Dwelling Unit] ’ feet per unit if common.
A-minimum-efene No car pafking space-forevery
| §§ 145.1, 150 D\A;emg—ume reqwred Maximum permitted per §
. o ’ 151. Cerainexceptions permitted-per-§§-155-and
gg&iﬁi;ﬂkmg , 11 5519’ 11551“ 122 464 Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car
2045 ’ ’ parking is provided, car share spaces are
' required when a project has 50 units or more per
§ 166.
Dwelling Unit Mix § 207.6 Not required
NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
Development Standards ‘
Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123,124 | 1.8t0 1

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

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

Oft-Street Parking
Requirements

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

No car parking required i Oeceupied-Floor-Area-is
foruses-over5;000-square feet-See §§-155-and
1681-forearparking-waiver. Maximum permitted
per § 151. Bike parking required per Section
155.2. Car share spaces required when a project |
has 25 or more parking spaces per § 166.

‘None required if gross floor area is less than

Off-Street Freight ‘8§ 150, 152, 153 , . -
Loading T155, 161, 204.5 }%Oc(l)nods%q;fre feet. Exceptions permitted per §¢

SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

L

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

ok R %

Union Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open Space

§§ 135, 136

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

[Per Dwelling Unit]

Oft-Street Parking
Requirements

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

A-minimum-of-ene No car parking space-forevery
DweMHgJ@Lmt required. Maximum permitted per §
151. Certainexceptions-pernitted-per §§-155-and
164 Bike-parking-required-per§165:2 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

* % % %

- INON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 3.0t0 1
124 o
. ' P up to 2,499 square feet; C 2,500 square feet
Use Size §§ 102, 121.2 and above
No car parking requlred i Occupied-Floor-Areais
less-than-5;000-square-feet. Maximum permitted
§§ 145.1, 150,
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, p=§1_§_~_ﬁ Se%h&'w :
Requirements 2‘ OE 4; 5161’ 166, 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
Sj;gf;eet F?e‘ght 153 - 155, 161, | 10,000 square feet. Exceptions permitted per §§
J 2045 155 and 161,

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

® R ok ok

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

* kR ok

Pacific Avenue NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES (6)

Developmént Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123,
124

1510 1

Use Size

§ 102, 121.2

P up to 1,999 square feet; C 2,000 square feet
and above

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,

151, 153 - 156,
459— 161, 166,

204.5

No car parking required #Oeceupied-FoorArea-is
lessthan-2,000-square-feet.-Maximum permitted
per § 151. Seechartin§-454-forusesover2,000
sguare-feet-See §§-155-and-161 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, 152,.

153 - 1565, 161,

204.5

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

L

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

* kR %

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

EE

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

OfoStreet Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,
151, 153 - 156,
159 161, 1686,
204.5

A-minimum-cfone No car parking space-forevery

Bwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §

151, Certain-exceptions-permitted per§§-155-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

Not required

R

§207.6

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Develbpment Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123,
124

1.81t01

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

§§ 145.1, 150,

| 151; 153 - 1586,

459—161, 166,
204.5

No car parking required i Oceupied-FloorAreais
forcarparking-waiver- MaXimum permitted per §
151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. If
car parking is provided, car share spaces are
required when a project has 50 units or more 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. Exceptions permitted per §§
155 and 161.

ok ok ok
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SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

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

EE I

Zoning Category

§ References

West Portal NCD

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Usable Open 100 gniarae feat if nrivat 133 i
Space [Per §§ 135 136 C.(;;n‘;?ounwv feet if private, or 133 square feet if
Dwelling Unif] o o
, A-rainimum-ofene No car parking spase-forevery
_ §§ 145.1, 150, Pwelling-Unit required._Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, 151. Certain-exceptons-permitied per8§-155 and
Requirements 459—- 161, 166, 464 Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car
204.5 parking is provided, car share spaces are required
when a project has 50 units or more per § 166.
Dwelling Unit Mix | § 207.6 Not required

Kk Rk

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Develbpment Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

1.8t0 1

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

Use Si_ze §§ 102, 1_21 2 square feet; NP 4,000 square feet and above
No car parking required #Oeeupied-FloorArea-is |
: _ | 5§ 145.1, 150, less-than-5,000-squarefeet. See-chartin§151for
Oﬁ-S‘Freef[ Parking | 151,153 - 156, fe%ea%paﬁeﬂg—wawep Maxir;num permitted per §
Requirements 42—(5-)2-5161, 166, 151. Bike parking required per Section 155.2. Car

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

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Off-Street Freight
Loading

§§ 150, 152, 153
- 155, 161, 204.5

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

L

SEC. 730.

* kR %

INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD-COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

L S

o © o ~N o o A W N

Inner Sunset NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

g;:gf[gepfn $§ 135, 136 [ 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet
: . per unit if common

Dwelling Unit] :

4 A-minimum-of-ene No car parking space-forevery

| §§ 145.1, 150, DW@”MQ——UH#: reqwred Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151. Gertair-exceptions-permitted-per§§-165-and
Requirements | 459— 161, 1686, 464~ Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car parking

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

Dwelling Unit Mix | § 207.6 Not required

R

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio §§ 102, 123, 1.8t0 1
124
Use Size §§ 102, 1212 Pupto?2 499 square feet; C 2, 500 square feet and

above

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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No car parking required #@eeaﬁeé—ﬁe@#&e&ks
' erss—thaﬁé—@@@—s%aqce—feeie
§§ 145.1 150, e Maximum permitted per
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, §:£ t See 55455 §| 1545 5 i {
Requirements | 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.

’ . 188150, 152, None required' if gross floor area is less than 10,000
Off—S_treet Freight 153 - 155, 161, | square feet. Excep‘uons permitted per §§ 155 and
Loading

204.5 161.
Eo

EE

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
' : ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* R %k

Noriega Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Contrqls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

g;zgée[ggren §§ 135, 136 ”lOOsq_ugre feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet
X . per unit if common
| Dwelling Unit]
A-minimum-efone Ne car parking space-forevery
§§ 145.1, 150, | Bwelling-YUnit required. Maximum permitted per §

Off-Street Parking | 151, 163 - 1566, | 151. Cerain-exceptions-permitted-per§§-155-and
Requirements 459- 161, 166, | 464 Bike parking required per § 155.2. If car parking

‘ 2045 is provided, car share spaces are required when a

. project has 50 units or more per § 166.

Dwelling Unit Mix | § 207.6 Not required
®OR R R

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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Development Standards

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

Off-Street Parking
Requirements

| 8§ 145.1, 150,

151, 153 - 156,
459— 161, 166,
204.5

No car parking required i Oeeupied-Floor-Area-is |
less-than-5;000-square-feet. Maximum permitted per
§ 151. Seechart-in§454Hforuses-over5;000-square

feet-See§§1455 and-16Herearparking-walver:

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. Exceptlons permitted-per §§ 155 and
161.

EIR

SEC. 732.

% %k %k

IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* kR %

Irving Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controls

RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

204.5

gszgée[ggen §§ 135, 136 100 square feet per unit if private, or 133 square feet
Dpwelling Unit] : T per unit if common
A-minimum-ef-ene No car parking space-forevery
, §§ 145.1, 150, Bwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
| Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151. Cerain-exceptionspermitied per§§-155and
' Requirements 458— 161, 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

* kR R

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio . | S8 192123, 15 5444
124 -
| Use Size § 102, 121.2 P up 1o 3,999 square feet; C 4,000 square feet and
‘ above
No car parking required -Oeeupied-Floor-Area-is
%ess%hané@@@—squa%eieei
‘ §§ 145.1, 150, Maximum perm{ntted per
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 1586, ﬂ‘mﬁ“ i S §§ l55 {151 y b
Requirements 159 161, 168, Bike parking required pe'r Section 155.2. Car share
204.5 : : i
spaces required when a project has 25 or more
parking spaces per § 166.
3 §§ 150, 152, None réquired if gross floor area is less than 10,000
Ofi-Street Frelght 153 - 155, 161, | square feet. Exceptions permitied per §§ 155 and
Loading 204.5 161,

E

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

2

Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

R Rk

Taraval Street NCD

Zoning Category

§ References

Controis

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 unlt if common

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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A-minimum-of-ene No car parking space-forevery

§§ 145.1, 150, | Pwelling-Unit required. Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking | 151, 153 - 156, | 151. Certain-exceptionspermitted per§§-155-and
Requirements | 459— 161, 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 E K

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,

459161, 166,

204.5

No car parking required #-Oeeupied-FloorAreais
less-than-5;000-squarefeet. Maximum permitted per |
§ 1561, See-chartin§454foruses-over5;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

§§ 150, 153 -

1565, 161, 204.5

None required if gross floor area is less than 10,000
square feet. Exceptions permltted per§¢ 155 and
161. '

* ok k%

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD CONMERCIAL DISTRICT;

I

Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DlSTRlCT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* ok ok ok

Judah Stfreet NCD

Zoning Category |

§ References

Controls

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

Deve!opmént Standards

.| Requirements

§§ 151, 161, 166

Usable Open e
Space [Per $§ 135, 136 100 square fget per unit if private, or 133 square
. . feet per unit if common
Dwelling Unit] .
| A-minimum-ofene No car parking space ferevery
Dwelling Unit reqwred Maximum permitted per §
Off-Street Parking 151. Certain-execeptions-permitted-per§§-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

EE

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Development Standards

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102, 123, 124

2510 1

Use Size

§§ 102, 121.2

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

| Off-Street Parking

Requirements

8§ 150, 151, 161

No car parking required #Oceupied-FleerArea-is
lessthan-5:000-square-feet. Maximum permitted

| pe §15S€€%h%ﬁ~+ﬂ—§45449¥4d8€‘8—6%%@9@

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 permitted per §§ 155 and
161.

* R ok %

SEC. 810. CHINATOWN CONMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT.

® ok kX

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

517 Page 52




OV N

* ok kR

Table 810

CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

.Chinatown
Community
Business Controls

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES

19

Floor Area Ratio

§§ 102.9, 102.11, 123

b 810 1
§ 124(a) (b)

P up to 5,000 sq. ft.
C 5,000 sq. ft. &

. Use Size '
20 INonresidentiall § 890.130 above, except for
Restaurants
§ 121.4

1 sq. ft. for every 50
sqg. ft. of building over

21 |Open Space 10,000 sq. ft.
§ 135.1 -
- |Off-Street Parking,
.22 [Commercial and 8§ 150, 151.1, 1563 - 156, 166, 204.5, 303[None required +
[nstitutional ‘ S
Generally, none
required if gross floor
. area is less than
23 Sf{;ii";e‘?t Freight §§ 150, 153 - 155, 204.5 10,000 sq. .
ng . §§ 152, 161(b).
Exception permitted per
18 155,
L P in front
.24 |Outdoor Activity Area § 890.71 C elsewhere
25  |Drive-Up Facility § 890.30
- 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 § 607.2 NP
>Ign .
,_ _ : ‘ P
.31 |Business Sllgn 8§ 602 - 604, 698.1, 608.2 S 607.2()

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandeiman
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or Unauthorized Units

. Chinatown Community Business
No. Zoning Category -§ References " 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 |Dwelling Unit Density - ggozg;’(az)o_m’ - larea #
) § 207(c)
92 Residential Density, 8§ 207.1, 208, 1 bedroom per 140 sq. ft. lot area
' Group Housing - 1890.88(b) 1§ 208
Residential Density,  [§§ 102, 207.1, 208, e
92D Iy omeless Shelters - [890.88(d) Density limits per § 208(a)
Usable Open Space | 48 sq. ft.
93 Iper Residential Unif] P 192 136 § 135 Table 3
None required. P up to one car for each
two Dwelling Units, but 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
. 8§ 150, 151.1, 153 - |0.75 cars for each Dwelling Unit
94 ggﬁ;ﬁ;arkmg' 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 § 156, 160, 890'74 G C _ C
Automobile Parking
.96 |Garage, § 160, 890.8 C C
Community Residential
Residential Conversion ‘
.97 lor Demolition, /C.\igmf Cod
- |Residential Hotels n ©
98 Removal of Residential § 317 c

Supervisors Kim; Peskih, Brown, Mandelman
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through Conversion;

Demolition, or Merger
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SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT.

* kR R

Table 811
CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

E S

Chinatown
No. Zoning Category § References . |Visitor Retalil
Controls

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES

O ©W o N o g b~ W DN

2.0to 1

.19 |Floor Area Ratio ' , 8§ 102.9,‘102.11, 123 § 124(a) (b)

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

§ 121.4

Use Size

20 I'Nonresidential]

§ 890.130

1 sq. ft. for
every 50 sq. ft.
21 |Open Space above

10,000 sq. ft.
§ 135.1 .

§§ 150, 151.1, 153 -

.22 |Off-Street Parking, Commercial and Institutional 156, 166, 204.5. 303 None required

Generally,
none required
if gross floor

: area is less
.23 |Off-Street Freight Loading | 2341 go, 153 - 195, than 10,000

sq. ft.

§§ 152,
161(b).

Fxception

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman .
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ermitted per §
153,
. P in front
.24 \Outdoor Activity Area § 890.71 C clsewhere
25 [Drive-Up Facility § 890.30 '
' P if recessed
26 |Walk-Up Facility § 890.140 3 ft.
C otherwise
P6am. -11
127 {Hours of Operation § 890.48 %% om. - 2
a.m. .
.30 [General Advertising Sign § 607.2 . NP
- 28 802 - 6804 808 P
.31 |Business Sign 5886; 604, 608.1 : §607 0
§ Chinatown Visitor
No. Zoning Category References Retail Controls by
Story
| 1st | 2nd |3rd+
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES '
.90 |Residential Use S 890.88 P P P
j Generally, up to 1 unit
.91 |Dwelling Unit Density 235%&;07‘1’ ;)#er 200 sq. t. lot area
' § 207(c)
_ o |1 bedroom per 140 sq.
.92 |Residential Density, Group Housing 22()2(;2(:))208 ft. lot area
. ' § 208
92bResidential Density, Homeless Shelters gg; oézéozg;.(é,) gggégy limits per §
Usable'Open Space 48 sq. ft.
93 Iper Residential Unif] 58135,136 e 135 Taple 3
‘ None reguired. P up to
§§ 150, 151.1, lone car for each two
94 [Off-Street Parking, Residential 123’ "21Oi6é166’ivg2'i'?f% ‘é'}g?—%‘i‘up -
303 .75 cars for each
Dwelling Unit, subject
Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandé]man
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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
' 1.95 |Automobile Parking Lot, Community Residential 291053’ 160, C C C
96 Autc?mob.llevParkmg Garage, Community $ 160, 890.8 |C C c
Residential : . 4

97 Residential Conversion or Demolition, Residential [Ch. 41

’ Hotels Admin. Code

98 Removal of Residential or Unauthorized Units § 317 ‘ C

' through Conversion,.Demolition, or Merger

OTHER USES o

.99 Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility {§ 102 P P P

SEC. 812. CHINATOWN RESlDENTIA.L NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

ok ok ok

Table 812 -

CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT

ZONING CONTROL TABLE

e % % &%

No.

Zoning Category

§ References

Chinatown Residential
.Neighborhood .
Commercial Controls

COMMERCIAL AND INSTITUTIONAL STANDARDS AND SERVICES

§§ 102.9, 102.11, {1.0 to 1

.19 |Floor Area Ratio 123 § 124(a) (b)
. _ P up to 2,500 sq. ft.
20 |Jse Size § 890.130 C 2,501 t6 4,000 sq. ft.
[Nonresidential] S 121.4

21

Open Space

ft.

§ 135.1

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

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

25
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: , §§ 150, 151.1, 153
9o [Off-Street Parking, Commercial and | 156, 166, 204.5, [None Required
Institutional . «
303 .
A Generally, none required if:
: i gross floor area is less than
23 [Off-Street Freight Loading 5320198 155,110,000 sq. ft.
: ' §§ 152, 161(b). Exception
ermitted per § 155.
24 |Outdoor Activity Area § 890.71 - gg;ﬁem
.25 Drive-Up Facility 1§ 890.30
26 |Walk-Up Facility § 890.140 g ‘;fgf;:d 31t
27 Hours of Operation § 890.48 E? 18';]&{ “zzﬁ
.30 |General Advertising Sign § 607.2 NP '
. §§ 602 - 604, P
31 [Business Sign 608.1,6082  |§607.2()
No Zoning § 'References Chinatown Residential Neighborhood
" | Category Commercial Controls by Story
| . 1st | 2nd | 3rd+
RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES
90 Residential § 890.88 P P P
Use
Dwelling ' . | ‘
91 lUnit Is§ 207, 207.1, 890.88(a) gzgir(il)ly, up to 1 unit per 200 sq. ft. lot area #
Density
Residential _ , :
Density, 1 bedroom per 140 sq. ft. lot area
.92 Group §§ 207.1, 208, 890.88(b) § 208 . '
Housing :
Residential
Density, §§ 102, 207.1, 208, A .
.92b Homeless [390.88(d) _ Density limits per § 208(a)
Shelters ‘
Usable
48 sq. ft.
93 |Open §§ 135, 136 1 a8 Table 3
Space ,

. Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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[Per
Residential
Unif]

.94

Off-Street -
Parking,
Residential

204.5, 303

8§ 150, 151.1, 153 - 156,

None required. P up to one car for each two
Dwelling Units, but subject to § 155; C up to .75
cars for each Dwelling Unit, subject to the
criteria and procedures of Sections 303(u) and
151.1(e), NP above 0.75 cars for each Dwelling
Unit

|95

Automobile
Parking Lot
Community
Residential

' 156, 160, 890.7

-1.96

Parking
Garage,
Community
Residential

Automobile |

§ 160, 890.8

.97

Residential
Conversion
or
Demolition,
Residential
Hotels

Ch. 41
Admin. Code

.98

Residential
Conversion
Demolition,

or Merger

'8 317

C for Removal of 'oné or more Residential
Units or Unauthorized Units.

EE

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

Application prior to its effective date.

sponsor that submitted either an Environmental Evaluation Application or Development -

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

Supervisors Kim; Peskin, Brown, Mandelman
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enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor.signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
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: Superv1§ors Kim;

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 Ordinanoe. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, seotiohs, 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 City Attomey

ég;?@0¢m)
H'A BOYAJIAN 4
ujy City Attorney
n \Iegana\as 018 800630\01314174 docx

Peskin, Brown5 zlgandelman
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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 necessfcy, convenience
and welfare under Plannlng Code, Section 302.

Existing Law

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

Article 2, among cther things, establishes various use districts and their controls.
- e Section 204.5 establishes the requxrements for parking and loading as Accessory
- Uses.
e Sections 209.1 and 209.2 contain the Zoning Control Tables for RH (ReS|den’[|al
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.

e Sections 240.1, 240.2, and 240.3 are the Waterfront Special Use Districts.
e Section 242 establishes the Bernal Heights Special Use District.
e Section 249.18 establishes the Northeast China Basin Special Use District.

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

Article 7 establishes Neighborhood Commercial Districts and their controls.

Amendments to Curreht Law

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

Backaround Information

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

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 526 | Page 1



FILE NO. 181028

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

h:\legana\35201 8\1800630\01316046.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

e

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

c: - Joy Navarrete, Environmental Plannin , : .
y : g Sections 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it does not

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

environment.
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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 Dz. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2018-008862PCA:

Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions
Board File No. 180914

[S SR A B RN

Planning Cormmission Recommendation: Approval with Modificatiois

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Kim,

On October 18, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public héaﬁngs at
regularly scheduled meetings 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 recommended approval with modifications.
The Comurdssion’s proposed modifications were as follows:
Section 138.1

1. Relocate the 50,000 GSF Trigger in Section 1381. The proposed trigger to 138.1: The
v project includes more than 50,000 gross square feet of mew construction should be

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

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

2. Change Use Size Trigger form 10,000 sq. ft. t0'25,000 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 sqg. ft. conversion of PDR to non-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 T or Class IV Bike or Nelghborhood Commetcial

Street,

4. Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network. Amend 155(r)(3)(A) to include
streets with Class TIT Bike Facilities protected fron’cages requiring a CUA on the bike
netyork:

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

www.sfplanning.org
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Reception;
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Fax:
415.558.6400
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Transmital Materials " CASENO.2018-008862PCA
Better Streets Plan and Curb Cut Restrictions

6. Eliminate Minimum Parking Requirements Citywide .

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)
and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the envirorment.

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

Please fifid attached documents 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
Manager of Legislative Affairs

@ :

John Malamuit, Deputy City Attorney

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

Attachments:
Planning Coimmission Resolution
Planning Department Executive Summary

SAN FRANCISCO . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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' ‘ ' . . 1_650 Mission St.

” = = Suite 400
Planning Commission | s,

Resolution No. 20319 —
HEARING DATE OCTOBER 18, 2018 ' 415.558.6378

- Fax

415,558.6400

Project Name: . Amendments Planmng Code Séctions 138.1 Streetscape and Pedestrian Plaoning

Information:

Improvements; and 155: Genezal Standards as to Location and 55586377

Arrangement of Off-Street Parking, Freight Loadmg and Service
Vehicle Facilities

Cuse Number: 2018-008862PCA [Board File No. 180914]
. Imitigted by, Supervisor Kim / Reintroduced October 22, 2013
Staff Contack: Paul Chasan, Citywide Policy Planning
. paul.chasan@sfgov.org, 415-575-9065
Reviewed by: Aaron Starr, Manager Legislative Affaits

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

RESOLUTION APPROVING WITH MODIFICATIONS A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT
WOULD AMEND 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 |l BIKEWAYS
(BIGYCLE 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 GCURB 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 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.sfplanhing.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, Supervisors Kim introduced a proposed Ordinance 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 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, 1nclud1ng those on the
citywide transit network and any- officially adopted class ii bikeways (bicycle lanes and buffered bike
Janes) 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 Aufhorization or an exception as part
of a downtown C-3-O(8D) (Downtown, Office (Special Development)) or Large Pro;ect Authorization in
Mixed-Use Districts for such curb cuts; prohibiting new curb cuts in bug stops and on Folsom Street
between Essex and Second Street; eliminating infnimurh off-street pakag requirements for projects
subject to the curb cut resttictions or prohibitions;

WHEREAS} The_Planning Commission - (hereinafter “Cormission”) 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 tgstimdny presented to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
Department staff and other interested parties; and

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

WHEREAS, the?lanning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Planning Comumission hereby recommends that the Board of Bupervisors approve with
modifications the proposed ordinance. .

Those modifications include:

 Section 138.1

1. Relocate the 50,000 GSF Trigger iri Section 138.1. The proposed frigger 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 sg. 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 nan<PDR space would tri gger 138.1. The Départment recommends the
threshold be set at 25,000 sq, ft.

Section 155(x)

SAN FRANCISCO d ‘5
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Resolution 20319 GASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

October 18, 2018

3. Exempt RH and NC-S Districts from 155()(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 Cominercial Street. '

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

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

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.

The proposed Ord;nanpe will support numerous existing City Policies including the Better
Streets Policy, the Vision Zero Policy, the Transit First Policy and the Complete Streets Policy.

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

The ordinance will enable staff to more effectively prevent the installation of new curb cuts on-
key walking, biking and transit corridors, thus increasing the safe’ry 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 Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with
the Objectives and Policies of the General Flan,

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 21 — Give first priority to improving transit service throughout the City, providing a
contvenient and efficient system as a preferable alternative to automobile use,

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

" The ordiriance will reduce or prohibit automobile facilities features on Transit Preferéntial Streets by

expanding the list of zoning districts where a CUA is required to install new curbs cuf on a Transit
Preferentinl Streets and establishing criteri for the Commission to consider when deciding on CUAs for
these curb cuts.

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

POLICY 24:1 — Eveéry surface street in San Francisco should be desighed consistent with the
Better Streets Plan for safe and convenient walking, including sufficient and continuous
sidewalks and safe pedestrian crossings at reasonable distances to encourage access and mobility
for seniors, peoplé with disabilities and children.

The ordinmrice will support stuff's efforts to implement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Planning Code
Section 138.11s staff's primary policy tool for implementing the BSP. The ordinance proposes numerous

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Resolution 20319 ; . GASE NO,2018-008862PCA
October18, 2018 : Streetscape and Pedegtrian Improvemaents;
and Curb Cuts on Protected Street Frontages

ameidmentts to 138.1 that will collectively improve the design review process and ensure streetscape
improvements built by project sponsors 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 on City streets and develop a well-
marked, comprehensive system of bike routes in San Francisco.

The ordinance will expand and improve access for bicycles on City Streets. It will result in improved safety
for people on bicycles by making it harder to get a curb cut on the bike network in certain zoring districts.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT -

OBJECTIVE 1 - Emphasis of the characteristic pattern which gives to the city and its
neighborhoods an image, a sense of purpose, ahd a means of orientatior.

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

The ordinance will support staff’s efforts to implement the Better Streets Plan (BSP), Planning Code
Section 138.1 s staff's primary policy tool for implementing the BSP. The ordinance proposes numerous
amendments to 138.1 that will collectively tmprove the design review process and ensure streetscape
improvements built by project sponsors nre better aligned with the intent of the BSP,

OBJECTIVE 4 - Improvement of the ne»ighborhood environment to increase personal safety,
comifoit, pride and opportunity

POLICY 4.4 - Design walkways and parkmg facilities to minimize danger to pedestmans

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

POLICY 4.11 -~ Make use of street space and other unused public ar'é_as 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 consfruct sidewilk features such as
extended bulbouts that function as nsable open space within the public right-of-way. Much of the
development that will construct these sirectscape fentures is taking place in neighborhoods that are-already
dense or are quickly densifying.

5. Planning Code Section 101 Findings, The proposed ameiidments to the Planaing Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Seetion 101 J1(b) of the Planning Code in
thaty”

SAN ERARCISCO ’ 4
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Resolutiorn 20318 CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

October 18, 2018

SAN FRANGISGO

Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements;
and Curb Cuts on Protected Sireet Frontages

That existing neighbothood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownexship of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact on nejghborhood serving retail uses and

will not dmpact opportumtzes for resident employment” in and ownership of neighborhood-serving
retml

That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character,
That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect ois the City’s sxipply of aﬁordable hoising.

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

neighborhood parking;

The proposed Ordinance would not 1esult in commuter traffic mzpedmg MUNTI transzt service or
overbuyr demng the streets or nczghborhoocl parking.’

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting cur 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 tmpaired.

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

earthquale;

The proposed Ordinance would nof have an impact on City's preparedness against injury and loss of
life iry an earthquake. ' :

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an fmpact 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 not hawe an impact on the City’s parks and open space gnid thefr access

Lo sunlight and vistas.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT ' 5
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Resolution 20319 | CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
October 1‘3, 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, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to
.the Planning Code as-set forth in Section 302,

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

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

Jonas P, lonin

Commission Secretary’
"AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Moore
NOES: . None - |
AB‘SﬁNT: ~ Fong, Ri'cha’rds
ADOPTED: . October 18, 2018
SAN FRANCISC : ‘ : 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 Service Vehicle Facilities

Case Number: 2018-008862PCA [Board File No. 180914] .

Initiated by: Supervisor Kim / Introduced September 18, 2018

Staff Contact: Paul Chasan, Citywide Policy Planning

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

Reviewed by: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs

aaron.starr@sfeov.org, 415-558-6362
‘Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT
The proposediOrdinance would amend Planming Code sections 138.1 and 155 and 303.

Section 138.1 would be amended to clarify language 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-stieet parking requirements for projects who's only
viable frontage is on a protected street, prohibit new cuwrb cuts along Bolsom Stréet between 274 and Essex
Streets, prohibit new curb cuts in transit stops, expand the areas where a Conditional Use Authorization

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

Section 303 would be amended to establish citeria the Commission should use to determine if a new
curb cut should be allowed on a protected eorridor.

The new controls proposed in this ordinance wonld not apply to any active projects. Projects that submit
their first entitlement 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 Required Streetscape'featﬁres »A—V1-3'8.1(b)(2) Table 1

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

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

Under the Better Streets Plan, the City can 7'edtzi1‘e projects to construct “standard streetscape improvements” and
request that projects construct “non-standard streetscape improvements.”

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

The City may rejuest a project that higgers
Section 138.1 to construct extendéed bulb-outs,
mid-block bulb-outs and raised crosswalks,

adjacent to their project.

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

The Planning Code does rot 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-sireet pa:rkiirg at
crosswalks adjacent to their property (also
knowrn as “intersection daylighting”).

Triggers —138.1(c)(2)(A)

To trigger Section 188.1, projects mutst meet at least one of three conditions related to site geomét‘ry and one or three
conditions related to the profect’s scope.

3.

4

5.

The Way If 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 new conistruction projects (inchuding residential
projects) meet one of the project scope triggers
for Section 138.1.

New construcHon projects with vesidential
components must include at least 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-residentinl
compenents mist include 10,000 grosssquare feet
of non-residential space to meet one of the project
scope triggers for Section 138.1.

All change-of-use projects are durenﬂy exempt
from Section 138.1

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

SAN PRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Change-of-use projects involving the conversion.
of 10,000 gross square feet or greater of PDR use to
residential or office use PDR use would trigger
Section 138.1. Other types of change-of-use
projects would remain exempt:
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

'CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

Required Streetscape Improvements &

Curb Cut Restrictions

The Better Streets Plan established a system of street types for all streets in San Francisco. Street types are bosed on
a street segment’s contextual zoning. For most street types, the Better Streets Plan establishes a recommended
sidewplk width. These widths are codiffed 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
sidewallc width established in Section 138.1, The
Planning code makes no provisions for the City to
require a project sponsor to build a sidewalk to
the wider dimension. Examples of such policies
include:

o Streetscape plans or community-based
plans adopted by the Board of Supervisors
which specify sidewalk widths greater

- than the Sidewalk width established in the
Better Streets Plan

. Leglslated sidewalk w1dths previously

approved by the Board of Supervisors that

exceed the recommended sidewalk width
in the Better Streets Plan

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

- apply include;

¢ Sireetscape plans 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 (#ree.’cs within the C-3, C-2,
and CCB zoning districts). The Code defersto 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 Approvals 138.1(c)(2)(C)

9.

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

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

SAN FRANDISCO
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018

10.

CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA

Requxred Streetscape Improvements &

Curb Cut Restrictions

Department or Planning Commission Approval
Action.

with  the
Application,

project’s  first Development

Under the existing code, a project’s public realm
improvements must be installed prior to the
City’s issuance of & 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
imptovements for change-of-use projects aftera
project has been constructed.

Planning Code Section 155

Restrictions on new Curb Cits — 155 (1)

11,

12,

13.

14.

The Way It Is Now

The Way It Would Be

Project’s whose only availeble 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
parldng requirerments,

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
wotld be exempted from their off-street parking

'reqmrements

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

Vehicular access to off-street parking would be
prohibited on Folsom Street between The
Embarcadero and 2r Street.

Projects may seek a Conditional Use
Authorization to install a curb cat in a bus stop.

Projects would be prohibited from Istalling a
cuzb cut in a bus stop.

Projects it C-3, NCT or RTO Districts are
required to seek a Conditional Use
Authotization to be granted a curb on any
Transit Preferential Street, the Citywide
Pedesttian  Network or  Neighborhood
Carnmercial Streets or on a street fronting a bike
lane if no other frontage is available.

Projects in all zoning districts except for M, P,
PDR, all RH1, RH2, RH3 and SALI Districts are .
required 1o seek a Conditional Use
Authorization to be graited a curb on any
Transit Preferential Street, the or Neighborhood
Commercial Streets or on a street fronting a bike
lane ar protected bikeway if no other frontage is
available.

© SAN FRANCISCD
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15.

18.

17.

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

Projects in Neighbothood Commercial Transit
Districts have no minimum  parking

'requireﬁlent and, be required o seek a

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

Projects in all Neighborhood Comumercial
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 Neighborhood Commerdial 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 Plarming Code would no longer reference
the Citywide Pedestrian Network, which was
recently removed from the City’s General Plan.

Projects that trigger both Section 155(r) and
either Section 309 or 329 must schedule two
separate items at the Planning 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

itk o ~f of

resuliing in more effident use of staff Hme.

Planning Code Section 303

Conditional Uses— 303 (x)

18.

The Way It Is Now

‘The Way It Would Be

The Planning Code currently mcludes no
additional criteria the Commission should
consider when detefmining whether a CUA foi
a curb cat 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 cut on a protected corridor should be
granted

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 fieeway onramp in Soitth Beach. Th 2015 the
' Plarnning 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 adjacent to a

SAN FRANCISED
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. Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Sfreetscape Improvements &
Curb Cut Restrictions

freeway orwamp where pedestrian comfort is less than ideal. Commuinity members who were dismayed
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 future.

The Department responded 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 1381 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 iniclude proposed recommendations from Wallk SF and Livable |
Cities as well as changes identified by city staff who have had several years of experience 1mplement1ng
Section 138.2.

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

Street Design Advisory Team (SDAT)

I 2010, the Boaxd of Supeivisoss adopted the City’s Better Streets Plan (BSP), establishing standards for
the design of sidewalks and pedestrian amenities in San Francisco. At that time, section, 138.1 of the
Planning 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 Planring 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 Department and is composed of staff
from the Fire Department, the Municipal Transportation Agency, Public Works, and the Public Utilities
Commission.

Recommended and Required Streetscape Features -
Section 138.1 of the Planning Code defines Standard Improvements and Nor-Standard Improvements
While the Department can require projects that trigger 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 mnid-block.
bulbouts.

These features were chosen because they:

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

2. Frequently surface during the Department’s internal design review process as streetscape features the
City would like project sponsots to build to increase pedestrian safety and enhance the public realm.

Vie, removing parking at corners to increase safety by ifnproving sightlines for people walking and
driving

% 1. extending the crosswalk across the ROW at intersections

o FRANGISCO 6
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Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
: . Curb Cut Restrictions

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

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

Triggers for Required Streetscape Improvement Modifications
The existing code defines the following triggers for projects to meet Section 138.1. To meet this section of
~ the code, projects must frigger at least one scope factor and one geometric factor listed below.

Project Scope Factors
The project scope includes:
(8 mew construction A :
(b) oraddition of 20% or more of gross floor avea to an existing building.

Geometric Factors
The project is on.a ot that:
(a) is greater than one-half acre (2178() square feet) in totdl area,
(b)  or contains 250 feet of total lot frontage on one or more publicly-accessible rights-of-
way, :
(@)  orthe frontage encompasses the entire block face be’rween the nearest two intersections
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 (frommn 2507).
These larger projects which have the resources to design and fund improvements in the City’s public

right-of-way do so. Examples of récent and active projects that would trigger the new frontage criteria
mclude

" . New Change-of-Use Triggers

The ordinance creates a new trigger for changes of use projects that convert over 10,000 square feet of
PDR space to a liousing or office use, The intent of this change is to capture sites in former PDR distriets
where sidewalks are often lacking and compel these projects to build needed pedestiian 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 Improvements. Moreover, there is a clear nexus between the
PDR conversions and increased demiands 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 pedestrian improvements.

Extended Timelines for Change-of-Use Pro] ects
Currently, projects triggering Section138.1 must complete any Leqmred streetscape Improvements prior '
to the issuance of the certificate of occupancy, Impacts will likely fall disproporitionally on PDR to non-
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' Curb Cut Restrictions

PDR change-of-use profects, due their faster entitlement, permitting and constructiofi timelines compared
to projects involving 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
stieetscape 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
improvenients after tenants have moved into the building.

Earlier Submission of Required Streetscape Plan
The Code currently states that project sponsors ate required to subimit streetscape plans at least 60 days
before a Planning Department or Planning Commissian approval action. The proposed legislation moves
this submission earlier in the entitlement process to provide adequate time fot interagency coordination
{as required under the Planning Code) on streetscape improvements. Requifing a project sponsor to

. submit streetscape plans with their first entitlement 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 Sidewalk Widths

The San Francisco Better Streefs Plan establishes a set of street
types for the city’s street system. Street types are define by land
use context and transportation characteristics, Othexr spedal
conditions are called out individually. The Better Streets Plan
defines characteristics for each for each street type such as
sidewalk width. These features are codified in Planning Code
Section 138.1.

In some instances, policies conflict about the City’s preference for
a sidewalk width on a given block. These include instances
where the Board of Supetvisors has previously legislated
sidewalk widths that exceed the sidewalk width recommerided
in the Better Streets Plan, and instances where an adopted area
plan or public realm adopted by the Board of Supervisors
recornmends a sidewslk 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-foet
sidewalk widths for high-intensity street types like Downtown
Residential Streets and Neighborhood Commercial Streets,

SAN FRANGISGO ) . 8
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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-Marlket 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 Streetscape 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 cirh cuts are banned outright, whereas on others, applicants need to .
pursue Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) to obtain a curb cut on protected frontage. These
restrictions are in place because siting new curb cuts on the transit priority network, bike network, and
pedestrian-oriented street network degrades these networks over time.

The ordinance would expand the list of zoning districts where projects seeking to install a new cisrb cut
fronting the Transit Prioxity 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 essential 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-sireet loading and freight logistics are essential to their operation,

Zoning districts where the new contiols would apply include dense residential districts like RM and RC
districts, Mixed-use districts like UMU and MUR Distticts and commercial districts like C-2, C-1 and NC
Districts. 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.

AN FRANGISO0 . 9
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The map on the left shows the area where projects are currently
required to seek a CUA to Install a new curb cut on a protected
frontage. The map on the rlght 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 Patking Minimums

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

None of the three zoning districts currently identified in 155(r) have minimum patking requirements,
However, the ordinance proposes adding additional zoning districts some of which, such as
Neighborhood Commercial Districts, are required to provide off-street 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 1s 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 time, and expense getting permission to not build parking that neither the sponsor nor the City

‘wants.

.To rectify this, the ordinance proiaoses eliminating off-street parking for any site that fronts a protected
street. Projects that don't seelc to inchude parking access along a protected frontage would be rewarded
with-a faster entitlement process. Projects that wished to include off-street parking would still be able to

peruse a CUA should they chooge to doe so.

SAN FRANCISGO
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Consolidating Commission Actions

Planning Code Section 309 (Downtown Exemptions, also referred to as a DNX) and 329 (Large Project
Authorizations also referred to as an LPA) recognize the complexity of large sites in the Downtown and
Bastern Neighborhoods warrants 4 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-street parking access on restricted streets. Under the current system,
projects both seeking a DNX or a LPA ind a CUA for a new curb cut on a protected frontage need to
schedule two separate Comimission items. Plafming Department staff are thus required to draft two
separate case reports one for the DNX or LPA and another for the CUA related to the curb cut on the
protected fronhge

The draft legislation proposes to streamline this process by consohdatmg the Commission calendar items
and associated case reports. For projects that are required to seek a CUA for anew curb cut on a
protected street that qualify for a DNX or'an LPA, the Commission will consider the curb cut daring
those entitlement 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 (described
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 Conditional Use Requirements

Othet than the standard CUA findings in Planning Code Section 303, the existing code incdudes no
additional criteria the Commission should consider when determining whether a CUA for a curb caton a
protected corridor should be grarited. This leaves the Commission no desr policy guidance on how to
make the decision and increasing the likelihood that the CUA will be granted. The legislation proposes to
. rectify this by establishing new criteria for the commission to consider when deciding on a new curb cut
on a protecied frontage. These include: '

o -Criteria 1 is intended to protect emergency services such as hospitals fufe 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 load in
the street, thus endangering people on bikes and slowing transit.

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE

© TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
OBJECTIVE 21 — Give first priority to improving transit service throughout the City, providing a
convenient and efficient system as a preferable alternative to automobile use.

SAN FRANGISGD 11
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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 twill reduce or prohibit automobile facilities features on Transit Preferential Streets by expanding the
list of zoning districts where n CUA 1s vequired to install new curbs cut on a Transit Preferentinl Streets and,
establishing cr‘iiarid Jor the Commission fo.consider when deciding on CUAs for these curb cuts.

OBJECTIVE 24 ~ Design evety street in San Francisco for safe and convenient walking,

POLICY 24.1 - Every surface street in San Francisco should be designed consistent with the Better Streets
Plan for safe and convenient walking, including sufficient and continuous sidewalks and safe pedestrian
crossings at reasoriable distances to encourage access and mobility for seniors, people W1th disabilities
and children. ' ' '

The ordinance will support staff’s efforts to implement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Planning Code Section 138.1
is staff’s primary policy tool for implementing the BSP, The ordinance proposes numerous amendiments to 138.1
that will collectively improve the design review process and ensure streetscape improvements built by project
sponsors 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 oni Clty streets and develop a Well—ma11<ed

* comprehensive systemi of bike rotites in San Francisco.
The ordinance will expand and inprove access for bicycles on City Streets. It will result in improved safety for
people on bicycles by making it harder to get a curb cut on the bike network in cértain zoning districts.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1 - Emphasis of the characteristic pattern which giv"es to the city and its néighborhoods an
image, a sense of purpose, and 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 street types and appropriate streetscape elements for each street type.”
The ordinance will support staff's efforts to implement the Better Streets Plan (BSP). Planning Code Section 138.1
is staff’s primary policy tool for fmplementing the BSP, The ordinance proposes mumerous anmendmients fo 138.1
that will collectively improve the design review process and ensire streetscape improvements buzlt by project
sponsors are better aligned with the firtent of the BSP.

OB}ECTIVE 4- Improvemen’c of the ne1ghbo1hood environment to increase personal safety; comfort,
pride and opportunity ‘

POLICY 4.4 - Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.

The ordinance will make it harder to get a new curb cut on Neighborhooid Commercigl Streets which are plices
where pedestrians are most likely fo gather. In doing so, improve the safety of people walking by reducing conflicts
between pedestrians and private vehicles .

SAN FRANDISCD . 12
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Executive Summary | CASE 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 reqﬁire 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 Department recommends 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 ordinanice 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 constructon” should be relocated from
Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)(i)(b) to Planming Code Section 138.1(c)(2)(A)(1)(@).

Section 155(x)

3. Exempt RH and NC-§ Districts from 155()(3)(A). Exempt projects sited in RH and NC-S Districts
from the requirement that they seek a CUA t0 establish a new curb cut on the Transit Priority
Network or a Class II or Class TV Bike or Neighborhood Commercial Street.

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

5: Provide Clarity on Minimum Parking Requirements. Clarify in the codé that minimum parking
requirements are walved if a project is sited on a protected frontage in places where the Code
disctisses minimum 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,

SAN FRANGISCO . . 13
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Executive Summary ~ CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18,2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
: Curb Cut Restrictions

Conversations with Supervisor Kim's Office indicate that, Supervisor Kim supports most of the proposed
amendments outlined below. While she does not support Recommendation 1 (changing use size triggers
for PDR conversions frorh 10,000 to 25,000 sq. £t.), she does support the remaining proposed amendments:
Recommendations 2-5. We understand that Supervisor Kim will be soon be infroducing substitute
legislation that will include Recommendations 2-5 outlined below.

)

Recommendation 1: Change Use Size Trigger from 10,000 sq. ft. to 25,000 sq. ft. Staff is concerned that
the 10,000 sq. ft. trigger proposed in the legislation is too low and would place an tindue burden projects
that will be unable to finance capital improvements in the ROW should the City require them, Rather
staff recommends the thréshdld 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
provide scale and context for an approximately 10,000 sq. ft. and a 25,000 sq. ft, industrial building.

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

Recommendation 3: Exémpt REL and NC-S Districts from 155(¢)(3)(A). Staff recommends exempﬁng
low-density residential uses from being required to seek a CUA if they are sited on a key protected street
identified along the City’s transit network, bike network'or along a Neighborhood Commercial corridor.
The Supervisor’s Office and the Planning Department initially intended these zoning districts to be
exempted while 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-umit dwellings, they few off-street parking spaces and thus pose a negligible impact .
to these transportation networks. ' :

Staff also recommends exempting NC-8 Districts from the from the ClJ requirement that they seek a CUA
to establish a new curb cut on the Transit Priority Network ot a Class II or Class IV Bike or Neighborhood
Commercial Street. These districts are essentially large-scale big box retail. (think Home Depot, or Best
Buy). The off-street parking is essential to their commercial Vlablh’cy and operations,

Recommeéndation 4: Expand Definition of Protected Streets on Bike Network. Staff recormmends
expanding the definitien of protected streets on the bike network from any Class II or Class IV facility

- approved by the Municipal Transportaion Agency Board (MTAB). To any Class I, Class [Tl or Class IV -
Facility approved by the Municipal Transportation Agency Board (MTAB). Class I1I Facilities are bike
routes typically marked with street stencils and signage instead of bike lanes or protected bike lanes.
Including fequiting new curb cuts on Class III Facilities in certain zoning districts will better protect
people biking on these facilities from vehicular traffic. Moreover, SEMTA regularly seeks to upgrade

- ShN FRANcisco ' 14
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Executive Summary ‘ ' CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18, 2018 Required Streetscape Improveéments &
* ’ Curb Cut Restrictio'ns

Class III Facilities t6 Class I ox Class 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 iecommends the

" ordnance be amended to clarify that minimum parking requirements are waived for projects sited along
protected frontages identified in Section 155(x). While proposed language at the top of 155(z) clearly states
that that any lot whose sole feasible vehicular access is via a protected street frontage is exempted from
any off-street parking or loading requirement found elsewhere in the Plafming Code, the Code malkes no
reference to the potential waiver of off-street parking requirements in affected zoning districts. Staffis
concerned that this could lead to confusion among the public and recommends the following
amendments:

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

2. Neighborhood Commercial Zoning Districts and 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 recommmends either:

a. Adding notes in the sumrmary tables of these zoning districts explammg that minintum

parking requirements do not apply if the project’s only available 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. Futthermore
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 béfore the Cammission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

IMPLEMENTATION

The Department has determmed that this Ordinance will not 1mpact our current implementation .
procedures.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and
15378 because they do not yesult in a physical change in the environment.

SAN FRANGISCO 15
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2018-008862PCA
Hearing Date: October 18,2018 Required Streetscape Improvements &
, Curb Cut Restrictions

PUBLIC COMMENT

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has rot received any public comment regarding the proposed
Ordinance, ‘ :

l RECOMMENDATION:  Recommendation of Approval with Modifications

Attachments: ] _ .

Exhibit A; - Draft Planning Commission Resolition »

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

Exhibit C; Board of Supervisors File No, 180914

SAN FRANISEO : 16
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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
_e 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

s Pro/Con Breakdown: One person was opposed to the legislat’ion, Three supported it

Meeting 3 11/19/18 —
e Date: 11/14/18,
e Time: 9:00 am
e lLocation: 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 people can replace required
off-street car parking with bike parking. So, in practice this legislation won’t make much of a difference.

Q: This legislation will act as a disincentive for people to drive. Does the city have ways to incentivize
people not to use cars?

A: Yes! The primary tool the City uses to require developments to incentivize 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. hitps://sf-
planning.org/transportation-demand-management-program

Q: Wili 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 apply. 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
built with less parking than is permitted under code.

Q: s 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 European 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 remvoving minimum parking maximum as well as parking
minimums. This would allow the City to address uhique circumstances and neighborhood opposition .
that might arise for specific projects. ' ‘

A: The City is not currently contemplating {oosening or removing parking maximums in any zoning
districts. Doing so would go against the spirit of several existing city policies and program such as: The
Vison Zero Policy, the Transit First Policy, the Better Streets Policy, the Urban Design Guidelines and the
Transportation Demand Management Program.

Discussion Notes from 11/15/2018

Q: Would the City consider allowing someone to do an alteration that removes the garage, but keep the
curb cut? That way they can retain an on-street parking space in front of their house.

A: The City would not support this concept because it would effectively privatize the public right-of-way.

Q: Would this legislation apply citywide?
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A: Yes, this legislation would apply citywide. If this legislation passes, minimum parking requirements
would be stripped from all remining San Francisco zoning districts where they still apply. No
‘development in the City would be required to build off-street parking.

Comment: | really like this policy promoting non-car transit. | am stoked about this.
Comment: | support this policy because it gives people a choice.
Q: Do you have data about which neighborhoods have higher demand for more on-street parking?

A: We don’t have hard numbers on this. Typically, in denser areas of the City, areas that are well-served
by transit and areas close to the Downtown demand for on-street parking is lower. In areas that are less
dense, poorly served by transit and far from Downtown, demand for on-street parking is higher.

Discussion Notes from 11/19/2018

Q: Please clarify what is propoéed 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, p‘eople
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 bdy 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 spohsors 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 Berna!
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 bulk controls make sense or if they should be modified.

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: hitps://sf-
planning.org/transportation-demand-management-program). Does exactly this. All new developments
must adhere to the TDM ordinance. Deve!opménts 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 change.
Q: What are the next steps? How can | support this législation_?

A: The legislation will return to the Land Use Committee on November 26", We need on‘e' 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 legisiation will be heard at the full Board for its first read on
December 4™, '

People interested in this legislation are strongly encouraged to speak to your supervisor and/or submit
written comments. There will be opportunities to testify at both hearings.

Q: What are the other Supervisors’ who doesn’t support this legislation concerns? |
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A: Supervisors are concerned that developers won't build parking if it’s not required. We think this is
unlikely. We are seeing demand for large off-street parking slowly dissipate. For 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
to 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 optibns 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. ’
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10/22 BOS Land Use Cdmmittee (BSP Legislation)
+ B Comme‘nts 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

11/15 Community Workshop 2 (City Hall)
+ 4 Attendees, 3in Support, 1 Against

11/19 Commumty Workshop 3 (Ctty Hall)
+ 14 Attendees 12 in Support or dld not say, 2 Agamst
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SF Housing Action Coalition

SFCTA
SFMTA

Haight Ashbury Néig‘hbors for Demnsity

Livable City

SF Bike Coalition

SPUR
Walk SF
YIMBY Action

47 Letters of SuppOrt, 0 ag?a:i-nst
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PROCESS OVERVIEW

GET HERE?

10/ 18 BSP Legislation heard at Planning Commission

+ Staff Recommendation: Walve Parking Minimums for
impacted parcels

+ - Commission Recommendation: Waive Parking Minimums
Citywide (exceeds staff’s recommendation)

10/22 First Hearing at Land Use Committee

+ Supervisor Kim introduces amendments to waive minimum
parking requirements, splits the file

11/5 Amendments to Remove Parking Mlmmums
heard at Land Use

+ Land Use Committee requests staff conduct additional .
outfreach

1 1/ 26 Return to Land Use Committee (débate/vote)
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+ + 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 requiremems

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

+  Vision Zero

+ Housing Affordability

+ Traﬁs_it First

+ Better Streets

+ Placémaking and Urban Design

+ Fairness and Equity

At this point, there is no land use or policy ré'&iﬁnaﬂ

for keepmg minimum parking requirements in any

zoning district in the city.
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City has slowly removed minimum parking commls

over the past few decades resulting in no m
parking controls in m g districts.
+ Bike parking
-+ 100% affordable Housing Progects exempted
(370K/space)
+ TDM Ordinance
+ Home SF N | | -

+ ADU Ordinance |
+ ZA exemption in NC Districts (administrative)
+ Section 161

 + Section 155(x)
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\ SIMPLIFY THE

LEGIBILITY + EFFICIENCY

+

+
+
+

Improved Planning Code legibility
More efficient approval proCess |
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 off-street parking

Developers have a financial incentive to
provide parking |

Developers will continue to provide parking

(Departmem usually encourages less park.mg n
contexts where it makes sense to do so) |
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LIKELY OUTCOM

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 proj'ectsl*will continue to build less than
one-to-one parking

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL (NCD)

+ Many small mid-block projects won'’t build parking H
+ Large projects on corners will likely 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 Radulovich
<tom@livablecity.org> .

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

a
'l f 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 Transportatlon 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 ch01ces

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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Andy Thornley
Richmond District resident
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D 61908

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.sumimers@sfgov.org>; Tom Radulovich
<tom@|ivablecity.org> :

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

™
8

; 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
nurturmg healthy, equitable streets and transportation choices.

As Tom Radulovich at Livable Clty 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 reduirements 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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Andy Thoruley
west side neighbor
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T“vom: , : Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
ant: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 7:51 AM
To: . ' '  BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: SPUR supports eliminating minimum parking reqmrements
-~ Attachments: . SPUR Supports Eliminating Parking Minimums.pdf

From: Kristy Wang [mailto:kwang@spur.org]

Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 6:51 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board. of.supewlsors@sfgov org>

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Chasan Paul
(CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Adhi Nagraj <anagraj@spur.org>; Alicia John-Baptiste <ajohn- baptlste@spur org>
Subject SPUR supports eliminating minimum parking requirements

S

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

Dear Supervisors:

As we mentioned in our SF Chronicle op-ed yesterday, SPUR strongly supports Supervisor Kim's proposal to
eliminate minimum parking requirements citywide. It will not prohibit developers from providing parking but .
nerely remove any role the city might have in requiring unneeded parking. This is an important move that San .

Francisco should make today, reducing the cost to produce housing and saving our precious space for people -
instead of cars.

Attached please find our support letter that we sent to the Land Use & Transportatlon Committee. Thank you
for your con51derat10n

Best,
Kristy

Kristy Wang, LEED AP

Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR -« ldeas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4884

(415) 425-8460 m

kwang@spur.org

SPUR | Facebook | Twitter | Join | Get Newsletters

Join our movement for a better city.
Become a member of SPUR >>
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%%SPUR

San Francrsco | san Jose | Oakland

November 35,2018

Land Use & Transportation Committee
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244 :

1D Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Fran01sco CA 94102

RE: November 5,2018 Agenda (Item No. 5)
Support for Eliminating Parking Requirements Citywide (Board File #181028)

Dear Supervisors Tang, Kim arid Safaf:

On behalf of SPUR, I strongly urge you to support Supervisor Kim'’s proposal to eliminate minimum
parking requirements across the city of San Francisco, )

Through research, education and advocacy, SPUR promotes good planning and good government in the
San Francisco Bay Area. We bring people together from across the political spectrum to develop solutions
to the big problems our cities face. With offices in San Francisco, San Jose and Oakland, we are
recognized as a leading civic planning organization and respected for our independent and holistic
approach to urban issues.

SPUR’s Agenda for Change, which lays out SPUR’s core values, recommends the elimination of
requirements that mandate a minimum number of parking spaces for new development. There is no good
reason for the city to force the private market to produce parking spaces for every housing unit built.
Ehmmatmg minimum parking requirements will reduce the cost of producing new housmg and enable us
to use our land more efficiently by replacing space for cars with space for people

San Francisco has already made moves in the right direction by replacing parking minimums with parking
maximums and by requiring parking to be “unbundled” from homes in the city’ s area plans,but in today’s
world, with changing technology and transportation optlons this policy should be pursued citywide.
Thank you for the opportunity to support this proposal. Please contact me if you have any questlons.

Best,

C ty Planmng Policy Director

ccr SPUR Board of Directors

SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE - OAKLAND spurorg

654 Mission Street | . 76 Souith First Street 1544 Broadway
San Francisca, CA 94105 San Jose, CA 95113 Oakland, CA 94612
(415} 781-8726 Co (408) 638-0083 t (510) 827-1900
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“rom: : Board of Superviéors, (BOS) ,
ant: : 4 Tuesday, December 04, 2018 2:14 PM
To:. _ L BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica {BOS)
Subject: ‘ FW: Eliminating parking requirements for new buildings

'

--—-Original Message-—--

From: Marilyn Obedzinski <marobski@icloud.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 2:13 PM.

To:'Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>’
Subject: Eliminating parking requirements for new buildings

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

| live in Noe Valley and have resided there for 34 years. | have been a resident of San Francisco for 43 years. | am part
owner of myhome and must park on the street as my garage is used by another in the house. Parking has gotten
exceedingly more difficult with the addition of multi unit buildings without parking spaces for cars. Bike rental stations -
have also eaten into the number of available street spaces. Given that there are fewer space available , | see more cars
partially parked in my and my neighbors driveways which is a nasty inconvenience.

i need my car for commitments | have outside the city. 1do use Muni frequently, but it is not the safe and efficient

system they claim to be. At my age, approaching70, | am not about to learn to ride a bicycle on the streets of San.
Francisco.since | am most likely wouldn’t survive.

lurge you'not to pass this legislation which eliminates parking requirements for new buildings. | see it as an ageist
- policy which will just make things even more difficult for seniors in general. Please vote against this policy.

Sincerely,
Marilyn Obedzinski

575 Jersey Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94114

Sent from my iPad



E—

From: . : Board of Supervisars, (BOS)

" Sent: ~ Tuesday, December 04, 2018 2:14 PM
To: Major, Erica (BOS)
' Subject: FW: SFLCV supports eliminating minimum parking requirements

From: Kristina Pappas <kristina.pappas@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 10:02 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov. org> Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov. 0rg>

~ Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS)
<jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael {BOS) <rafael.mandelman@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. stefam@sfgov 0rg> Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>

Cc: Tom Radulovich <tom@livablecity.org>

Subject: SFLCV supports eliminating minimum parking requirements

} ~ This message is from outside the City email system. Do nat open links or attachments. from untrusted sources.

.

Dear Supervisors,

The San Francisco Léague of Conservation Voters strongly supports the Plannin’g Commission's recommendation, and:
Supervisor Kim's legislation, to remgve minimum parking requirements from SF Planning Code.

Minimum parking requirements: .

- Increase auto traffic, pollution and congestion;

- Make housing more expensive to build, to rent, and to buy;

- Replace storefronts, waik—up housing, front gardens, and street trees with garage doors and driveways.

Eliminating minimum parking requirements doesn't force a decision on cars at all; it simply allows developers to decide
whether and how much parking to include on site, according to market demand.

San Francisco's biggest challenges include providing sufficient and affordable homes for all, and ensuring a healthy .
environment we can depend on. The two are closely related. Eliminating minimum parking requirements helps address
our housing goals and our climate goals as well. We look forward to your leadership on this.

Sincerely,
Kristina Pappas :
President, San Francisco League of Conservatlon Voters

Kristina Pappas
415.812.3128
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From: . . . Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
sent: : Tuesday, December 04, 2018 2:15 PM
To: . ‘ BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: : FW: minimum parking reqwrement planning code change

From: marilyn obedzinski <marobski@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 03, 2018 6:22 PM

" To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: minimum parking requirement planning code change

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

Hello. | have been z resident of San Franciseo for 43 years and have lived in Noe Valley for the last 34 vears. 1am part
owner of a home with a one car garage. | must park on the street because the other owner uses the garage. wantto
express grave concern over the city planning code change that would eliminate minimum parklng space requirements -

for new buildings. 1 realize that this has already happened in practice in many neighborhoods much to the detriment of

- those who must park on the street. Along with the growth of rental bike parking stations, my small street has

eliminated many parking spaces without offering alternatives. Last year a single family home on 24th street was ;curned
into a5 unit building with only spaces for bikes. :

At my age (approa‘ching 70) | am not going to learn how to ride a bike in SF because | am not sure | would survive! | do

use Muni but it is.not the safe, efficient system they claim to be. | do need my car for weekly commitments outside of
the city and of course, |do need to park the car when | come home. | cannot park in my driveway because that will
block the sidewalk. Given the lack of parking spaces available | notice that more people are blocking my and my
neighbors driveways by parking in spaces that are clearly too small. This becomes a nasty inconvenience, not easily
corrected. | consider the efforts to eliminate parking spaces to be ageist and would ask you to vote noon sucha code
change. Thank you for your consnderatlon

Sincerely,
Marilyn Obedzmskl

575 lersey Street

"

San Francisco, Ca 94114
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Major, Erica (BOS) : _ \137(/3'6/
-rom: - 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 - Penalties for Constructing an Impervious Surface in the Front Yard Setback Without the
Required Permit": it is about time property owners face real consequences for covering open/green space with
concrete, almost always for the sole reason of using their front yard as parking, which is an unpermitted use.
This not only results in water not being able to percolate into the ground anymore but often also parked vehicles
extending past the property line and into the sidewalk/pedestrian right of way. This is not only an eyesore but
so 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)

om: ~ Calvin Quick (SFYC) <calvin@quickstonian.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 12:29 PM
To: - . 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 open 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
ReqUIrements for inclusion in the record. .

While I am the youth commissioner for Dlstrlct 5,1 am not Wntlng in my capacity as such, but as a private
individual.

vivag

Best,
Calvin Quick

fouth 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 Requrrements]
SUPPORT

Members of the Committee,

My name is Calvin Quick, and | am the Youth Commissioner for District 5. 1 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 bnly 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
) SlO_0,000 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% AMI, for the Free Muni For
Youth program at its inception in 2013, forming over 40%. of the over 88,000 youth population of San
Francisco estimated by the United States Census Bureau in 2013, Thus, eliminating minimum parking
requirements would both promote the use of more sustainable forms of transportation such as walking,
biking, and using MUNI services, and increase the use of these forms of transportation, supporting
further investment in their infrastructure and so improving youth quality of life. '

For these reasons, | am writing to urge the Board of Supervisors to support BOS File No. 181028
by Supervisor Klm 1o eliminate minimum off-street parking reqUIrements City-wide.

-Sincerely,

[signed]

Calvin Quick
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Major, Erica (BOS)

. com: K'im, 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>

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) <mayoriondonbreed @sfgov.org> :
Subject: In support of eliminating parking minimums

5 e 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 enablés 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.

Respectiully,

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 Kezxah Perez Sonder Plattner [mallto kez&ah@cs stanford edu]
Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 7:45 PM :
To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS)
<sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] '
<mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron {BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) oo
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please eliminate parking minimums!

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

‘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 Moblhty statement on Jane Kim's proposed legislation.

https://www.chang,e.or,q/p/san—francisoo—board~of—supervisors-eliminate—san—ﬁancisco—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 and eliminate parking minimums! '

Best,

Keziah Plattner
D5 Resident 94117
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Major, Erica (BOS)

_.one ’ 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 Natoll [mallto wafoll@gmall 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

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

Hello,

I 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 th1s important 1eglslatlon 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 Sopervisor Jane Kim's proposed legislation to eliminate parking
minimums that will be going before Land Use & Transportatlon on the 26th and T hope you will support it when
the time comes.

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

rrom: : Kim, Jane (BOS)

Sent: _ Monday, November 26, 2018 11:15 AM

To: Major, Erica (BOS) _ .

Subject: ' FW: In support of efiminating 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 item will be heard at the Land Use Committee tomorrow (Nov 26). T 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.

Jn Fri, Nov 16,2018 at 8:00 PM Réan Kattouw <roan.kattouw(@gmail.com> wrote:

. Dear Supervisors,

. T am writing to you in support of file number 181028 ("eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements

I 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
i 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!

|

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

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)

rrom: - BOS Legislation, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 11:04 AM
To: - Maijor, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

From Jean Paul Torres <thorre5152@gmall com>

Sent: Monday, November 26,2018 10:08 AM

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

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Janice Li <janice@sfbike.org>; BOS Legislation, (BOS)
<bos.legislation@sfgov.org> :

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums

AR

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 legistation being heard later today atvthe Land Use and Transportation
~ommitiee, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking minimums citywide.

Doing nothing will mean continued traffic which means congestion and poilution 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 hvmg

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|| 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 <Jan1ce@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 meeting you at the Prop Cvolunteer appreciation party at
Roccapulco. :

I wanted to take this opportunity to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and
Transportation Committee later today, November 26, which would amend the 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 thase seeking housing.

This is widely considered best pracfice 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)

rrom: 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 minimumst (File No 181028)

= .
" 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 <pesfandiari@gmail.com> wrote:

Hello Supervisor Fewer,

Copied on this email are your colleagues Supervisors Tang and Safaf who both sit on the Land Use Committee, who |
both want to see this message as well. I'm writing to you brieflythis morning to urge you to support and pass the

i 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, put simply, | believe we need to make it easier to build housing, and part of that goal needs to include
. eliminating costly mandates for a 20th century mode of transportation which costs on average 70,000 dollars a parking
- spotand 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 parkihg. 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:

¢ https://www.vox.co m/2018/11/24/18109883/climate—report—2018—'national—assessment

Please pass this ordinance, then keep pushing for more investments in mass transit & transit oriented development.

Your neighbor & constituent,

Error! Filename not specified.
- Bobak Esfandiari

. Error! Filename not
. specified.about.me/bobak_esfandiari

"Let the beauty of what you 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)

~rom: 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

o

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
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.

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 minimumst (File No
181028)

From Bobak Esfandlan [mallto besfandlarl@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)

{
R
i

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, pﬁt 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 doﬂars a
parking spot and doesn't do anything to advance our climate change goals

Please prioritize mass transit, transit oriented development, cycling, and please support Supervisor Kim's
proposal. It won't eliminate parking overnight. Quite frankly, I expect that housing developers will continue to
include parking in their proposals because that's what their loans require them to do as part of the loan.
However, if we're able to implement a public bank like your office has been investigating, then we can begin to

truly shift our development patterns away from car-oriented infrastructure and more towards more sustainable
methods. .

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
“imate change challenges seriously:

tps:/iwww.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,

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: 1 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) <k1mstaﬁ@sfgov org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> '
.Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; Jamce Li <Janlce@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 Tfansportation
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 legisiation 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)

.com: KimStaff, (BOS)

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

From: Paul F{[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,

T am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and

‘ransportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking
minimums citywide. 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: I support eliminating parking minimums

From: David Heflin [mailto:heﬂindévid.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>; 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,

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 sustamab!e modes of transportation rather than
induce demand for cars and reliance on driving.

Sent from my iPhone

600



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@gmaxl com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 3:58 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@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

From: Jacob Medaris [mailto:jacobmedaris@icloud.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 6:20 PM

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

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)

L FOM: KimStaff, (BOS)
Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 10:27 AM
To: : Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: I support eliminating parking minimums

From Kevm Kucharskl [mallto kkucharskIS@gmall com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 7:34 PM

To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha. safal@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

H 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: T support eliminating parking minimums

From: Kevin Kucharski [mailto:kkucharskis@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 7:34 PM

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

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

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums

+1 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

To Chair Katy Tang,

I am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and
Transportation Committee on November 26, which would amend the Planning Code to eliminate parking
minimums citywide. This is widely consideted 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)

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

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

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums

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

To Chair Katy Tang,

T am writing an email to express my strong support for the legislation being heard at the Land Use and

‘ransportation Committee (https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3709260&GUID=C36405A9-
974A-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: lawrence@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 <Janlce@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,

| 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.

| 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 lmpact on our planet.

We need to do everything to actively support more sustainable modes of transportation rather than induce demand for
cars and reliance on driving, We need to take our role in climate change seriously, and | 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)

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

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.

“o 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,
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: I support eliminating parking minimums

From: Kevin [mailto:kul313@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@sfbtke org
' Sub)ect | support eliminating parking mmlmums

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 cntles all around the world. San Francisco is. behmd 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
cohgested 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)

rrom: " KimStaff, (BOS)

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

To: , Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: T support eliminating parking minimums

————— Original Message----- A
From: Rachel Zack [mailto:zack.rachel@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 4:57 PM
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> ,
Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC) <paul.chasan@sfgov.org>; janice @sfbike.org
_Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums )

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

o 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.

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 ellmmatlng parkmg minimums

From: Rachel 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>; janice@sfbike.org
Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums

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

To Chair Katy Tang,

| 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 10:20 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>; KlmStaff (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org> ‘

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

Subject: | support eliminating parking minimums ‘

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

‘o 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: I support eliminating parking minimums

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

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

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

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

Subject: | support ehmlnatmg 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.

Sincerely,

Douglas Walsh
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Major, Erica (BOS)

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

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

Sent: Saturday, November 24, 2018 9:37 AM :
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaﬁ°@sfgov.<_)rg>;_Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

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

Subject: I support eliminating parking minimums

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

"o 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. '

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>; KlmStaff (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>

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

RS

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 Gommittee 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 actnon 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

614



o FYCTTEIITEY San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
; 1720 Market Street
|BlCYELE : ’ San Francisco CA 94102
ICDALITIUN ' - T 415.431.BIKE

F 415.431.2468

sfbike.org

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

Re: File #181028 — SUPPORT

To Chair Katy Tang:

On behalf of the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition and our 10,000-pius 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 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 fand 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 congestton through antiquated land use policies in a modern urban
environment.

While this legislation may seem like a bold move, this is exactly that kind of smart land use policy a
city like San Francisco needs to advance. Minimum parking requirements directly lead to
inefficient, expensive use of land, not something that our city can afford.

We hope you will move forward with a positive recommendation for this legislation.

Sincerely,

Janice Li
Advocacy Director
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
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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. i

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 mininrum 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
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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 1sn’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 stép today, and eliminate these destructive requirements — and the monstrous

contradictions in our fransportation and housing policies and priorities that they represent. Eliminating

minimum requirements isn’t prohibiting driving and parking. Tt Just makes it what it should have been all
along — a personal choice.

Sincerely,

“Ton P25

Tom Radulovich
Executive Director
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Our cornmunities. Our transportation, Our future.

November 2, 2018

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall,

San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Support for eliminating minimum parking requirements citywide
Honorable Supervisors,

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

" transportation choices to connect people of all incomes to opportunity, keep California affordable and
help solve our climate crisis.

From skyrocketing housing costs to climate change to clogged, dangerous streets, there is no single
solution to the confluence of crises we are facing. Yet there are some urban design factors that clearly
contribute to all of these problems. One of the clearest and most egregious is the requirement for
minimum parking, especially in housing developments. 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, -

Jbuast™ lobu
Stuart Cohen

Executive Director

MAIN OFFICE: 436 14TH STREET, SUITE 600, OAKLAND, CA 94612 | T:510.740.3150 |
SACRAMENTO: 717 K STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 | T:916.441.0204 |
SILICON YALLEY: 48 SOUTH 7TH STREET, SUITE 103, SAN JOSE, CA 95112 | T: 408.406.8074 |

WWW.TRANEFI%MCA.ORG



From: . Shirley Johnson

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

Cc: Chasan, Paul (CPC); janice@sfbike.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,

| 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 | understan
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: E Thomas Rogers <throgers@yahoo.com>

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

To: 4 ‘ 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 today. | 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, Noveﬁwber 2,2018, 1:45:31 PM PDT, ThomasrRogers <throgers@yahoo.com> wrote:

Supervisors Kim, Tang, Safai-

I strongly support Sup. Kim's proposal to eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements (Board
File 181028 - hitp://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 mefﬂClent 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 infout 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
«ch 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.
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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 - 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: A District 11 Council Ltr Land Use Hearing Nov 26 parking minimum requirements.pdf

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

Dear Chair Tang,

Please find attached a letter from Mary Harris, President of the District 11 Council in regards to item 5
Planning Code - Off Street Parking Requirements to be heard at the Land Use and Transportation
Committee on Monday, November 26th. I request this letter be included in the file.

Best regards,

Joelle Kenealey
President

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

_qom:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Joelle Kenealey <sfommra@gmail.com>

Sunday, November 25, 2018 9:46 PM

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

Major, Erica (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Mary Harris; Joelle Kenealey; KimStaff, (BOS)
Land Use Committee - Item #5 Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements
District 11 Council Ltr Land Use Hearing Nov 26 parking minimum requirements.pdf

This messagve 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 regards,

Joelle Kenealey
President

Yuter Mission Merchants and Residents Association
Member 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

1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

RE: Planning Code - Off-Street Parking Requirements
Dear Chair Tang, Vice-Chair Kim and Supervisor Safa,

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 1eg131at10n 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 Jive 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 Dlstmct 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,
Mawy C. Harrisy
Mary C. Harﬁs

President
District 11 Council
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Major, Erica (BOS)

. com: 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

Ce: A 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 ﬁnd attached CSFN Land Use and Trénspoﬁation Committee letter.
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181028

COALI’IION FOR SAN FRANCISCO NEIGH’B@RH@@’DS
| LAND USE COMMITTEE
WWW.CSFN.NET * P.O. BOX 156616 * SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94115-6616 * BST. 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 Reqmrements (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, (BQS)
<board.of supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>

Subject: In support of eliminating minimum parking requirements {file number 181028)

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

Dear Supervisors,

[ am writing to you in support of file number 181028 ("eliminate minimum off-street parking requirements City-wide")
/ 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, | have little hbpé 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 [mailtoicautnl@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:02 AM
To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; ahsah.safai@sfgov.org
Subject:'11/14/18 Transportation and Land Use Committee Meeting

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

Bay Area Transportation Working Group (BATWG)
Subject: Transportation and Land Use Committee Meeting of 11/14/18...Items 5 and 6.
Dear Supervisors Kim, Tang and Safai, o

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 aml.

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, \ .
President Bay Area Transportation Working Group.
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From: Winston Parsons [maiito:presparsons@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 9:20 AM

To: KimStaff, (BOS) <kimstaff@sfgov.org>

Subject: Support for Better Streets Legislation -

To Supervisor Jane Kim and Staff,

While | cannot attend any of the community events regarding the proposed Better Streets Legislation/removal
of the mandatory parking minimumes, I'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 minimums.

Winston Parsons
inkedin.com/in/winston-parsons
Jresparsons@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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o 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, I'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 minimums.

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 8, 2018
" Bupervisor Jane Kim
Land Use Committee

Board of Supervisors
City Hall

Re: Minimurm_Parking Requirements

Degr Supervisor Kim:

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

. This 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 legisiation allows the Planning Depariment Staff to look at each site
specifically, relating to lot size, neighborhoad character, preservation of buildings, and
more flexibility in alterations of existing residential housing.

This iegi:sLaﬁon is ai‘lcwing adaptation to {;hangfe in tranépaﬁaﬁon USES.

This fegiskation encourages programming of space that may allow for more living
space for people and not just for cars.

There are probably cher good reasons to support the change to the Planing Code, but
| think the four | have mentioned show why your proposal is timely and smart and
desemes suppott.

Thanks o you again and thanks 1o your very able Staff.

S‘mcere Ys

N7 / ul
Gecrgwa Sch uttish

Noe Valley Resident 32 years
San Francisco Residernt 398 years
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ol ‘ , Duong, Noelle (BOS)

Subject: RE: Supporting removing Parking Minimums
181028

From: Laura Foote <laura@yimbyaction.org>

Sent: Monday, November 5, 2018 12:55 PM :

To: Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Brown,.
Vallie {BOS); Kim, Jane {BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Duong, Noelle {(BOS); Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Chasan, Paul (CPC) '
Subject: Supportmg removmg Parking Minimums

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

Dear Supervisors,

On behalf of YIMBY Action and our 2,300 members in the Bay Area, | would like to extend our complete
dpport 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
e. 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 parkmg 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. ‘

Dear Supervisors, -

Attached please find our letter in support of Supervisor Kim’s ordinance eliminating minimuin 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 Minimum Parkiﬁg Requirements (Board File #181028)

Dear Supervisors,

On behalf of Livable City, I urge you to aupport 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 eqtiitable, 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 stép 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 miakes it what it should have been all
along — a personal choice.

Sincerely,

G

Tom Radulovich
Executive Director
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. £ Om: Duong, Noelle (BOS)

Sent: : ' 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
noelle.duong@sfgov.org | 415-554-7970 °

rom: HAND [mailto:hand4sf@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 9:15 AM
To: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane. kim@sfgov.org>
Subject: SUPPORT - Eliminate Parking Minimums

£5

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 parking minimum in new development projects.

Please let us know how else we can be helpful in passing this important piece of legislation.

Best,
The Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND)

Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density

To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe"
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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 Minimums 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 probahility 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 to park
means people get rid of their car or 2) people using alternative modes of transportation will
move in because the lack of car parking is not a deterrent.

Your proposal is a significant step in the right direction. Please let us know how we can be
helpful in ensuring it passes. '

Respectfully,
Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density
https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/
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© From: 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.

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!

‘" 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 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, | 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, Noellé (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 Tra.nsportatién Committee members,

Please see the SF Bicycle Coalition's letter of support attached here for File #1 81028, 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 84102

Eﬁg%ﬂ%

‘[11
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P Tear— San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
i 1720 Market Street
BEGYBLE San Francisco CA 94102
COALlTlQN T 415.431.BIKE

F 415.431.2468

sfbike.org

LisHiiohoud |

November 2, .2018

- Board of Supervisors

Land Use and Transportation Committee
City Hall, Room 250

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl

San Francisco, CA 94102

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

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 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 seerh 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.

Sincereiy,

Janice Li
Advocacy Director
San Francisco Bicycie 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: Item 5/Land Use Committee 11/5/18 meeting--please support

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

Dear Supervisor Safali,

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.

I applaud Supervisor Kim and her staff for investing a great dedl 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 Supervisors,

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

transportation choices to connect people of all incomes to opportunity, keep California affordable and
help solve our climate crisis. '

From skyrocketing housing costs to climate change to clogged, dangerous streets, there is no single
solution to the confluence of crises we are facing. Yet there are some urban design factors that clearly
contribute to all of these problems. One of the clearest and most egregious is the requirement for
minimum parking, especially in housing developments. 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.

Ina '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,

Jluat ™ Lot

Stuart Cohen
Executive Director

MAIN OFFICE: 436 14TH STREET, SUlTEéO0,0AKLAND, CA 94612 T:510.740.3150 |

SACRAMENTO: 717 K STREET; SUITE 300, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 | T: 916.441.0204 |

VRIS 4 S VAUS

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

WWW.TRANGFFHRMCA.ORG



. 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 Regards,'
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://sfbos.org/supervisor-brown-district-5
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Major, Erica (BOS)

From: Duong, Noelle (BOS)

Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2018 12:43 PM

To: Hepner, Lee (BOS)

Cc : BOS Legislation, (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS) ,
Subject: ‘ Re: File 181028 - Planning Code - Better Streets Plan Requirements

Thank you Lee! Erica, can we add Supervisor Peskin as the first co-sponsor to the legislation? Thank you!

Warm Regards,
Noelle

Noelle Duong
Legislative Office of District 6 Supervisor Jane Kim
noelle.duong@sfgov.org | 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)
Jbject: 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) 554-7418 | pronouns: he, him, his
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City Hall :
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 26, 2018

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin .

1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

On October 22, 2018, the Land Use and Transportation Committee heard 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; ‘
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 646



City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 26, 2018

File No. 181028

Lisa Gibson

Environmenta!l 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 ‘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 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 tra'nsmitted to you for environmental review.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk

‘ Land Use and Transportation.Committee
Attachment ‘

o Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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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 286, 2018
File No. 180914
Lisa Gibson

Environmental Review Officer:

Planning Department
1650 Mission Sfrest, 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 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 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 curh 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 offstreet
parking requirements for projects subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions;
and making findings under the Galifornia 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 legistation is being fransmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

i

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

Attachment Not defined as a project under CEQA

C.

Joy Navarrete, En\/ironmve:n'tal Planning (

Guidelines Séctidns 15378 and 15060({c)

: . ; . 2) because it doeg not result in. a
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning . ) , ]
’ ) phy51cal change in the eénvironment.

Joy ﬁﬂ?grete e

L2 Barsiay



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 Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson:

On October 16, 2018, Supervisor Kim submitted substitute legislation:
File No. 1809142

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 fo 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 Plannmg Code, Section 101.1, and

findings of public necessﬁ:y, convenience and welfare under Planning Code, Sectlon
302.

This le‘gislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.
 Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Erica Major, Assistant Cletk
Land Use and Transpertation Committee

Attachment

c.  Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmernital Plarining
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City Hall ,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No, 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

October 18, 2018

Planning Commission

Attn: Jonas lonin -

1650 Mission Street, Ste, 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

On October 1‘6, 2018, Supervisor Kim introduced the following substitute legislation:

File No. 180914-2

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new standard required streetscape
improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require
project sponsors to construct streetscape improvements in the public right-of-way;
clarifying the recommended sidewalk width for street types; expanding curb cuit
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 Califortiia
Environmental Quality Act, findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the elght
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. Thé ordinance is pending before the Land Use and Transportation
Cornmittee and will he scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Glerk of the Board

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 Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator

Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning

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 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 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 curh cuts in the
applicable area; adding criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
grantmg 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 cut restrictions or prohibitions;
and making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority pohcnes 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 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

FapTgr

By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation Committee

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starmr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Gitywide Planning
- Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 6 5 1
-Joy Navarreté, Environmental Planning



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Franciseo 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No, 554-5227
September 26, 2018
File No. 180914
Lfsa Gibson

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department .
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
8an 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 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 bicyele 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 fo 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 suhbject 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
Plannirig Code, Section 302, .
This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review,

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

g

By. Erica Major, Assjétant~ Clerk
_ Land Use and Transportation Commitiee
Attachment

¢ Joy Navarrete, Environmental Plarining
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk

DATE:

- 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

Land Use and Transportation Committee

September 26, 2018

SUBJECT:  LEGISLATION INTRODUCED

/

The Board of Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following
proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Kim on September 18, 2018:

File No. 180914

‘Ordinance amending the Planning Code to add new items to the list of standard

required streetscape improvements under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the
trigders 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 fo 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-street parking
requirements for projects subject to the curb cut restrictions or prohibitions; and
making findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, findings of
consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning
Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience and welfare
under Planning Code, Section 302. '

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Franeisco, CA
94102 or by email at: grica.major@sfgov.org.

¢ Janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportatioh Agency.
Kate Breen, Municipal Transportation Agency
Dillon Auyoung, Municipal Transportation %%e§cy



Print Form ]

- Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

. A , EEIGUTImESEG L 0
I hereby submit the following item for iritroduction (select only one): by \/L or meeting date

AEE

1. For reference to Committee. ' (An Ordinance, Res'oluﬁon, Motion or Charter Amendment).
[ ] 2.Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

] 3. Request for hearing on-a subject matter at Committee.

[ ] 4.Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor | - inquiries”

[_]. 5. City Attorney Request.
[ ] 6.Call File No. . from Committee.

[ ] 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

[ ] 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

[ ] 9.Reactivate File No.

L] 1o. 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 Commission [ |Building Inspection Commission.

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed 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 zening 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 cutb 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 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, convénienee and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.
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The text is listed:

K *tached

Signature.of Sponsoring Supervisor:

For Clerk's Use Only
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-Print Form ]

Introduction Form i

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor " D
] TR RPN

A TN ™
By 2| Time stamp'

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 74 gr mebting date —_

L

1. For reference to Committee. (A Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)
2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee,

4, Request for letter beginning "Supervisor : inquires"

5. City Attoiney request.

6. Call File No. from Committee.

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File Na.

O oooofono od

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;
[l Small Business Commission [ Youth Commission [] Ethics Commission

[[] Plamning 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 Cods to add new items to the list of standard required streetscape improvemenits
under the Better Streets Plan; modifying the triggers that would require project sponsors to construct streetscape B

Sighature of Sponsoring Supervisor: @——4 Q ()\, '

T

For Clerk's Use Only:
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