
West Bay Law 

Law Office of]. Scott Weaver 

October 14, 2016 

President London Breed and San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: 1515 South Van Ness Avenue Project 2014.1020CUA 

Dear Supervisor Breed, 

Please accept this submission on behalf of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council 
with respect to the proposed project at 151 5 South Van Ness Avenue. 

I. Factual Background 
The proposed project is a five to s ix story building at the corner of South Van Ness 
A venue and 26th Street, and within the boundaries of the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 
District. It replaces the 35,000 square feet of PDR use with a project consisting of 
approximately 4, 167 square feet of trade shops, 1,074 square feet of retail and 157 
housing units of various s izes. Originally 88% of those units were to be "market 
rate". Shortly before the hearing the project sponsor proposed 75% market rate, 15% 
affordable to those earning 55% AMI and 10% affordable to those earning 100% 
AMI. 

A. On October 23, 2015 Appellant Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council 
("Council") wrote to the Planning Department requesting that any environmental 
analysis of the proposed project at 1515 South Van Ness A venue ("proposed 
project") include an evaluation of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project 
along with other market rate projects affecting the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 
District (LCD), and to fashion mitigations for any negative impacts. The letter 
a lso noted that substantial new information rendered the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Plan EIR ("PEIR") out of date. (See Exhibits, Pages 484 - 486) 

B. On June 3, 2016 Appellant Council wrote to the Planning Department objecting to 
a Draft Certificate of Exemption prepared by the Planning Department, reiterating 
the need for an analysis of the impacts on the LCD, stating the basis for such an 
analysis, and requesting that adequate mitigations be put in place. The letter 
provided specific areas of inquiry that would assist in this evaluation. The letter 
aJso reiterated the substantial new information rendered the PElR out of date and 
no longer a basis for issu ing a Certificate of Exemption. (Exhibits, Pages 590-596, 
588-89) 
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C. On July 12, 2016 the Planning Department issued a Certificate of Exemption from 
Environmental Review. (Exhibits, Pages 577-587) 

D. On August 3, 2016 Appellant Council wrote Planning Commissioners expressing 
its concerns regarding the proposed project, including the failure of the 
Department to evaluate cumulative impacts of increased gentrification on the 
LCD and that the PEIR was no longer a viable basis for issuing a Certification of 
Exemption. (Exhibits, Pages 46-57) 

E. On August 3, 2016 Supervisor David Campos wrote to the Planning Commission 
requesting that impacts of the projects affecting the LCD be evaluated and 
adequate mitigations be put in place prior to the approval of any project. 
(Exhibits, Page 597, 598) 

F. On August 11, 2016, the Planning Commission approved the proposed project, 
including approval of the Community Plan Exemption (Exhibits, Pages 2-40). 

G. Appellant timely filed this appeal on September 12, 2016. 

II. Reasons for Appeal 

A. The CEQA findings did not take into account the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts that the proposed project and other "market rate" projects would have on 
the businesses, residents, and non-profits in the LCD. 

B. The Community Plan Exemption reliance on the PEIR was improper because 1) 
The PEIR contemplated production of no more than 2,054 units with an approved 
preferred project of 1,696 units for the Mission Area. As of February, 2016 there 
were 2,451 units either completed or under environmental review. and 2) 
Substantial new information renders the PEIR out of date. These changes 
cumulatively impact areas of land use, consistency with area plans and policies, 
recreation and open space, traffic and circulation, transit and transportation 

C. The Planning Department and Planning Commission have engaged in a pattern 
and practice of approving projects relying on an out-of-date Plan EIR and without 
regard to the direct and indirect cumulative impacts that these projects have on the 
environment. 
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ill. The CEQA Findings Did Not Take into Account the Cumulative Impacts of the 
Proposed Project on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. 

A. Background of the LCD and Existing Threats. 

The businesses and nonprofits in the LCD have been recognized by resolution of the 
Board of Supervisors as an important cultural, historical and commercial resource for the City. 
(Resolution Creating LCD is attached as Exhibit 1) The Ordinance creating the LCD noted that 
"The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District memorializes a place whose richness of culture, histocy 
and entrepreneurship is unrivaled in San Francisco." The District was established ''to stabilize 
the displacement of Latino Businesses, and residents, preserve Calle 24 as the center of Latino 
culture and commerce, enhance the unique nature of Calle 24 as a special place for San 
Francisco's residents and tourists, ... " and that its contribution will provide "cultural visibility, 
vibrancy, and economic opportunity for Latinos in the City and County of San Francisco." (See 
Exhibits Pages 170-178) 

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Community Council (''the Council"), a nonprofit 
consisting of community stakeholders in the LCD, has stated as its mission: "To preserve, 
enhance, and advocate for Latino cultural continuity, vitality, and community in San Francisco's 
touchstone Latino Cultural District and the greater Mission community". (Exhibits Page 183) 
With funding from the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development and technical 
support from the Gato Group, the Council engaged in an extensive planning process that 
included numerous stakeholder interviews, four focus groups, a study session with expert 
consultants, and four community meetings. At the conclusion, the Council prepared a report on 
its community planning process. (Exhibits Page 186, 187) Among the Council's initiatives are 
the creation of a Special Use District and a Cultural Benefits Campaign district. These initiatives 
are currently in process. 

The report noted that ''there were major concerns among all stakeholders about the lack 
of affordable housing and about the gentrification and recent eviction and displacement of long­
time residents. A related theme was the rapid transformation underway with some saying they 
wanted to prevent another 'Valencia' (referring to the way Valencia lost much of its Latino 
culture in the 1990s and 2000s)". (Emphasis original) (Exhibits Page 191) 

Unfortunately, we are beginning to see the Valenciazation of the LCD. Small mom and 
pop businesses are being replaced by upscale corporate-owned businesses. Non-profits such as 
the 40-year-old Galaria de la Raza, on month-to-month tenancies are extremely vulnerable. 
They are also seeing a diminution of their customer base due to gentrification and the resulting 
displacement. 

While it is true that "gentrification" is already occurring in the area, with little market rate 
development, the sudden influx of over 650 households earning 200% AMI will pour gasoline on 
the fire. (See ''cumulative impacts" below) 
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Development has already demonstrated the potential physical impacts of continued 
market rate development. For instance, at a proposed project on 24th and York, the owner plans 
to build 12 condo townhomes which will cover a mural that has been on there over 30 years and 
is part of the Precita eyes mural tours. The famous Carlos Santana mural on 22nd and South Van 
Ness was completely covered when the lot in front built housing. In Balmy Alley new owners of 
a property wanted to remodel and add a second unit which faced balmy ally, covering a 40 year­
old mural. 

More disturbing has been complaints by newcomers against neighboring Latino owned 
businesses from the owner and residents of the Vida on Mission Street. A group of new 
residents on Harrison St. calling themselves "the gang of five" said they would sue to stop 
Carnival. During Sunday Streets on 24th a group of neighbors did not want the low riders on 
Harrison Street, saying that they were intimidated by them. Additionally, neighbors have 
complained about "Mexican" music on 24th Street. Without sufficient mitigation and community 
benefits, problems such as these will only get worse with the influx of hundreds more 
"gentrifiers", all to the detriment of the residents, businesses, and nonprofits that the City said it 
wanted to protect when it created the LCD. As we have seen on Valencia Street we can foresee 
gentrfifiers requesting the police to move Latino youths, and adults, off "their" street comers. 

B. Cumulative Impacts Must Be Examined. 

Under Public Resources Code Section 21083 subdivision (b)(2).) "The possible effects 
of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. As used in this paragraph 
'cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." Stated otherwise, a lead agency 
shall require an EIR be prepared for a project when the record contains substantial evidence that 
the "project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable." (Guidelines section 15065 subdivision (a) (3).) 

The impacts of the proposed project cannot be examined in isolation. The proposed 
project is not constructed inside a bubble. Both the project and its residents interact with the 
immediate community in multiple ways. Similarly, the environmental impacts of this project 
cannot be examined apart from other proposed projects currently in the pipeline. Including this 
project, there are approximately 666 luxury units currently in the pipeline that are located in or 
near the LCD. They are: 2675 Folsom Street (98 "market rate" units), 3314 Cesar Chavez (52 
units), 2600 Harrison St. (20), 2799 24th St. (8), and 3357 26th St. (8). Proposed projects 
immediately adjacent to the LCD are: 1198 Valencia St. (52 units), 2918 Mission St. (38), 1298 
Valencia St. (35), and 2600 Mission (20). Two blocks from the LCD is 2000-2070 Bryant Street 
(191 units), for a total of 662.(Exhibits, Page 58) 



Board of Supervisors 
Page Five 

C. Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Project and Other Market Rate 
Projects on the LCD are Subject to CEQA Review. 

CEQA defines "environment" as "the physical conditions which exist within the area 
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance." 14 CCR Sec. 1513l(a). See e.g. Eureka 
Citizens for Responsible Government v City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 363). The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project on the LCD are subject to CEQA because (1) They 
have a potential adverse impact on the businesses and nonprofits in the LCD and therefore may 
impact the physical environment, and (2) LCD is "historic" as defined in the Public Resources 
Code and the CCR. These impacts to land use were not examined in the PEIR because the LCD 
did not exist at the time the PEIR was prepared. 

1) The Market Rate Projects Have a Potential Adverse Impact on the 
Physical Environment. 

As previously stated, the City has placed great importance on the long term viability of 
the LCD, by its creation, investment in the study by the Council (Exhibits, Pages 170-187), its 
inclusion in the MAP 2020 program, and by creation of a Legacy Business program along with 
other assistance to small businesses. Further, two of the primary objectives of the Mission Area 
Plan are to preserve the diversity of the Mission, and to "preserve and enhance the unique 
character of the Mission District Commercial Areas". (Exhibits Page 500). It is a resource worth 
preserving. 

The proposed project itself will result in the influx of approximately 141 households 
earning 200% AMI. In the pipeline are projects proposing more than 500 more households in or 
near the LCD. It is no leap of faith to anticipate that the proposed project will result in higher 
rents on properties within the LCD especially for businesses and non-profits which do not have 
rent control protections. High wage earners have much more disposable income than most 
residents of the area. According to 2009-2013 census estimates, the median income for residents 
in the census tract on which the proposed project site is situated was $51,510 (or 50% Median 
Income for a family of four). In addition to having significantly more disposable incomes and 
ability to purchase higher priced goods and services, these newcomers are more likely to have 
different consumer preferences, affecting both price and the nature of the goods and services 
provided by businesses in the 24th Street corridor. We might ask "how can the City provide 
economic opportunities for Latinos if its policies price Latinos out of the market?" We only 
need look at Valencia Street to see how the influx of higher wage earners with only modest 
market rate development can impact a commercial corridor, substituting for mom and pop 
businesses with high end restaurants and clothing stores. Envisioning a similar result along 24th 
Street is a far cry from "speculative," it is reasonably foreseeable. 
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Significant effect on the environment" is defined as "a substantial, or potentially 
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 
project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered 
a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change 
may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant." (Guidelines, § 
15382, italics added.) 

The Court's decision in Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v City of Bakersfield 
(2004) 124 Cal.App. 4th 1184 is highly instructive on this issue and analogous to the matter 
currently before the Board. In Bakersfield, the city refused to consider the impacts of two 
proposed shopping centers on downtown businesses and the potential to cause urban decay. The 
Court held that the businesses were part of the physical environment for which an EIR was 
required. Noting that under Guidelines 15131(a) "(I)fforecasted economic or social effects of a 
proposed project directly or indirectly will lead to adverse physical changes in the environment, 
then CEQA requires disclosure and analysis of these resulting physical impacts. (Citations) 
subdivision ( e) of Guidelines section 15064 provides that when economic or social effects of a 
project cause a physical change, this is to be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner 
as any other physical change resulting from the project." 

Noting that this concept is not limited to the issue of urban decay, the Court referenced El 
Dorado Union High School Dist. v City of Placerville (1983) 144 Cal. App.3d, 123, 131, where 
the city was required to evaluate whether a proposed apartment house development would 
necessitate the need to construct a new high school. In Christward Ministry v. Superior 
Court (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 180, 197, the Court required a study as to whether the physical 
impacts associated with a new waste management facility under CEQA would disturb worship in 
an environmental retreat center. 

Here, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project and other projects poses the risk of 
accelerated Valenciazation of the LCD. Here, mom and pop Latino owned and operated 
concerns are at risk being replaced by high end restaurants, clothing and accessory stores, and 
personal trainer gyms and yoga studios. This is a change in the physical environment that defies 
the City's designation of the district, the MAP 2020 process, and which the City has, at least by 
its words, sought to avoid. 

The Council's repeated requests for evaluation of impacts and development of mitigation 
measures is supported by a recent report by The Institute for Government Studies. It concluded 
that: 1) on a regional level, creation of market rate housing will relieve displacement pressures, 
2) the creation of affordable housing will have double the impact of relieving such pressures, and 
3) "on a block 
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group level in San Francisco, neither market-rate nor subsidized housing production has the 
protective power they do at a regional scale, 
likely due to the mismatch between demand and supply. (Exhibits, page 341) The report further 
concluded that further analysis was needed "to clarify the complex relationship between 
development, affordability, and displacement at the local scale, . . . (and) also investing in the 
preservation of housing affordability and stabilizing vulnerable communities." 

2) The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council has Made a Fair 
Argument that the Department Should Have Evaluated 
Cumulative Impacts on the LCD. 

Finally, the Board should be mindful of the burdens of both the City and Appellant to 
provide "substantial evidence" to support their position. "[A ]rgument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or 
evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical 
impacts on the environment is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, 
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts." (Pub. 
Res. Code§ 21082.2(c); Guidelines,§ 15384.) 

The Court in Stanislaus Audubon Society v. County of Stanislaus (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th 
144, 151, stressed the "low threshold" vis-a-vis the presence of a fair argument, noting that a 
lead agency should not give an "unreasonable definition" to the term substantial evidence, 
"equating it with overwhelming or overpowering evidence. CEQA does not impose such a 
monumental burden" on those seeking to raise a fair argument of impacts. Whether the 
administrative record contains a fair argument sufficient to trigger preparation of an EIR is a 
question oflaw, not a question of fact. Under this unique test "deference to the agency's 
determination is not appropriate and its decision not to require an EIR can be upheld only when 
there is no credible evidence to the contrary." 

In Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of Santa Clara (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 714 lay 
testimony held sufficient to support fair argument. "Relevant personal observations of area 
residents on nontechnical subjects may qualify as substantial evidence." Pocket Protectors v. 
City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 928. "For example, an adjacent property owner 
may testify to traffic conditions based upon personal knowledge." (Citizens Assn. for Sensible 
Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 173.) Because 
substantial evidence includes "reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts" (Guidelines,§ 
15384, 17 subd. (b)) and "reasonable inferences" (id., subd. (a)) from the facts, factual testimony 
about existing environmental conditions can form 
the basis for substantial evidence.9 (Guidelines,§ 15384; Banker's Hill, Hillcrest, Park West 
Community Preservation Group v. City of San Diego (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 249, 274 (Banker's 
Hill) ["local residents may testify to their observations regarding existing traffic conditions"]. 
"The question is not whether [citizen testimony] constitutes proof that [particular effects] will 
occur," but whether it (or 
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reasonable inferences from it) "constitutes substantial, credible evidence that supports a fair 
argument that ... [the project] may have a significant impact on the environment." Emphasis 
supplied) Rominger v. County of Colusa (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 690, 721 

Here, he Department has provided no evidence to support its position. The PEIR does 
not mention the LCD (because the LCD did not exist at the time the PEIR was prepared) and the 
Department refused to consider the impacts when so requested. 

By contrast Appellant Council has provided substantial evidence to support a fair 
argument that the cumulative direct and indirect impacts of this and other projects at or near the 
LCD could, directly or indirectly adversely affect the LCD - which is part of the physical 
environment. The Council has presented the resolution creating the geographic area constituting 
the LCD (Exhibits Page 170 - 178) the report concerning the threats to the LCD (Exhibits, Pages 
179-205); the extent of market rate development proposed in or near the LCD (Exhibits, Page 
58), letters describing the connection between "market rate' development and threats to LCD 
businesses and nonprofits. (Exhibits, Pages 592-593) the Budget Analyst report describing 
income levels in the Mission (Exhibits 441 ), and census information regarding income levels for 
residents living in or adjacent to the proposed site and within the LCD 
(http://www.census.gov/censusexplorer/censusexplorer.html - showing household AMI for the 
subject census tract at $60,4 79 and across the street from the site, a household income at 
$51,510) 

Accordingly, the City failed to meet its informational obligations under CEQA. The 
Certification of Exemption from Environmental Review is therefore defective and cannot be 
relied on for approval of the proposed project. Before we can proceed with this and other 
projects, we need to understand their impacts on the LCD and potential mitigation measures that 
will lessen those impacts. 

2. The LCD is an Historic Resource. 

Notwithstanding the potential physical impacts described above, and in addition to those 
impacts LCD qualifies as an Historic Resource and the impacts on this resource must also be 
evaluated under CEQA against the CRHR criteria prior to making a finding as to a proposed 
project's impacts to historical resources A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. (Pub. Res. Code§ 21084.1; Guidelines §15064.5). 
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A historical resource is defined as any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, 
or manuscript that: a) Is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the 
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, or 
cultural annals of California; and b) Meets any of the following criteria: ( 1) Is associated with 
events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California's history and 
cultural heritage; (2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; (3) Embodies 
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents 
the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or ( 4) Has yielded, 
or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history (14 CCR 15064.5(a)(3)). 
These businesses and nonprofits in the LCD have been recognized as an important cultural and 
commercial resource for the City whose "richness of culture, history and entrepreneurship is 
unrivaled in San Francisco." 

The near and long term preservation and enhancement of the LCD is a stated goal of the 
City. This, of necessity, includes the physical presence of its residents, businesses, and non­
profits, which we submit are endangered by the extensive market rate development slated for the 
area. 

IV. The Community Plan Exemption Reliance on the PEIR was Improper 
Because: 1) The PEIR Contemplated Production of no More than 2,054 Units 
with an Approved Preferred Project of 1,696 Units for the Mission Area: as 
of February, 2016 there were 2,451 Units Either Completed or Under 
Environmental Review; and 2) Other Substantial New Information Renders 
the PEIR Out of Date. These Changes Cumulatively Impact Areas of Land 
Use, Consistency with Area Plans and Policies, Recreation and Open Space, 
Traffic and Circulation, Transit and Transportation 

The Department should not have issued a Certificate of Exemption under the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) instead of a project EIR. The use of the PEIR in this way 
presupposes that it is sufficiently current to address all areas required under CEQA. The 
Mission Plan had as its goals inter alia to produce a substantial amount of affordable housing, 
preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission, preserve and enhance the distinct character of the 
Mission's distinct commercial areas, and preserve and enhance existing PDR businesses. 
(Exhibits, Page 500) The PEIR assumed these goals and presumably believed that they would 
be realized under the ENP. Now, eight years later, it has become painfully apparent that the Plan 
is falling short of its goals and that its implementation is out of balance with changing 
circumstances in the neighborhood. Of the 1855 units entitled or under review as of between 
2011and12/31/15, only 12% were affordable. An additional 504 units were built during this 
period, however the monitoring report does not state how many were affordable. (Exhibits, 
Mission Monitoring Report - Pages 643, 645), 
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Likewise the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Community Advisory Council had noted that many of 
the ENP outcomes have been skewed in the wrong direction. (Exhibits Pages, 599-609) 

On September 13, this Board of Supervisors, when consider ing the project at 2000 to 
2070 Bryant Street, expressed serious concerns about the efficacy of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Plan in today's environment. (See 
hUp:/isan1rancisw.grnnicus.cum/ivicJ1ahaw1 .php'!vi..:w i<l- l vocd1p iJ-2o 11 ':J beginning at 
3:16). 

At least part of the reason for the disconnect between the goals and the outcomes is that 
there have been numerous changes on the ground that have direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts on the environment. These changes impact on the physical environment in terms of the 
physical character of the Mission, notably the character of commercial areas and the presence of 
PDR businesses, as well as recreation and open space, transportation infrastructure, and traffic 
and circulation. When substantial new information becomes avai lable, CEQA Guidelines 
require comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15183). The situation 
on the ground has changed substantially since the PEIR was prepared in 2008 in the following 
ways. 

An Unanticipated Rapid Pace of Development. the PEIR was prepared in the 
midst of the "great recession" and did not project the steep increases in housing prices 
that we have witnessed during the past eight years. This has been especially 
exacerbated by the increase in high paying jobs that have come to the City. This has 
resulted in a construction explosion. As a result, the cumulative total of units built, 
approved, and under review in the pipeline (2,451 as of February 23, 2016), now 
exceeds the highest number of units contemplated in the Plan EIR for the Mission 
(2,056). The PEIR projected this production to take place over a much longer period 
of time - 2008 to 2025. Development has therefore accelerated at a pace higher than 
that anticipated in the PEIR. (Exhibits, Page 58) Because of the unexpectedly rapid 
pace of development, community benefits, including improvements to the Mission's 
traffic, transportation, open space, and recreation infrastructures have been unable to 
keep pace (ENCAC Response to Monitoring Report (603-608) - The report also 
noted that transportation impacts hurt businesses (at page 607). The PEIR clearly did 
not anticipate this pace of development. 

Disproportionate Construction of Market Rate Units as compared with 
Affordable Units. As previously stated, only 12% of the units under construction, 
entitled, or under review are affordable units. This is worse than the deplorable City­
wide totals. There, the number of market rate units have exceeded the RHNA 
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Allocations while the number of units affordable to low and moderate income San 
Franciscans is well below the 60% RI-INA allocation. (Exhibits, Page 67, 68). (see 
also Housing Balance Report at Page 69 et. seq. Again, the PEIR could not have 
anticipated such poor performance in terms of affordability. This will have 
substantial traffic and transportation (see below) impacts as well as impacts on types 
of businesses in our neighborhoods (as previously discussed). 

Disappearance of Redevelopment Money. In 2012, Redevelopment Agencies 
throughout the State were dismantled and with that about $1 billion per year for 
affordable housing. Now Cities have to struggle to meet affordable housing needs. 

State of Advanced Gentrification in the Mission. The glut of high income earners 
in the Mission has created an "advanced gentrification" that was not anticipated at the 
time of the PEIR. http://missionlocal.org/2v 15/09/sf mission gcntrif:cation 
adY~mccd/ With this gentrification, small Latino "mom and pop" businesses and non­
profits have been replaced with high end restaurants, clothing and accessory stores, 
and other businesses that cater to high earners. Additional high income earners who 
will occupy the proposed market rate units will further exacerbate these problems. 
(Case Studies on Gentrification and Displacement in the San Francisco Bay Area 
(Begins at Page 298.) The San Francisco Analyst has reported that the Mission has 
lost 27% of its Latinos and 26% of its families with children since 2000. One would 
hope that if the 2008 EIR was able to envision this advanced state that it would have 
advocated for more protective measures. 

Gentrification Has Caused Unanticipated Increases in Traffic and Automobile 
Ownership. The unanticipated influx of high earners in the Mission has resulted, and 
will result, in a substantial increase in the rate of automobile ownership in the 
Mission. Between 2000 to 2013, the number of households with automobiles 
increased from 37% to 64% - or 9,172 automobiles in 2000 to 16,435 in 2013. At the 
same time AMI increased from $50,676 to $75,269. (Exhibits, Pages 241 , 242) It is 
now well recognized that high earners are twice as likely to own an automobile than 
their low income counterparts - even in transit rich areas such as the Mission. 
(Exhibits, Pages 225, et. seq.) The displacement of Mission residents has resulted in, 
and will result in, long reverse commutes to places of employment, children' s 
schools, and social services that are not available in outlying areas. These reverse 
commutes further exacerbate traffic congestion and create greenhouse gas emissions 
not contemplated in the PEIR. A recent report by the Eviction Defense Collaborative 
following up on a sampling of 566 displaced clients found that nearly 39% were 
forced to move moved outside San Francisco. (Exhibits, Page 614) 
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Tech Shuttle Gentrification and Displacement Impacts. The PEIR did not 
anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor from that of the 
demand for housing. The specter of living within a few blocks of a free ride to work 
has caused many tech employees to move to areas where the shuttles stop -
predominantly in the Mission. As such, we have high-earning employees 
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project 
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of no­
fault evictions. (Exhibits, Page 616) 

MT A Traffic Changes Will Directly Impact the Proposed Project. The recent 
traffic changes along Mission Street by the SFMT A forces mandatory right turns onto 
Cesar Chavez from Mission, and prohibits through traffic on Mission, which has 
added increased traffic on the surrounding residential streets. Much of the right tum 
traffic will then turn left at South Van Ness to This project will add 140 more 
households and significantly increase the traffic on Mission Street. 

Luxury Housing Has Exacerbated the Demand for Affordable Housing. A 2007 
Nexus Study, commissioned by the Planning Department, (Exhibits, Page 108) 
concluded that the production of 100 market rate rental units generates a demand of 
19.44 lower income households through goods and services demanded by the market 
rate tenants. [These conclusions were made in 2007, well before housing prices 
began their steep upward trajectory. Today, new "market rate" two bedroom 
apartments rented in the Mission begin at about $6,000 per month - requiring an 
annual household income of $240,000.] At the time, the PEIR anticipated a 15% 
inclusionary rate. The current Nexus study waiting to be released is expected to show 
a demand of 28 affordable units for every 100 built. With a 12% inclusionary rate, 
there is a need for 16 additional affordable units per hundred market rate units 
produced. (28 minus 12 = 16) This was not anticipated in the PEIR. 

These changed circumstances render the current PEIR obsolete. A Community Plan 
Exemption is therefore not appropriate for this project and should not have been issued, due to 
new conditions that were not contemplated in the 2008 EN EIR, and the overbuilding of market 
rate units in the Mission, which have exceeded the unit count contemplated in the EN EIR. 

V. The Department has Engaged in a Pattern and Practice of Allowing Community 
Plan Exemptions Despite the Fact that it is No Longer an Accurate 
Informational Tool to Evaluate the Environmental Impacts of a Project. 

The improper grant of a Community Plan Exemption is part of a pattern and practice used 
by the City to approve residential development projects. The facts stated above demonstrate that 
this practice is improper as applied to proposed projects within both the Mission Area Plan and 
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the LCD. This is in violation of the mandates of CEQA and applicable state and local land use 
policies and regulations. 
Employment of the community plan exemption routinely relies on an out of date Plan EIR that 
fails to account and/or provide adequate mitigation for significant direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts. The City's policy to approve projects based upon a community plan 
exemption rather than conduct project level review forms a pattern of actions and/or is embedded 
in routine practices that are implemented despite the public's request to implement corrective 
measures and are a detriment to the environment. See Californians For Native Salmon etc. v. 
Department of Forestry (1990) 221Cal.App.3d1419, 1426-1430. 

As such, the Board of Supervisors Should instruct the Department to refrain from using 
Community Plan Exemptions for projects within the boundaries of the mission Area Plan, 
including the LCD. 

~ 
. Seo Weaver 

Attorney for 
Calle 24 Latino Cultural District Council 

JSW:sme 
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Law Office of]. Scott Weaver 

Via U.S. Mail am! email 
Melinda .Hue 
San Francisco Planning Depruiment 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco. CA 94103 

tvlc li nda.huc1l/\sfgo\ .org 

June 3, 20 16 

Re: Case No. 2014.1020U- 1515 South Van Ness Avenue 

Dear Ms. Hue, 

In October of 2015, I wrote to you regarding you· re the environmental review on the 
project proposed for 151 5 South Van Ness Avenue. In my letter, I requested that you evaluate 
the proposed project' s impact in light its proximity within the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, 
the Mission District s advanced stage of gentrification, and the MAP 2020 process. I pointed out 
that the add ition of approximately 14 I affluent households into the neighborhood, many earning 
over 200% AMI, will only exacerbate the problems of gentrification and displacement in the 
Mission. 

Pursuant to a Sunshine request, I have obtained and reviewed the Draft Certificate of 
Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review. The Draft chooses to overlook the 
impact on the Cultural District claiming that the proposed project would not lead to any 
"physical impacts" on the environment and that any '·ind irect impacts" are "speculative" . We 
rej ect these contentions. For reasons set forth below, the Department's refusal to evaluate these 
impacts violate both the letter and spirit or CEQA and wou ld subject this project to judicial 
review unless th is course is corrected. 

Moreover, new developments have occurred which render the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PETR out of date and no longer an adequate basis for issuing a Certificate of Exemption. 

Underscoring these points is the fact that this project is unprecedented in terms of its size. 
number new residents, and its undeniable gentrify ing impact, and any environmentaJ analysis, 
must take this into consideration. 

4104 24th Street# 957 • San Francisco, CA 94114 • (415) 317~0832 

540 
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Finally, this development, in conjunction with approximately 500 other proposed market 
rate units in or near the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District will substantially alter the character of 
the district, because it will essentially import over 650 households earning at or near 200% AMI 
- a demographic whose price points and cultural and consumer preferences are a stark contrast 
with those of the existing community. 

The Impact of the Proposed Project on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is Subject to 
Environmental Review. 

CEQA defines "environment" as "the physical conditions which exist within the area 
which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, 
noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance." 14 CCR Sec. 15131(a). See eg. Eureka 
Citizens for Responsible Government v City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 357, 363. The 
Calle 24 Latino Cultural District (LCD) falls under CEQA because (1) it is both ''physical" in 
terms of the buildings, its residents, the businesses, and the nonprofits, and (2) it is "historic" as 
defined in the Public Resources Code and the CCR. 

The near and long term preservation and enhancement of the LCD is a stated goal of the 
City. This, of necessity, includes the physical presence of its residents, businesses, and non­
profits, which we submit are endangered by the extensive market rate development slated for the 
area - including the proposed 1515 South Van Ness development The displacement, whether 
direct, or indirect (i.e. via gentrification) certainly will have a physical effect on the environment 
because increased commuting distances for the displaced will result in greenhouse gas emissions. 
(See checklist in Appendix G of the Guidelines). Due to the unexpected rise in rents throughout 
the Bay Area, displaced residents are now required to commute distances as far as Vallejo and 
Tracy, distances we do not believe was contemplated in the PEIR. for the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Lead agencies have the responsibility to evaluate projects against the CRHR criteria prior 
to making a finding as to a proposed project's impacts to historical resources (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21084.1 ). A historical resource is defined as any object, building, 
structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript that: a) Is historically or archaeologically 
significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, 
educational, social, political, or cultural annals of California; and b) Meets any of the following 
criteria: (1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California's history and cultural heritage; (2) Is associated with the lives of persons 
important in our past; (3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values; or ( 4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history (14CCR15064.5(a)(3)). 
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These businesses and nonprofits in the LCD have been recognized as an important 
cultural and commercial resource for the City. Accordingly, the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors established the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District in May 2014 noting that "The Calle 
24 Latino Cultural District memorializes a place whose richness of culture, history and 
entrepeneurship is unrivaled in San Francisco." The District is bounded on the north by 22nd 
Street, the south by Cesar Chavez Street, the east by Potrero Avenue, and on the west by Mission 
Street. The District was established ''to stabilize the displacement of Latino Businesses, and 
residents, preserve Calle 24 as the center of Latino culture and commerce, enhance the unique 
nature of Calle 24 as a special place for San Francisco's residents and tourists, .•. " and that its 
contribution will provide "cultural visibility, vibrancy, and economic opportunity for Latinos in 
the City and County of San Francisco." 

Unfortunately, we have begun to see the impact of demographic changes along the LCD, 
without significant market rate development, the proposed project, along with the 540 other units 
in the pipeline will make the intersection of class, race, and culture, further impair the viability of 
the LCD. For instance, at a proposed project on 241h and York, the owner plans to build 12 
condo townhomes which will cover a mural that has been on there over 30 years and is part of 
the Precita eyes mural tours. The famous Carlos Santana mural on 22nd and South Van Ness was 
completely covered when the lot in front built housing. In balmy alley new owners of a property 
wanted to remodel and add a second unit which faced balmy ally, covering a 40 year old mural. 

More disturbing has been complaints against neighboring Latino owned businesses from 
the owner and residents of the Vida on Mission Street A group of new residents on Harrison St. 
calling themselves ''the gang of five" said they would sue to stop Carnival. During Sunday 
Streets on 24th a group of neighbors did not want the low riders on Harrison Street, saying that 
they were intimidated by them. Additionally, neighbors have complained about "Mexican" 
music on 241h Street. This .situation will only become more strained with the influx of hundreds 
more "gentrifiers", all to the detriment of the residents, businesses, and nonprofits that the City 
said it wanted to protect when it created the LCD. 

Staff seems to take the position, without elaboration, that any indirect impact of the 
project on the LCD is "speculative". This proposition is without support. The proposed project 
itself will result in the influx of approximately 141 households earning 200% AMI. In the 
pipeline are projects proposing nearly 200 units within the LCD (in addition to the 141 units 
proposed), and 350 proposed market rate units adjacent to the LCD. It is no leap of faith to 
anticipate that the proposed project will result in higher rents on properties within the LCD 
housing residences, businesses, and non-profits, not to mention the cumulative impact of almost 
700 market rate units. High wage earners have much more disposable income than most 
residents of the area. According to 2009-2013 census estimates, the median income for residents 
in the census tract on which the proposed project site is situated was $51,510 (or 500.A. Median 
Income for a family of four). In addition to having significantly more disposable incomes and 
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ability to purchase higher priced goods and services, these newcomers are more likely to have 
different consumer preferences, affecting both price and the nature of the goods and services 
provided by businesses in the 24th Street corridor. We might ask "how can the City provide 
economic opportunities for Latinos if its policies price Latinos out of the market?" We only 
need look at Valencia Street to see how the influx of higher wage earners with only modest 
market rate development can impact a commercial corridor, substituting for mom and pop 
businesses with high end restaurants and clothing stores. Envisioning a similar result along 24th 
Street is a far cry from "speculative," it is reasonably foreseeable. 

Finally, we note that socio-economic impacts of market rate development on the LCD 
such as those described above could not have been studied at the time the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR was prepared because the LCD did not come into existence until several 
years later. The Deparbnent should thus study both the impacts that these market rate 
developments will have on the residents, businesses, and non-profits in the LCD as well as 
measures that will mitigate those impacts. 

Cumulative Impacts of Market Rate Development on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 
Should be Examined. 

As previously mentioned, the impacts from the proposed 1515 South Van Ness project 
cannot be examined in isolation. The proposed project is not constructed in a bubble. Both the 
project and its residents interact with the immediate community in multiple ways. Similarly, the 
environmental impacts of this project cannot be examined apart from other proposed projects 
currently in the pipeline. Proposed projects located within the boundaries of the LCD are: 2765 
Folsom St (115 units), 3314 Cesar Chavez (52 units), 2600 Harrison St (20), 2799 24th St. (8), 
and 3357 26th St. (8). Proposed projects immediately adjacent to the LCD are: 1198 Valencia St. 
{52 units), 2918 Mission St. (38), 1298 Valencia St (35), 2600 Mission (20). Two blocks from 
the LCD is 2000-2070 Bryant Street (195 units). Additional proposed projects are likely to be 
added to the pipeline as planning continues to give the green light to market rate developers. 

Under Public Resources Code Section 21083 subdivision (b)(2).) "The possible effects 
of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. As used in this paragraph 
'cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
cUITent projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 11 Stated otherwise, a lead agency 
shall require an EIR be prepared for a project when the record contains substantial evidence that 
the "project as possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable." (Guidelines section 15065 subdivision (a) (3).) 
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Therefore, the impact of the proposed project at 1515 South Van Ness (consisting of 141 
market rate units) should be evaluated in conjunction with the cumulative impacts it and the 
additional 543 units would have on the LCD. 

Substantial New Information Negates the Exempt Status Granted in the Certificate of 
Exemption. 

When substantial new infonnation becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require 
comprehensive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15183). My letterofOctober 
23, 2015 discussed many of these subsequent developments, including the trend of under 
production of affordable housing and overproduction of luxury housing- far from the stated 
targets in both categories. It is also of note that housing costs for both rental and purchase have 
been higher than projected At the same time, the City has fallen far short of its stated affordable 
housing goals. It is hard to conceive that the PIER for the Eastern Neighborhoods would have 
envisioned the extent of displacement that we have seen of Latinos and families. 

Many of these factors could not have been foreseen. Tech Shuttle Buses bring hundreds, 
if not thousands of high earning residents into the Mission and adjoining neighborhoods, further 
increasing the demand for housing. The accelerated loss of PDR uses (and working class jobs) is 
was presumably not envisioned in the plan. Likewise, the distances that displaced residents must 
now commute because housing affordable to them can only be found in Vallejo or Tracy was not 
foreseen at the time the PEIR was prepared. 

Not insignificantly, production of housing in the Mission either built or in the pipeline 
now exceeds projections under any of the tluee scenarios envisioned when the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan created. According to Planning Department Data, projects containing 2,451 
housing units have either been completed or are under environmental review as of 2/23/16. 
Option A envisioned 782 units, Option B 1,118 units and Option C 2054 units, with a Preferred 
Project at 1696 units. As such, the cwnulative environmental impacts of the proposed have not 
been evaluated. 

The PEIR did not predict the extensive level of displacement of Latinos and families that 
we have already witnessed in the Mission. 

Finally, the PEIR did not, nor could not have considered the impact of a project on the 
LCD because the LCD did not exist at the time. Where, as here, the offsite or cumulative 
impacts were not discussed in the prior PEIR, the exemption provided by Section 15183 does not 
apply. (See 151830)) 
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Evaluation Requested. 

In addition to whatever evaluation that the Department may deem appropriate, we are 
requesting that the Deparbnent evaluate the proposed project, both individually and 
cumulatively, with respect to the potential impacts of the extensive market rate development on 
the existing residents, businesses, and non-profits in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. This 
inquiry should include, but not be limited to, the following: 

- The amount of income that households will be required to have in order to afford the 
market rents of the proposed project. 

- The amount of anticipated disposable income of the households moving into the 
market rate units at the proposed project. 

- The consumer preferences of households moving into the market rate units at the 
proposed project, as compared to ~ose Latino residents in the LCD earning 50% 
AMI. 

- Impact on neighborhood serving Latino businesses that new market rent paying 
households, with higher disposable incomes, will have on commercial rents in the 
Latino Cultural District - both from the standpoint of the proposed project and from 
the standpoint of the cumulative impact of the projects listed above. 

- The impact that rents at the proposed project (and cumulative proposed projects) will 
have on rents of vacant resident units in the immediate areas. 

- The impact that the proposed project (and cumulative proposed projects) will have on 
displacement of Latinos and families now living in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 
District. 

- The housing alternatives of residents now living in the Calle 24 Latino Cultural 
District should they be displaced. 

- The impact that the proposed project (and cumulative proposed projects) will have on 
the percentage of Latino residents and businesses living and working in the Calle 24 
Latino Cultural District. 

- Mitigation alternatives that, if employed, would stabilize commercial rents in the 
Latino Cultural District. 
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I have not had the opportunity to thoroughly discuss all the potential issues that would 
inform the impacts of the proposed project both individually and cumulatively and may request 
that you add to this inquiry in the future. 

In light of the foregoing, you are requested to undertake the evaluation requested before 
considering the proposed project, or any of the other projects listed above that would have an 
impact on the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District. At your convenience, please let me know if the 
Deparbnent intends to undertake this evaluation as requested. 

Jsw:sme 

cc. Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 
Our Mission No Eviction 
PO DER 
MEDA 
John Rahaim 
Members, San Francisco Planning Commission 
Members, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Mayor, Ed Lee 
Joaquin Torres 
Dianna Ponce de Leon 

bees 
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< 506 Results for sheila 

FYI: Sup Campos Request for Continuance of Latino Cultural District Projects 

From: Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org> 
To: jscottweaver <jscottweaver@aol.com> 

Date: Wed, Aug 3, 20 16 4:47 pm 

From: Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 03, 2016 3:59 PM 
To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commiss ions.sP.cral;i1y@sfoov.org> 
Cc: Campos, David (BOS) <d:r:::J ~;:r;-.;;;;::"''s '.:; ' .... . >;Rahaim, John (CPC) <j01~-: r:r::;:":-::'°'':;'.;:;; .. ::~;;> 
Subject: Sup Campos Request for Continuance of Latino Cultura l District Projects 

Please see letter below from Supervisor David Campos. 

Sheila Chung Hagen 
Legislative Aide 
Office of Supervisor David Campos 
415-SS4-5144 I sheila.chunq.hagen@sfgov.org 

Planning Commission 
San Francisco Plann ing Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 
SENT VlA EMAIL TO Cu11 1 11 1i~~io11s~SclAt::ld 1 y1~~fyuv.urg 

August 3, 2016 

Re: Request for continuance of Latino C ultural District projects 

Dear Commissioners: 

As the lead sponsor of the Board of Supervisors resolution that created the Calle 24 Latino Cultural District, I have worked with the Calle 24 
Counci l and other community stakeholders to strengthen and preserve the Cultural District. Currently, there arc three market rate development projects 
that the Commission will be considering within the next two weeks. They are 2675 Folsom Street (August 4), 15 15 South Van Ness Avenue, and 2600 
I larrison Street (both on August 11 ). These and several market rate projects in and nex t to the cultural district could transform the d istr ict and threaten to 
displace long-time residents, businesses, and non-profi ts. 

The Calle 24 Latino Cultural District is a recognized treasure of this C ity and was created to preserve and enhance the vibrancy of Latino culture 
there. Before approva l, the Plan ning Department should consider the impacts of these projects on the Latino Cull'Ural District and develop measures that 
will mitigate those impacts. 

The Interim Contro l Reports p repared by project sponsors do not discuss the short- and long-term demographic impacts o f their projects in the 
context of the Latino Culh1ral District. First, the project sponsors are not asked to address impacts on the C ultural District, but rather the Mission as a 
whole. Second, there are no recognized studies evaluating impacts on the Cultural District in particular, and therefore a sponsor is unable to discuss 
impacts in the immediate area. This is a sig nifi cant shortcoming. The recent study by the U.C. Berkeley Urban Displacement Project concluded that more 
detailed analysis is needed " to clarify the complex relationship between development, affordability, and displacement at a local scale." It concluded by 
stress ing the importance o f stabilizing vulnerable communities as well as producing alTordable and market rate hous ing. Finally, and perhaps most 
importantly, the Interim Control Reports do not address cumulati ve demographic changes that multiple market rate projects in the area would have on tbe 
Cultural District. 

The Planning Department has already recognized the importance of s trengthening and preserving the socioeconomic diversity of the Mission 
neighborhood through its leadership on the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP 2020). I have requested that the Planning Department, in collaboration with 
MA P 2020 stakeholders, evaluate the impacls of these demographic changes on !he Latino Culwral District and suggest mi tigations that w ill ensure the 
long-lcrm stability of the Dis tric t. In particular, I have asked for an ana lysis of tbe potential impact of the pipeline projects within the C ultural District on: 

ex isting, neighborhood-serving businesses 
the displacement of current residents 
the affordability o f rents for low- and middle-income residents 
the Latino community li ving and work ing in the Cultural District 

I ask that you please continue consideration of a ny projects wjthin the Calle 24 Latino C ultura l District until this analysis is complete. I 
believe that it is critical for the Planning Commission, the Planning Department, and tbe Board of Supervisors to understand the impact o f its decisions on 
1hc C ultural D istrict. 
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Sincerely, 

David Campos 
Supervisor, District 9 

AOL Mail - Message View 



September 20, 2016 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee {EN CAC) Response to the EN 
Monitoring Reports {2011-2015) 

Dear President Fong and Members of the Planning Commission: 

At your September 22, 2016 Regular Meeting, you will hear a presentation on the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Five Year Monitoring Report (2011- 2015). Attached, please find the statement 
prepared by the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee (EN CAC) in response to this report. 

As you know, we are a 19 member body created along with the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans in 
2009. We are appointed by both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors and are made up of wide 
range of residents, business and property owners, developers, and activists. Our charge is to provide 
input on many aspects of the EN Plans' implementation including but not limited to: (1) how to program 
funds raised through impact fees, (2) proposed changes in land use policy, and (3) the scope and content 
of the Monitoring Report. 

We have been working closely with staff over the course of the last year to assure the Monitoring 
Report is accurate and contains all of the material and analysis required by the Planning and 
Administrative Codes. At our regular monthly meeting in August, we voted to endorse the Monitoring 
Report that is now before you. We understand that while the Monitoring Report is to provide data, 
analysis, and observations about development in the EN, it is not intended to provide conclusive 
statements about its success. Because of this, we have chosen to provide you with the attached 
statement regarding the where we believe the EN Plan has been successful, where it has not, and what 
the next steps should be in improving the intended Plans' goals and objectives. 

Several of our members will be at your September 22 hearing to provide you with our prospective. We 
look forward to having a dialog with you on what we believe are the next steps. 

Please feel free to reach out to me, Bruce Huie, the CAC Vice-Chai r or any of our members with 
questions or thoughts through Mat Snyder, CAC staff. (mathew.snyder@sfgov.org; 415-575-6891) 

Sincerely, 

Chris Block 
Chair 
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee 



Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee 
Response to the Five-Year EN Monitoring Report (2011-2015) 

INTRODUCTION 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee (EN CAC) is comprised of 19 
individuals appointed by members of the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor to represent the 
five neighborhoods included in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan (EN Plan) - Mission, Showplace 
Square/Potrero Hill, Central Waterfront, East SoMa and Western SoMa. 

The EN CAC has prepared this document in response to the five-year monitoring report, which 
was prepared under the specifications of the EN Plan adopting ordinance and approved for 
submittal to the Planning Commission by the EN CAC on September 22, 2016. This response 
letter was prepared to provide context and an on-the-ground perspective of what has been 
happening, as well as outline policy objectives and principles to support the community members 
in each of these neighborhoods who are most impacted by development undertaken in response 
to the Plan. 

BACKGROUND 
High Level Policy Objectives and Key Planning Principles of the EN Plan: 
The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans represent the City's and community's pursuit of two key 
policy goals: 

l. Ensuring a stable future for PDR businesses in the city by preserving lands suitable to 
these activities and minimizing conflicts with other land uses; and 

2. Providing a significant amount of new housing affordable to low, moderate and middle 
income families and individuals, along with "complete neighborhoods" that provide 
appropriate amenities for the existing and new residents. 

In addition to policy goals and objectives outlined in individual plans referenced above, all plans 
are guided by four key principles divided into two broad policy categories: 

The Economy and Jobs: 
1. Reserve sufficient space for production, distribution and repair (PDR) activities, in order 

to support the city's economy and provide good jobs for residents. 
2. Take steps to provide space for new industries that bring innovation and flexibility to the 

city's economy. 

People and Neighborhoods: 
1. Encourage new housing at appropriate locations and make it as affordable as possible to a 

range of city residents. 

(oOO 
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2. Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical elements of 
complete neighborhoods. 

The ordinances that enacted the EN Plan envision an increase of9,785 and over 13,000 new jobs 
in the Plan Area over the 20 year period - 2009 to 2029. 

The Eastern Neighborhood's approval included various implementation documents including an 
lnteragency Memorandum of Understand (MOU) among various City Departments to provide 
assurances to the Community that the public benefits promised with the Plan would in fact be 
provided. 

COMMENTARY FROM THE EN CAC 

The below sections mirror the four key principles of the EN Plan in organization. Below each 
principle are the aspects of the Plan that the EN CAC see as "working" followed by "what is not 
working". 

PRINCIPLE 1. Reserve sufficient space for production, distribution and repair (PDR) activities, 
in order to support the city's economy and provide good jobs for residents. 

What Seems to be Working: 
PDR has been preserved and serves as a model for other cities 
A hallmark of the EN Plan is that the City preserved and protected industrial space and 
land in the newly created PDR Districts. In fact, many other cities with robust real estate 
markets often look to San Francisco to understand how the protections were implemented 
and what the result have been since protections were put in place. While other cities 
struggle with preserving land for industrial uses, the EN Plan actually anticipated the 
possible changes and growth we are now facing and provided specific space for industrial 
uses. 
Job Growth in the EN, including manufacturing, is almost double the amount that was 
anticipated in the EN Plan. 

What Seems to Not be Working 
Loss of PDRjobs in certain sectors. 
There is much anecdotal evidence of traditional PDR businesses being forced out of their 
long-time locations within UMU zones. In certain neighborhoods, the UMU zoning has 
lead to gentrification, as long standing PDR uses are being replaced with upscale retail 
and other commercial services catering to the large segment of market rate housing. 

(oO( 
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The relocation and displacement of PDR has been especially severe in the arts and in auto 
repair businesses. 

Outside of the PDR zoning, there is no mechanism to preserve the types of uses that 
typified existing light industrial neighborhoods, such as traditional PDR businesses that 
offered well-paying entry level positions, and arts uses. This has resulted in a 
fundamental loss of the long-time creative arts community character of the South of 
Market, and now also in the Mission District and Dogpatch Neighborhood, with more to 
come. Traditional PDR businesses cannot afford the rents of new PDR buildings and do 
not fit well on the ground floor of multi-unit residential buildings. The CAC suggests that 
the City develop mechanisms within the Planning Code to encourage construction of new 
PDR space both in the PDR-only zones and the mixed-use districts suitable for these 
traditional uses, including exploring mandatory BMR PDR spaces. 

PRINCIPLE 2: Take steps to provide space for new industries that bring innovation and 
flexibility to the city's economy. 

What Seems to be Working: 
The Mixed Use Office zone in East SOMA has produced a number of ground-up office projects 
which provide space for new industries that can bring innovation and flexibility to the City's 
economy. 

There has been a substantial growth in jobs (approx 32,500 jobs) between 2010-2015 - this far 
exceeds what was expected over the 20 year term (13,000 jobs). The EN Growth rate appears to 
be much higher than most other areas of SF. 

In other PDR areas, the focus of the EN Plan was to preserve land and industrial space (as 
opposed to constructing new industrial space) in the various PDR zones within the Plan. Based 
in part on the robust amount of job growth including job growth within the PDR sector and the 
need for new industrial space, the City did amend some of the PDR zoning controls on select 
sites to encourage new PDR space construction in combination with office and/or institutional 
space. One project has been approved but not yet constructed and features approximately 60,000 
square feet of deed-restricted and affordably priced light industrial space and 90,000 square feet 
of market rate industrial space, for a total of 150,000 square feet of new PDR space. 

What Seems to Not be Working 
The EN Plan includes a Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay in the northern portion of the 
Central Waterfront that was put in place to permit expansion of these types of uses resulting from 
the success of Mission Bay. As of the date of this document, no proposal has been made by the 
private sector pursuant to the Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay. It's the CAC's view that 
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the residential uses of the UMU zoning in this specific area supports greater land values then 
those supported by the Overlay. In addition, the relatively small parcel sizes that characterize the 
Central Waterfront I Dogpatch area are less accommodating of larger floorplate biotechnology or 
medical use buildings. 

PRINCIPLE 3: Encourage new housing at appropriate locations and make it as affordable as 
possible to a range of city residents. 

What Seems to be Working: 
Affordable Housing has been created beyond what would have otherwise: 
Throughout San Francisco and certainly in the Eastern Neighborhoods, San Franciscans are 
experiencing an affordable housing crisis. That being said, the EN Plan's policy mechanisms 
have created higher levels of inclusionary units than previously required by the City (see 
Executive Summary, pg. 7). For example, at the time of enactment, UMU zoning required 20% more 

inclusionary where density controls were lifted, and higher where additional heights were granted. In 
this regards, UMU has shown to be a powerful zoning tool and is largely responsible for the EN 
Plan's robust housing development pipeline & implementation. At the same time, community 
activists and neighborhood organizations have advocated for deeper levels of affordability and 
higher inclusionary amounts contributing to the creation of additional affordable housing. 

Affordable housing funds for Mission and South of Market have been raised: 
Some of the initial dollars of impact fees (first $10M) were for preservation and rehabilitation of 
existing affordable housing that would not have otherwise existed if not for the EN Plan. 

A new small-sites acquisition and rehab program was implemented in 2015, and has been successful in 
preserving several dozen units as permanent affordable housing, protecting existing tenants, and 

upgrading life-safety in the buildings. 

After a few slow years between 2010-2012, the EN Plan is now out-pacing housing production 
with 1,375 units completed, another 3,208 under construction and 1,082 units entitled with 
another 7,363 units under permit review (in sum 13,028 units in some phase of development). 

What Seems to Not be Working 
There is a growing viewpoint centered on the idea that San Francisco has become a playground 
for the rich. Long-established EN communities and long-term residents of these neighborhoods 
(people of color, artists, seniors, low-income and working class people,) are experiencing an 
economic disenfranchisement, as they can no longer afford to rent, to eat out, or to shop in the 
neighborhood. They see the disappearance of their long-time neighborhood-serving businesses 
and shrinking sense of community. 
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Insufficient construction of affordable housing 

Although developments have been increasing throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, we have 
seen a lack of affordable housing included in what is being built compared to the needs of the 
current community members. Market-rate development, often regarded as "luxury," is 
inaccessible to the vast majority of individuals and families living in the city. The demand for 
these units has been the basis for a notable level of displacement, and for unseen pressures on 
people in rent controlled units, and others struggling to remain in San Francisco. A robust 
amount of affordable housing is needed to ensure those with restricted financial means can afford 
San Francisco. We have yet to see this level of development emulated for the populations who 
are most affected by the market-rate tremors. It is time for an approach towards affordable 
housing commensurate with the surge that we have seen for luxury units. 

High cost of housing and commercial rents 
Due to the high cost of housing in San Francisco, many long-term residents are finding it 
increasingly difficult, if not outright impossible, to even imagine socioeconomic progress. As 
rents have entered into a realm of relative absurdity, residents have found it ever more 
challenging to continue living in the city. The only way to move up (or even stay afloat, in many 
cases), is to move out of San Francisco. This situation has unleashed a force of displacement, 
anxiety, and general uneasiness within many segments of the Eastern Neighborhoods. 

Pace of Development 
The pace of development within the Eastern Neighborhoods has far exceeded the expectations 
originally conceived by the City. Since the market is intended to ensure situations are harnessed 
to maximize profit, we have seen development unaffordable to most. With a few thousand units 
in the pipeline slated for the Eastern Neighborhoods, much yet needs to be done to ensure that 
the city can handle such rapid change without destroying the essence of San Francisco. 

PRINCIPLE 4: Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical 
elements of complete neighborhoods. 

What Seems to be Working: 
The EN Plan leverages private investment for community benefits by creating predictability for 
development. 
With a clear set of zoning principles and codes and an approved EIR, the EN Plan has 
successfully laid a pathway for private investment as evidenced by the robust development 
pipeline. While in some neighborhoods the pace of development may be outpacing those benefits 
- as is the case in the throughout the Eastern Neighborhoods, there are community benefits being 
built alongside the development - and a growing impact fee fund source, as developments pay 
their impact fees as required by the EN Plan. 
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Funds have been raised for infrastructure that would not otherwise be raised. To date $48M has 
been raised and $100M expected in the next five years (see Tables 6.2.3; 6.2.2) 

Priority Projects have been incorporated into the City's Ten Year Capital Plan and the 
Implementing Agencies' Capital Improvement Plans and work programs. 

The Plan has lead to the development of parks and open space recreation. Streetscape 
improvements to 161

h Street, Folsom and Howard, 61
h, 7th and 8th Streets are now either fully 

funded or in process of being funded. 

It is expected that more street life will over time support more in-fill retail and other community 
services. 

New urban design policies that were introduced as part of the EN Plan are positive. The creation 
of controls such as massing breaks, mid-block mews, and active space frontages at street level 
create a more pedestrian friendly environment and a more pleasant urban experience. In Western 
Soma, the prohibition of lot aggregation above 100' has proven useful in keeping the smaller 
scale. 

What Seems to Not be Working 
A high portion of impact fees (80%) is dedicated to priority projects, such as improvements to 
l 61

h Street and, Folsom and Howard Streets. The vast majority of impact fees have been set 
aside for these large infrastructure projects that might have been better funded by the general 
fund. This would allow for more funding for improvements in the areas directly impacted by the 
new development. This also limits the availability of funds for smaller scale projects and for 
projects that are more EN-centric. There are very limited options in funding for projects that 
have not been designated as "priority projects". 

In-kind agreements have absorbed a significant percentage of the discretionary fees collected as 
well. 

Absence of open space 
The Eastern Neighborhoods lag behind other neighborhoods in San Francisco and nationwide in 
per capita green space (see Rec and Open Space Element Map 07 for areas lacking open space). 
Although the impact fees are funding the construction of new parks at 17th and Folsom in the 
Mission, Daggett Park in Potrero Hill and the rehabilitation of South Park in SOMA, there is a 
significant absence of new green or open space being added to address the influx of new 
residents. The Showplace Square Open Space Plan calls for four acres of new parks in the 
neighborhoods where only one is being constructed. 

<oo5 
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As a finite and valuable resource, we believe the City has an obligation to treat the waterfront 
uniquely and should strive to provide green and open waterfront space to the residents of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods and all City residents in perpetuity. 

The pace of infrastructure development is not keeping up with development 
There is a lag time between development and the implementation of new infrastructure, 
seemingly with no clear plan for how to fund the increased infrastructure needs. The plan is now 
8 years old: the number of housing units that were projected to be built under the Plan is being 
exceeded, and we have to date not identified additional infrastructure funds to make up the 
funding gap. This appears to be a clear failure in the EN Plan implementation, especially because 
we now have little chance to fill that gap with higher development fees. 

The data contained in the Monitoring Report indicates that the EN Plan has been successful in 
the development of new housing. However, the pace of development appears to have far 
exceeded the pace of new infrastructure. This is true in each of the EN areas. There is a 
deficiency in transit options and development of new open space within all plan neighborhoods. 
A single child-care center in the Central Waterfront has been built as a part of the Plan. As of this 
time, not one new open space park has opened within the Plan area. The deficiency in public 
transportation is especially apparent. Ride services have become an increasingly popular option. 
However, their use contributes to the traffic congestion that is common throughout the city of 
San Francisco. 

The impact fees inadequate 
Although the amount of impact fees currently projected to be collected will exceed the sums 
projected in the Plan, the funding seems inadequate to address the increasing requirements for 
infrastructure improvements to support the EN Plan. The pace of development has put huge 
pressure on transportation and congestion and increased the need and desire for improved bike 
and pedestrian access along major routes within each Plan neighborhood. There is a striking 
absence of open space, especially in the Showplace/Potrero neighborhood. There has been a 
significant lag time in the collection of the Plan impact fees and with the implementation of the 
community benefits intended to be funded by the fees. 

Large portions of impact fees are dedicated, which limits agility with funding requests from 
discretionary fees. The CAC has allocated funding for citizen-led initiatives to contribute a 
sustainable stream of funding to the Community Challenge Grant program run out of the City 
Administrators' office. Our past experience is that this program has doubled capacity of local 
"street parks" in the Central Waterfront from 2 to 4 with the addition of Tunnel Top Park and 
Angel Alley to the current street parks of Minnesota Grove and Progress Park. 
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Impacts of non-EIR projects 

Data in the report does not properly reflect the impacts ofnon-EIR projects, such as Pier 70, 
recent UCSF expansion into Dogpatch and the Potrero Annex. These very large projects are not 
required to provide impact fees; the public must rely on the developers working with the 
community to add benefits to their projects. 

Upcoming non-EIR projects such as the Warriors arena, Seawall 337 I Pier 48, continued 
housing development in Mission Bay and UCSF student housing further increase the pressures of 
density on the neighborhoods. The square footage included in these various projects may equal 
or exceed all of the projects under the EN Plan. Although these projects are not dependent on the 
EN Plan to provide their infrastructure, their impacts should be considered for a complete EN 
approach to infrastructure and other improvements. 

Deficiency in Complete Neighborhoods 
Complete neighborhoods recognize the need for proximity of daily consumer needs to a home 
residence. Combining resources to add shopping for groceries, recreation for families, schools 
for children will create a complete neighborhood. This will then have the additional benefit of 
reducing vehicle trips. 

Many new developments have been built with no neighborhood -serving retail or commercial 
ground floor space. The UMU zoning has allowed developers to take advantage of a robust real 
estate market and build out the ground floor spaces with additional residential units, not 
neighborhood services such as grocery and other stores. 

Evictions and move-outs 
There are many reports of long-term residents of the neighborhoods being evicted or forced or 
paid to move out of the area. Younger, high wage-earning people are replacing retirees on fixed 
incomes and middle and low wage earners. 

Traffic congestion and its impact on commercial uses 
Transportation improvements have not kept pace with the amount of vehicular traffic on the 
streets, leading to vehicular traffic congestion in many parts of the Eastern Neighborhoods. 
While the slow movement of traffic has affected all residents, it has become a serious burden for 
businesses that rely on their ability to move goods and services quickly and efficiently. The 
additional transit that has been implemented through MUNI Forward is welcome but not 
sufficient to serve new growth. There does not seem to be sufficient increase in service to meet 
the increase in population. 
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Loss of non-pro.fit and institutional space 
There are many reports of non-profits and institutions being forced to relocate due to rent 
pressures. 

Urban Design Policies and Guidelines 
While the EN Plans did provide urban design provisions to break up building and provide active 
frontages, additional urban design controls are warranted. New buildings would be more 
welcome if they provided more commercial activity at the ground level. Other guidelines should 
be considered to further break down the massing of new structures. 

PROPOSED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS WHAT'S NOT WORKING: 

Retaining PDR: 
• Study trends of specific PDR sectors, such as repair and construction to see what is 

happening to them. 

• Implement temporary or permanent relocation assistance programs for displaced PDR 
tenants through the OEWD. 

• Consider implementing programs to transition workers from PDR sectors being lost. 
• Potentially preserve additional land for PDR- both inside and outside of the EN (i.e. 

Bayshore). 
• Establish new mechanisms and zoning tools to encourage construction and establishment 

of new and modern PDR space within the PDR districts. 

• The EN Plan should consider making a provision for temporary or permanent relocation 
assistance for PDR uses displaced by implementation of the EN Plan and/or use impact 
fees to assist in the acquisition/development of a new creative arts facility similar to other 
city-sponsored neighborhood arts centers like SOMArts. 

Retaining Non-Profit Spaces: 
• Study impacts of rent increases on non-profit office space. 
• Where preservation/incorporation of PDR uses will be required (i.e. Central Waterfront), 

consider allowing incorporation of non-profit office as an alternative. 
• Consider enacting inclusionary office program for non-profit space, PDR, and similar 

uses. 

Housing 
• Consider increases in affordability levels. 
• More aggressively pursue purchasing opportunity sites to ensure that they can be 

preserved for affordable housing before they are bought by market-rate developers. 
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Infrastructure I Complete Neighborhoods 
• Work with Controller's Office, Capital Planning Office, and the Mayor's Budget Office 

to solve the existing known funding gap for EN Infrastructure Projects. 
• Deploy impact fees more quickly or find ways to use impact fees to leverage other 

sources that could be deployed sooner (i.e. bond against revenue stream). 

• Consider increasing impact fee levels. 
• Increase amount of infrastructure, such as additional parks, given that more development 

has occurred (and will likely continue to occur) than originally anticipated. 
• Study how to bring infrastructure improvements sooner. 
• Study new funding strategies (such as an IFD or similar) or other finance mechanisms to 

supplement impact fees and other finance sources to facilitate the creation of complete 
neighborhoods, a core objective of the EN Plan. 

• Improve the process for in kind agreements. 
• Consider allocation of waterfront property to increase the amount of green and open 

space for use by the general public, as illustrated by the successful implementation in 
Chicago. 

• Review structure of the EN CAC. Consider how the CAC can deploy funds faster. 
Possibly broaden the role of the CAC to include consideration of creation of complete 
neighborhoods. 

• Consider decreasing the number of members on the EN CAC in order to meet quorum 
more routinely. Impress on the BOS and the Mayor the importance of timely 
appointments to the CAC. 

• Consider legislation that would enable greater flexibility in spending between 
infrastructure categories so that funds are not as constrained as they are currently set to be 
by the Planning Code. 

• Explore policies that maximize the utilization of existing and new retail tenant space for 
neighborhood serving retail, so that they are not kept vacant. 

Non EN-EIR Projects 
• Encourage the City to take a more holistic expansive approach and analysis that include 

projects not included in the current EN EIR or the EN Geography. 



The Eviction Defense Collaborative strives to prevent homelessness, preserve affordable 
housinq and protect the diversity of San Francisco. We work toward these qoals by providinq 
emergency rental assistance and by helping low-Income tenants qain eQual access to the law In order 
to assert their riqhts at court. 
The Anti-Eviction Mapping Project is a data visualization, data analysis, and oral history 
collective documenting the displacement and resistance of Bay Area residents. With numerous 
partner organizations includinq the EDC, we seek to empower community knowledqe production 
through our collaborative visualizations. 

EVICTION DEFENSE 
COLLABORATIVE 

Donate or Volunteer at evictiondefense.org 
Tax Id# (94·3342323) 

EVICTION REPORT 2015 
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r The Eviction Defense 
Collaborative strives t~ pr~vent homelessness, 
preserve affordable housing, and protect the diversity of 
San Francisco by providing emergency rental assistance and 
advocating for low-income tenants to gain equal access to the law. -Drop· In Clinlc 

Eoc·s drop·ln clinic welcomes any San Francisco tenant laclnQ an eviction. Open every 
weekday. services Include ouldance In the brief leoal process ol evictions: help In preparlno 
papers to mo In court: referrals to other leqal resourcM: and hands-on neootlatlon. ouldance. 
and support durlno the settlement conference. 

Trlal Project 
The Trial Project offers onooino and full·scope representation for tenants who do not settle 
thei r cases at a stllltment conlerence. Eviction cases are heard In clvll court where no publlc 
defenders are provided. but It Is oeneral ty Impossible for people In low·lncome househOlds to 
afford a private attorney. The EOC charoes a slldlno scale fee and arranQts payment plans for 
Its services on an as-needed basis. Noone ls turnod away duo to lack of funds. 

-~ 
--fJ.- _____ .. 

RAOCo • Rental Assistance Disbursement Component 
Startlno In 1999. lhe EOC beoan developino a more complete preventative packaoe of nrvices 
for famllles and 11\dlvlduals deauno with an eviction lawsuit. A crucial part of this packaoe Is 
financial rollof for r enters. We provide rental assistance. orants. and lnterest·free loans to 
approximately 500 households per year. enabllno families to pay overdue rent and keep their 
home~ RAOCO works with tenants who have fallen behind In rent bocauu of a crisis such as 
a family health emeroency.an Injury at work. or the thelt of rent money. One does not need to 
have received an eviction notice to quallfy for RAOCo funds. 

F--
EOC also assists these who are hOmeless and In need of advocates In the City's homeless 
shell•~ San Francisco Is unique in the country to have a formal orlevance process for these 
who have been denied services from Cit y· funded she lter~ Our Shelter Cllent Advocates work 
with residents of homeless shelters to monitor conditions and rules. actlno as Informal conflict 
resolvtts between the shelters and their cnents and asslstlno cii.nts In appHllno denials of 
service. A rectnl evaluation of our prooram shows that the EOC's Involvement IHdS to a 70% 
positive outcome for cfients-.lther the dtnlal of service Is overturned or the dtlnal of service ls 
positively modified. 

- - ,-
.,..,...-----~VlCllON DEF£NSE COLLABORATIVE 

San Francisco is experlenclno a crisis of affordablllty. 

In 2014 & 2015. lhe city rankvd wcond In the nation In Income Inequality. with the fastest qrowlnQ qap 
between rich and poor'. This year. the poorest household lncomos art finally QOlno up. However, with the 
median rent for a one· bedroom apartment at $3,100, and for a two· bedroom et $4,125'. th is shi ft may 
be a result of tenants belno priced out of the city. This Is the landscape that SF tenants are navloallno. In 
partnership with many others. the Eviction Defense Collaboratlvo Is fiohtlnQ for tonants to stay. 
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Over 90% of San Francisco tenants who respond to their 
eviction lawsuit do so with EOC's help. Each year. tenants of 
color are dlsproportlonatoly represented rn those we serve. 

829,072 
SF Population 

TENANTS 
SERVED BY EOC 

17.511 

6, 72 0 Individuals 
Served by EDC in 2015 

Without EDC, I would have had to return to my parents' 
home in Tulsa, Oklahoma, where they have no 
protections for transgender rights. EDC saved both 
my own and my son's lives from very radical change. 

41All 

ll.311 

28.3" 

17.3" 

Compared to the city 
population in 2015, 
African-Americans 
were overrepresented 
in our clientele by over 

300% 
TENANTS 
SERVED BY EDC 

SF POPUt.:ATION 

RACE/ 
ETHNICITY 

380,518 
Total Housing 
Units in SF 

EOC's help was a blessing. I see a lot of homeless 
people on the streets and I feel for them. I came 
very c lose-that was a scary feeling. I wouldn't 
have been able to survive being homeless. 
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In 2013, EOC fo llowed up with a random $llmpl~ 

of our cllents from the prevlo~ year. 
Thi s Is where they 1tnded IJI>. 

f 320 TOTAL/ 

21% Seniors 

25% Mln0<s 

37% 0 15llbled 

•El 118 
El 11 0 
Vl 48 
l 31 
M RACE I ETHNICITY : AMI: 

White 120 Black 73 

Black 73 Latino 52 Asian 41 Other Nat. Am. 

St ayed in Home f 153 ToTAL / 

•El 72 
EL 53 
Vl 19 
l 5 
M 

27% S1tnlors 

33% Minors 

44% Olsabled 

RACE I ETHNICITY : AMI : 

Slack 69 Whit e 31 Asian 20 Lat ino 17 Nal. Am. 

Moved within Bay Area { 81 TOTAt. / 

AMI: 

• El 19 
Et. 28 
Vt. 18 
l 
M 

I 
RACE / ETHNICITY : 

Whit e 53 

White 20 Latino 21 Asian 0th. 

34% Seniors 32% Minon 32% Olsabled 

Moved within CA f 130 TOTAL / 

15% Seniors 15% Min 

Black 27 

AMI : 

39% 0 15llblod 

RACE I ETHNICITY: ...... 
White 18 Asian 7 
Other 4 Black 3 
Latino 3 

-- EVICTION DEFENSE COLLABORATIVE 

257 
Rent Controlled 
Units we Preserved 

155 
Children we 
kept housed 

92 
Seniors we 
assist ed 

257 Rental 
Control Units 

230 Clients 88 Households 246 Households on 87 Households 
with children Public Assistance with seniors 

[ 62% of clients J 
with Dlsabllltles 
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Black / African American 207 
White 121 

Hispanic or Latino 80 
N/ A 31 

Other 18 
Amer ican Indian 15 
Asian 15 

Native Hawaiian I Pacific Islander 8 

Bud9etln9 102 
Temporary loss of work income 72 

Temporary loss of benefits 43 
Other 40 

Health, hospital bills or unable to work 34 
N/ A 30 

Crime aqalnst tenant 27 
Family emer11ency 27 

Rent money lost 14 
One time expense 11 
Security deposit for homeless/ shel ter resident 10 

Landlord tenant dispute 5 

95% 
Clients remained In their 
homes after 3 mont hs 

81% 
Clients remained In their 
homes after 9 months 



The number of evictions carried out by the SF Sheriff's Otpartment each year 
reprtsents only a fraction of the number of San Francisco tenants forced out 

of their homes. Many poop!t leave their homes btfort any formal eviction 
procedure ls carried out In r11sponse to sudden rent hikes. harassment 

from landlords, and buyouts Intended to undermine rent control. 

.111 ---

EDC's work to have a Stay of Eviction (outlined In the chart on the 
followlnq paqt) qr anted In many cases accounts for !ht difference 

In number of scheduled and completed evictions Shown here. 

We were so stressed because we didn't know what to do. 
There was a time when we were QOinCJ to 9ive up, 9oinQ 
to move out. But EDC said don't worry about a thinCJ, 
we're Qoinc;i to help you. EDC oave us 130% effort." 

•1Hl!SWI' ~ld.W:- 30 or 60 Days 

•• 
Tenant DOES pay rent or 
Cures Violation of Rental 

AQreement 

Tenant DOES NOT pay rent 
or Cure Violation of Rental 

Aoreement 

•m11'1iH!!of' 
Landlord Flies Summons + Complaint for 

UNLAWFUL DETAINER at Court and Serves Tenant 

~ 

~ 

Tenant has only S calendar 
days • lncludlno wHkends 
• to respond to tht ltwsult 

NO Response filed Response filed: Prelimln1ry Motions: 

Default J udqtment: 
Tenant loses 

Demurr er/ Motion to Strike 
Motion to Ouash 

File Answer: 
Jury Demand and Di scovery 

·13 Days 
Exe.pt In San Francisco· 
usually Wtds. or Thurs., 
2 · 3 wHks efttr Answtr 

•• Mandatory set tlement c onfmnce • •UU'1¥'1t'' 
Motion to Vacate 

uumt1·m 

•• 

• Sherrlll's Notice 

In San f'ranclsco • 
Shtrrllf's Eviction set for 2 
·3 wttks after Judqement 
and on a Weds. 

Stay of Eviction • 4'itiJW9 
In San Francisco, courts wi ll often qrant a I 
wttk stay and possibly additlon11 stays, with 
uch tdditlontl stty proqresslvtly less likely 
t o bt Qttnted. 

~ 
'PV·mw 

• • 

·•"' 

Except In San rranclsco. 
usually th• followlnq Mon., 
but sometimes have to 
wait for a courtroom 

+Tenant stays In Posstsslon 
+Tenant must pay 111 back 
rtnt (at rett dttermlntd by 
jury If defense Is habitability) 
+Tenant recovers Cost of Sult 
+Tenant recovers Attorney 
FHS If Provided In Rtnt•I 
Aqrffment 

V) 
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Evictions Near Shuttle Stops 2011-2013 

N 

+ 

Overall: 

0 0.5 1 
I I I 

• 2013 Evictions 

• 2012 Evictions 

• 2011 Evictions 

Shuttle Stops 

2 Miles 
I 

No-Fault Evictions increased 42°10 between 2011 and 2012. 
No-Fault Evictions increased 57°10 between 2012 and 2013. 

69o/o of No-Fault Evictions each year occurred 
within four blocks of known shuttle stops. 

Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 
*l\ln-l=:::.1 ilt l="irtinn in,..li 1rl<> l= lli c:: n <>mnlitinn c:: R. ()IAln<>r ~An"<>- l n c:: 

Sources: San Francisco Rent Board & data.sf.gov.org 
Shuttle stops from Stamen Design 2012 study & 
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Sales Taxes Collected in Mission Area Plan Area, 2011-2015 

$75, 198,021 

9.5% $80,709,201 7.3% 

7.7% $84,261,806 4.4% 

5.8% $89,605,4 13 

20 11 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

$4,486,667 

$4,913,267 

$5,292,732 

$5,598,902 

$6,227,719 11.2% $94,546, 142 

6.3% 

5.5% 

$26,519,287 $424,320,583 

Source San Frarcisco Cont1olle(s O'hcc 

3 
Property Taxes Collected in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 2008 and 2015 

Mission $37,908,346 $58,957,413 

Central Waterfront $5,704,111 $10,338,391 

East SoMa $46,831,664 $63, 172,434 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill $29,446,594 $4 7 ,803,586 

Western SoMa $17,146,718 $24,348,243 

Total $137,037,433 $204,620,067 

Source SF As"'5S01·s Ottoce lo• ?008 dal.l (assessed value~ t f1'('S " " rJte of I 163%) and Tax Collccto<"s Ott>ee fa< 20: 5 

3. Housing 

The provision of adequate housing to residents 
of all incomes has long been a challenge in San 
Francisco. Over the past five years, however, San 
Francisco epitomized the housing affordability cri­
sis afflicting American cities and coastal communi­
ties throughout California . As discussed in the 
previous section, the Bay Area , city, and Mission 
neighborhood have all seen robust employment 
growth since the "Great Recession" triggered by 
the financial crisis in 2007. During this period, 
the city has added housing units much more 
slowly than new employees. As a result, a growing 
and more affluent labor force has driven up the 
costs of housing, making it increasingly difficult 
for low and moderate income fami lies to remain in 
San Francisco. 

In the past five years, the Mission has been a 
focal point of struggles over housing as well as 
efforts by the City to ensure that its residents can 
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continue to live there. One of the main goals of the 
Mission Area Plan is to increase the production 
of housing affordable to a wide-range of incomes. 
The environmental ana lysis conducted for the 
EN EIR estimated that between 800 and 2,000 
additional units could be developed as a result 
of the rezoning associated with the Mission Area 
Plan .8 The Plan also recognizes the value of the 
existing housing stock and calls for its preserva­
tion, particularly given that much of it is under 
rent control. Dwell ing unit mergers are strongly 
discouraged and housing demolitions are al lowed 
only on cond ition of adequate unit replacement. 

-
8 [a,tcrn Neighborhoods Rezoning and A1ca Plans [ nv11onmcntal Impact Report 
(2005) 
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1. Introduction: Mission Area Plan 

San Francisco's Eastern Bayfront neighborhoods 
have historically been the home of the city's indus­
trial economy and have accommodated diverse 
communities ranging from families who have 
lived in the area for generations to more recent 
immigrants from Latin America and Asia. The 
combination of a vibrant and innovative industrial 
economy with the rich cultural infusion of old 
and new residents is central to San Francisco's 
character. Among many of the components that 
contributed to the economic and cultural character 
of the eastern part of the San Francisco were the 
wide availability of lands suitable for industrial 
activities (whether or not they were zoned for 
such) and the affordability of these neighborhoods' 
housing stock, relative to other parts of the city. 
Industrial properties continue to be valuable assets 
to the city's economy as they provide space for 
innovative local businesses; large, flexible floor­
plans for a wide range of tenants; and living wage 
career opportunities to residents without advanced 
degrees. 

Over the past few decades, and particularly during 
the series of 11 booms" in high technology industries 
since in the 1990s, the Eastern Bayfront neigh­
borhoods have experienced waves of pressure 
on its industrial lands and affordable housing 
stock. Due to their proximity to downtown San 
Francisco and easy access (via US-101, 1-280, 
and Caltrain) to Silicon Valley, industrially-zoned 
properties in the Eastern Bayshore, particularly in 
neighborhoods like South of Market (SoMa), Mis­
sion, Showplace Square, and Central Waterfront 
became highly desirable to office users who were 
able to outbid traditional production, distribution, 
and repair (PDR) businesses for those spaces. 
The predominant industrial zoning designations in 
these neighborhoods until the late 2000s-C-M, 
M-1, and M-2-allowed for a broad range of uses, 
which enabled owners to sell or lease properties 
to non-PDR businesses as well as to develop 
them into "live-work" lofts serving primarily as a 
residential use. 

Moreover, much of the Eastern Neighborhoods is 
well-served by public transportation, have vibrant 
cultural amenities, and feature many attractive 
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older buildings. These neighborhood assets and 
employment opportunities have served as magnets 
for high wage earners and housing developers, 
creating an influx of new, more affluent residents. 

Beginning in the late 1990s, the City, residents, 
community activists, and business owners recog­
nized the need for a comprehensive, community­
based planning process to resolve these conflicts 
and stabilize the neighborhoods into the future. 
The Eastern Neighborhoods community planning 
process was launched in 2001 to determine how 
much of San Francisco's remaining industrial 
lands should be preserved and how much could 
appropriately be transitioned to other uses. 
The planning process also recognized the need 
to produce housing opportunities for residents 
of all income levels, which requires not just the 
development of new units at market rates, but 
also opportunities for low and moderate income 
families. 

In 2008, four new area plans for the Mission, East 
SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero Hill, and Central 
Waterfront neighborhoods were adopted. Respect­
ing the Western SoMa community's request for 
more time to complete their planning process, the 
area plan for that neighborhood was undertaken 
in parallel and completed in 2013. The resulting 
area plans contained holistic visions for affordable 
housing, transportation, parks and open space, 
urban design, and community facilities. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plans represent 
the City's and community's pursuit of two key 
policy goals: 

1) Ensuring a stable future for PDR businesses in 
the city by preserving lands suitable to these 
activities and minimizing conflicts with other 
land uses; and 

2) Providing a significant amount of new housing 
affordable to low, moderate and middle income 
families and individuals, along with "complete 
neighborhoods" that provide appropriate ameni­
ties for the existing and new residents. 

The challenges that motivated the Eastern 
Neighborhoods community planning process 
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were evident in the Mission when the plans were 
adopted and continue to be relevant today. The 
boundaries of the Mission Area Plan Area , shown 
in , run along Duboce/ 13th to the north, 
Potrero Avenue to the east, Guerrero Street to the 
west, and Cesar Chavez Street to the south. 1 

The Mission is highly dense with neighborhood 
amenities, including a variety of shops and 
restaurants, an architecturally rich and varied 
housing stock, vibrant cultural resources, and 
excellent transit access. Traditional ly a reservoir of 
affordable housing relatively accessible to recent 
immigrants and artists, housing affordability in 
the Mission has significantly decl ined in the past 
decade as demand has rapidly outpaced new 
housing supply and due to statewide restrictions 
on tenant protection laws (such as the Ellis Act) , 
which allows landlords to evict residents from 
rent control led apartments. Despite inclusionary 
housing requirements that mandate that a certain 
percentage of new units be affordable to low and 
moderate income households, new housing has 
been largely unaffordable to existing residents. 

Mission residents and business owners highlighted 
a number of policy goals, in addition to the East­
ern Neighborhoods-wide objectives, that should be 
considered for the Area Plan: 

» Preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission 
» Increase the amount of affordable housing 
» Preserve and enhance the existing Production, 

Distribution and Repair businesses 
» Preserve and enhance the unique character of 

the Mission's distinct commercial areas 
» Promote alternative means of transportation to 

reduce traffic and auto use 
» Improve and develop additional community 

facilities and open space 
» Minimize displacement 

1 Unless. olht<VJI"'' noted, this report w II refer to lhe M1s.s1on Area Plan A1ea. M1i.t,1on 
neighborhood, and ~! he M1SS1on· 1 n~erchangeJbly. Js the ar~1 shown on Map 1 Oth~r 
ott1cial and corrmumty dclm1t1ons of the bound•mcs ct lhc Mission neighborhood cx1~1. 
Where those Jrc used w1thm this report. they \VIII be Spt'C1!1cally referenced. 
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1.1 Summary of Ordinance and Monitoring 
Requirements 

The ordinances that enacted the Eastern Neigh­
borhoods Area Plans (including Western SoMa), 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors, include a 
requirement that the Planning Department pro­
duce five year reports monitoring residential and 
commercial developments in those neighborhoods, 
as well as impact fees generated and public and 
private investments in community benefits and 
infrastructure.? includes the language 
in the Administrative Code mandating the Monitor­
ing Reports. The first set of monitoring reports for 
Mission, East SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrero 
Hill, and Central Waterfront were published in 
2011, covering the period from January 1, 2006 
through December 31, 2010. 

The ordinances require the monitoring reports to 
track all development activity occurring within 
Plan Area boundaries during the five-year period, 
as well as the pipeline projecting future develop­
ment as of the end of the reporting period. Some 
of this development activi ty was considered under 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Environmental Impact 
Report (EN PEIR), certified in 2008; and Western 
SoMa EIR, certified in 2012. However, a few of 
the developments that have been completed dur­
ing this period and some of the proposed projects 
in the pipeline did not (or wi ll not) receive their 
environmenta l clearance through these two EIRs, 
for these four reasons: 

1) The developments were entitled prior to the 
adoption of the Plans, under zoning desig­
nations that were subsequently changed by 
the Plans. 

2) Under the Eastern Neighborhoods Amnesty 
Program that expired in 2013, legalization 
of conversions from PDR to office space 
that took place prior to Plan adoption was 
allowed. 

3) Some large-scale developments and Plan 
Areas that are within or overlap Project Area 
boundaries (such as Central SoMa and Pier 
70) will undergo separate environmental 
review processes. 

2 Unless oth:M1!>.t: roh.'C. this rc;xrt will refer to th<' l:..t.1:M1:m Neighbo•tloocr.. Arca 
Plans. or JUSt Area Plans. a; encompassing the M1ss1on. East SoMa. Central Waterfront. 
Sho.,1place SquarCiPOtrfro Hiii as v-1tll as Western SoMa Rt!fer~cts to ?Ian Areas (or to 
the names of the md1v1dual areas) will dcscribe the ilrCJS w1 thm the oo~.mdarics outlined 
by the individual plans. 
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4) Certain smaller projects did not rely on the 
rezoning under the EIRs and are therefore 
excluded. 

This report analyzes all development activity 
within the Eastern Neighborhoods, whether or not 
projects rely on the EN PEIR. For a list of projects 
relying on the EN PEIR, please refer to 

The Mission Area Plan Monitoring Report 2011 -
2015 is part of the set of Eastern Neighborhoods 
monitoring reports covering the period from Janu­
ary 1, 2011 to December 31, 2015. Because 
Western SoMa was adopted in 2013, no monitor­
ing reports have been produced for that Area Plan. 
However, due to its geographic proximity and 
overlapping policy goals with the other Eastern 
Neighborhoods, Planning Department staff, in 
consultation with the CAC, has shifted the report­
ing timeline such that the Western SoMa Area 
Plan Monitoring Report 2011-2015 wi ll be the 
first five-year report and set the calendar so that 
future monitoring reports are conducted alongside 
the other Eastern Neighborhoods. Subsequent 
time series monitoring reports for the Mission 
area and other Eastern Neighborhoods (including 
Western SoMa) will be released in years ending in 
1 and 6. 

Whi le the previous Monitoring Report covered only 
the smal l amount of development activities in the 
years immediately preceding and following the 
adoption of the Mission Area Plan in 2008, this 
report contains information and analysis about a 
period of intense market development and political 
activity in the Mission. This report relies primarily 
on the Housing Inventory, the Commerce and 
Industry Inventory, and the Pipeline Quarterly 
Report, all of which are published by the Planning 
Department. Additional data sources include: the 
California Employment and Development Depart­
ment (EDD), the U.S. Census Bureau's American 
Community Survey, the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Co-Star Realty 
information, Dun and Bradstreet business data, 
CBRE and NAl-BT Commercial real estate reports, 
and information gathered from the Department of 
Building Inspection, the offices of the Treasurer 
and Tax Collector, the Control ler, and the 
Assessor-Recorder. 
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2. Commercial Activity and 
Job Creation 

One of the defining characteristics of the Mission 
neighborhood is its remarkable mix of uses and 
diversity of businesses, including manufacturing, 
restaurants and bars, a broad range of retai l activi­
ties, institutional and educational uses, hospita ls, 
and more. The neighborhood commercial corridors 
along Mission, Valencia, and 24th Streets support 
a variety of retail activities including shops and 
services, housing, and small offices, wl1ich serve 
their immediate neighborhood and also residents 
from throughout the city and region. Indeed, these 
commercial corridors have become part of San 
Francisco's tourism circuit, attracting visitors from 
around the world.3 

The primarily residential portions of the Mission, 
which occupy the blocks on the southeast and 
western edges of the neighborhood, are also 
peppered with neighborhood serving businesses 
including corner stores, dry cleaning services, 
restau rants, cafes, and bars. Lastly, the Mission is 
home to a th riving collection of PDR businesses. 
The Northeast Mission Industrial Zone (NEMIZ) 
clusters many of these industrial activities and 
spaces, but a variety of smaller PDR businesses 
(such as auto repair garages, light manufacturing 
work, and the like) are scattered throughout the 
neighborhood. This mix of uses is an important 
source of employment opportun ities for neighbor­
hood, city and Bay Area residents; contributing to 
the overall vitality and cul ture of the Mission. 

2.1 Commercial Space Inventory 

illustrates the mix of non-residential 
space in the Mission as of 2015. The table 
reflects the balanced mix of uses described above, 
as office, retail, and PDR activities each occupy 
roughly a quarter of the commercial space in 
the neighborhood. Cultural, institutional, and 
educational and medical uses make up roughly 
another 20% of non-residential buildings and 
tourist hotels take up about another 1 %. The table 

3 Fm example, a recent Nt-~\ Yo·~ frllt':i ff·.1twe 1ugt1l1g1nmg 18 San rranc1sco 
Jttracttons to visit on a 36·hom swy m lhP city wr.luded 6 sit~ within the M1ss1on AreJ 
Plan Arca and another 3 w1thm 2 blocks of its boundc:i11cs. Sec http:/bwJw.oytJmes 
cOOV20 ! 51! ! /0)A<avC!'whal·!~10·36hours·1 n·SDO·lranc 1sco.htmJ' r Q 



Fl U 
Produce Market on Mission Street 

Photo by SF Pla1111111p.. Pc>dro Pe'.erson 

also shows the importance of the Mission in the 
San Francisco's stock of industrial lands. Though 
the neighborhood only accounts for 5% of the 
City's overa ll commercial space, its share of PDR 
space is much higher, at 8%. However, as will be 
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discussed in the sections below, in recent decades 
PDR space has been subject to intense pressures 
from uses that are able to pay higher land rents, 
such as office and market-rate residential. 

Commercial Building Space Square Footage, Mission and San Francisco, 2015 

Cultural, 
Institution, 1,760, 105 15% 29,898,514 13°0 6% 
Educational 

Medical 698,877 6% 17,468,039 7% 4% 

Office 3,079,23 1 27% 107 ,978,954 45% 3% 

PDR I Light 
2,896,338 25% 36,265,832 15% 8% Industrial 

Retail 3,022,780 26% 42,299,526 18% 7% 

Visitor/ Lodging 92,560 1% 4,053,422 2~~ 2% 

Total 11,549,891 100% 237,964,287 100% 5% 

Source: San frc.ir1C1'-"'.0 Plann1g OepallmE-nl Land Use OatJb,1-.t', M:ucn 2016 
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shows commercial and other non­
residential development activity in the Mission 
Area Plan area between January 1, 2011 and 
December 31, 2015 while shows 
corresponding figures for San Francisco. These 
tables count newly developed projects (on vacant 
properties or redevelopment of existing properties) 
as well as conversions from one use to another. 
Between 2011 and 2015, 206,000 square feet of 
PDR land was converted to other uses, especially 
housing, equivalent to roughly 6% of PDR space 
in the Mission. 

Two properties account for more than 75% of the 
PDR conversion during this period. In 2012, the 
Planning Department legitimized a conversion 
of roughly 95,000 square feet of PDR to office 
at 1550 Bryant; the actual conversion occurred 
prior to the enactment of Eastern Neighborhoods 
without the benefit of a permit. The legitimization 
program (see section 2.3. l ), which was enacted 

I li1E 1 1 
1880 Mission Street 

Photo by SF Planning. Pedro Peierson 
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concurrently with Eastern Neighborhoods, enabled 
the space to be legally permitted as office. Another 
property at Mission Street and 15th Street, a 
vacant and non-functioning former printing 
shop, accounted for another 63,000 square feet 
of PDR conversion. This project was approved 
prior to adoption of the Mission Area Plan , but 
completed construction in 2013. The building was 
demolished to build a 194-unit residential build­
ing, shown in Photo 2.1.1 , which includes 40 
affordable units (21 % of the total). The property is 
zoned neighborhood commercia l transit (NCT) and 
urban mixed-use (UMU), designations created by 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans specifically 
to transition struggling industrial properties in 
transit-rich corridors to dense residential uses. 

also shows the loss of 25,000 
square feet of institutional space in 2015, which 
took place because the San Francisco SPCA 
demolished a building on their campus to convert 
into a dog park in order to better meet their animal 



rescue activities. The table also shows a modest 
gain of office and retai l space during the reporting 
period. One il lustrative project is the development 
at 1501 15th Street, which redeveloped a vacant 
lot of a former gas station into a mixed-use build­
ing with 40 residentia l units (7 of them below 
market rate) and roughly 8,000 square feet of 
ground floor commercial space. 

For comparison purposes, shows 
the commercial development activity throughout 
San Francisco. Overall , while the Mission saw a 
decrease of roughly 68,000 square feet, the city 
gained 2.8 mill ion square feet, mostly seNing 
office and medical uses. The Mission accounted 
for about 20% of the city's loss of PDR and 

T L 1 2 
Net Change in Commercial Space Built, Mission 2011- 2015 

2011 

2012 108,400 

2013 

2014 15,200 

2015 (25,2 11) 

Total (25,211) 15,200 108,400 

Source San Frarci5CO Pfanr1'lg DcpartincnL 
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slightly more than 7% of citywide office develop­
ment between 2011 and 2015. 

shows the location of the larger-scale 
non-residential developments. (See 
for detailed information about completed develop­
ments.) 

(10,800) (10,800) 

(98,326) 4,320 14,394 

(70,762) (70,762) 

(26,423) (3,696) (14,9 19) 

39,495 14,284 

(206,311) 40, 119 (67,803) 

No:e: Includes air develoornents ·n tti .. Plan Ared dt.rmg reporting peuod, 1nduchnP, It~ lh.JI di'! no1 rtce vc CEQA :::leardnce und~r Ea•Jem Ne ghhorhoOO\ EIR 

T t. 

Net Change in Commercial Space, San Francisco 2011- 2015 

2011 10,477 0 40,019 (18,075) 16,854 0 49,275 

2012 (52,937) 0 24,373 ( 164, 116) 32,445 0 (160,235) 

2013 66,417 0 335,914 (236,473) 5,941 (69,856) 101,943 

2014 446,803 1,815,700 603,997 (422,157) 11,875 63,286 2,519,504 

2015 (21,456) 20,000 460,508 (183,775) 65,419 0 340,696 

Total 449,304 1,835,700 1,464,811 (1,024,596) 132,534 (6,570) 2,851,183 

Sourer_ San Frarcisco Planr1'1Q Orp;i1tmcnt. 
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MAP 2 
Completed Projects Causing Net Change in Commercial Space, Mission 2011-2015 

20,040 • 
-10800 -63,512 
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0 
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline 

The development pipeline is best understood as 
two separate subcategories, shown in 
as "Under Review" and "Entitled". Entitled projects 
are those that have received Planning Department 
approvals and are under construction or awaiting 
financing or other hurdles to break ground. Such 
projects can be expected to be completed with 
some confidence, although some of them may 
take years to finally complete their construction 
and receive certifica tes of occupancy. Projects 
that are under review projects are those that have 
filed application wi th the Planning and/or Building 
Departments, but have not been approved. These 
projects have to clear several hurdles, including 
environmental (CEQA) review, and may require 
condi tional use permits or variances. Therefore, 
under review projects should be considered more 
speculative . 

The commercial development pipeline in the Mis­
sion shows a conti nuation of the trends that have 
taken place during the reporting period of 2011-
15 ( ). The Mission will continue to see 
some of its PDR space converted to other uses, 
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particularly residential, as well as the development 
of some office, medical, and insti tutional space. 
However, the City continues to enforce PDR 
protection policies in specially designated zones in 
the Mission, such as PDR-1 and PDR-2. 

The projects in the pipeline that have received 
entitlements show a slight net gain (5,000 square 
feet) of non-residential uses in the Mission in the 
near future. If al l of these developments are com­
pleted, the Planning Department expects a loss 
of about 360,500 square feet of PDR space and 
concomitant gain of roughly 175,000 square feet 
in other commercial space, including institutional, 
medical, office and retail uses. Entitled projects 
that propose to convert PDR to other uses are 
mostly small spaces (up to about 6,000 square 
feet) that wi ll be redeveloped as residential or 
mixed-use residential bui ldings. One representa­
tive project is at 346 Potrero Avenue, currently 
under construction , where 3,000 square feet of 
PDR has been converted to a mixed use building 
with approximately 1,600 square feet of ground 
floor retail and 70 residential units, 11 of which 
are affordable. 

Commercia l and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission Q4 2015 

. 
' 

Under Construction (12,461) 7 ,396 (5,065) 

Planning Entitled 3,957 16,000 4,672 (18,607) 4,682 10,704 

Planning Approved 2,757 (2,914) (157) 

Building Permit Filed (1,939) 844 (1,095) 

Building Permit 
Approved/ Issued/ 1,200 16,000 4,672 (13, 754) 3,838 11,956 

Reinstated 

Under Review 282,932 160 ,591 (329,490 ) 51,672 169,219 

Planning Filed 282,932 159,388 (303,697) 55,186 182,933 

Building Permit Filed 1,203 (25,793) 10,876 13.714 

Total 286,889 16,000 165,263 (360,558) 67,264 174,858 

Source: San rrar.c1sco Planrn g Department 

Nole; Includes all devcloorncrus 1n lhe p1pehnc as of OL'Ccmbcr 3 1, 20 1 !:>, mclLKl1ng thcr.l• ltl.ll did not (or \\111 not)1eceive C!:OA cle.ar.111c1.• und1~1 £;1~tc111 Ne ghborhoods EIR 
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One example of a project that is currently under 
review, the "Armory Building" at 1800 Mission, 
has requested to convert roughly 120 ,000 square 
feet of PDR space into office use. Another large­
scale project currently under review wou ld build 
176,000 square feet of non-profit seNice delivery 
office space at 1850 Bryant Street. If all projects 
that are under review come to fru ition, the Mission 
will see roughly 360,000 square feet of PDR 
transition to other uses. 

TA ? 2 

1L ...: shows the commercial development 
pipeline for San Francisco for comparison. The 
development pipeline in the Mission represents 
less than 1 % of the citywide pipeline. i~ 

< shows the locations of the larger proposed 
commercial developments in the plan area. (See 

for detai led information about pipeline 
projects.) 

Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, San Francisco Q4 2010 

Under 1,098,708 (58,871) 3,894,055 (290,327) 491,366 (189,563) 4,945,368 
Construction 

Planning 312,600 20,665 5,576,249 332,662 1,268,623 519,906 8,030,705 
Entitled 

Planning 1,942 4,665 4,571,993 3ll ,417 1,084,828 458,554 6,433,399 
Approved 

Building 4,343 (36,555) (33,939) 806 (65,345) 
Permit Filed 

Building 
Permit 

Approved/ 306,315 16,000 1.040,811 55,184 182,989 6 1,352 1,662,65 1 
Issued/ 

Reinstated 

Under 1,042,013 1,875 7,459,214 (1,046,009) 1,594,639 418,557 9,470,289 
Review 

Planning 1,084,228 1,875 5,955,54 1 (994,050) 1,552,3 10 200,747 7,800,651 
Filed 

Building (42,215) 1,503,673 (51,959) 42,329 217,810 1,669,638 
Permit Filed 

Total 2,453,321 (36,331) 16,929,518 (l,003,674) 3,354,628 748,900 22,446,362 

Source: San Frarc1sco P1anring Dep.:nmem 
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MAP 3 
Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission 04 2015 
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2.3 Changes in PDR Uses 

As discussed above, the Mission (and the' Eastern 
Neighborhoods more broadly), have experienced 
economic changes that have made many areas 
highly attractive to residential and office develop­
ment. These types of uses are generally able to 
afford higher land costs, and therefore can outbid 
PDR businesses for parcels that are not specifi­
cally zoned for industria l use. Prior to the adoption 
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the pri­
mary industrial zoning designations - M-1 , M-2, 
and C-M - permitted a broad range of uses, which 
led to the conversion of a significant amount of 
PDR space to other activities. Of the 2.9 million 
square feet in PDR space in the Mission in 2015, 
more than half was scattered throughout zoning 
districts not specifically geared towards industrial 
uses, such as neighborhood commercial (NC) 
zones. Roughly 770,000 (26%) were located in 
PDR protection districts (PDR-1 and PDR-2) and 
20 % were in the mixed use UMU district. By 
comparison, the split between PDR space in PDR 
protection, mixed use, and other districts in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods is 38%, 34%, and 29% , 
respectively. According to Co-Star data, asking 
lease rates for PDR space in the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods are currently $22 per square foot (NNN) 
and vacancy rates are 4.4 %. 4 

-
4 Data p<ovoded by lhe Coty of San Francisco's Roal Esta'• Div~·oo. 

Since the adoption of the Mission Area Plan, PDR 
space has continued to be converted to other uses 
in the neighborhood, as and 
illustrate. A detailed investigation of the conversion 
of PDR space in the Mission shows that such 
conversions have occurred largely outside of the 
zoning districts created specifically to protect PDR 
uses (in the case of the Mission, PDR-1 and PDR-
2). The only project that recorded a loss of PDR 
space in a PDR protection zone during this period, 
1550 Bryant, involved the legitimization of office 
conversion undertaken prior to adoption of the 
plan under an amnesty program that expired in 
2013 (discussed in subsection 2.3.1, below). In 
addition to the project at 1880 Mission, detailed 
above, other completed projects in the Mission 
that have converted PDR space have done so in 
order to bui ld new housing, either with a higher 
percentage of inclusionary units than required 
by the City's inclusionary housing ordinance or 
by paying in-lieu fees, as shown in l I 
These projects have all been built in either the 
transitional UM U district or in districts like NCT 
and RH-3, which were not intended as PDR 
protection areas under the Mission Area Plan. 
The Planning Department has also undertaken 
some legislative action to strengthen PDR zoning 
and enable to location, expansion, and operation 
of PDR businesses. In addition to some "clean 

Square Footage of PDR Space by Zoning District Type, Mission and Eastern Neighborhoods, 201 5 

PDR Protection ( 1) 

Mixed Use (2) 

Other (3) 

TOTAL 

767,087 

582,510 

1,546,741 

2,896,338 

26% 

20% 

53% 

100% 

3,465,888 

3,098,198 

2,669,555 

9,233,641 

38% 

34% 

29% 

100% 

I Or"Jt11<:ts that pr1manty allow POR actr11t1~ and rcs·11ct rrost othef uses. In Ccnt·at Watcrfron1. M1~«t100. and Shcr.•JUlace SQua•erPotre~o H11J, these C15J11cts induce POR-l and PDR·2 In 
Ea<t Solla and West Solla. they 3fe lhe SU a'ld SAU dos1·octs, rcs;ir.ctivcty. 

:> Tran~l •Of"al distln:;ts thJ~ Jllow mdus:nal uses nm.cd with noo-POR .xuvu l>s su-,:h as housmg. othcc .• md retail, often w ith adchhonJI rcquircmcnls on dttordab1hty and PDR rcpkK.cmcnt. 
Includes UMU on Central Wa:crtronf. 1.1·ssioo. and ShOwplace Squarc/Poucro Holl.MUG. MUO. and I/UR on East SoMa, and WMUG and WMUO" Wcs1c'" SoMa 

3 V.irous d1stncts d~1r.natt'\! for noo-mdt.sirial u~ l1k .. rt"SK..len:1JI, ~1ghborhood commen:1al, Jnd !ht> l1kP 

Source. San Fr.rosco Pfann "!!Department L;tnd U'iC Oata:>Jse. MJrci 20!b 
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T 
Projects Converting PDR Space in Mission Area Plan Area, 2011-2015 

1550 Bryant Street PDR-1-G (93,400) 108,400 0 0 0 N/A 

1880 Mission Street NCT/UMU (63,512) 0 0 194 40 21% 

2652 Harrison Street UMU (7,250) 0 0 20 
Fee 

N/A payment 

2660 Harrison Street UMU (11,423) 0 11,423 3 
Below 

N/A threshold 

3135 24th Street NCT (15,000) 0 1,360 9 Below 
N/A threshold 

1280 Hampshire Street RH-3 (1,060) 0 0 3 
Below 

N/A threshold 

Source· S.m FrJr.Cl~o PIJnm"lg Department 
N'.Jlc Onl/ dC"'/Ctoprrcnts \\ 1th ten oc more units arc si..b,ect to the C1ry's 1ncfUS1onary hous n~ rcc;u1rc"T'IC<lts_ 

up" language making it easier for PDR businesses 
to receive permits and share retai l spaces, the 
Department also created a program to allow more 
office development in certain parcels as a way 
to subsidize more development of PDR space. 
Recognizing the financial difficulties of develop­
ing new industrial buildings in large "soft site" 
lots, this program gives developers the ability to 
construct office space in parcels zoned PDR-1 and 
PDR-2, located north of 20th Street. The parcels 
must be at least 20,000 square feet as long as 
existing buildings are not developed to more than 
0.3 floor-to-area (FAR) ratio. At least 33% of the 
space in the new developments must be dedicated 
to PDR uses. To date, only one development at 
100 Hooper Street in the Showplace Square/ 
Potrero Hill Plan Area has taken advantage of this 
program. 

Enforcem ent Cases for Illegal PDR Conversions, Mission, 201 5 

Closed - Violation 3 

Closed - No Violation 6 

Under Review 

Pending Review 10 

TOTAL 20 

Source: San f rar1c1sco Plannmg Department 

PDR Protection Policies and Enforcement 

Illega l conversions from Production, Distribution 
and Repair (PDR) uses have more recently 
become an issue in the Eastern Neighborhood 
Plan areas that the City has sought to resolve. In 
2015, the Planning Department received about 
44 complaints of al leged violation for illegal 
conversions of PDR space. Most of these cases 
(42) are in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 20 of 
which are in the Mission Area Plan Area. Of these 
cases, six were found to not be in violation of PDR 
protection rules, 11 are under or pending review, 
and three have been found to be in violation. The 
three cases are on Alabama Street between 16th 
and Mariposa Streets on parcels zoned PDR-1-G. 
Owners were issued notices of violation and office 
tenants were compelled to vacate the properties, 
as shown in 

6 7 

9 9 

4 4 

23 24 

42 44 
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Most of these complaints describe large ware­
houses converting into office uses. Many of these 
office tenants are hybrid uses where PDR also 
takes place, but may not be the principa l use of 
the space. If an office use is confirmed to be in 
operation, Planning encourages the company to 
alter their business practice to fit within the PDR 
zoning categories or vacate the property. The table 
in shows the enforcement cases that 
were closed and that were actually found to be in 
violation of the code. Generally, the complaints 
fi led with the Planning Department are regarding 
the conversion of PDR uses to office space, not 
permitted within these zoning districts. However, 
some complaints that are filed are either not valid, 
meaning that the tenant is either a PDR complying 
business or the space was legal ly converted to 
office space, prior to the Eastern Neighborhoods 
rezoning. For these enforcement cases, there 
is no longer a path to legalization to office use; 
additionally, many of these office conversions are 
not recent, and they did not take advantage of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Legitimization Program. 
The program was an amnesty program that 
established a limited-time opportunity whereby 
existing uses that have operated without the ben­
efit of required permits may seek those permits. 
However, this program expired in 2013. 

In investigating the alleged violations, the Planning 
Department discovered that the building permit 
histories often included interior tenant improve­
ments without Planning Department review. These 
permits do not authorize a change of use to office. 
To prevent future unauthorized conversion of PDR 
space the Planning Department worked proactively 
with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 
Over the course of 2015, Planning worked with 
DBI during project intakes to better understand 
the routing criteria and how to ensure Planning 
review. Both departments' IT divisions worked 
together to create a flag in the Permit Tracking 
System (PTS) to alert project intake coordinators 
of potential il legal conversions. This is a pilot 
program that can be expanded at a later date to 
include other zoning districts if necessary. Plan­
ning and DBI continue to work together to monitor 
this process and plan to meet regularly to discuss 
additional steps to prevent future conversions. 
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Planning also works collaboratively with the 
Mayor's Office of Economic Workforce and 
Development (OEWD). When Planning receives 
inquiries or complaints related to either vacant 
spaces in PDR zones or possible unauthorized 
spaces, Planning informs the property owner 
about PDR complying uses and refers them to 
OEWD. OEWD currently has a list of PDR comply­
ing businesses that are looking to lease spaces 
within San Francisco. Additionally, a training 
session for real estate brokers was conducted in 
2015. The purpose of the voluntary training was 
to help expla in what PDR is and what resources 
Planning has available for them to utilize prior to 
leasing a property. The training also outlined the 
enforcement process, including the process for 
requesting a Letter of Determination. Future train­
ings will be held based on interest. 

2.4 Employment 

The Mission Area Plan Area added employment 
across all land use types tracked by the Planning 
Department between 2011 and 2015, fol lowing 
a trend that has taken place in San Francisco and 
the Bay Area. This growth in employment reflects 
a rebound in the regional economy following the 
"Great Recession" of the previous decade, but 
also the robust growth in high technology sectors 
and related industries in recent years. 5 Altogether, 
employment in the Mission grew from roughly 
18,000 jobs in 2010 to almost 24,000 with a 
related increase from 2,700 to 3,000 establish­
ments, according to the Ca li fornia Employment 
and Development Department (EDD). The next 
subsections discuss job growth in the Mission by 
land use category. 

2.4.1 Office Jobs 

The largest increase in jobs in the Mission 
between 2010 and 2015 was in office occupa­
tions. According to EDD, the neighborhood 
experienced an almost 70% increase in office 
jobs in those 5 years. However, the number of 
office establishments only increased by about 
25%, indicating a shift towards office firms with a 

~ See annual San Francisco Plann1n1i 04.·1>.1nmc1· t Co'1m1crce & l11du\t1y lrM•ntory, 
2008 201 ~. 



TABLE 2 4.1 
Employment , Mission and San Francisco, Q2 2015 

Cultural, 
Institutional, 119 4% 17 ,454 
Educational 

Medical 1,223 41% 2,409 

Ottice 511 17% 6,344 

PDR I Light 349 12% 3,723 
Industrial 

Retail 605 20% 8,802 

Visitor I 10 0% 41 
Lodging 

Other 187 6% 254 

Total 3,004 100% 39,027 

Sowce; Cal1f01n·a l:.r1ploymcn1 Development Depa1mcnt 

larger number of employees or occupying formerly 
vacant space. In 2015 the Mission held about 
3% of all of the City's office jobs and 2% of its 
establishments (see , ). 

2.4.2 Retail Jobs 

As discussed above, the Mission has also emerged 
as an important retail destination in San Fran­
cisco, w ith the restaurants, cafes, bars, and shops 
in the ma in commercial corridors (particularly 
Mission, Valencia, 16th.and 24th Streets) attract­
ing visitors from throughout the City, region, and 
beyond. The number of retail jobs in the Mission 
increased by 24% between 2010 and 2015 to 
about 8 ,800 in more than 600 establishments. 
The neighborhood represents 7% of the city's 
retai l jobs and establishments. 

2.4.3 PDR Jobs 

PDR continues to play a critical role in the City's 
economy, providing qual ity jobs to employees with 
a broad range of educational backgrounds, sup­
porting local businesses up- and downstream (for 
example, many of the city's top restaurants source 
products from loca l PDR businesses), and infusing 
the region with innovative products. Though the 
trends in loss of PDR space have been widely 
documented, the City and the Mission both added 
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45% 2,010 3% 73,182 

6% 21,833 37% 60,214 

16% 15,628 27% 293,014 

10% 5,280 9% 88,135 

23% 8,241 14% 130,550 

0% 311 1% 16,688 

1% 4,961 9% 6,953 

100% 58,264 100% 668,736 

PDR jobs since 2010. The Mission experienced a 
7% increase in PDR employment (to 3,700 jobs) 
between 2010 and 20 15 and 9% increase in 
number of firms (to 350). Within the three-digit 
NAICS classifications that make up the Planning 
Department's defin ition of PDR, employment 
increased across several occupational categories, 
including "other manufacturing'', "fi lm and sound 
recording", and "printing and publishing" occupa­
tions and decreased in "construction'', "apparel 
manufacturing" and "transportation and warehous­
ing" occupations, as shown in Appendix F. 

As with other occupations, these increases likely 
reflect a recovery from the recession as well as the 
emergence of "maker" businesses and production 
of customized and high-end consumer products, 
such as the firm shown in I 1. The suc­
cess of the Plan in cu rbing large-sca le conversion 
of PDR space has likely played a key role in ensur­
ing that these re-emergent industrial activities are 
able to locate within San Francisco. The Mission 
has roughly 4 % of the PDR jobs and 7% of the 
establ ishments within the City. 

2.4.4 Employment and Commercial 
Space Trends 

Over the past five years, the Mission has added 
a substantial number of jobs, more than 30% 

11% 

9% 

44% 

13% 

20% 

2% 

1% 

100% 
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·1 rnnE 2.4. 1 
Jobs by Land Use, Mission, Q3 2010 and 2015 
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Source. Gal1fomia Employmcrt Deveklp'llent Department 

Note. Starting n 2013, the Aurcau of Labor Stat,s\lcs reclassif·ec In-Home Support>Ve SeMCCS (roughly 70.000 1obs c1tyN1del from i11e P11vale 
Housrhold ca tegory (classified as "Other") 10 other classifications, most of which arc caplured in this report under "Medical~ . 

I U E 2 2 
Establishment by Land Use, Mission, Q3 2010 and 2015 
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Source· C3liforn1a Fmploymcnt Development Department 

Note: Starting 1"\ 2013, the Owreau of Labor S~t: shcs rL-"Class1f ud ln·Homc Support vc SeMCes (roughly 20,000 1obs c1tyw1i;c) from the Private 
Household category {clasSJ lmd as MOther") to otl'lcr class1ficauons. most of which J'C captured 1ri this report urider MMedicar 
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growth, even as its commercial space square foot­
age increased by a small amount (4,000 square 
feet). In part, many of these new jobs are likely 
located in commercial space that was vacant at 
the end of the recession of the previous decade, 
leading to lower vacancy rates. 6 Another trend 
that has been underway that may explain the 
gain in employment without a parallel increase 
in commercia l space is an overall densification 
of employment (in other words , allowing more 
jobs to be accommodated within a given amount 
of space). With the increasing cost of land in 
locations close to city centers and accessible by 
transportation infrastructure (as is the case with 
the Eastern Neighborhoods), rea l estate research­
ers have tracked an overall densification of 
employment across several sectors throughout the 
country-7 This kind of densification can be caused 
by employees who work from home for some or all 

6 AJtnough CJta to sliow vacancy ratt>s for the M ssion Art:a PIJn Area s no: available. 
commcrc•al real \.'State b·okcragc f1•ms 1·ke Cushman & Wakefield She\\- that vacancy 
rates lord !'rri•'.it t~pcs ot land u~ dccrcaSl"d subst;:inl!aUy 1n San Francisco bct'l.Ci!n 
2011 and lO 15 across d1ffr1cnt scctms See Cushiran & Wakefield San Francisco Offi<c 
Sn 1p-;hot QJ 2015 and Rct.111 Srlilps'10t QJ 2015. 

7 So'<> G-:nsler 2013. US Vlor.place SLr.t:y ktt f,fki,nRS 

Dandelion Chocolate, 2600 16th Street 

Photo by Sf Planning. Pcdio Pc:c1son 
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days of the week (and therefore may share office 
space with colleagues) or firms that accommodate 
more employees within a given amount of space. 

2.4.5 Sales and Property Taxes 

Since the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plans were 
adopted, the City has also seen sharp increases 
in collections of sales and property taxes. In the 
Mission, sales tax collections increased every 
year from 2011 to 2014, going from $4.5 mil­
lion to $6.2 million in five years, an increase of 
almost 40%. By comparison, sales tax collections 
citywide increased by 26% during this period. 
Property tax collection also increased substantially 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. In the Mission , the 
city collected roughly $38 million in property taxes 
in 2008, the year before the plan was adopted. By 
2015, property taxes in the Mission increased by 
56% to $59 mill ion, as shown on 
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3 .1 Housing Inventory and 
New Housing Production 

The Planning Department's latest housing inven­
tory , using US Census and permit data, shows 
that the Mission has roughly 25,000 housing 
units as of the end of 2015; this represents 6 .6% 
of the citywide total.9 shows a net 
gain of approximately 564 units in the past five 
years in the Mission, compared with 861 net 
units added between 2006 and 2010. Of the new 
units produced, 76 were conversions from non­
residential uses and the rest were completed from 
new construction. 

During the first two years of the reporting period, 
2011 and 2012, the construction sector was sti ll 
recovering from the slow-down of the recession, 
and on ly 47 new units were built. Between 2013 
and 2015, however, the Mission added 518 new 
units, or 173 units per year. This yearly average 

9 7015 San Francisco Housing l n..,cntory. 

T B l 11 
New Housing Production, Mission, 2011- 2015 

201 1 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

Sowce· Sc:m frJnc1sco Planning Oepcrtmeni 

47 

242 

75 

140 

504 
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is almost identical to the average between 2006 
and 2010, when the Mission added 164 units per 
year. .., shows the citywide figures for 
comparison . Nearly 6% of the net increase in the 
City's housing stock in the last five yea rs was in 
the Mission area. 

shows the location of recent housing 
construction. The vast majority of new units 
added during the 20 11-2015 reporting period are 
located north of 16th Street and west of Mission 
Street. Al l of the new residential development in 
the sourther portion of the Mission during this 
period has been in projects adding one or two net 
units. Additional details about these new develop­
ment projects can be found in Ar 

l t\ 

16 

(1) 

11 

16 

2 

48 

76 

(15) 

58 

257 

76 

188 

564 

Note ln:Judcs all dc.-velo:Jmenls n lhe Plan Arr.a durmg repJJtmg period. 1nclud111g 1hose that did not recerve Ct.QA dearancc L.nder Eas'.ern Nc1ghbo1hoods EIR 

TABLE 
New Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--. 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

., 

Source San Frarcasco Planrn'1g Oepa1tnienl 

348 

796 

2,330 

3,455 

2,472 

9,401 

84 

127 

429 

95 

25 

760 

5 269 

650 1,319 

59 1,960 

156 3,516 

507 2,954 

1,377 10,018 
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New Housing Production Mission 2011-2015 

0 Net Units 
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3.2 Housing Development Pipeline 

As discussed above in the Commercial Activity 
chapter, the pipeline should be analyzed along 
two different categories: projects that have 
submitted planning and building applications 
(under review) and projects that have received 
entitlements and are either awaiting or are under 
construction. The latter (particularly those under 
construction) are considered much more likely to 
add residential or commercial capacity to the city's 
building stock in the short-to-medium term, while 
under review projects may require clearance from 
environmenta l review, variances to planning code 
restrictions, and discretionary review. In general, 
the Planning Department estimates that projects 
that are currently under construction can take up 
to two years to be ready for occupancy, entitled 
projects can take between two and seven years, 
while projects under review can take as many as 
ten years, if they are indeed approved. 

The pipeline for new housing development in the 
Mission as of the end of 2015 is 1,855 units, of 
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which 1,467 are under review. Roughly 400 
units are entitled, of which half are currently 
under construction, as shown on 
The pipeline for the Mission accounts for 9% of 
the total number of projects in the City, though 
only 3% of the number of units, which suggests 
that new projects are of a smaller sca le than hous­
ing developments in the pipeline for San Francisco 
as a whole. 

The current housing pipeline is much more robust 
than it was at the end of 2010, shown in the 
previous Monitoring Report. In that year, only 
seven projects (with a total of nine units) were 
under construction, 25 projects with 422 units 
were entitled, and 53 projects with 585 units 
were under review. As of the end of 2015, twice 
as many projects were under review for more than 
three times the number of units, reflecting a much 
stronger market and willingness by developers to 
build new housing. 

shows the location of these proposed hous­
ing projects by development status. By-and-large, 

Housing Development Pipeline, Mission, and San Francisco, Q4 2015 

Construct ion 200 22 17 8,816 979 232 

Planning 188 18 29 31,546 6 ,141 353 
Entitled 

Planning 14 5 27,617 12 80 
Approved 

Building 16 5 1,529 73 36 Permit Filed 

Building 
Permit 
Approved/ 158 18 19 2,400 6,056 237 
Issued/ 
Reinstated 

Under Review 1,467 43 65 21,752 1,797 708 

Planning Filed 909 37 25 17,575 1,574 206 

Building 
558 6 40 4,177 223 502 Permit Filed 

Total 1,855 83 111 62,114 8,917 1 ,293 

Source S.in frarc1sco Pfam·11s Dcp.1flrtl('nt 

Note. lncludl?S all res den!Jal dcvcloplT'cnts 1n thf' p pelin!" as o' OeccMbc~ 3:. 2015. 1nch..d ng those that did not {oc will not) receive CEQA clearance unckr Faslr.rn N,..tp;hborhoods EIR. 

(oY y 
25 



Housing Development Pipeline by Development Status, Mission, Q4 2015 
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projects that are entitled and under construction 
are located north of 20th Street. The sourthern 
portion of the Mission Area Plan Area has a 
number of proposed projects that are cu rrently 
under review, although only one project is under 
construction, at 1050 Va lencia Street. 11 

'"" provides a detailed list of these housing pipeline 
projects. 

3 .3 Affordable Housing in the Mission 

San Francisco and the Mission Area Plan Area 
have a number of policies in place to facilitate the 
development of affordable housing. This section 
describes some of these policies and discusses 
affordable housing development in the Plan Area 
over the pasts five years. 

3.3.1 Affordable Housing Efforts· Citywide, 
Eastern Neighborhoods, and Mission 

The City of San Francisco has a number of pro­
grams to provide housing opportunities to families 
whose incomes prevent them from accessing 
market-rate housing. The San Francisco Housing 
Authority (SFHA) maintains dozens of properties 
throughout the City aimed at extremely low (30% 
of AMI), very low (50% of AMI) and low (80% 
of AMI) income households. Households living 
in SFHA-managed properties pay no more than 
30% of their income on rent, and the average 
household earns roughly $15,000. Four of these 
properties are located within the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods boundaries: two in the Mission and two in 
Potrero Hill. 

The City has also launched HOPE SF, a partner­
ship between the SFHA, the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), 
community organizations, real estate developers, 
and philanthropies to redevelop some of the 
more dilapidated publ ic housing sites into vibrant 
mixed-income communities with a central goal of 
keeping existing residents in their neighborhoods. 
One of the Hope SF projects, Potrero Terrace/ 
Annex is located in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
(Showplace Square/Potrero Hill). MOHCD also 
maintains a number of funding programs to pro­
vide capital financing for affordable housing devel­
opments targeting households earning between 30 
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and 60% of AMI, low-income seniors, and other 
special needs groups. In most cases, MOHCD 
funding is leveraged to access outside sources of 
funding, such as Federal Low Income Housing 
Tax Credits, allocated by the State. 

One of the most powerfu l tools to promote afford­
able housing development in San Francisco is the 
inclusionary housing program specified in Section 
415 of the Planning Code. This program requires 
that developments of 10 or more units of market 
rate housing must restrict 12% of the units to 
famil ies earning below 55% of AM I (for renta l 
units) or 90% of AMI (for ownership units). Devel­
opers can opt to bu ild the units "off-si te" (in a 
different building), w ithin a 1-mile radius from the 
original development, as long as units are sold to 
households earning less than 70% of AMI. In this 
case, the requirement is increased to 20% of the 
total number of units in the two projects. Proposi­
tion C, approved by San Francisco voters in June 
20 16, increases the minimum inclusionary hous­
ing requirement to 25% on projects larger than 25 
units. The Board of Supervisors may change this 
amount periodically based on feasibility studies by 
the Controller's Office. The income and rent l imits 
for housing units managed by the Mayor's Office 
of Housing are included in 

The Mayor, Board of Supervisors , Planning 
Department. and Mayor's Office of Housing 
have recently passed or introduced legislation to 
further expand the supply of affordable housing 
throughout the City. The Board recently adopted 
an ordinance to encourage accessory dwelling 
units (ADUs) throughout the City, expanding on 
previous legislation allowing such units in Supervi­
sor Districts 3 and 8. These ordinances remove 
obstacles to the development of ADUs, including 
density limits and parking requirements, in 
order to incentivize a housing type that has been 
identified as a valuable option for middle-class 
households that do not require a lot of space. 10 

Another policy that has the potential to add 
thousands of units of affordable housing to the 
city's stock is the Affordable Housing Bonus 

I 0 Wegmann. Jake. and Kau·n Cl'JJ~~t· H dden density 1n singl.-fdrr1ly 1M·1gnlx>1hoods· 
backya1d cottag<s as an cqu•lJl>lc sma1t ~1omh strategy." Journal ol Urron;sm 
lnternJlfOf>J/ Research Oil PfacrmJ!mg Jnd Urb.in Susla•nab /tty 7 .3 1701 4 1· J07·J29 
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Program, which is currently under review by the 
City. The Board recently approved the portion of 
the program that allows developers to build up 
to three stories above existing height limits in 
100% affordable projects. Another component 
of the program that is under consideration would 
allow developers in certain areas to build up to 
an additional two stories of market rate housing 
above what is allowed by their height limit district, 
in exchange for providing additiona l affordable 
housing, with a special focus on middle-income 
households. With the exception of 100% afford­
able projects, the local Bonus Program would not 
apply to parcels in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 
as most do not currently have density restrictions. 
The program is intended to expand housing 
development options outside of the Eastern Neigh­
borhoods, where housing development has been 
l imited in recent decades. 

In addition to the Citywide programs described 
above, the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans 
also placed a high priority on the production and 
protection of affordable housing, and created poli­
cies to expand access to housing opportunities to 
low and moderate-income families. For example, 
market-rate housing developments in the Urban 
Mixed Use (UMU) district are requ ired to restrict 
between 14.4 and 17.6% of their units to families 
at or below 55% of AMI for rental and 90% of 
AMI for ownership, depend ing on the amount of 
"upzoning" given to the property by the Plans. If 
these units are provided off-site, the requirement 
ranges from 23 to 27%. In the UMU and Mission 
NCT district, developers also have the option of 
dedicating land to the City that can be developed 
as 100% affordable projects. 

Developers also have the option of paying a fee 
in lieu of developing the units themselves, which 
the City can use to fi nance the development of 
100% affordable projects. Funds collected through 
these " in-lieu fees" are managed by the Mayor's 
Office of Housing and Community Development 
and can be spent anywhere in the City. However, 
75% of fees col lected in the Mission NCT and 
East SoMa MUR districts are requi red to be spent 
within those districts themselves. The Plans also 
require bedroom mixes in its mixed use districts to 
encourage 2- and 3-bedroom units that are suit-
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able to families , including the units sold or leased 
at below-market rates. Lastly, in order to reduce 
the costs and incentivize housing production, 
the Plans removed densi ty controls and parking 
requirements in many of its zoning districts, 
particularly those wel l-seNed by public transit and 
pedestrian and bike infrastructure. 

3.4 New Affordable Housing Production, 
2011-2015 

As discussed in this report's introduction, expand­
ing access to affordable housing opportunities was 
a high priority for the communities in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods during the planning process, and 
it has on ly ga ined more urgency in recent years . 
The Mission in particular has been a symbol of the 
pressures of exploding housing costs on neighbor­
hood stability and character. 

As l shows, 56 income-restricted 
affordable units were built during the 2011-15 
five-year mon itoring period, compared to 446 
developed over the previous five years (2006-
2010). The main difference between the two 
periods is that no publicly subsidized develop­
ments were built in the Mission in the most recent 
five-year stretch, while two large, fully affordable 
projects were built in 2006 and 2009 (Valencia 
Gardens and 601 Alabama, respectively) with a 
total of 41 1 units. 

The 56 units built between 2011 and 2015 make 
up 11 % of the 504 newly constructed units bui lt 
in the Mission (shown on 1 ), slightly 
lower than the incl usionary housing minimum of 
12%. The percentage is lower than the minimum 
because seven projects (shown on ) 
chose to pay a fee to the City in l ieu of building 
the units on-site. These fees raised $7.3 mill ion 
for the City's housing development program 
managed by MOHCD. New affordable units are 
estimated to cost roughly $550,000 in construc­
tion costs (not including land), towards which 
MOHCD contributes about $250,000, requiring 
the developer to raise the rest from Federal, State, 
and other sources. Therefore, it is estimated that 
the "in-lieu fees" collected in the Mission in this 
period , if successfu lly leveraged into additional 
external funding and used to build projects on 



publicly controlled land, could yield an additional 
30 units .1: Moreover, projects with fewer than 10 
units are exempt from the inclusionary housing 
requirement. 

Out of the 56 inclusionary units, 40 were renta l 
units targeted to low-income households (55% 
of AMI) at the 194-unit development at 1880 
Mission Street. The rest were ownership un its 
restricted to moderate-income households (90% 
AMI). An additional 20 secondary or "granny" 
units, which are not restricted by income, but are 

11 The c!cvciop"Tlent costs of aHordablc ho;,.1smg units arc •ough estimates based on 
recert prOJects :hat ha.e rece ved assistance from tAOHCD. 

TABLE 3.4.1 
Affordable Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 
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generally considered "more affordable by design to 
moderate-income households were added in the 
Plan Area . I lists the affordable housing 
developments completed between 2011 and 
2015. 

The inclusionary housing production in the Mis­
sion accounts for 7% of the citywide production 
(853 units, as shown in table 3 .4 .2 between 
2011 and 2015). Because no publicly subsidized 
developments were completed in this period, 
the Mission only buil t 2% of the city's income­
restricted units (2,497) during the period. 

I • 

2 

40 

8 

6 

56 

5 

2 

3 

3 

7 

20 

5 

4 

43 

11 

13 

76 

Source: San rranc1sco Planning Department ~nd Mayor's O'fice of Housing and Community Devetopmen: 

Note: Secondary umts are considered "naturally affordable~ and are not mcome u.-st11c1cd 11i...e umts produced through the 1nclus1onary housmg program 01 1h1ough pubhc st.bsid•C5 

BL!: 4.2 
Affordable Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

[ IJ 

2011 141 4 60 205 

2012 377 98 38 513 

2013 464 216 30 710 

2014 449 249 57 755 

2015 213 286 53 552 

TOTAL 1,644 853 238 2,735 

Source: San Francisco Planning DcP21tmcn1 and Mayor's Olficc of Housing and Commumty Devclopmen 

Note: secondary 11nitc; a1e considered MnaturJlly Jffordable~ and are not income r(.l')tricted like units produced through tl1e 1nclusionary housing p10g1Jm or througo public S1.Jbs id1es. 
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UBL 3 
Housing Developments Opting for Affordable Housing " In-lieu" Fee, Mission, 2011-2015 

3500 19TH ST 2012 $1,119,972 

3418 26TH ST 2012 $685,574 

2652 HARRISON ST 2012 $975,904 

899 VALENCIA ST 2013 $1,119,260 

1050 VALENCIA ST 2013 $756,939 

3420 18TH ST 2015 $1,001,589 

1450 15TH ST 2015 $1,654,354 

GRAND TOTAL $7,313,592 

Souice. Dcpa1me:it of Buikhng lrsoect10n 
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New Affordable Housing, Mission, 2011-2015 
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3.5 Housing Stock Preservation 

A key component in promoting neighborhood 
affordability and stabi li ty is to preserve the existing 
stock of housing. New housing development in 
San Francisco is costly and preserving homes can 
prevent displacement of families and disruption in 
tight-knit communities such as the Mission. The 
Mission Area Plan supports the preservation of the 
area's existing housing stock and prohibits resi­
dential demolition unless this project ensures suffi­
cient replacement of housing units. Restrictions on 
demolitions also help to preserve affordable and 
rent-controlled housing and historic resources. 

A neighborhood's housing stock can also change 
without physical changes to the building structure. 
Conversions of rental housing to condominiums 
can turn housing that is rent controlled and 
potentially accessible to those of low to moderate 
income households to housing that can be occu­
pied by a narrower set of residents, namely, those 
with access to down payment funds and enough 
earning power to purchase a home. Lastly, rental 
units can be "lost" to evictions of various types, 
from owners moving in to units formerly occupied 
by tenants to the use of the Ellis Act provisions in 
which landlords can claim to be going out of the 
rental business in order to force residents to vacate 

TAPLE? F 1 
Units Lost, Mission, 2011- 2015 

2011 7 

2012 

2013 

2014 3 

2015 4 

TOTAL 7 7 

Source. San Francisco Planning Dcpartmenl 
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their homes. 
One important priority of the Plan's housing stock 
preservation efforts is to maintain the existing 
stock of single room occupancy (SRO) hotels, 
which often serve as a relatively affordable option 
for low income households. includes 
a list of SRO properties and number of residential 
units. 

The following subsections document the trends 
in these various types of changes to the housing 
stock in the Mission Area Plan Area and San 
Francisco between 2011 and 2015 and compar­
ing the most recent five years with the preced ing 
5-yea r period. 

3.5.1 Units lost to alteration or demolition 

In this most recent reporting period, 30 un its 
were demolished or lost through alteration in the 
Mission ( ) or less than 3% of units 
demolished citywide. In the previous reporting 
period, 15 units were lost to demolition or altera­
tion . it ) shows San Francisco figures for 
comparison . Illega l units removed also result in 
loss of housing; corrections to official records, on 
the other hand, are adjustments to the housing 
count. 

7 14 21 

3 4 

4 4 

14 16 30 

(oS { 



TABLE 3.5 2 
Units Lost, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

39 

2 

70 

24 

100 

235 

Source: San Francisco Planning Dcpru1mcn1 

3.5.2 Condo Conversions 

ll 

22 

23 

38 

20 

12 

115 

Condo conversions increase San Francisco's 
homeownership rate, estimated to be at about 
37% in 20 14. However, condo conversions also 
mean a reduction in the City's rental stock. In 
2014, an estimated 76% of households in the 
Mission were renters. According to the American 
Community Survey, there was no change in 
the owner/renter spl it in the Mission or in San 
Francisco between 2009 and 2014. Almost 8% 
of San Francisco's rental units are in the Mission 
as of 2014, the same figure as in 2009. 12 

2 

6 

12 San Francsco Neighborhood Profiles, Anwocan Co11mun,iy Suivey 2010-2014. San 
rranc1sco Planning Depanmcnt 2016. Acco1dmg to lhc Census. lhcic a1c roughly 19.000 
renter.<>ccup1cd units 1n the M1ss1on. The neighborhood boundar cs for the Mission in the 
Neighbo1hood Profiles do nol ma1ch pe1lcclly wo lh the Plan Arca boundancs, lhough lhey 
arc very close. Therefore. these percentages should be read as arpro:11.1mat ons. 

II ~ 3 5 .i 
Condo Conversion, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 23 55 

2012 18 43 

2013 17 42 

2014 29 81 

2015 18 63 

Totals 105 284 

Source, DPW Bureau of S11eet Use ,1J'<l Map1>ne 
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116 
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84 

127 

427 

95 

25 

758 

149 

154 

537 

140 

141 

1,121 

shows that in the last five years, 
284 units in 105 bui ldings in the Mission were 
converted to condominiums, compared to 307 
units in 133 buildings between 2006 and 2010. 
In all, approximately 0 .6% of all rental units in the 
Mission were converted to condominiums between 
2011 and 2015. This represents 11 % of all 
condo conversions citywide. 

200 472 12% 12% 

201 488 9% 9% 

147 369 12% 11 % 

239 727 12% 11% 

149 500 12% 13% 

936 2,556 11% 11% 
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3.5.3 Evictions 

Evictions by owners that choose to move in to 
their occupied rental units or use the Ell is Act 
provisions to withdraw their units from the rental 
market also cause changes to the housing stock. 
These evictions effectively remove units from 
the rental housing stock and are, in most cases, 
precursors to condo conversions. 

shows that owner move-ins led to 
evictions in 103 units (compared to 73 units 
between 2006 and 2010). The annual trend 
from 201 1 and 2014 (between 13 and 22) was 
simi lar to the annual evictions for the previous 
5-year reporting period, but these types of evic­
tions surged to 35 in 2015. Similarly, Ellis Act 
withdrawa ls led to 113 evictions during the most 
recent reporting period (compared to 71 in the 

Evictions, Mission, 2011- 2015 

2011 13 4 64 123 

2012 19 23 74 172 

2013 22 51 95 275 

2014 14 16 120 315 

2015 35 19 100 425 

Totals 103 113 453 1,310 

Sourtt·. S,tn ffd1x:1sco Rc..111 Boa•d 

previous period). Owner move-in evictions in the 
Mission accounted for 8% of the citywide total 
while the Plan Area accounted for 18% of Ell is 
Act evictions in San Francisco between 2011 
and 2015. 

During these five years, an estimated 1 % of renta l 
units in the Mission experienced owner move-in 
and Ell is Act evictions. However, this number 
may not capture buy-outs or evictions carried out 
illegally without noticing the San Francisco Rent 
Board. Other types of evictions, also tabulated in 

, include evictions due to breach of 
rental contracts or non-payment of rent; this could 
also include evictions to perform capital improve­
ments or substantial rehabilitation. 

54 1102 11 % 7% 

99 1343 11 % 23% 

229 1368 8% 22% 

IOI 1550 4% 16% 

142 1518 8% 13% 

625 6,881 8% 18% 

Note f v1ct1ons class1!1ed under "Other· include "at fault" cv1ct1ons such as b1 cach of conttacl or la1Jurc to pay rent. 
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3.6 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) 

Prompted by the Downtown Plan in 1985, the 
City determined that large office development, by 
increasing employment, attracts new residents 
and therefore increases demand for housing. In 
response, the Office of Affordable Housing Produc­
tion Program (OAHPP) was established in 1985 to 
require large office developments to contribute to a 
fund to increase the amount of affordable housing. 
In 2001, the OAHPP was re-named the Jobs­
Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) and revised to 
require all commercial projects with a net addition 
of 25,000 gross square feet or more to contribute 
to the fund. Between fiscal year 201 1-1 2 and 
2015-16, commercial developments in the Mis­
sion Area Plan Area generated roughly $900,000 
to be used for affordable housing development by 
the city. 

Blr 3 6 1 
Jobs Housing Linkage Fees Collected, Mission, 

FY 201 1/12-2015/16 

2011-12 

2012-13 

2013-14 

2014-15 

2015-16 

Tota l 

•oepartment of Building Inspection .as of 6/1/16 

TABLE 4. 1 1 

$­

$893, 542 

$­

$6, 205 

$­

$899,747 

Commute Mode Split , Mission and San Francisco 

Car 9,057 

Drove Alone 7.809 

Carpooled 1,248 

Transit 12,942 

Bike 2,852 

Walk 3,532 

Other 844 

Worked at Home 2,410 

Total 31,637 

Source: 201·1 Arnet carJ Community SLt'\'tj' 5--~eJr c-c;tlmdlP 

29% 

25% 

4% 

41% 

9% 

11% 

3% 

8% 

100% 
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4. Accessibility and Transportation 

The Mission Area Plan Area is characterized by 
a multitude of mobility options and its residents 
access employment and other destinations 
through a variety of transport modes. A much 
lower share of commuters in the Mission travel to 
work by car than the rest of San Francisco (29% 
to 44%, respectively), a comparison that is true 
for people who drive alone as well as those who 
carpool. As I shows, the most widely 
used commute mode in the Mission is public tran­
sit, which is used by 41 % of residents (compared 
to 33% citywide), and other alternative commute 
modes also play an important role, including bik­
ing at 9% (more than twice the citywide share), 
walking at 11 %, and working at home at 8%. 
In order to maintain th is characteristic and move 
towards lower dependency on private automobi les, 
the Mission Area Plan's objectives related to 
transportation all favor continued investments 
in public transit and improving pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure rather than faci litating auto 
ownership, circulation, and parking. 

199,470 44% 5% 

165.151 36% 5% 

34,319 8% 4% 

150,222 33% 9% 

17,356 4% 16% 

46,810 10% 8% 

10,579 2% 8% 

32,233 7% 7% 

456,670 100% 7% 

(eS Y 
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4.1 Eastern Neighborhoods TRI PS Program 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Transportation 
Implementation Planning Study (EN TRIPS) 
Report assessed the overall transportation needs 
for the Eastern Neighborhoods and proposed a set 
of discreet projects that could best address these 
needs in the most efficient and cost beneficial 
manner. EN Trips identified three major projects 
for prioritization: 

( 1) Complete streets treatment for a Howard 
Street I Folsom Street couplet running 
between 5nd and 11th Street 

(2) Complete streets and transit prioritization 
improvements for a 7th Street and 8th 
Street couplet running between Market and 
Harrison Street in East Soma 

(3) Complete streets and transit prioritization 
improvements for 16th Street (22-Fillmore) 
running between Church Street and 7th 
Street. 

Other broader improvements were also discussed 
including street grid and connectivity improve­
ments through the northeast Mission and 
Showplace Square, bicycle route improvements 
throughout particu larly along 17th Street, and 
mid-block signalizations and crossings in South 
of Market. 

4.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

The Mission Area Plan calls for the creation of a 
network of "Green Connector" streets with wider 
sidewalks and landscaping improvements that 
connects open spaces and improves area walk­
ability. The Plan proposes improvements in the 
vicinity of 16th Street, in the center of the Mission 
around 20th Street and through the southern part 
of the Mission including Cesar Chavez Street. 
Additionally north-south connections are suggested 
for Potrero Avenue and Folsom Streets. Numerous 
pedestrian improvements have also been proposed 
in the Mission Public Realm Plan. 

The Mission District Streetscape Plan furthered the 
Mission Area Plan and EN Implementation Docu-
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ment by identifying general district-wide strategies 
for improving streets and by providing conceptual 
designs for 28 discreet projects. The Plan looked 
to create identifiable plazas and gateways, 
improve alley and small streets, provide traffic 
calming in the predominately residential neighbor­
hoods, re-envision the Districts throughways, and 
mixed-use (i.e. light industrial) streets; and further 
enliven the commercial corridors at key locations. 
Several of the Mission District Streetscape Plan 
projects have been implemented including, but not 
limited to, the Mission District Folsom Street road 
diet improvements, Bryant Street streetscaping, 
and the Bartlett Street Streetscape Improvement 
Project. 

In January 201 1, San Francisco's Better 
Streets Plan , adopted by the Board of Supervi­
sors in December 2010, went into effect. The 
plan contains design guidelines for pedestrian 
and streetscape improvements and describes 
streetscape requirements for new development. 
Major themes and ideas include distinctive, 
unified streetscape design, space for public life, 
enhanced pedestrian safety, universal design and 
accessibility, and creative use of parki ng lanes. 
The Better Streets Plan only describes a vision for 
ideal streets and seeks to balance the needs of all 
street users and street types. Detailed implementa­
tion strategies will be developed in the future. 

In 2014, San Francisco adopted Vision Zero, a 
commitment to eliminating traffic-related fa talities 
by 2024. The City has identified capital projects to 
improve street safety, which will bu ild on existing 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-rider safety pro­
grams. The first round will include 245 projects, 
including several in the Mission, shown on 

. Pedestrian safety improvements such as 
new crosswalks and "daylighting" (increasing 
the visibility of pedestrian crossings) wi ll be 
constructed along Mission Street between 18th 
and 23rd Streets. Additionally, a variety of mul­
timodal improvements, such as daylighting and 
vehicle turn restriction, are being implemented 
at the intersection of Valencia Street and Duboce 
Avenue. A new traffic signal has also recently 
been installed at the intersection of 16th and 
Capp Streets. 



Lastly, the southwest Bart plaza was reconstructed 
in 2014 to emphasize flexible open space over the 
previous cluttered configuration; elements include 
removed fencing, new paving, landscaping and 
street furniture. 

T 
Vision Zero Projects in Mission Area Plan Area 

16th Street at Capp 
Street - New Traffic 
Signal 

Winter 2013/2014 
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Fall 2016 Complete $350,000 

Cesar Chavez SR2S 
Project 

Spring 2014 Winter 2016/l 7 Design $385,000 

Valencia St./Duboce 
Ave Multimodal 
Improvements 

11th StJ 13th StJ 
Bryant St. Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Spot 
Improvements 

Winter 20 14/2015 

Winter 2014/2015 

Summer 2015 

Fa11 2015 

Design $5,000,000 

Design $150,000 

Potrero Ave., from 
Division to Cesar 
Chavez Streetscape 
Project 

Winter 2014/2015 Winter 2017118 Design $4, 100,000 

Mission Street, 
from 18th to 
23rd (Pedestrian 
Safety Intersection 
Improvements) 

Winter 2014/2015 Summer 2015 Design $86,000 

Pedeslrian 
Countdown Signal 
(3 Signals) 

Spring 2015 Winter 2016/ 17 Design $417,000 

Source San f rJrci~ Murc1pal Transport.itiori Ar.ency 

5. Community Improvements 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan included Public 
Benefits a framework for delivering infrastructure 
and other public benefits. The public benefits 
framework was described in the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods "Implementation Document" , which was 
provided to the public, the Planning Commission, 
and the Board of SupeNisors at the time of the 
original Eastern Neighborhoods approvals. This 
Implementation Document described infrastructure 
and other public benefits needed to keep up 
with development, established key funding 
mechanisms for the infrastructure, and provided 
a broader strategy for funding and maintaining 
newly needed infrastructure. Below is a descrip-

tion of how the public benefit policies were origi­
nally derived and expected to be updated. ~ 

shows the location of community improvements 
underway or completed in the Mission Area Plan 
Area between 2011 and 2015. 
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A 7 
Community Improvements in the Mission, 2011-2015 

Project Status 

• Complete 

Construction I 
Near Construction 

Planned 

Franklin Square Par-Course 

17th and Folsom Park 

Mission Recreation 

• 
e Jose Coronado Playground 

Bartlett Street Pedestrian Improvements I 
Mission Mercado 

Garfield Square Aquatic Center 

Juri Commons 

Project Size 

Major 

0 Community 
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5.1 Need, Nexus and Feasibility 

To determine how much additional infrastructure 
and services would be required to serve new 
development, the Planning Department conducted 
a needs assessment that looked at recreation 
and open space facilities and maintenance, 
schools, community facilities including chi ld care, 
neighborhood serving businesses, and affordable 
housing. 

A significant part of the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Plans was the establishment of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Community Impact Fee and 
Fund. Nexus Studies were conducted as part 
of the original Eastern Neighborhoods effort, 
and then again as part of a Citywide Nexus and 
Levels-of-Service study described below. Both 
studies translated need created by development 
into an infrastructure cost per square foot of new 
development. This cost per square foot determines 
the maximum development impact fee that can 
be lega lly charged . After establishing the absolute 
maximum fee that can be charged legally, the 
City then tests what maximum fee can be charged 
without making development infeasible. In most 
instances, fees are ultimately established at lower 
than the legally justified amount determined by 
the nexus. Because fees are usually set lower than 
what could be legally justified , it is understood 
that impact fees cannot address all needs created 
by new development. 

Need for transportation was studied separately 
under EN Trips and then later under the Transpor­
tation Sustainability Program. Each infrastructure 
or service need was analyzed by studying the 
General Plan, departmental databases, and facility 
plans, and with consultation of City agencies 
charged with providing the infrastructure or need. 
As part of a required periodic update, in 2015, the 
Planning Department published a Citywide Needs 
Assessment that created levels-of-service metrics 
for new parks and open space, rehabil itated parks 
and open space, chi ld care, bicycle facilities, and 
pedestrian faci lities ("San Francisco Infrastructure 
Level of Service Analysis"). 

Separate from the Citywide Nexus published in 
2015, MTA and the Planning Department also 
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produced a Needs Assessment and Nexus Study 
to analyze the need for additiona l transit services, 
along with complete streets. This effort was to 
provide justification for instituting a new Trans­
portation Sustainability Fee (TSF) to repl ace the 
existing Transit Development Impact Fee (TOI F). 
In the analysis, the derived need for transi t from 
new development is described providing the same 
amount transit service (measured by transit service 
hours) relative to amount of demand (measured 
by number of auto plus transit trips). 

Between the original Needs Assessment, and the 
Level-of-Service Analysis, and the TSF Study the 
City has establ ished metrics that establish what 
is needed to maintain acceptable infrastructure 
and services in the Eastern Neighborhoods and 
throughout the City. These metrics of facilities and 
service needs are included in 

5.2 Recreation, Parks, and Open Space 

The Mission Area Plan also calls for the provision 
of new recreation and park faci lities and main­
tenance of existing resources. Some portions of 
the Mission historically have been predominantly 
industrial, and not within walking distance of 
an existing park and many areas lack adequate 
places to recreate and relax. Moreover, the Mis­
sion has a concentration of family households with 
children (27% of Mission households) , wh ich is 
higher than most neighborhoods in the city. Spe­
cifically, the Plan identifies a need for 4.3 acres 
of new open space to serve both existing and new 
residents, workers and visitors. The Plan proposes 
to provide this new open space by creating at least 
one substantial new park in the Mission. 

A parcel at 2080 Folsom Street (at 17th Street) 
owned by the San Francisco Public Uti lities Com­
mission was identified as a suitable si te for a new 
park in an underserved area of the Mission. After 
a series of community meetings in 2010, three 
design alternatives were merged into one design. 
The new 0.8 acre park, shown in figure 5.2.1, 
wi ll include a children's play area, demonstration 
garden, outdoor amphitheater and seating, among 
other amenities. The project is under construction 
and is expected to be completed by winter 2017. 
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FIOUR[ 5.2. 1 
Rendering of Park at 17th and Folsom Streets and Adjacent New Housing Development 

Source: San Frarcisco Recreahon & ~arks. 

Another facility planned for the Plan Area, still 
in conceptual phase, is the Mission Recreation 
Center. Located on a through block facing both 
Harrison Street and Treat Avenue between 20th 
and 21st Street, the facility includes an interior 
gymnasium and fitness center, along with an out­
door playground located in an interior courtyard. 
Recreation and Park staff is planning for a major 
renovation and reconfiguration of the facility that 
could include relocating the play equipment so 
that it is visible from the public right-of-way and 
adding additional courts to the building. 

Lastly, Garfield Pool is scheduled to be rehabili­
tated through the 2012 Park Bond. Recreation 
and Park staff plan to further enhance the faci lity 
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to a higher capacity Aquatics Center, which, 
besides refurbishing the pool, would also include 
adding amenities such a multi-purpose room 
and a slide. Other possible improvements cou ld 
include a redesign of the pool structu re. Design for 
the pool rehabilitation is expected to be complete 
by late 2016 with construction bid award and the 
construction planned to begin in 2017. 

5.3 Community Facilities and Services 

As a significant amount of new housing develop­
ment is expected in the Mission, new residents 
will increase the need to add new commun ity 
faci li ties and to maintain and expand existing 
ones. Community faci lities can include any type 



of service needed to meet the day-to-day needs 
of residents. These fac ilities include libraries, 
parks and open space, schools and child care. 
Community based organizations also provide 
many services to area residents including health, 
human services, and cultural centers. Section 5.3 
describes efforts to increase and improve the sup­
ply of recreation and park space in the Mission. 
Section 6, below, discusses the process of imple­
mentation of the community benefits program, 
including the col lection and management of the 
impact fees program. 

shows existing community facilities in the 
Mission. Community based organizations currently 
provide a wide range of services at over 50 sites 
throughout the Mission, ranging from clinics 
and legal aid, to job and language skills training 
centers and immigration assistance. Cultural and 
arts centers are also prominent in the Mission. 
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Community Facilities in the Mission 
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5.4 Historic Preservation 

A number of Planning Code amendments have 
been implemented in support of the Historic 
Preservation Policies within the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods Plan Areas. These sections of the Planning 
Code provide for flexibility in permitted uses, thus 
encouraging the preservation and adaptive reuse 
of historic resources. The most effective incentive 
to date is the application of Section 803.9 of 
the Planning Code within the East and Western 
SoMa Plan Areas. Approximately 10 historic 
properties have agreed to on-going maintenance 
and rehabilitation plans in order to preserve these 
significant buildings. 

5.4.1 Commercial Uses in Certain Mixed-Use 
Districts 

Within Certain Mixed-Use Districts, the Planning 
Code principa lly or conditiona lly permits various 
commercial uses that otherwise are not be permit­
ted. The approval path for these commercial uses 
varies depending on the (1) zoning district, (2) 
historic status, and (3) proposed use. The table in 

shows Planning Code Section 803.9. 
Depending on the proposed use, approval may be 
received from either the Zoning Administrator (ZA) 
or with Conditional Use Authorization from the 
Planning Commission. Depending on the zoning 
district, the historic status may either be: Article 
10 Landmark (A lO), Contributing Resources to 
Article 10 Landmark Districts (AlOD), Article 
11 Category I, II , Ill and IV (Al 1), Listed in or 
determined eligible for National Register (NR) , 
or Listed in or determined eligible for California 
Register (CR). 

For use of this Planning Code section, the Historic 
Preservation Commission must provide a recom­
mendation on whether the proposed use would 
enhance the feasibi li ty of preserving the historic 
property. Economic feasibility is not a factor in 
determining application of the code provision . 
The incentive acknowledges that older buildings 
generally require more upkeep due to their age, 
antiquated building systems, and require interven­
tion to adapt to contemporary uses. The property 
owner commits to preserving and maintaining the 
building, restoring deteriorated or missing features, 
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providing educational opportunities for the public 
regarding the history of the bui lding and the dis­
trict, and the like. As a result the owner is granted 
flexibility in the use of the property. 

Department staff, along with advice from the 
Historic Preservation Commission, considers 
the overall historic preservation public benefit in 
preserving the subject property. Whether the reha­
bilitation and maintenance plan will enhance the 
feasibility of preserving the building is determined 
on a case-by-case basis. Typica lly, the Historic 
Preservation Maintenance Plan (HPMP) from the 
Project Sponsor will outline a short- and long-term 
maintenance and repair program. These plans 
vary in content based on the character-defin ing 
features of the property and its overall cond ition. 
Maintenance and repair programs may include 
elements, like a window rehabili tation program, 
sign program, interpretative exhibit, among others. 

5.5 Neighborhood Serving Establishments 

Neighborhood serving businesses represent a 
diversity of activities beyond typica l land use 
categories such as reta il. This section defines 
neighborhood serving as those activities of an 
everyday nature associated with a high "purchase" 
frequency (see for a list of business 
categories used). Grocery stores, auto shops 
and gasoline stations, banks and schools which 
frequently host other activities, among many other 
uses, can be considered "neighborhood serving." 

By this definition, the Mission is home to almost 
600 neighborhood serving businesses and estab­
lishments employing over 8,000 people. Although 
these tend to be smaller businesses frequented 
by local residents and workers, some also serve 
a larger market (such as popular restaurants). As 
shown in Table 4.5.1, the top 10 neighborhood 
serving establishments in the Mission include 
eating places (ful l- and limited-service restaurants, 
bakeries, etc.), schools, grocery stores, bars, and 
pharmacies. These businesses are typically along 
the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street neighbor­
hood commercial districts, as shown on • 1 
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TABLE5:i1 
Neighborhood Serving Establishments, Mission 

Full-Service Restaurants 155 2,581 

Snack and Nonalcoholic Beverage Bars 31 908 

Limited-Service Restaurants 62 884 

Supermarkets and Other Grocery (except Convenience) Stores 36 521 

Elementary and Secondary Schools 20 516 

Drinking Places (Alcoholic Beverages) 36 388 

Electronics Stores 13 246 

Retail Bakeries 12 143 

Commercial Banking 7 139 

Pharmacies and Drug Stores 10 129 

Sporting Goods Stores 7 125 

Junior Colleges 2 110 

Used Merchandise Stores 6 96 

All Other Specialty Food Stores 3 87 

Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers 5 85 

Discount Department Stores 76 

Civic and Social Organizations 9 64 

Drycleaning and Laundry Services (except Coin-Operated) 7 61 

General Automotive Repair 20 57 

Pet Care (except Veterinary) Services 10 52 

Women's Clothing Stores 9 50 

Nail Salons 8 48 

Office Supplies and Stationery Stores 2 48 

Child Day Care Services 10 47 

Shoe Stores 5 41 

Savings Institutions 4 40 

Book Stores 5 39 

Men's Clothing Stores 6 38 

All Other General Merchandise Stores 6 38 

Religious Organizations 5 34 

Family Clothing Stores 3 34 

Beauty Salons 9 34 

Pet and Pet Supplies Stores 3 32 

Barber Shops 30 

Gasoline Stations with Convenience Stores 3 28 

Clothing Accessories Stores 5 26 

Meat Markets 6 24 

Beer, Wine, and Liquor Stores 6 20 

Sewing, Needlework, and Piece Goods Stores 2 19 

Fruit and Vegetable Markets 4 12 
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Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies, and Perfume Stores 3 12 

Food {Health) Supplement Stores 9 

Other Automotive Mechanical and Electrical Repair and Maintenance 3 9 

Convenience Stores 4 8 

Hobby, Toy, and Game Stores 8 

Other Clothing Stores 3 8 

Coin-Operated Laundries and Drycleaners 3 6 

Cafeterias. Grill Buffets. and Buffets 5 

Video Tape and Disc Rental 2 

Other Personal and Household Goods Repair and Maintenance 2 2 

Automotive Transmission Repair 

Libraries and Archives 

TOTAL 578 8,018 

Source: Cahforn·a ErnptO'jment Development Depa•lmC'1t 
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MAP 9 
Neighborhood Serving Businesses in the Mission 
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e 311 - Food Manufacturing 0 522 ·Credit Intermediation 

G 443 - Electronics and Appliance 0 532 - Renta l and Leasing Services 

ti 445 - Food and Beverage • 611 - Educational Services 

0 446 • Health and Personal Care 0 624 - Socia l Assistance 

0 447 - Gas Stations • 713 • Amusement, Gambling and Recreation 

0 448 - Clothing and Accessories 0 722 - Food Services and Drinking Places 

0 451 - Sporting goods, Hobby, • 811 • Repair and Maintenance 
Musical Instrument and Books • 812. Personal and Laundry Services 

0 452 - General Merchandise 

• 813 - Religious and Civic Organizations 
0 453 - Miscellaneous 

Note. Based on 3·d•R•l NAICS code occupation 

0 519 - Other Information 

46 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING OEPARTMENT 

Cv~ 



6. Implementation of Proposed 
Programming 

Along with establishing fees, and providing a 
programmatic framework of projects, the EN 
approvals included amendments to the City's 
Administrative Code establishing a process to 
choose infrastructure projects for implementation 
on an ongoing basis. 

6.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens 
Advisory Committee 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory 
Committee (EN CAC) started meeting on a 
monthly basis in October 2009. The CAC is 
comprised of 19 members of the public appointed 
by the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor. The 
CAC focuses on implementation of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Implementation Program and 
priority projects. Together with the IPIC, discussed 
below, the CAC determine how revenue from 
impact fees are spent. The CAC also plays a key 
role in reviewing and advising on the Five-Year 
Monitoring Reports. 

TAB f o 2.1 

MISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT 2016 

The EN CAC has held monthly public meetings 
since October, 2009. For more information on the 
EN CAC, go to http://encac.sfplanning.org. 

6.2 Eastern Neighborhoods Community 
Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Community Facilities 
and Infrastructure Fee includes three tiers of 
fees that are based on the amount of add itional 
development enabled by the 2009 Eastern 
Neighborhoods rezon ing. In general, Tier 1 fees 
are charged in areas where new zoning provided 
less than 10 feet of additiona l height. Tier 2 fees 
are for those areas that included between 10 
and 20 feet of additional height, and Tier 3 fees 
are for areas that included for 20 feet or more of 
add itiona l height. Fees are adjusted every yea r 
based on inflation of construction costs . 

Below is a chart of the original fees (2009) and 
the fees as they exist today. 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees per Square Foot , 2009 and 2016 

Tier 1 

Tier 2 

Tier 3 

$8.00 

$12.00 

$16.00 

$6.00 

$10.00 

$14.00 

$10.19 

$15.29 

$20.39 

$7.65 

$12.74 

$17.84 

source San Francisco Planning Department 

The fees established above are proportionally divided into five funding categories as determined by the needs assessment, nexus studies, 
and feasibilities studies, including housing, transportation/transit, complete streets, recreation and open space, and child care. In the 
Mission District NCT and MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Districts, 75% of fees collected from residential development is set aside for 
affordable housing for the two respective Plan Areas. The first $ 10,000,000 collected are targeted to affordable housing preservation and 
rehabilitation. To date, the City has collected more than $48 million in impact fees, as shown on 
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T 8 
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Collected to Date 

HOUSING 

TRANSPORTATION I 
TRANSIT 

COMPLETE STREETS 

RECREATION AND 
OPEN SPACE 

CHILDCARE 

Total 

Source· San frar.c1sco F>tanni'l8 Oewrtmen1 

Note. l\moun: collected mdudes 111-kind 1mprwements. 

$4,740,000 

$16,940,000 

$6,730,000 

$17 ,520,000 

$2,420,000 

$48,350,000 

Over the 2016-2020 period, the City is projected 
to collect $145 million from the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods impact fee program, as shown on 

TABLE 6. ~ 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Projected, 201 6-2020 

HOUSING $26,411,000 

TRANSPORTATION I $30,302,000 TRANSIT 

COMPLETE STREETS $38,542,000 

RECREATION AND $43,912,000 OPEN SPACE 

CHILDCARE $5.931,000 

Total $ 145,098,000 

As shown in , approximately $5.4 mil-
lion have been collected from 58 projects in the 
Mission Area Plan Area to date. Overa ll , roughly 
548.4 million has been collected in all of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, including Western SoMa. 
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LE 
Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Collected, 2011-2015 ... 
Mission $5,357,000 

East SoMa $14,635,000 

Western SoMa $6,940,000 

Central $10,034,000 Waterfront 

Showplace/ $11,384,000 Potrero 

58 

35 

15 

19 

23 

TOTAL 548,350,000 150 

6.3 IPIC Process 

The Infrastructure Plan Implementation Committee 
was established in Administrative Code Chapter 
36, Section 36.3; the IPIC's purpose is to bring 
together City agencies to collectively implement 
the community improvement plans for specific 
areas of the City including the Eastern Neighbor­
hood Plan Areas. The IPIC is instrumental in 
creating a yearly expenditure plan for impact 
fee revenue and in creating a bi-annual "mini" 
Capital Plan for the Eastern Neighborhoods. The 
annual Expenditure Plan is specific to projects 
that are funded by impact fees. The bi-annual 
Eastern Neighborhoods Capital Plan also includes 
infrastructure projects that are funded by other 
sou rces, and projects where funding has not been 
identified. 

6.4 Eastern Neighborhood MOU 

In 2009, the Planning Department entered into 
a Memorandum of Understanding with SF Public 
Works, SFMTA, Rec and Park, and MOHCD to 
assure commitment to implementing the EN 
Plans. A key component of the agreement was 
the establishment of a list of priority projects: 

» Folsom Street 
» 16th Street 
» Townsend Street 
» Pedestrian Crossing at Manalo Draves Park 
» 17th and Folsom Street Park 
» Showplace Square Open Space 



6.5 First Source Hiring 

The First Source Hiring Program was first adopted 
in 1998 and modified in 2006. The intent 
of First Source is to connect low-income San 
Francisco residents with entry-level jobs that are 
generated by the City's investment in contracts or 
public works; or by business activity that requires 
approval by the City's Planning Department or 
permits by the Department of Building Inspection. 
CityBuild works in partnership with Planning 
Department and DBI to coordinate execution of 
First Source Affidavits and MOUs. 

CityBuild is a program of the Office of Economic 
and Workforce Development and is the First 
Source Hiring Administrator. In accordance to 
Chapter 83: First Source Hiring Program, develop­
ers must submit a First Source Affidavit to the 
Planning Department prior to planning approval. 
In order to receive construction permit from DBI, 
developers must enter into a First Source Hiring 
MOU with CityBuild. Developers and contractors 
agree to work in good faith to employ 50% of its 
entry-level new hiring opportunities through the 
CityBuild First Source Hiring process. 

Projects that qualify under First Source include: 

» any activity that requires discretionary action 
by the City Planning Commission related to a 
commercial activity over 25,000 square feet 
including conditional use authorization; 

» any building permit applications for a residen­
tial project over 10 units; 

» City issued public construction contracts in 
excess of $350,000; 

» City contracts for goods and services in excess 
of $50,000; 

» leases of City property; 
» grants and loans issued by City departments in 

excess of $50,000. 

Since 2011 CityBuild has managed 442 place­
ments in 72 First Source private projects in the 
three zip codes encompassing the Eastern Neigh­
borhoods Plan Areas (94107, 94110, 94103}, 
not including projects in Mission Bay, approved 
under the former Redevelopment Agency. They 
have also placed 771 residents from the three-zip 
code area in projects throughout the city. 
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In 2011, the City also implemented a first of 
its kind, the Local Hire Policy for Construction 
on publicly funded construction projects. This 
policy sets forth a mandatory hiring requirement 
of local residents per trade for construction work 
hours. This policy superseded the First Source 
Hiring Program on public construction contracts. 
Since 2011, a cumulative 37% of the overall 6.2 
million work hours have been worked by local 
residents and 58% of 840,000 apprentice work 
hours performed by local residents. 

7. Ongoing Planning Efforts 

As this report has shown, market pressures and 
evictions affecting the neighborhood intensified in 
the Mission District over the six years that followed 
the adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plans and the recovery from the Great Recession. 
This has necessitated a focused effort to help 
protect and alleviate the impact on those most 
affected by the affordability crisis. As a result, 
the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020} was 
launched in early 2015 to take a closer look at the 
pressures affecting the neighborhood and generate 
a set of solutions for implementation to help stabi­
lize housing, arts, nonprofits, and businesses. 

MAP2020 will also set targets and define solu­
tions for neighborhood sustainability for 2020 
and beyond. The solutions may encompass land 
use and zoning, financing, and identification 
of opportunity sites and programs; monitoring 
mechanisms will also be put into place. This first 
phase of MAP 2020 - solutions development 
- will be completed by end of Summer 2016. 
Implementation of certain measures is already 
underway, with additional implementation (writing 
legislation, launching new studies, ramping up 
programs, etc.) scheduled to commence this fiscal 
year (FY2016) now that a MAP2020 budget has 
been approved by the Mayor and the Board. 

To date, the MAP 2020 collaboration includes a 
broad range of non-profit and advocacy groups 
as well as public agencies including the Dolores 
Street Community (DSCS}, the Cultural Action 
Network (CAN), the Mission Economic Develop­
ment Agency (MEDA), Calle 24, Pacific Felt 
Factory, members of the Plaza 16 coalition, the 
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Planning Department, the Mayor's Office of Hous­
ing and Community Development (MOHCD), the 
Office and Economic and Workforce Development 
(OEWD), the Health Services Agency (HSA), 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI), and the 
Fire Department. The Mayor's Office and District 
Supervisor Campos have also supported this effort. 

These stakeholders are collaborating through 
working groups co-led by a both City and com­
munity leads. A robust community outreach 
and engagement process has incorporated 
focus groups and individual presentations to 
organizations and coalitions such as: tenants' 
rights organizations, SRO tenants, Mission Girls, 
PODER, United to Save the Mission, real estate 
developers, SPUR, San Francisco Housing Action 
Coalition (SFHAC), San Francisco Bay Area Rent­
ers Federation (SFBARF), and others, with the 
goal of informing and including relevant stakehold­
ers affected by and/or responsible for potential 
solutions. 

Topic-specific working groups have collectively 
drafted short, medium, and long term strategies, 
including tenant protections and housing access, 
housing preservation, housing production, eco­
nomic development, community planning, SRO 
acquisition and/or master leasing, and homeless­
ness. The Plan will be presented to the Planning 
Commission, for endorsement in early Fall 2016. 
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