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July 3, 2017

Clerk, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PRV 1726-1730 Mission Street
Appeal of the June 1, 2017 Planning Commission Decisions

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

Our Mission No Eviction appeals the decisions of the Planning Commission
Made on June 1, 2017 regarding the proposed project at 1726-30 Mission Street
(hereafter “proposed project”) proposed by applicant Our Mission No Eviction appeals
the following decisions of the Planning Commission made on June 1, regarding the
project proposed for 1726-30 Mission Street ( hereafter “Proposed Project”).

1) Adoption of CEQA findings under Section 15183 of the CEQA guidelines and
Public Resources Code Section 21083.3.1, and adoption of a Community Plan
Exemption.

The Final Motion for the relevant appeal is attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in
support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits B-D and is also contained in the letters
submitted to the Planning Department objecting to the approval of the Project and the
Community Plan Exemption, incorporated here by reference. Exhibit E contains the
$578 appeal fee for the CEQA appeal.

4104 24th Street # 957 * San Francisco, CA 94114 < (415) 317-0832
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1. Appeal of the adoption of the Community Plan Exemption and CEQA Findings

The appeal of the adoption of the Community Plan Exemption and CEQA Findings
are filed on the following bases.

e The CEQA findings did not take into account the potential cumulative impacts of
this project along with nearly 2,000 other units constructed, entitled, or in the
pipeline for the area along Mission Street, beginning at the intersection of Mission
and South Van Ness Avenue and continuing to 16th Street, and including one block
on either side of Mission Street (hereafter “Mission Gateway” which was not
considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plain EIR (PEIR). Potential impacts with
respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation and open space,
impacts on SRO Hotels, and overall gentrification and displacement impacts on
businesses, residents, and nonprofits within the Mission Gateway.

e The Proposed Project does not qualify for a Community Plan Exemption under
Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21083.3
because the approval is based upon an out of date 2008 EIR prepared for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and the EIR’s analysis and determination can no longer
be relied upon to support the claimed exemption in the areas of, inter alia, direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts to: land use, consistency with area plans and
policies, land use, recreation and open space, traffic and circulation, transit and
transportation, health and safety, and impacts relative to the Mission Gateway.

¢ The PEIR’s projections for housing, including this project and those in the pipeline,
have been exceeded when cumulative impacts are considered, i.e., “past, present,
and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.” (Guidelines, § 15355)

e The claimed community benefits of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, outlined
in the 2008 PEIR, its approvals and the Statement of Overriding Considerations have
not been fully funded, implemented, or are underperforming and the
determinations and findings for the proposed Project that rely on the claimed
benefits to override impacts outlined in the PEIR are not supported. The City shoul
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have conducted Project level review based upon up to date data and the actual
community benefits that have accrued since the adoption of the 2008 plan and did not.

e Substantial changes in circumstances require major revisions to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects and an increase in the severity of previously identified
significant impacts; there is new information of substantial importance that
would change the conclusions set forth in said EIR and the requirements of
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Report.

¢ The CEQA findings are inadequate and incomplete and are not supported by
substantial evidence.

e The Proposed Project is inconsistent with the General Plan and the Mission
Area Plan.

2. Pattern and Practice

The City is engaging in a pattern and practice of approving residential projects in
the Mission based upon a Community Plan Exemption that improperly tiers off of an
out of date Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR instead of conducting project level
environmental review. This results in the approval of projects with unexamined
environmental affects to the detriment of Mission residents.

N

ott\‘Neaver

Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction
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Subject to: (Select only if applicable) s

1650 Mission St.
B Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) [ First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400
Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A) gingi?gg-szc;fg
Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) O Other
Reception:
415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 Fac
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 TSR
Planning
Information:
Case No.: 2014-002026ENX 415.558.6377
Project Address: ~ 1726-1730 Mission Street
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District
68-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3532/004A and 005
Project Sponsor:  Jody Knight — Reuben, Junius & Rose , LLP
One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104
Staff Contact: Linda Ajello Hoagland - (415) 575-6823

linda.ajellohaoagland@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO
PLANNING CODE SECTION 329 AND PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19865-
MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS, TO DEMOLISH A 11,200 SQUARE FOOT, TWO-
STORY INDUSTRIAL BUILDING, AND TO CONSTRUCT A SIX-STORY, 66-FOOT-TALL, 33,589
SQUARE FOOT MIXED-USE BUILDING WITH 40 DWELLING UNITS, APPROXIMATELY 2,250
SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR PDR (PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION AND REPAIR) AND
22 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES FOR THE PROJECT AT 1726-1730 MISSION STREET WITHIN
THE UMU (URBAN MIXED-USE) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 68-X HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2015, Jody Knight (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”), on behalf of Sustainable Living LLC
(Property Owner), filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for a
Large Project Authorization for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Lots 004A, 005, Block
3532 (hereinafter “subject property”), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and the Mission 2016
Interim Zoning Controls, to demolish an 11,200 square-foot (sq. ft.), two-story, approximately 20-foot-tall
industrial building and to construct a six-story, 66-foot-tall 35,893 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 40
dwelling units, 2,250 sg. ft. of ground floor PDR (Production Distribution and Repair) and 22 below off-
street parking spaces within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and 68-X Height and Bulk
District.
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On May 18, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application No.
2014-002026ENX. At this public hearing, the Commission continued the project to the public hearing on
June 1, 2017.

The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to
have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Impact Report
(hereinafter “EIR”). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public
hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the
California Environmental Quality Act {Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter “CEQA").
The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as
well as public review.

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR is a Program EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead
agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a
proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by
the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In approving the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 17661 and hereby
incorporates such Findings by reference.

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for
projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan
or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether
there are project-specific effects which are peculiar to the projector its site. Section 15183 specifies
that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the
project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a
prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c)
are potentially significant off-site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying
EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse
impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not
peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely
on the basis of that impact.

On May 24, 2017, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further
environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section
21083.3. The Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. Since
the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major
revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase
in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial
importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project,
including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is
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available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, California.

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) setting
forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR that are applicable
to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft
Motion as Exhibit C.

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the file for Case No. 2014-
002026ENX is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties. :

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Large Project Authorization requested in
Application No. 2014-002026ENX, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion,
based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

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

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project site is on the west side of Mission Street, between
Duboce Avenue and 14% Street in the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District. The property is
currently developed with a two-story, 11,200 square foot industrial building that is 20 feet in
height. The subject properties are located mid-block with a combined street frontage of
approximately 78 feet on Mission Street. The existing industrial building occupies the entire street
frontage and is built to the front property line. In total, the site is approximately 7,800 square feet.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located in the UMU Zoning
District along a mixed-use corridor within the Mission Area Plan. The Project Site is bounded by
Duboce and 13tk Streets to the north, 14t Street to the south, Woodward Street to the west and
Mission Street to the east. The surrounding neighborhood is characterized by a wide variety of
residential, commercial, retail, PDR and public uses. The adjacent properties to the north and
south include three-story, multi-family residential uses, three- and four-story multi-family
residential uses to the west and across Mission Street to the east is a four-story commercial
building. The surrounding properties are located within the: Urban Mixed Use (UMU);
Residential Mixed, Low Density (RM-1); and Production Distribution and Repair, General (PDR-
1-G). There is one school (San Francisco Friends School) located within 1,000 feet of the Project
Site. Access to Highway 101 and Interstate 80 is about one block to the east at the on- and off-
ramps located at South Van Ness Avenue and the Central Freeway. The Project Site is located
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along Mission Street, which is a high injury pedestrian and vehicular corridor. Other zoning
districts in the vicinity of the Project Site include: PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair
- General); RM-1 (Residential Mixed - Low Density); NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood
Commercial Transit); and, P (Public).

4. Project Description. The Project consists of merging the two existing lots into a single 7,800
square-foot (sq. ft.) lot, demolition of a two-story industrial building, and construction of a six-
story, 66-foot tall, 35,893 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units, approximately 2,250
sq. ft. of ground floor PDR (Production Distribution and Repair) use, and 22 off-street parking
spaces. One parking space would be handicap accessible, and the other 21 parking spaces would
be housed in mechanical stackers. A garage door would be provided on Mission Street. The
northernmost of the two existing curb cuts would be retained, and the other curb cut at the south
end of the project site would be removed. The project would provide a total of 68 bicycle parking
spaces, which would consist of 60 Class 1 spaces in the garage, and eight Class 2 spaces on the
Mission Street sidewalk. Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be
provided in the form of a common roof deck. Four new trees would be planted adjacent to the
subject property along Mission Street.

5. Public Comment. The Department has received one letter of support from San Francisco
Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC), and four letters opposing the project, expressing concern
over the height of the project, impacts to light and air to adjacent residential properties, increased
vehicular traffic and construction noise.

6. Planning Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Permitted Uses in UMU Zoning Districts. Planning Code Sections 843.20 state that
residential use is a principally permitted use within the UMU Zoning District. PDR uses
listed in Planning Code Sections 843.70-843.87 are principally, conditionally or not permitted.

The Project would construct new residential and retain PDR uses within the UMU Zoning District;
therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Sections 843.20 and 843.70-843.87. Depending on
the specific PDR tenant, they will comply as principally permitted PDR uses per Sec. 843.70-843.87
or seek a Conditional Use, as required by the Planning Code.

B. Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Section 124 establishes a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 5:1 for
properties within the UMU Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District.

The subject lots are 7,800 sq. ft. in total, thus resulting in a maximum allowable floor area of 39,000
sg. ft. for non-residential uses. The Project would construct approximately 2,250 sq. ft. of PDR space,
and would comply with Planning Code Section 124.

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of
the total lot depth of the Iot to be provided at every residential level.

SAN FRARGISCO 4
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The Project provides a 1,950 square foot rear yard at the first residential level and would comply with
Planning Code Section 134. The Project occupies a mid-block with frontage on Mission Street. The
subject lot does not currently contribute to a pattern of mid-block open space, and the addition of the
proposed code-complying rear yard would help to preserve light and air to neighboring residential
dwellings.

Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires a minimum of 80 sq. ft. of open
space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible, or 54 sq. ft. of open space per dwelling
unit, if publically accessible. Private usable open space shall have a minimum horizontal
dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 sq. ft. is located on a deck, balcony, porch or
roof, and shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 100
sq. ft. if located on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an inner or outer court. Common
usable open space shall be at least 15 feet in every horizontal dimension and shall be a
minimum are of 300 sq. ft.

For the proposed 40 dwelling units, the Project is required to provide 3,830 sq. ft. of common open
space. In total, the Project exceeds the requirements for open space by providing a total of
approximately 4,695 sq. ft. of Code-complying usable open space. The Project would construct common
open space roof deck (measuring approximately 3,925 sq. ft.) as well as four private second floor
terraces in the rear yard (measuring approximately 770 sq. ft. Therefore, the Project complies with
Planning Code Section 135.

Bird Safety. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings,
including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The subject lot is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge as defined in Section 139, and
the Project meets the requirements for feature-related hazards.

Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all
dwelling units face onto a public street, rear yard or other open area that meets minimum
requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. To meet exposure requirements, a public
street, public alley, side yard or rear yard must be at least 25 feet in width.

The Project organizes the dwelling units to have exposure on Mission Street or the code-complying
rear yard. As proposed, 20 dwelling units face the rear yard and 20 units face Mission Street;
therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 140.

Street Frontage in Mixed Use Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street
parking at street grade on a development lot to be set back at least 25 feet on the ground
floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given
street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking
and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided within the first 25 feet of
building depth on the ground floor; that non-residential uses have a minimum floor-to-floor
height of 17 feet; that the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential
active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the
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principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not residential
or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of
the street frontage at the ground level. '

The off-street parking is located below grade and is accessed through one 12-ft wide garage entrance
located along Mission Street. The Project features active uses on the ground floor with a residential
lobby, and replacement PDR space. The ground floor ceiling height of the non-residential uses are at
least 17-ft. tall for frontage along Mission Street. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code
Section 145.1.

Off-Street Parking. Planning Section 151.1 of the Planning Code allows off-street parking at
a maximum ratio of .75 per dwelling unit.

For the 40 dwelling units, the Project is allowed to have a maximum of 30 off-street parking spaces.
Currently, the Project provides 22 off-street parking spaces via mechanical lifts, and one handicap
parking space. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.

Bicycle Parking. Planning Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires one Class 1 bicycle
parking space per dwelling unit and one Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for every 20 dwelling
units. Additional bicycle parking requirements apply based on classification of non-
residential uses, at least two Class 2 spaces are required for retail uses.

The Project includes 40 dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to provide 40 Class 1 bicycle
parking spaces and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for residential uses and 2 Class 2 spaces for the
ground floor non-residential uses. The Project will provide 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 8
Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, which exceeds the requirement. Therefore, the Project complies with
Planning Code Section 155.2.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169
and the TDM Program Standards, the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior to Planning
Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. As currently proposed, the
Project must achieve a target of 14 points.

The Project submitted a completed Environmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program
Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required
7 points through the following TDM measures:
e Bicycle Parking (Option D)
Bicycle Repair Station
Delivery Supportive Amenities
Family TDM Amenities (Option A)
Real Time Transportation Information Displays
On-site Affordable Housing (Option C)
Unbundle Parking (Location B)
Parking Supply (OptionB)
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K. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces

SAN FRANCISCO
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accessory to residential uses in new structures of 10 dwelling units or more be leased or sold

separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling units for the life of the dwelling
units.

The Project is providing off-street parking that is accessory to the dwelling units. These spaces will be
unbundled and sold and/or leased separately from the dwelling units; therefore, the Project meets this
requirement.

Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires that no less than 40 percent of the
total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two bedrooms, or no less than 30
percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least three bedrooms.

For the 40 dwelling units, the Project is required to provide at least 16 two-bedroom units or 12 three-
bedroom units. The Project provides one-bedraom units and 20 two-bedroom. Therefore, the Project
meets and exceeds the requirements for dwelling unit mix.

Shadow. Planning Code Sections 147 and 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures
exceeding a height of 40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Commission. Any project in excess of 40 feet in height and found to cast net new shadow
must be found by the Planning Commission, with comment from the General Manager of the
Recreation and Parks Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission,
to have no adverse impact upon the property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and
Park Commission.

The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis and determined that the
proposed project would not cast shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year. The
preliminary shadow fan analysis accounts for the 14-foot-tall elevator penthouse on the roof of the
proposed building.

Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A establishes the
Transportation Sustainablity Fee (TSF) and is applicable to project that are the following:
(1) More than twenty new dwelling units; (2) New group housing facilities, or additions of
800 gross square feet or more to an existing group housing facility; (3) New construction of a
Non-Residential use in excess of 800 gross square feet, or additions of 800 gross square feet or
more to an existing Non-Residential use; or (4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of
1,500 gross square feet, or additions of 1,500 gross square feet or more to an existing PDR use;
or (5) Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use is higher
than the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use previously
paid the TSF or TIDF; (6) Change or Replacement of Use from a Hospital or a Health Service
to any other use.

The Project includes more than twenty dwelling units, and the replacement of PDR space; therefore,
the TSF, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies.
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O. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program in UMU Zoning District. Planning Code Section

SAN FRANCISCO
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415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would apply to projects
that consist of 10 or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or
after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 the current Inclusionary
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative in
the UMU Zoning District for Tier B is to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as
affordable. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to modify
Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors
(Board File Nos.161351 and 170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which include but
are not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing required onsite or
offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix requirements, will become
effective after approval by the Board of Supervisors

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing
Alternative under Planning Code Section 4155 and 415.6, and has submitted a ‘Affidavit of
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415, to
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable
housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for the Project
Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Project Sponsor must
submit an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning
Code Section 415,’ to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site
units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the project. The
Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit on April 24, 2017. The EE application was submitted on
February 6, 2015. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 415.3, 415.6 and 419, the current on-site
requirement is 17.5%. 7 units (4 one-bedroom and 3 two-bedroom) of the 40 units provided will be
affordable units. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program
obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, it must pay the Affordable Housing
Fee with interest, if applicable.

Residential Childcare Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 414A is applicable to any
residential development citywide that results in the addition of a residential unit.

The Project includes approximately 27,145 sq. ft. new residential use and 2,250 sq. ft. of PDR use.
The proposed Project is subject to fees as outlined in Planning Code Section 414A.

Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 423 is applicabie
to any development project within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District that results
in the addition of gross square feet of residential and non-residential space.

The Project includes approximately 35,893 gross square feet of new development consisting of
approximately 27,145 sq. ft. of residential use and 2,250 sq. ft. of PDR use. These uses are subject to
Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees Tier 1 for residential and Tier 2 for non-resiential,
as outlined in Planning Code Section 423.
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7. Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District. Planning Code
Section 329(c) lists nine aspects of design review in which a project must comply; the Planning
Commission finds that the project is compliant with these nine aspects as follows:

A. Overall building mass and scale.

The Project would construct a new six-story mixed-use building on the west side of Mission Street.
The scale of the Project is appropriate from an urban design perspective because it recognizes the
significance of this location along the Mission Street transit corridor, where the height limits were
increased to 68 feet, as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. These increased height limits
provide the opportunity to support the City’s housing goals and public transit infrastructure. Overall,
the Project’s massing also recognizes the existing block pattern as it relates to the street frontage and
block wall along Mission Street. The Project’s rear yard location contributes positively to the irregular
pattern of interior block open space in the subject block. The adjacent properties to the north and south
include three-story, multi-family residential uses, three- and four-story multi-family residential uses to
the west and across Mission Street to the east is a four-story commercial building. The neighborhood is
characterized by a wide variety of residential, commercial, retail, PDR and public uses. In addition, the
Project includes projecting vertical and horizonatal elements, which provide modulation along the
street facades. Thus, the Project is appropriate for a mid-block lot and consistent with the mass and
scale of the intent of the height-bulk and zoning changes from 50-X to 68-X and M-1 to UMU, which
occurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.

B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials.

The Mission is one of the City’s most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City’s General
Plan. The proposed facade design and architectural treatments with various vertical and horizontal
elements and a pedestrian scale ground floor which is consistent with the unique identity of the
Mission. The new building’s character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building
materials (including white veramic frit glass, French balconies with metal mesh guardrails and
Swisspearl panels) that relates to the surrounding structures that make-up the Mission’s distinct
character while acknowledging and respecting the positive attributes of the older buildings. It also
provides an opportunity for an increased visual interest that enhances and creates a special identity
with a unique image of its own in the neighborhood. Overall, the Project offers an architectural
treatment, which provides for contemporary, yet contextual, architectural design that appears
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood

C. The design of lower floors, including building setback areas, commercial space, townhouses,
entries, utilities, and the design and siting of rear yards, parking and loading access.

The Project is consistent with the development density established for the Project Site in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Area Plan. The building’s ground floor PDR, and residential lobby proposes a 55%
active street frontage which will enhance and offer an effective and engaging connection between the
public and private areas. It will enliven the sidewalk offering a sense of security and encouraging
positive activities that will benefit, not just the immediate areas, but the overall neighborhood as well.

SAM FRANCISCO 9
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

It provides a code compliant rear yard open space at the rear yard to face the adjacent buildings’ rear
yard, enhancing the natural light exposure and overall livability of the neighbors’ units even without
an established mid-block open space. The singular driveway on Mission Street and the proposed
independently accessible mechanical parking spaces in the basement reduces vehicular queuing and
minimizes potential conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. Overall, the design of the lower floors
enhances the pedestrian experience and accommodates new street activity.

D. The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site. In the case of off-site publicly
accessible open space, the design, location, access, size, and equivalence in quality with that
. otherwise required on-site.

The Project provides the required open space for the 40 dwelling units through common open space
located on the roof deck. In addition, the Project includes private open space for four dwelling units,
which are in addition to the required open space. In total, the Project provides approximately 4,695 sq.
ft. of open space, which exceeds the required amount for the dwelling units.

E. The provision of mid-block alleys and pathways on frontages between 200 and 300 linear feet
per the criteria of Section 270, and the design of mid-block alleys and pathways as required
by and pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 270.2.

Planming Code Section 270.2 does not apply to the Project, and no mid-block aliey or pathway is
required.

F. Streetscape and other public improvements, including tree planting, street furniture, and
lighting.

In compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project provides four street trees along Mission
Street. The Project will also add bicycle parking along the sidewalk in front of the Project for public
use. These improvements will enhance the public realm.

G. Circulation, including streets, alleys and mid-block pedestrian pathways.

Since the subject lot has one street frontage, automobile access is limited to the one entrylexit
(measuring 12-ft wide) along Mission Street, minimizing impacts to pedestrian and vehicular traffic
along Mission Street. Pedestrian access is provided to the residences via a lobby and two secondary
exits directly to the sidewalk. The Project includes ground floor PDR along Mission Street with an
independent pedestrian entry from Mission Street.

H. Bulk limits.
The Project is within an ‘X’ Bulk District, which does not restrict bulk.

I. Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any relevant design
guidelines, Area Plan or Element of the General Plan.
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The Project, on balance, meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. See below.

8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE1
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET
THE CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.1

Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially
affordable housing.

Policy 1.8
Promote mixed use development, and include housing, particularly permanently affordable
housing, in new commercial, institutional, or other single use development projects.

The Project is a higher density mixed-use development on an underutilized lot along a primary vehicular
transit corridor. The Project Site is an ideal infill site that is currently a vacant PDR use. The proposed
Project would add 40 units of housing to the site with a dwelling unit mix of one-bedroom, and two-
bedroom units. The Project Site was rezoned to UMU as part of a long range planning goal to create a
cohesive, higher density residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The Project includes seven on-site
affordable housing units for ownership, which complies with the UMU District’s goal to provide a higher
level of affordability.

OBJECTIVE 4
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFECYCLES.

Policy 4.1
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with
children.

Policy 4.4
Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphasizing permanently
affordable rental units wherever possible.

Policy 4.5

Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods,
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of
income levels.
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The Project will add 40 dwelling units to the City’s housing stock, and meets the affordable housing
requirements by providing for seven on-site permanently affordable units for ownership.

OBJECTIVE11
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing
residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4
Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and
density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.6
Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote
community interaction.

Policy 11.8
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

The Project would construct a new six-story mixed-use building on the west side of Mission Street. The
scale of the Project is appropriate from an urban design perspective because it recognizes the significance of
this location along the Mission Street transit corridor, where the height limits were increased to 68 feet, as
part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. These increased height limits provide the opportunity to
support the City’s housing goals and public transit infrastructure. Overall, the Project’s massing also
recognizes the existing block pattern as it relates to the street frontage along Mission Street. The Project’s
rear yard location contributes to the pattern of interior block open space in the subject block. The
neighborhood is characterized by a wide variety of commercial, retail, PDR, public and residential uses. In
addition, the Project includes projecting vertical and horizontal architectural elements, which provide
vertical and horizontal modulation along the street facades. Thus, the Project is appropriate for a mid-block
lot and consistent with the mass and scale of the intent of the height-bulk and zoning changes from 50-X to
68-X and M-1 to UMU, which occurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.

OBJECTIVE 12
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION.
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Policy 12.2
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and
neighborhood services, when developing new housing.

The Project is located in proximity to many neighborhood amenities. The Project is located on Mission
Street and near Valencia Street, which provide a variety of retail establishments, fitness gyms, small
grocery stores, and cafes. The Project is also located near the SoMa West Skate and Dog Park, and the Brick
& Mortar Music Hall.

OBJECTIVE 13
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING
NEW HOUSING.

Policy 13.1
Support “smart” regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.

Policy 13.3
Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to
increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

The Project Site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 14,14R,
49, and 55. The 16" Street & Mission Bart Station is slightly more than a quarter mile to the south on
Mission Street. Residential mixed-use development at this site would support a smart growth and
sustainable land use pattern in locating new housing in the urban core close to jobs and transit.
Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission District is highly developed and utilized. The Project
provides an abundance of bicycle parking on-site in addition to vehicle parking.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
ENSURE A WELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE
SYSTEM

Policy 1.9:
Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis and determined that the proposed
project would not cast shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year.

OBJECTIVE 2:
INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM NEEDS OF
THE CITY AND BY REGION

Policy 2.11:
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Assure that privately developed residential open spaces are usable, beautiful, and
environmentally sustainable.

The Project proposes landscaped open space at the rear of the second level, and the roof deck has potential
for planters and additional landscaping.

OBJECTIVE 3:
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE

Policy 3.6:
Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban forest.

The proposed Project will add to the urban forest with the addition of street trees.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 24.2:
Maintain and expand the planting of street trees and the infrastructure to support them.

Policy 24.4:
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

The Project will install new street trees along Mission Street. Frontages are designed with transparent
glass and intended for active spaces oriented at the pedestrian level.

OBJECTIVE 28:
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES.

Policy 28.1:
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments.

Policy 28.3:
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

The Project includes 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in secure and convenient location.

OBJECTIVE 34:

RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND
LAND USE PATTERNS.
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Policy 34.1:

Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.

Policy 34.3:
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets.

Policy 34.5:

Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply
and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing
on-street parking spaces.

The Project has a parking to dwelling unit ratio of .55 space per unit, which is the permitted ratio of .75 per
unit. The parking spaces are accessed by one ingress/egress point measuring 12-ft. wide from Mission
Street. Parking is adequate for the Project and complies with maximums prescribed by the Planning Code.
The Project will also reduce the number of curb cuts; currently there are two existing curb cuts, and only
one curb cut is proposed. Triple car stackers are utilized to provide more space for 62 bicycle parking
spaces, and resident amentinities such as car seat storage, a bicycle repair station, and a real-time transit
display in the lobby. Such amenities will help to promote alternative modes of transportation, and reduce
the need for on-street and off-street automobile parking spaces.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE &
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.4:
Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.

Policy 4.13:
Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

Policy 4.15:
Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
new buildings.

As the Project Site has only one street frontage, it will provide only one vehicular access point for the
Project, reducing potential conflict with pedestrians and bicyclists. The garage security gate is recessed to
provide queue space to reduce the potential of arriving cars blocking sidewalks and impeding the path of
pedestrians. The 17-foot ground floor heights and active use will enhance the pedestrian experience and the
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site will be further improved through the removal of a curbcut, and the addition of street trees. Currently,
the site contains a vacant industrial building formerly occupied by Home Sausage Company.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING INDUSTRY IN THE CITY AND THE
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

Policy 4.3:
Carefully consider public actions that displace existing viable industrial firms.

Policy 4.4:
When displacement does occur, attempt to relocate desired firms within the city.

The Project will be replacing approximately 2,250 square feet of PDR space. The building is currenty
unoccupied, therefore displacement will not occur.

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies
Land Use

OBJECTIVE 1.1
STRENGTHEN THE MISSION'S EXISTING MIXED USE CHARACTER, WHILE
MAINTAINING THE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE AND WORK.

Policy 1.1.7

Permit and encourage greater retail uses on the ground floor on parcels that front 16th Street to
take advantage of transit service and encourage more mixed uses, while protecting against the
wholesale displacement of PDR uses.

Policy 1.1.8

While continuing to protect traditional PDR functions that need large, inexpensive spaces to
operate, also recognize that the nature of PDR businesses is evolving gradually so that their
production and distribution activities are becoming more integrated physically with their
research, design and administrative functions.

The Project will provide 2,250 square feet of replacement PDR space on the ground floor of the building
while also providing new housing on a site where none currently exists. Therefore strengthening the mixed
use character and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.
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OBJECTIVE 1.2
IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED,
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER.

Policy 1.2.1
Ensure that in-fill housing development is compatible with its surroundings.

Policy 1.2.2

For new construction, and as part of major expansion of existing buildings in neighborhood
commercial districts, require ground floor commercial uses in new housing development. In
other mixed-use districts encourage housing over commercial or PDR where appropriate.

Policy 1.2.3
In general, where residential development is permitted, control residential density through
building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements.

The Project will replace a vacant industrial building with a new mixed-use building with ground floor
PDR space and residential units above, consistent with the existing residential, commercial and PDR uses
in the nighborhood. Additionally, the Project complies with the applicable building height and bulk
guidelines and with the bedroom mix requirements.

Housing

OBJECTIVE 2.3

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY
SERVICES.

Policy 2.3.3

Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or more bedrooms,
except Senior Housing and SRO developments unless all Below Market Rate units are two or
more bedrooms.

Policy 2.3.5

Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants,
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood
improvements.

Policy 2.3.6

Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to
mitigate the impacts of new development on transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street
improvements, park and recreational facilities, and community facilities such as libraries, child
care and other neighborhood services in the area.
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The Project includes 20 one-bedroom and 20 two-bedroom units of which 7 will be Below Market Rate
(BMR). Three of the BMR units will be two-bedroom units. Furthermore, the Project will be subject to the
Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability Fee and Residential Childcare Fee.

OBJECTIVE 2.6
CONTINUE AND EXPAND THE CITY'S EFFORTS TO INCREASE PERMANENTLY
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION AND AVAILABILITY.

Policy 2.6.1
Continue and strengthen innovative programs that help to make both rental and ownership
housing more affordable and available.

The Project will create forty residential units, seven of which are BMR units, on a site where no housing
currently exists, thus increasing affordable housing production and availability.

Built Form

OBJECTIVE 3.1

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION’S DISTINCTIVE
PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC
AND CHARACTER.

Policy 3.1.6

New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with
full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the
older buildings that surrounds them.

Policy 3.1.8

New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space. Where an existing
pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new development on mixed-use-zoned parcels
should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located.

The Project will replace an unremarkable concrete industrial building with a well-articulated, contempory,
mixed-use building. The Project will be constructed with high quality materials and within the allowed
height limits for the zoning district to respect the surrounding buildings. The existing buildings on the
Project site are built out to the rear property line leaving no rear yard open space. The Project will provide
a conforming rear yard open space, thus improving the existing pattern of rear yard open space which
exists on the adjacent properties.

OBJECTIVE 3.2
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM.

Policy 3.2.1
Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.
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Policy 3.2.2
Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible.

Policy 3.2.3
Minimize the visual impact of parking.

Policy 3.2.4
Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.

The Project is largely residential, but includes a moderately-sized ground floor PDR component along
Mission Street. The Project provides the mix of uses encouraged by the Area Plan for this location. In
addition, the Project is located within the prescribed height and bulk limits, and includes the appropriate
dwelling-unit mix, since 50% or 20 of the 40 units are two-bedroom dwelling units. The Mission is one of
the City’s most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City's General Plan. The new building’s
character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building materials that relates to the
surrounding structures that make-up the Mission’s distinct character while acknowledging and respecting
the positive attributes of the older buildings. It also provides an opportunity for an increased visual
interest that enhances and creates a special identity with a unique image of its own in the neighborhood.
Overall, the Project offers an architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and that is
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The Project minimizes the off-street parking
to a single entrance along Mission Street.

8. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies
in that:

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

Currently, the existing building on the Project Site is vacant. Although the Project would remove this
use, the Project does provide for a new PDR space of 2,250 square feet at the ground level. The Project
improves the urban form of the neighborhood by adding new residents, visitors, and employees to the
neighborhood, which would assist in strengthening nearby retail uses.

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

No housing exists on the Project Site. The Project will provide up to 40 new dwelling units, thus
resulting in a significant increase in the neighborhood housing stock. The Project offers an
architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and an architectural design that is
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would
protect and preserve the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

SAN FRANCISCO 19
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

The Project will not displace any affordable housing because there is currently no housing on the site.
The Project will comply with the City’s Inclusionary Housing Program, therefore increasing the stock
of affordable housing units in the City.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking.

The Project Site is served by public transportation. Future residents would be afforded close proximity
to bus or rail transit. The Project also provides sufficient off-street parking at a ratio of .55 per
dwelling unit, and sufficient bicycle parking for residents and their guests.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project is consistent with the Mission Area Plan, which encourages mixed-use development along
Mission Street. The Project does not involve the creation of commercial office development. The
Project would enhance opportunities for resident employment and ownership in industrial and service
sectors by providing for new housing and PDR space, which will increase the diversity of the City's
housing supply (a top priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-serving uses and
employment opportunities.

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

The Project will be designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety
requirements of the Building Code. This proposal will not adversely affect the property’s ability to
withstand an earthquake.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
There are no landmarks or historic buildings on the Project Site.

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

The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis and determined that the
proposed project would not cast shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year.

9. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program
as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative
Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all
construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issudnce of any
building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall
have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source
Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director-of Planning
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and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building permit
will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring Agreement
with the City's First Source Hiring Administration.

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project Authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project
Authorization Application No. 2014-002026ENX subject to the following conditions attached hereto as
“EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”,
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated
herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures identified in the
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329
Large Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this
Motion No. 19931 The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not
appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if
appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415)
575-6880, 1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development
referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject
development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code
Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I here

* certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 1, 2017.

Jonas P. lonir
Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards
NAYS: Fong, Melgar
ADOPTED: June 1, 2017
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story
industrial building and new construction of a six-story mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units and
2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR space located at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Block 3532, Lots 604A and 005,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and Planning Commission Resolution No. 19865 (Mission 2016
Interim Zoning Controls), within the UMU Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District; in
general conformance with plans, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for
Record No. 2014-002026ENX and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the ‘Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent

responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1.

Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within
this three-year period.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning or.

Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued
validity of the Authorization.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.or,

Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was
approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

wuww.sf-planning.org

Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or
challenge has caused delay.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in
effect at the time of such approval.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org

Mitigation Measures.  Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to

SAN FRANCISCO 24
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026 ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project
Sponsor.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

DESIGN

7.

10.

11.

SAN FRAN
PLANN
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Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.or

Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level
of the buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit
application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject
building.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org

Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning
Department prior to Planning Department approval of the building / site permit application.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.or:

Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults,
in order of most to least desirable:

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of

separate doors on a ground floor fagade facing a public right-of-way;
b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;
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c. Onssite, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fagade facing a
public right-of-way;

d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet,
avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets
Plan guidelines;

Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines;

f. Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan
guidelines;

g. Onssite, in a ground floor fagade (the least desirable location).

Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s Bureau of
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer
vault installation requests.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

12,

13.

14,

SAN FRANCISCO
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Unbundled Parking. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project residents
only as a separate “add-on” option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with any Project
dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be made
available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units pursuant
to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market rate
units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. Each
unit within the Project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking space until
the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be placed
on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner’s rules be established, which
prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org.

Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more
than 30 off-street parking spaces. Per the Project Description, the Project Sponsor has specified
that they will provide no more than 22 off-street parking spaces.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall
provide no fewer than 44 bicycle parking spaces (40 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of
the Project and 4 Class 2 spaces for both the residential and commercial/PDR portion of the
Project).

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
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15.

Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s)
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www sf-planning.org

PROVISIONS

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti-
Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor
shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going
employment required for the Project.

For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335,

www.onestapSF.org

Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

Child Care Fee - Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as
applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Eastern
Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wwuw.sf-planning.org

MONITORING

21.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19931 CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
June 1, 2017 1726-1730 Mission Street

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

OPERATION

22,

24.

Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org

. Sidewalk Maintenance, The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building

and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For
information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works,

415-695-2017, hitp:/Isfdpw.org/

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.or

Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be
directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.or:

ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION — NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS

26.

SAN FRAHCISCO
PLANNING

Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the “Recommended
Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects,” which were recommended
by the Entertainment Commission on April 5, 2016. These conditions state:

a) Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any

businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of
9PM-5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form.
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b)

©)

d)

Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shall include
sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time.
Readings should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of
Entertainment to best of their ability. Any recommendation(s) in the sound study regarding
window glaze ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls,
doors, roofing, etc. shall be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when
designing and building the project.

Design Considerations:

i. During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location
and paths of travel at the Place(s) of Entertainment in designing the location of (a)
any entrance/egress for the residential building and (b) any parking garage in the
building.

ii. In designing doors, windows, and other openings for the residential building, project
sponsor should consider the POE’s operations and noise during all hours of the day
and night.

Construction Impacts. Project sponsor shall communicate with adjacent or nearby Place(s)
of Entertainment as to the construction schedule, daytime and nighttime, and consider how
this schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the POE operations.

Communication. Project Sponsor shall make a cell phone number available to Place(s) of
Entertainment management during all phases of development through construction. In
addition, a line of communication should be created to ongoing building management
throughout the occupation phase and beyond.

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

27. Affordable Units. The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in
effect at the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirments change, the
Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements in olace at the time of issuance of first
construction document. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to
modify Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors
(Board File No0s.161351 and 170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which include but are
not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing required onsite or offsite, the
methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix requirements, will become effective after
approval by the Board of Supervisors.

a)

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING

Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419, the Project is currently
required to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying
households. The Project contains 40 units; therefore, 7 affordable units are currently required.
The Project Sponsor will fulfill this requirement by providing the 7 affordable units on-site. If
the Project is subject to a different requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and
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b)

<)

d)

SAN FRANCISCO
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new legislative requirements take effect, the Project will comply with the applicable
requirements at the time of compliance. If the number of market-rate units change, the
number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written approval
from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and
Community Development(“MOHCD”).

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, www.sf-moh.org.

Unit Mix. The Project contains 20 one-bedroom, and 20 two-bedroom units; therefore, the
required affordable unit mix is 3 one-bedroom, and 4 two-bedroom units. If the market-rate
unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with written approval
from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOHCD.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sf-moh.org.

Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as
a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction
permit.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sf-moh.org.

Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project
Sponsor shall have designated not less than seventeen and one half percent (17.5%), or the
applicable percentage as discussed above, of the each phase's total number of dwelling units
as on-site affordable units.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,

www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sf-moh.org.

Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section
415.6, must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sf-moh.org.

Other Conditions, The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission,
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A
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copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue
or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at:
f-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. As provided in the
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual
in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378,
wwuw.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, www.sf-moh.org. ‘

@

(i)

(iii)

DEPARTVMIENT

The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the
issuance of the first construction permit by the Department of Building
Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in
number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2) be constructed, completed,
ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate units, and (3) be
evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall
quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the
principal project. The interior features in affordable units should be generally
the same as those of the market units in the principal project, but need not be the
same make, model or type of such item as long they are of good and new quality
and are consistent with then-current standards for new housing. Other specific
standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures Manual.

If the units in the building are offered for sale, the affordable unit(s) shall be sold
to first time home buyer households, as defined in the Procedures Manual,
whose gross annual income, adjusted for household size, does not exceed an
average of ninety (90) percent of Area Median Income under the income table
called “Maximum Income by Household Size derived from the Unadjusted Area
Median Income for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area that contains San
Francisco ” but these income levels are subject to change under a proposed
Charter amendment and pending legislation if the voters approve the Charter
Amendment at the June 7, 2016 election. If the Project is subject to a different
income level requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and new
legislative requirements take effect, the Project will comply with the applicable
requirements. The initial sales price of such units shall be calculated according to
the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) reselling; (ii) renting; (iii) recouping
capital improvements; (iv) refinancing; and (v) procedures for inheritance apply
and are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the
Procedures Manual.

The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and
monitoring requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual.
MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of
affordable units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months
prior to the beginning of marketing for any unit in the building.
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Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of
affordable units according to the Procedures Manual.

Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the
Project Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that
contains these conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the
affordable units satisfying the requirements of this approval. The Project
Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice of Special
Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor.

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable
Housing Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of
the Affordable Housing Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with
the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the
Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site units
shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of
the Project.

If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing
Program requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building
permits or certificates of occupancy for the development project until the
Planning Department notifies the Director of compliance. A Project Sponsor's
failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code Section 415 et seq.
shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the development project
and to pursue any and all available remedies at law.

If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing
Alternative, the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing
Fee prior to issuance of the first construction permit. If the Project becomes
ineligible after issuance of its first construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall
notify the Department and MOHCD and pay interest on the Affordable Housing
Fee and penalties, if applicable.
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Exhibit B Link to Planning Commission Hearing June 1, 2017

hitp:/ /sanfrancisco.eranicus.com/ MediaPlayver.php?view id=20é&clip id=26002

Beginning at 6:09.
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Exhibit C Link to Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR

1 i i 1 . .
hitp:/ /sf-planning.org/area-plan-eirs

(scroll down)
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West Bay Law
Law Office of J. Scott Weaver

May 30, 2017

Commissioners.

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PRYV 1726-1730 Mission Street

[ am unable to attend the meeting scheduled for June I, 2017 and therefore make this
submission for your consideration of the above referenced matter.

The developer proposes a 6 story 69 foot tall building with 36 units along with a 29 car
parking garage. The project secks both Conditional Use and Large Project Authorizations. This
project is situated on Mission Street between Duboce Avenue and 14* Street.  This area is the
“Gateway to the Mission”, an already gentrifying area and one that is seeing numerous projects,
proposed, entitled, and/or built in the immediate vicinity. The Department has not carefully
evaluated the project from the standpoint of its cumulative impacts on an area that already faces
challenges with respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation, and open space,
and displacement — especially of its SRO tenants.

Context.

The proposed project (36 units) is being built in conjunction with a number of other
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of South
Van Ness and Mission, and 16" and Mission and one block either side of Mission (eight blocks)
are: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 1801 Mission Street (54 units),
1863 Mission Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units), 1924 Mission Street (13 units),
1979 Mission Street (331 units), 198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80 Julian (9
units), 1463 Stevenson (45 units), and 1500 15™ Street, (184 units — density bonus).
Additionally, there are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 Mission Street (157 units),
and one at 490 South Van Ness Avenue (133 units). Total number of pipeline units, including
the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,659 units.
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Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis are 1880 Mission
Street (202 units), 1501 15% Street (40 units), 380 14* Street (29 units) and 411 Valencia (16)
1587 15% (26 units) 1972 units.

This is extraordinary in such a small geographic area. The total number of units
contemplated under the most ambitious scenario for the Mission in the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan was 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units. To provide a sense of
proportionality, the Mission Area Plan is approximately 72 blocks, whereas the number of blocks -
considered above is eight.

This project, when looked at cumulatively results in significant impacts on the immediate
area, including impacts on traffic, circulation, air quality, noise, and open space, as well as socio-
economic impacts on this a working class neighborhood and an especially vulnerable SRO Hotel
population.! Once these projects are in place, existing SRO tenants will be ousted and replaced
by will be gone, replaced by tourists, and

Cumulative Impacts Require Examination

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).)

Therefore, the impact of the proposed project should be evaluated in conjunction with the
cumulative impacts it and the additional 2,000 plus units would have on the eight block area
immediately surrounding it. No such evaluation has been done, and is necessary given the
extraordinary number of units being proposed for such a small area.

For example, anyone who drives down Mission Street in the immediate area of the
project has observed slow, backed up traffic. Addition of these units will only make matters
worse and will cause further congestion affecting both the automobile drivers and commuters
traveling along the many bus lines that travel through the area. Further, the intersection of
Duboce Avenue and South Van Ness, one block away, is severely backed up — especially during
commute hours. Itis also a very dangerous area from the standpoint of pedestrian safety.

! We believe that the next wave of gentrification will result in a significant reduction in traditional SRO residents as
Hotel owners “upgrade” their units. Currently there are hundreds of SRO units within the area between Duboce and
16° Street, Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue.
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Other issues to consider are noise (the 101 Freeway crosses Mission Street very close to
the proposed project), Open space is virtually non-existent, yet the thousands of people who
would move to the area would require it, and recreation (other than the local bars, there is none).

Finally, we cannot overlook the gentrification impacts on the alrcady gentrifying
neighborhood which would effectively wipe out small mom and pop businesses and SRO Hotels

as we know them.

CLOSER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW IS REQUIRED

Presumably, this and many of the other projects mentioned above received (or anticipate
receiving) a Community Plan Exemption based on the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR?. The use of
the PEIR is inappropriate in this instance for scveral reasons. exemption was in error because 1)
the eight-year-old PEIR is no longer viable due to unanticipated circumstances on the ground,
and 2) the PEIR did not consider impacts on this eight block area, nor could it have anticipated
the intense level of development along this gateway to the Mission.

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review.

The Department has issued a Community Plan Exemption which allows the Department
to use the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) instead of a project EIR - except with respect
to areas of concern unique to the project. The use of the PEIR in this way presupposes that it is
sufficiently current to address all areas required under CEQA.

Unfortunately, circumstances on the ground have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date,
and it cannot be a reliable measure of environmental impacts of market rate development in the
Mission. It is well recognized that the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement
of its residents, so much so, that it is now inan advanced Q{dge
gentrification. [l
Should the project proceed, it will cause significant economic and social changes in the
immediate area that will result in physical changes, not the least of which is displacement of
residents and buisinesses which will affect air quality, traffic and transportation, as well as
ncgative impacts on the immediate neighborhood (See CEQA guidelines, 15604 (¢).

f YO f g R e e R s
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The demand for affordable housing has increased significantly since the PEIR, and the
glut of luxury housing only makes matters worse. The most recent Nexus Study, commissioned
by the Planning Department, concluded that the production of 100 market rate rental units
generates a demand of 24 lower income households through goods and services demanded by the
market rate tenants. The affordable housing proposed by the project does not meet this demand.

* We recognize that two projects, 30 Otis Street and 1601 Mission are outside the arca studied under the Eastern
Neighborhoods PEIR.
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When substantial new information becomes available, 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.

- The PEIR did not anticipate the “advanced gentrification™ of the neighborhood, along
with the extensive displacement of Latino families and businesses, the reverse
commute to distant areas, and that impact on greenhouse gas emissions and on traffic
congestion.

- Along similar lines, at the time the PEIR was prepared, research regarding the extent
of increased automobile traffic and greenhouse gas emissions was not available.
There is now solid evidence that upper income residents are twice as likely to own a
car and half as likely to use public transit. (See Exhibit 3)

- The unanticipated additional demand for affordable housing due to the overbuild of
luxury housing.

- The unexpected disappearance of Redevelopment money to fund affordable housing,
without new resources compensating for the loss.

- The PEIR was prepared during a recessionary period. Since then, both rents and
evictions have increased dramatically, especially impacting the Mission. This has led
to the development of luxury units and high end retail that was not anticipated in the
PEIR.

- The PEIR assumed that the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan would
meet their goals of providing over 60% low, moderate, and middle income housing.
This goal has not come close to materializing, further exacerbating the problems of
displacement.

- 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 arcas 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
nofault evictions. (http:/www .antievictionmappineproject.net/techbusevictions.html )

- The cumulative housing production in the Mission (built and in the pipeline) now
exceeds projections under any of the three scenarios envisioned when the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan created. According to Planning Department Data, projects
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containing 2,451 housing units have either been completed or are under environmental
review as of 2/23/16. Option A of the PEIR envisioned 782 units, Option B 1,118 units
and Option C 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units.

These changed circumstances render the current PEIR obsolete. Further, camulative
impacts have not been adequately addressed due to the obsolescence of the PEIR. The
Community Plan Exemption is therefore no longer relevant.

CONDITIONAL USE SHOULD BE DENIED

In addition to exemption from environmental review, the applicant is seeking Condition
Use authorization under the Interim Controls instituted by the Commission on January 14, 2016.

Planning Code Section 303(c)(1) requires a grant of conditional use only upon a finding
that “the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed
location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or the community.”

The project as proposed is not necessary or desirable for and compatible with the
community. Conditional use should be denied for several reasons: 1) the project is inconsistent
with the stated purposes of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan, 2) the
proposed project dees not comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 guidelines.

The Proposed Project is Inconsistent with the Stated Purposes of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Plan.

In evaluating the desirability of the proposed project, the Commission should evaluate it
in light of its inconsistency with the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods and Mission Plans.
The EIR for the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan reflected the Eastern Neighborhood objectives as
follows:

* Reflect Local Values: To develop a rezoning proposal that reflects the land use needs
and priorities of each neighborhoods’ stakeholders and that meets citywide goals for residential
and industrial land use.

* Increase Housing: To identify appropriate locations for housing in the City’s
industrially zoned land to meet a citywide need for more housing, and affordable housing in
particular. (emphasis supplied)
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* Maintain Some Industrial Land Supply: To retain an adequate supply of industrial land
to meet the current and future needs of the City’s production, distribution, and repair businesses
and the city’s economy. '

* Improve the Quality of All Existing Areas with Future Development: To improve the
quality of the residential and nonresidential places that future development will create over that
which would occur under the existing zoning.

The Mission Area Plan was even more specific in its land use policy: to protect
“established areas of residential, commercial, and PDR, and ensuring that areas that have become
mixed-use over time develop in such a way that they contribute positively to the neighborhood.
A place for living and working also means a place where affordably priced housing is made
available, a diverse array of jobs is protected, and where goods and services are oriented to the
needs of the community.”

Mission-wide goals include:

» 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.
» Minimize displacement.

In light of these goals, the Commission must consider; the loss of PDR, the minimal
community benefits conferred — including minimal affordable housing, and the cumulative
impacts of this and similar projects.

The Proposed Project Does Not Comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 Objectives.

Under the Interim Controls, the sponsor is required to evaluate, from a socio-economic
perspective, how the proposed project would affect existing and future residents, business and
community serving providers in the area. (Interim Controls, IV.C(1)). The sponsor completely
avoided any meaningful evaluation, in light of the massive number of units scheduled to come on
line in the foreseeable future.

In the preamble to the Interim Controls, the Commission found that they were consistent
with the eight priority policies of section 101.1 of the Planning Code including: 1) preserving
and enhancing neighborhood employment and ownership of neighborhood-serving businesses; 2)
preserving, existing neighborhood character and economic and cultural diversity; and 3)
preserving and enhancing affordable housing.

Likewise, the stated purpose of the MAP 2020 Planning Process is to “retain low to moderate
income residents and community-serving businesses (including Production,
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Distribution, and Repair) artists and nonprofits in order to strengthen and preserve the
socioeconomic diversity of the Mission neighborhoods™.

The cumulative impacts of this and other predominantly luxury development projects
create a result 180 degrees opposite the purposes of Interim Controls and the MAP 2020 process.
The commission cannot make an informed decision as to whether the project, both individually
and cumulatively, is “necessary or desirable for and compatible with the neighborhood or
community. For that reason, the Commission should require evaluation of these impacts.

More Rigorous Evaluation is Requested.

More rigorous of this and the other related projects listed above is necessary, not only in
light of the CEQA issues raised by the lack of cumulative impact study, but also in terms of the
goals of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and MAP 2020.

Sij ly,

A2\
J. Scott Weaver

JSW:sme
cc Plaza 16 Coalition
bcc  numerous
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SUMMARY

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the fifth in the
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received permits to commence construction will be included.

In the 2007-2016 Housing Balance Period, 22% of net new housing produced was affordable.
By comparison, the expanded Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 23%, although this
varies by districts. Distribution of the Cumulative Housing Balance over the 11 Board of
Supervisor Districts ranges from —197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). This variation,
especially with negative housing balances, is due to the larger number of units permanently
withdrawn from rent control protection relative to the number of total net new units and net
affordable units built in those districts.

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if
included in the calculations.

Memo



BACKGROUND

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production.
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year
and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the
City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.)

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b)
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing
housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting
the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the
City's Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and
2022, 57%!* of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.? In November
2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data,
San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development’s Weekly Dashboard.

! The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of
moderate means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate
income households is 19% of total production goals.

? Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here —
hitp://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/annual-progress-reports/index.php .- or
by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online.

? For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing .
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the
“Cumulative Housing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of
affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent
control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Additional
elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public
housing replacement, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel units
(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing
Balance.

[Net New Affordable Housing +
Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs + Completed
HOPE SF + RAD Public Housing Replacement +

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] CUMULATIVE
- [Units Removed from Protected Status] HOUSING
= BALANCE

[Net New Housing Built + Net Entitled & Permitted Units]

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2007 (Q1) through December 2016

(Q4).

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4 period is
14% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is
23%. In comparison, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 — 2015 Q4
period was 18%. The Board of Supervisors recently revised the ordinance to include Owner
Move-Ins (OMISs) in the Housing Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not specifically called
out by in the original Ordinance in the calculation of the Housing Balance, these were included in
earlier reports because this type of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent controlled units

either permanently or for a period of time.

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total
Al:fe: r:::;’e & Rehabs | Removed | Entitled | Total Net Total Cumulative
BoS Districts Housin and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Housing
Built 8 Sites Protected Units Built Units Balance
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - (496) 4 340 114 | -70.9%
BoS District 2 37 24 (315) 11 871 271 | -21.3%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 951 302 | -11.6%
BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 115 98 | -197.2%
BoS District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 598 | 34.2%
BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 22.1%
BoS District 7 99 - (220) - 530 104 | -19.1%
BoS District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,115 416 | -34.2%
BoS District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,034 237 -2.3%
BoS District 10 1,353 24 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 22.2%
BoS District 11 30 - (323) 9 180 297 | -59.5%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6%
SAM FRANCISCO 4
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from -197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1
(-71%), 2 (-23%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-197%), 8 (-35%), and 11 (-60%) resulted from the larger numbers of
units removed from protected status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new
housing units built in those districts.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

. Nettew | °C0 crabe. | POPOE | omoved | entiiod | Totainet | totat [ SEOTAS
BoS Districts Housing and Small Replacement from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Housing
Buift Sites Units Protected Units Built Units Balance
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - 144 (496) 4 340 114 | -39.2%
BoS District 2 37 24 251 (315) 11 871 271 0.7%
BoS District 3 205 6 577 (372) 16 951 302 | 34.5%
BoS District 4 10 - - (437} 7 115 98 | -197.2%
BoS District 5 709 293 806 (398) 196 1,744 598 | 68.6%
BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 561 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 | 24.5%
BoS District 7 99 - 110 (220) - 530 104 | -1.7%
BoS District 8 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,115 416 | -12.7%
BosS District 9 217 319 268 (582) 17 1,034 237 | 18.8%
BoS District 10 1,353 24 436 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 | 29.1%
BoS District 11 30 - - (323) 9 180 297 | -59.5%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 {4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 | 22.5%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016 is 16%. This balance is expected to change as
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met.
In addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point — are not included in the accounting until applications for building permits are
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will
yield an additional 22,000 net new units; 22% (or 4,900 units) would be affordable to low and
moderate income households.

SAN FRANCISCO 5
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The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be
produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle.
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected.
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen-

iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

L Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District Income income Moderate 8D Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0%
BosS District 3 - - 14 - 14 180 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - 28 3 31 275 11.3%
BoS District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5%
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9%
BoS District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5%
BoS District9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5%
BoS District 10 - 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2%
BoS District 11 - - - - - 1 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or group
of elements — will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an
Appendix B. This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report.

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of over 28,300 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost 6,170
affordable units. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten year
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reporting period were in District 6 (17,160 or 61% and 3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units.

The table below also shows that almost 22% of net new units built between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4
were affordable units, mostly (61%) in District 6. While District 1 saw modest gains in net new
units built, half of these were affordable (50%).

Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Total Total Net Affordable Units
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Middle |Affordable as % of Total
Units Units Net Units
BoS District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0%
BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6%
BoS District 4 10 - 10 115 8.7%
BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7%
BoS District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9%
BoS District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7%
BoS District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0%
BoS District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6%
_BoS District 11 13 17 - 30 180 16.7%
TOTAL 3,364 1,628 1,151 23 6,166 28,319 21.8%

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit
homeless individuals and families — groups considered as EVLI — have income eligibility caps at

the VLI level.
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquired between
2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy
hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.

Table 4a
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016
Bos District . 3::::25 oot
BoS District 2 1 24
BoS District 5 2 290
BoS District 6 13 1,127
BoS District 9 2 319
TOTALS 18 1,760

Small Sites Program

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent-controlled buildings (with four to 25
units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act or owner move-ins. Since its
inception in 2014, some 13 buildings with 78 units have been acquired.

Table 4b
Small Sites Program, 2014-2016

Bos District B:::;i:;s oot

Bos District 3 1 6
BoS District 5 1 3
BoS District 6 3 28
BoS District 8 4 17
BoS District 9 4 24
TOTALS 13 78

SAN FRANCISCO 8
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RAD Program

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. According to the Mayor’s Office, RAD
Phase I transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015. An additional 2,028 units were
transferred as Phase II in 2016.

Table 5
RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017
. .. No of No of
BoS District Buildings | Units
BoS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 3 251
BoS District 3 4 577
BoS District 5 7 806
BoS District 6 4 561
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 4 330
BoS District 9 2 268
BoS District 10 2 436
BoS District 11 - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants’ leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMISs). It should be noted that initially, OMIs were not
specifically called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because
owner move-ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a
substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as
intended by the legislation’s sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and
will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors
amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMISs as part of the housing balance calculation.

SAN FRANCISCO 9
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2007
and December 2016. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner
Move-In and Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (55% and 32%
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with
Districts 8 and 9 leading (16% and 14%, respectively).

Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District X Demolition { Ellis Out from Protected

Conversion Move-In
Status

BoS District 1 3 26 160 307 496
BoS District 2 17 13 86 199 315
BoS District 3 6 10 238 118 372
BoS District 4 - 87 76 274 437
BoS District 5 17 21 125 235 398
BoS District 6 1 76 46 12 135
BoS District 7 - 31 37 152 220
BoS District 8 19 43 262 331 655
BoS District 9 4 61 209 308 582
BoS District 10 2 29 45 173 249
BoS District 11 - 81 44 198 323
TOTALS 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182
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Entitled and Permitted Units

Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission
or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the
Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of
2016. Over half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6 (59%). Fourteen
percent of units that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be

affordable.
Table 7
Permitted Units, 2016 Q4
Very Low Low Total Net New Total Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate 8D Affordable Units Units as % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District 3 - 12 4 - 16 302 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
BoS District 5 108 50 38 - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0%
BoS District 7 - - - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BoS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 13.5%
BoS District 11 - = 9 = 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year.
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by
going to this link: http://www sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4222 .

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year’s Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold.

SAN FRANCISCO 12
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APPENDIX A

Ordinance 53-15
AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
4/6/15
FILE NO. 150029 ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

1 i [Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting]

2

3 || Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor

4 || the balance botween new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish

5 || a bl-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of

6 || Supervisors on strategles for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance

7 || in accordance with San Francisco's housing production goals; and making

8 || environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of

9 || consistancy with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
10 || Soction 101.1.
1

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
12 Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in Mﬂwugmmmwomm.
13 Board amendment additions are in double-undedined Arial fof
Board amendment deletions are in strike ""’."!”""'”' oA

14 Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
15| subsections or parts of tables.
18 Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:
17
18 Section 1. Findings.
19 (a) The Planning Department has detenmined that the actions contemplated in this
20 || ordinance comply with the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
21 || Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
22 |i Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of
23 || Supervisors affirms this determination.
24 (b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19337, adopted
25 |; findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the

Kim

| Supenvisor
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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1 adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the

2 Board of Supervisors in File No. 150029, and is incorporated herein by reference.

3 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code

4 Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth

5 in Planning Commission Resolution No. 150029 and the Board incorporates such reasons

6 | herein by reference.

7

8 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read

9 | asfollows:
10 : SEC. 103. HOUSING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING,
11 : To mai betw w affordahle und market rate housing Ci
12 : withi by 0 housing available for ome levels and housing nee
13 | wupes. to preserve the mised income character of the Clty and s neighhorhoods, o offset the
14;mmmm i stabilizati s of sinelo-roo an
15§I its, to ensure ability of land and enconrage the ¢ ; urees (o p
16 E sufficient housing affordable to hauseholds of very low, low, and moderate incomes, to ensure adeguate
17 1 housing for families, seniors and the disabled conpnmunity, 1o ensure that dqta on mecting a; e
18 housing targeys City-wide and within neighberhoods informs the approval process for new housi
19 ‘ velopme d (o enable public participation in determining the appropriate mix of new housin
20 é approvals, there is hereby established g requirement, as detailed in this Section 103, to monitor and
21 r on the fousing balance between market rate housing and affordable housi
22 | (b Findings,
23 . 201 “ify voters enacted. sition K, which established Ci
24 U i st 30 n 0, _More than 50% of this housin,
25 | would be affordable for middle-class houscholds with at least 33% affordable for low- and moderate-

E Supervisor Kim
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1 | income houscholds, : el to develop sirategries to achieve that goal This sectiol

2 || 103 sets forth a methed to track performance toward the City's llousing Element goals and the near-

3 term Pro, on K goal t 3 j il be affordabi si s dle herein.

4 (2) The City’s rent stabilized and permanently affordable housing stock serves very low-,

§ || low- and moderate-income families, long-time residents. elderly seniors. disabled persons and others,
6 The City seeks to achieve and maintain an g riate betwe ",

7 affordable housing City-wide and within neighborhoods because the gvailability of decent housing and
8 suitable living environment for every San Franciscan Is of vital importance. Attainment of the City's
9 osh requir ooperative participation of government and the private sector to e

10 S jties sing needs for San ciscans af all economic levels and to
11 0 hood wi housing will be It

12 £ 1 iy is O £Serve

13 || Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance’s limitations on the size of allowable rent

14 || increases during a fenancy. As decumented in the Budget and Legislative Analyst s October 2013

15 | Policv dnalysis Renort on Tenant Displacement, San Erancisco is experiencing a rise in unifs

16 withdrawn from rent controls. Such rises o] compan iods of s incre, in pro,

17 values and housing prices. From 1998 throygh 2013, the Rent Board reported a total of 13,027 no-fault
18 || evictions (i.c, evictions in which the renant had not violated any lease terms, but the owner sought to
19 regain possession of the unit). Total evictions of ull types have increased by 38.2% from Rent Boar,
20 ) Mar ough Febr, 010 to Rent Board Yeor 2013. During the same period, Eilis
21 victio, % victions, casing by 169, ) re r 2010 ¢
22 ar ¢ ers do I e num, ner. Ouls 0
23 || tenants. which contribute further to the loss of rent-siabilized units from the housing market, Any fair
24 || qssessment of the affordable housing balance must incorporaic into the calculation units withdrawn
25 || from remt stabilization.

Supernvisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3
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1 4) Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584, the Association of Bay Area
2 Governments (ABAG), in coordination with the California State Department of Housing and
3 Community Development (HCD), determines the Bay Arca’s regional housing need based on reglonal
4 | trends, profected job growth, and existing needs. The regional housing needs assessment (RHNA)
5 de| nation includes pr lon targets addressin, $ eds o nge of o
<] k categories. For the REINA period covering 2015 through 2022, ABAG has projected that at least 38%
7 ) ousing s [0 r r ;  fnco, 5 q
8 ‘ seholds earniy ler 12 nco 2 s
9 Ebc 0 households e eans ing betw 0%
10 || income). Market-rate housing is considered housing with no hicome limits or special requirements
11 atached
12 (3) The Housing Element of the City's Gengeral Plan states: "Based on the growing
13 || population, and smart growih goals of providing housivg in central areas like San Francisco, near jobs
14 || and transii, the State Depariment of Housing and Community Development (HCD), with the
15 ) nients G, imates that in the current 2015-2022 Housin,
16 lement period San Francisco must or the city for roughly 28 870 new units, 57% of whic
17 ould be suitable for housing for the extremely low, very low, low aud moderate income houscholds 1o
18 || meetits share of the region’s projected housing demand.” Objective 1 of the Housing Element stafes
19 that the Ciry should "identify and make available for development adeguate sites 1o meel the Cliy's
20 | housing needs, especially permanently affordable housing. ” Objective 7 states s xco’
21 ; projected affordable housing needs far outpace the capucity for the (| secure subsidies for new
22 affordable units.
23 ! 6) _In 2012, the Cliy enacted Ordinan, 7-12 _the “Housing Pres
24
25 '
| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pago 4
SAN FRANCISCO
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1 i production goals for different household income levels as provided in the General Plan's Housing
2 Element,_That Qrdinance requires data on the number of units in all srages of the housing production
3 ri Jordability levels to be included in staff I 1 proj i
4 residential units or more and in quarterly housing production reports to the Planning Commission, The
5 |i Llanuing Department has long tracked the number of affordable housing units and (otal number of
6 housing wnits built throughout the City and in specific arcas and should be able 1o track the ratio called
7 for i this Section 103,
8 (7)_ds the private market has embarked upon, and government officials have urged, an
9 ambitious program (o produce significant amounts of new housing in the City, the lintited remaining
10 ailable land makes i1 essential (o assess the im, of the approval of new market rate housin
11 devel nis e availabili and for affordable housing and 1o encourage the deployment o,
12 || resources fo provide such housing,
13 ; {c) Housing Balance Calculation.
14 I For purposes of this Section 103, " Housing Balance " shall be defined as the
15 | praportion of all new housing units affordable 1o households of extre. ow, very low, low o
16 A : :
17 f as such provisions may be amended from time to time, to the total number of all new housing units for a
18 ‘ ‘ 10 year Housing Balance Perio
19 ' (2) The Housing Balance Period shall begin with the first quarter of year 2005 to the
20 ‘ last quarter of 2014, and the, r for the tey years prior o the mos ¢ r
21 (3) For each year that data is gvailable, beginuing in 2003, the Planping Departnient
22 ; shall report net housing construction by income levels, as well as units y with
23 rotection aflarded by City law, such as l wviding for ontr d single r
24 occupancy (SRQ) units. The affordable housing categories sh ) its, ]
25 sting units that were previously not restricted ed or r 0Ory ayT
Supervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 5
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i making between 80-120% AMI, and are subject to price or rent restrictions between 80-120% AML:

preservation gs permanently affordable housing as determingd by the Mayer s Office of Housing and

Community Development (MOHCD) (not including refinas or other rehabilitation under existin,

ownership), protected by deed or regulato, ecment for a minimum of 55 years. The report shall

n b and for the latest quarter, all units that have received Temporary Certificates o

Occupancy within that year, a separale category for units that obtained a site or butlding permit, ai

(d) Extremely Low Income Units, which are units available to individuals or
Jamilies making benveen 0-30% drea Median [ncome (AMI) as defined in California Health & Safety

Code Section 50106, and are subject to price or rent restricfions between 0-302 AMI;
B) Very Low Income Units, which ar avallable to individuals or families

aki] fwe 350% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 50105, and are
ric "t ictions benveen 30-50% AMI:
C) Lower Income Unlts_which are units available to indivi s ilies
ng between 30-80% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Section 50
biect to price or rent restrictions benveen 50-80% AMI:

D) Moderate Income Units, which are units available to individuals or families

E} Middle In Units,_wi its vy individuals or familics
making between 120-150% AMI. an subject to pri ol ween 120-15026 AMI:

Suporvisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pago 6
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(F) Market-rate units, which are units not subject 10 any deed or regadatory

wi rice resiricfions;

() Houslng units withdrawn from protected stotus, including units withdrawn

g ol (exee, nits otherwise converted into permanently affordable housin,
3 heen subject ta rent control under h n Francisco Residential Rent
iliz rhitr redi ! operly owner removes permanently from the
ftom 'er, 1o Administrative C Sectio 9a,
T i vellil rers), o 1 remov: 4rs|
Code jon 37, :
: Public housing r ment units and sub, ially rehabilitated uni

through the HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as other
substantial rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD.

3} The Housing Balance shall be expressed as g percentuge, obtained by dividing the

, v of extr w, ¥ ow, low ferate_inconte affordable housi, its (all
} s g 8| nifs, ), of net new housil
si) ri Housi co i ; fons;
” . consisti . -

+ would allew eccupancy of the wnifs) within the_10-vear Housing Balance Period, pius those units that
have obtained a site or buildin, t. A separate calculation of the Cumulative Housing Balance
shall also be provided, which includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and
substantially rehabilitated units (but not including general rehabilitation / matntenance of public

i housing or other affordable housing units) that have received Temporary Certificates of Occupancy

Supaervisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 7
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1 within the Housin lance Period. The Housing Balance ris will show the Cumiglative Housii

2 Balance with and withowt public housing included in the calculation; and

3 (B) the Projected Housing Balance, which shall include any residential project

4 that has received approval from the Planning Commissio lannin, tment ,_¢ven ifti

5 housing project has not yet obtai site or building permit fo commence construction (exce,

6 | e titlements that have explred and not been renewed during the Housing Balance period). Master

7 d en fs s 0f be inc, he calelation u vid, entil Is or

8 s ts v

9 (d)_Ri-annual Housing Balance Reports, Within-30-days-of-the-effective-date-of-this
10
11
12
13
14
15 || Planning Department shall publish and update the Housing Balance Report, and present this report at
16 | an informational heqring fo the Planning Commissi d of Supervisors, as well as to any
17 “ relevan, with geographi icw over g plan area eq long with the other quarterly
18 reporting requirements of Administrative Code Chapter 10£.4_ The annual report to the Board of
19 REIVIROrs 8 e accepted by resolution of the Board, which res introduce
20 | bythe Planning Deparment. The Housing Balance Repori shall also be incorporated into the
21 Annual Planning Commission Housing Hearing and Annual Report to the Board of Supervisors
22 | equired in Adminisirative Code Chapter 0.,
23 | ({e) Annual Hearing by Board of Supervisors.
24 (1) The Board of Supervisors shall hold a public Housing Balance hearing on an annyal
25 basis by April 1 of each year, to consider progrexs towards the City's affordable hoysing goals,

Suporvisor Kim
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1 | including the goal of a minimum 33% affordable housing te low and mederate income housceholds, ay
2 || well as the City’s General Plan Housing Element housing production geals by income eategory, The
3 first hearing shall occur no later than 30 days afier the effective date of this ordinance, and by April |
4 of each year thereafier.
5 2) The hearing shall include reporting by the Planning Department,_which shall ent
6 st Housing Balance Report City-wide and by Supervisorial District and Planning District; the
7 Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development, the Mayor 's Office of Economic and
8 ) et Stabilization Boar he riment of Building I an
<] St on S| s for i) i ousing in accordance will
10
11 | ey year, MOHCD shall determine how much finding is required to bring the City into a minimum
12 !| 33% Housing Balance and the Mavor shall submit to the Board of Supervisors a stralegy to accomplish
13 the mintnym of 33% Hpusing B e, Cil rtments shall at minimum report on the followin
14 | issues relevant to the annual Housing Balance hearing: MOHCD shall report on the amnal and
15 wrofected progress by incone category in accordance with the City's General Plan Housing Eleme
16 |
17 ‘ oward the City 's Netghborkood Stabjlizatio s for and preserving hility o,
18 sting re| s in neighborho ith high ¢ f1 inc
19
20
21 *% tiousing production goals: the Mayor s Office of Economic and Workforce Development shall report on
22 ! current and proposed major deyelopment projects, dedic blic sites, licies that g
23 l’
24
25
5‘ Supervisor Kim
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1 City s General Plan Housing E. i i s; the Rent n on the
2 withdrawal or addition of rent-controlled units and current or proposed policies that affect these
3 numbers; the Department of Building Inspection shall report on the withdrawal or addition o
4 sidentia units and current or proposed policies that affect these numbers; and the Ciy
5 Economist shall report on annual and projected job growth by the income categories specified in the
6 iy lan
7 (3)All reports and presentation materials from the annug] Housing Balance hearing
8 shall be maintained by year for public access on the Planning Department s website on its page
9 devoted to Housing Balance Monitering and Reporting,
10
1 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
12 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the
13 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board
14 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.
15
16 ||APPROVED AS TO FORM:
17 DENNIS J HERRERA, City Attomey
18 By f ) —
19 Deputy City Attomey
20 ANeg 1511500366 68.doc
21
22
23
24
25
Suparvisor Kim
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City and County of San Francisco City 112
1 O Cesfton I\ Goodictt Place
Tails San Frncsco, CA S HD-1439

Ordinance

Filo Number: 150029 Date Passed: April 21, 2015

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor the balance
between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish a bi-annual Housing
Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on strategies for achieving
and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with San Francisco's housing
production goals; and making environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings. and
findings of consistency vith the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1.

April 05, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

Apnil D5, 2015 Land Use and Transportation Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED

April 14, 2015 Board of Supervisors - PASSED, ON FIRST READING

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cohen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,
Wiener and Yeo

Apni 21, 2015 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Chastensen, Cehen, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,
Wiener and Yee

File No. 150029 1 hereby cortify that the foregoing
Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
4/2172015 by the Board of Supervisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.

H—A—c‘-ﬁul-m

{  Angelacalvillo
Clerk of the Board

4{'53"1/0‘ y

Dato Approved

Chay and Countr of Saw Framcduw Paged Printed ot )43 pm ow 42215
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APPENDIX B
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total
New & Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net chtal Cumulative
. - Affordable Entitled |
Planning Districts R and Small from Affordable | New Units . Housing
Housing h 3 N Permitted
Built Sites Protected Units Built Units Balance
Completed Status Permitted

1 Richmond 170 (569) 54 513 175 | -50.1%
2 Marina 2 24 (180) 2 282 160 | -34.4%
3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 753 271} -17.1%
4 Downtown 1,682 851 (119) 304 5,630 2,124} 35.1%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,809 448 | 37.6%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 (239) 30 899 437 | -1.0%
7 Central 18 (384) - 348 51| -91.7%
8 Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,504 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 14.9%
10 South Bayshore 753 (76) 1 1,807 322 31.8%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 (184) - 73 20| 68.8%
12 South Central 10 (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 Ingleside 119 (179) - 547 93| -9.4%
14 Inner Sunset - (189) - 103 36 | -136.0%
15 Quter Sunset 10 (432) 7 109 96 | -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 | 13.6%

SAN FRANCISCO 24
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Table 18
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

e | enabe | programa. | omoved | enatied | Totaer | TO! | Expanced

Planning Districts Housing and’Small HopeSF from Afforc?able New ltlni'rs Permitted | Housing

Built Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built Units Balance

Completed Units Status Permitted

1 Richmond 170 144 {569) 54 513 175 | -29.2%
2 Marina 2 24 138 {180) 2 282 160 | -3.2%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 753 271 | 39.3%
4 Downtown 1,682 851 285 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 38.7%
5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,809 448 | 78.3%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 899 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 107 (384) - 348 51| -64.9%
8 Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,504 469 | 13.1%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 276 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 16.3%
10 South Bayshore 753 436 (76) 1 1,807 322 52.3%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 268 (184) - 73 20| 357.0%
12 South Central 10 - (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 Ingleside 119 - {179) - 547 93| -9.4%
14 Inner Sunset - 110 (189) - 103 36| -56.8%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (432) 7 109 96| -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 | 22.5%

SAN FRAKCISCO 25
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Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

Total

Total Affordable

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate TBD Affordable Net New Units as % of
Income Income Units Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 143 5.6%
4 Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Total Affordable Units
Planning Districts | VeryLow | Low | Moderate :‘::::‘: Affordable T‘ﬁ:i?:t as % of Total
Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 - - - 170 513 33.1%
2 Marina - - - - - 282 0.0%
3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 753 25.4%
4 Downtown 1,048 338 273 23 1,682 5,630 29.9%
5 Western Addition 367 174 80 - 621 1,809 34.3%
6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 899 21.1%
7 Central 18 - - 18 348 5.2%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,504 22.9%
9 South of Market 724 628 463 - 1,815 13,814 13.1%
10 South Bayshore 298 300 155 - 753 1,807 41.7%
11 Bernal Heights 240 - - - 240 73 328.8%
12 South Central - 10 - - 10 128 7.8%
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2%
TOTALS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 28,319 21.8%
26
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Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of

Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Planning District B::::I:;s ':'::i:
2 Marina 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760

Table 4b

Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016
Planning District B:;::;i:;s ':';:i;f
3 Northeast 1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1 3
6 Buena Vista 1 5
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1 3
11 Bernal Heights 2 8
TOTALS 13 78
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Table 5

RAD Affordable Units

Planning District B::l?ii: fss '::::
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
5 Western Addition 8 919
6 Buena Vista 2 132
7 Central 1 107
8 Mission 1 91
9 South of Market 1 276
10 South Bayshore 2 436
11 Bernal Heights 2 268
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110
15 Outer Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483
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Table 6
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Condo Owner Total Units
Planning District Demolition | Ellis Out Permanently
Conversion Move-In Lost
1 Richmond 4 31 193 341 569
2 Marina 11 5 35 129 180
3 Northeast 11 11 232 130 384
4 Downtown - 68 47 4 119
5 Western Addition 7 10 63 127 207
6 Buena Vista 4 11 94 130 239
7 Central 17 23 132 212 384
8 Mission 2 33 258 247 540
9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125
10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 76
11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184
12 South Central - 83 39 253 375
13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179
14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 432
Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING
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Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Total
. Very Low Low Total Affordable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable | Net New Units | Units as %
Income Income Units of Net
New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 437 6.9%
7 Central - - - - - 51 0.0%
8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
30
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RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE

ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2017 Q1

State law requires each city and county to adopt a Housing Element as a part of its
general plan. The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
determines a Regional Housing Need (RHNA) that the Housing Element must address.
The need is the minimum number of housing units that a region must plan for in each

RHNA period.

This table represents completed units and development projects in the current

residential pipeline to the first quarter of 2017 (Q1). The total number of entitled units is
tracked by the San Francisco Planning Department and is updated quarterly in
coordination with the Quarterly Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing units — including

moderate and low income units — as well as inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor’s

Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly.

Percent of

Affordability to be Determined

RHNA New Units Entitled by

Production Built Planning in R:NﬁlGo':s

Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017 Q1 En‘:_'“ Z“b
2015 - 2022 2017 Q1 Pipeline* AR

Planning
Total Units 28,869 9,170 23,773 114.1%
Above Moderate ( > 120% AMI ) 12,536 7,486 19,740 217.2%
Moderate Income ( 80 - 120% AMI ) 5,460 384 761 21.0%
Low Income ( < 80% AMI ) 10,873 1,300 3,104 40.5%

168

* This column does not include three entitled major development projects with a remaining total of 22,680 net new units:
Hunters' Point, Treasure Island and ParkMerced. However, phases of these projects will be included when applications for
building permits are filed and proceed along the development pipeline. These three projects will include about 4,920 af-

fordable units (22% affordable).

Memo

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



June 9, 2017

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

| authorize attorney Scott Weaver to represent Our Mission No Eviction in our CEQA appeal of the
recently approved development at 1726 Mission St, case 2014-002026ENV/2014-002026ENX.

Sincerely,

oberto Hernandez, Founder
Our Mission No Eviction



Application 10 Heguest a

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver

| |
CASE NUMBER: |
For Staff tae only

APPLICATION FOR o

Board of Supervisors Appeal F |ver Y,

1. Applicant and Project Information

| APPLICANT NAME:

I \S'djﬁ'boo_cxu-e/‘

APPLlCA.NTADDFlESS i T e TR ERHONE

Hlod A4S, 4953 U-H.S)sl”}-oxfgl

S:uo PrawagcocCHct'-{ltb"f :Eh:tygﬂ weqa,@@( c.on

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME:

Owr MNsStow o £ U{Cfxm

. NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION ADDRESS: T TELEPHONE:

Clo 4 Scll Weawer | )
0 1000 A st 2asn g s-oer
e Prawcscd A QY | ySottvease, @ g >~
1330 AMmisson St o
PLANNlNG CASENO.: BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.: : 2 ‘ DATE OF DECISION (IF ANY):

\ 2018 ~OoYy4Y sq ?RU f ) 7 L_;Tuma [, 200}

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials)

ﬂ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal

on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other
officer of the organization.

EL The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department
and that appears on the Department'’s current list of neighborhood corganizations.

The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating
to the organization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

X The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and
that is the subject of the appeal.

5]



For Dep_anment Usa Only )
prfication received by Planning Department:

Date:

Submission Checklist:

[] APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION e AR
] CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION _ T e e
] MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE S PR o
[ ] PROJECT IMPACT-ON ORGANIZATION oo T e

[J WAIVERAPPROVED . .. . . LIWAVERDENED -7 . <= _ = 777 R

T

FOR MORE iINFORMATION:
Call or visit the San Francisco Planning Depariment

i TN
O "\{o_‘

Central Reception N Planning Information Center {PIC)
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 1660 Mission Street, First Floor
San Francisco CA 94103-247¢ San Francisca CA 94103-2479

SAN FRANECISCOD : .

S AMNING : TEL: 415.558.6378 . . TEL: 415.558.6377 .

DEFARTMENT FAX: . 415.558.6409 Planning Staif are availabie by phone and at the PIC counter
! WEB: hitp://www.sfplanning.org No eppointment is necessary.




AR TN A LT AA SESELTTONS AA SETTRLULTTEN RA P TTR A QSIS A QTS A SR DA A T AR G TN 3\ A S AT B A G T A AT A A SN WA S BA ST WA

WEST BAY LAW

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 20936
WARTELLE, WEAVER&SCHREIBER o
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATON

369 PINE ST. STE. 506 415-693-0504
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

oS =1
srrome [ F@mmlmq\\)@fa«a?’h@% ' $ 5?8/
@ﬁup wa &5 O—f@,

-1./

R \Wa

54
MEMO

DOLLARS f

IF NOT CASHED WITHIN 90 DAYS

/ :
P
AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE

‘/ t

E3IT THIS DOCUMENT MUST HAVE A COLORED BACKGHUUND, ULIHAVIULE ! FIDENS ANL AN AMITIFIGIAL WA 1EHMARK ON THE BACK - VERIFY FOR AUTHENTICITY. mJ:

WEST BAY LAW WARTELLE, WEAVER & SCHREIBER A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 20936

I

=0 107

&

WEST BAY LAW WARTELLE, WEAVER & SCHREIBER A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION

20936

. EQ7051/382356 (11/12) 636520

Rev 311 .



