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July 14, 2017

Clerk, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 | nY ‘;;j;? U
San Francisco, CA 94102 “2 <

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PRV 1726-1730 Mission Street
Appeal of the June 1, 2017 Planning Commission Decisions
Board of Supervisors File No 170808

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

Please accept this submission on behalf of Our Mission No Eviction with respect to the
appeal of the proposed project at 1726-30 Mission Street.

Summary

The project sponsor proposes to construct a 40 unit, six story building located at 1726-30
Mission Street. The sponsor intends to subdivide the property into condominium units and sell
them at “market” (with the exception of the 7 affordable units). It also includes parking for 22
cars and approximately 2,200 square feet of first floor “trade shop™ space. The sponsor utilized a
Community Plan Exemption that tiered off of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR. The
Planning Commission approved the project on June 1, 2017. This appeal raises several CEQA
issues related to that project.

This appeal raises concerns regarding cumulative impacts on the Mission Area Plan, and
particularly the eight block area that is the “Gateway to the Mission”. Environmental issues
include impacts on traffic and circulation, air quality, noise, unaddressed land use and open
space issues, as well as socioeconomic impacts on this working class, Latino community,
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including an extremely vulnerable SRO tenant population who will be put at greater risk of
homelessness without adequate, targeted mitigations’.

Context for the 1726-30 Mission Street Project

The proposed project (40 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
total) 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 (81 units). Total number of pipeline units,
including the proposed project are within two blocks either side of sausage factory is 1,601 units.

Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis under CEQA are 1880
Mission Street (202 units), 1501 15 Street (40 units), 380 14™ Street (29 units) and 411
Valencia (16) 1587 15™ (26 units) 1924 units?.

This is extraordinary for such a small geographic area. The total number of units
contemplated under the most ambitious scenario for the entire Mission in the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan was 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units’. To provide a sense
of scale, the Mission Area Plan is approximately 72 blocks, whereas the number of blocks
considered above is eight. (The projects at 130 Otis and 1601 Mission are not within the Mission
Area Plan Area but, given their proximity, must be included in the cumulative analysis.)

Further compounding the matter, the Armory at 1800 Mission Street proposes to convert
49,999 square feet of video production space to office use, and 25,385 square feet of video
production to entertainment (dubbed “the Madison Square Garden of the West”) That translates
into three hundred or more office workers and thousands attending evening events.

The proposed Market/Van Ness “Hub”, a four block walk from the project site, will
consist of between 7.300 and 9,000 residential units!

! 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.

? Information provided by SF Property Information Map: http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/

* As discussed below, the total number of Mission Area Plan projects subject to a cumulative impacts analysis
exceeds that anticipated by the Eastern Neighborhoods EIR.
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Finally, there are hundreds of SRO units in the immediate area housing the poorest of the
poor, a population who have no other housing options than to utilize this housing stock. (See
Exhbit E, first page). With the upscaling of the neighborhood, the conversion of these units to
“higher end” uses is inevitable, leaving many SRO residents homeless..

Potential cumulative environmental impacts must therefore be evaluated in this context.

CEQA Requires a Cumulative Impact Analysis of Projects.

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).) “Cumulatively considerable
means that incremental effects of the of an individual project is considerable when viewed in
connection with past projects, the effects of other current projects, and effects of probable future
projects.” Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421 stated
that “unstated cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and skews the decision
maker’s perspective concerning the environmental consequences of a project, the necessity for
mitigation measures and the appropriateness of project approval.” Here, the impacts are clearly
“unstated”.

The environmental assessment of this project consisted largely of a CPE for the proposed
project which was dependent solely on the 2008 Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR). The
PIER envisioned a scenario of up to 2054 units in an area nine times the size of the subject area.
Further, this evaluation did not consider subsequent new information impacting the environment
(discussed in greater detail below). Cumulative analysis in this area of heavily concentrated
development is required in order to inform on substantial environmental impacts, and to adopt
necessary and appropriate mitigation measures. Reliance almost exclusively on the PEIR in this
instance does not provide the required information.

Cumulative impacts on traffic and circulation are especially significant for this particular
geographic area. For example, anyone driving down Mission Street in the immediate area of the
project has observed congestion and slow, backed up traffic. Addition of nearly 2,000 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. Red lanes, “ride
sharing vehicles,” and “Amazon deliveries by UPS and other carriers will further complicate the




San Francisco Board of Supervisors
July 14, 2017
Page Four

traffic patterns. Moreover, the intersection of Duboce Avenue and South Van Ness is already a
traffic nightmare and a dangerous intersection for pedestrians.

In addition to traffic and circulation, there are issues related to 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. There is no recreation
to be provided - other than the local bars which will undoubtedly increase exponentially as the
Mission becomes more and more of a party zone.

Finally, the cumulative gentrification impacts would effectively wipe out small mom and
pop businesses and SRO Hotels in the immediate eight block area and will radiate down Mission
Street.

The PEIR anticipated up to 2,054 units over a 72-block area and could not have
adequately described environmental impacts in an area one ninth the size. The Planning
Commission’s CEQA approval relied almost entirely on a CPE that tiered off of the PEIR and
therefore its approval was in error.

Simply put, neither the CPE nor the PEIR provide adequate information regarding
potential cumulative impacts in this highly concentrated area. As a result, mitigation measures
that would ease these impacts could not have been identified or implemented.

CPE Reliance on the PEIR was Improper Because the Cumulative Housing Production
Anticipated in the PEIR has been Exceeded.

Aside from the fact that it was improper to rely on the PEIR to analyze cumulative
impacts for this eight block area, the PEIR, now nine years old, is outdated and can no longer be

relied on.

The use of the PEIR in for this project presupposes that it is sufficiently current to
provide the information necessary to evaluate environmental concerns in the Mission Area Plan
as a whole (not to mention the small eight block area that is the subject of this appeal).

The Mission Plan had as its goals inter alia to produce a substantial amount of affordable
housing, preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission, preserve and enhance the distinct
character of the Mission’s distinct commercial areas, and preserve and enhance existing PDR
businesses. The PEIR assumed these goals and presumably believed that they would be realized
under the ENP. Now, nine years later, it has become painfully apparent that the Plan is falling
far short of its goals and that its implementation is out of balance with changing circumstances in
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the neighborhood. The Mission Monitoring Report has revealed that of the 1855 units entitled or
under review between 2011 and 12/31/15, only 12% were affordable. An additional 504

units were built during this period, however the monitoring report does not state how many were
affordable. Likewise the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Community Advisory Council had noted
that many of ENP outcomes have been skewed in the Wrong direction.

A report by the Planning Department dated February 2016 revealed that there were 2,415
units completed, entitled, or under environmental review for the Mission, far exceeding the 2,057
studied under the PEIR. This alone begs for a new EIR for the Mission Area.

On September 13, this Board of Supervisors, when considering the project at 2000 to
2070 Bryant Street, expressed serious concerns about the efficacy of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plan. (See hitp://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlaver, php?view_id=10&clip 1d=26119
beginning at 3:16).

CPE Reliance on the PEIR is Improper Because Substantial New Information Affecting
Environmental Analysis has Become Available.

At least part of the reason for the disconnect between the goals and the outcomes of the
Eastern Neighborhood Plan is that there have been numerous changes on the ground having
direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the environment. 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 in the following ways:

- An Unanticipated Rapid Pace of Development. The PEIR was prepared in the
midst of the “great recession” and did not project the steep increases in housing prices
that we have witnessed during the past eight years. This has been especially
exacerbated by the increase in high paying jobs that have come to the City. This has
resulted in a construction explosion. As a result, the cumulative total of units built,
approved, and under review in the pipeline (2,451 as of February 23, 2016-we have
been unable to obtain an updated report) This exceeds the highest number of units
contemplated in the Plan EIR for the Mission (2,056). The PEIR projected this
production to take place over a much longer period of time - 2008 to 2025.
Development has therefore accelerated at a pace higher than that anticipated in the
PEIR. Because of the unexpectedly rapid pace of development, community benefits,
including improvements to the Mission’s traffic, transportation, open space, and
recreation infrastructures have been unable to keep pace (ENCAC Response to
Monitoring Report - The report also noted that transportation impacts hurt
businesses). The PEIR clearly did not anticipate this pace of development, nor the
needs to step up mitigation measures.
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Changed Transportation Patterns. In addition to the cumulative concentration of
traffic, the project area will experience unforeseen changes in traffic patterns that
have not yet been evaluated. These include the “ride share” phenomena, increased
frequency of “amazon” deliveries, and the existence of “red lanes™ which both
confuse traffic and make it harder to exit from on-site parking. Although there was a
traffic study done for this project, it did not contain any cumulative analysis and
based its Mode Share Projections on 2011-2014 projections.” (Discussed further
below)

Disproportionate Construction of Market Rate Units as compared with
Affordable Units. One cannot reasonably assert that “we are not building enough
housing”. Exhibit D, second to last page, is the Residential Pipeline Report for
2017Q1. It states that, only two years in, San Francisco has exceeded its 2015 to
2022 housing production goals, and has built or entitled 217% of the RHNA Goals
for above moderate income housing (greater than 120% AMI). Moderate and low
income production is well below targets — even if one equates housing rehabilitation
with housing production — which these figures seem to indicate. These figures do not
include an additional 22,680 units from the large projects at Hunters Point, Treasure
Island, and ParkMerced. Put another way, more than 70% of the housing built or
entitled serve the top third of the population earning greater than 120% AMI, while
two thirds of the population compete for 30% of the remaining housing. This has
implications with respect to the manner in which the City — especially the affected
areas — are transformed. This overbuild of luxury units (as opposed to low/moderate
units) has environmental implications relative to traffic, congestion, land use, and
health and safety.

Gentrification Has Caused Unanticipated Increases in Traffic and Automobile
Ownership. The unanticipated influx of high earners in the Mission has resulted, and
will result, in a substantial increase in the rate of automobile ownership and “ride
sharing” in the Mission. Between 2000 to 2013, the number of households with
automobiles increased from 37% to 64% - or 9,172 automobiles in 2000 to 16,435 in
2013. At the same time AMI increased from $50,676 to $75,269. It is now well
recognized that high earners are twice as likely to own an automobile than their low
income counterparts — even in transit rich areas such as the Mission.

* The memo also admits that there were potential safety issues for vehicles exiting the garage (page 20)
as well as potential conflicts crossing red lanes (although no mitigation was proposed.
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- Tech Shuttle Gentrification and Displacement Impacts. The PEIR did not
anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint, nor from that of the
demand for housing. The specter of living within a few blocks of a free ride to work
has caused many tech employees to move to areas where the shuttles stop —
predominantly in the Mission. As such, we have high-earning employees
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of no-
fault evictions. hitp://www.antievictionmappingproiect.net/techbusevictions. ntml

The Traffic Analysis for the Project Neglected Critical Information.

The proposed project would result in potentially significant traffic impacts that were not
known or considered at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. As noted in a recent SF
Chronicle article, when the city was preparing its strategic transportation plan in 2012, planners
thought that “ride shares” meant car pooling. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not
anticipate the physical impacts from the use of “ride sharing” as a transit mode or the increased
dependence on delivery trucks by residents doing much of their shopping online. The Chronicle
Article also noted a reduction in mass transit usage — due largely, we believe, to the influx of
“ride shares” and exodus of working class and Latino residents. Furthermore, subsequent
analysis contained in the Kittleson & Associates Transportation Memo (May 11, 2017) used
outdated data and failed to consider ride-sharing and increased loading demand. Both the Mode
Share Analysis and Loading Demand Estimates used in the Memo were based on the US Census
Bureau’s American Community Survey (2010-2014) and SF Guidelines (2002).

The Plan EIR also neglected to consider the inherent conflicts with bicycles, ride shares,
trucks and private vehicles crossing SFMTA red lanes. The Transportation Memo for the
proposed project recognizes the issue but proposed mitigations offered in the CPE are
inadequate. Specifically the Memo states that, "Given the high volume of traffic on Mission
Street (including Muni buses), drivers in the Project garage could potentially have difficulty
safely exiting the Project garage.” (Kittleson & Associates, p. 20) This would result in
unforeseen traffic congestion with direct and cumulative impacts to bicycle safety, delays to
transit and emergency vehicle access.

The issue of slowing of MUNI buses is noted in the Memo, "4s discussed earlier, this
configuration could result in internal conflicts between inbound and outbound vehicles, which
may lead to the queuing of entering vehicles, which could spill back to Mission Street. If this
occurs, operations of Muni buses may be affected, as they would need to reduce speeds or
change lanes and travel in the adjacent southbound lane to bypass queued vehicles.” (Kittleson
& Associates, p. 20) However the proposed improvement measure using Queue Abatement (TR-
1) is not an adequate mitigation as the abatement methods proposed would be inappropriate for a
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residential garage of this size, particularly with vehicles exiting the garage and crossing the red
transit lane.

Finally, the CPE’s reliance on VMT fails to account for the reality of intensive use of
“ride shares” in San Francisco. “Ride share” vehicles are in operation for eight to twelve hours a
day, while private vehicles, a fraction of that time. The broad-brushed analysis used by the City
under outdated VMT modeling concludes that the project's location in a transit priority area
would reduce the use of private vehicles. Recent evidence shows that, ironically, the areas with
the best transit service are now the most heavily traveled by “ride share” vehicles, while MUNI
ridership has dropped for the first time in years. The SF County Transportation Authority has
published a report showing that 1/5 of all vehicle miles citywide are by ride-hail vehicles with
heavy concentrations in areas including the Mission where they account for all in-city trips at
peak commute times. As the agency that developed the original travel demand forecasting model
upon which the City’s VMT analysis relies, their recent report must be considered in any VMT
analysis.

Conclusion

Because the project is situated in an area of highly concentrated development, CEQA
requires a cumulative environmental analysis. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is the wrong
vehicle to assess these cumulative impacts. At a minimum, further environmental assessment
should require study of the impacts on traffic, circulation, transportation, greenhouse gas
emissions, noise, safety, including pedestrian and bicycle safety issues, land use, including open
space, as well as assessment of how such projects will impact small businesses and residents,
especially residents of SRO Hotels. Without such assessment, the City will have fallen short of
its CEQA obligation to inform as to significant environmental impacts and adequate mitigations.
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SE’s traffic planners weren’t
expecting rise of Uber, Lyft

Photo: Amy Osborne, Special To The Chronicle

A Lyft car goes up Market Street with the F-Market train nearby. Traffic plan ners didn’t foresee the rise of ride hailing
when thev rediiced lanes for cars.
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In fact, when the city was drawing up its
transportation “Major Strategic Plan” back in 2012,
planners thought “ride shares” meant car pooling. So i
as the Municipal Transportation Agency drew up a
blueprint for more bus- and bike-only lanes — and
less space for cars — it was blind to the wave of
Uber and Lyft cars that was about to inundate the

streets.

“I don’t think anyone anticipated this would happen,

including Lyft and Uber,” said transportation agency
chief Ed Reiskin.

Randy Rentschler of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, which oversees regional
transportation planning, said city officials may have fallen victim to their vision of how things
should be instead of how they are.

“Public policy often aims for a certain outcome — and as such, it can be harder to predict what
you don’t want to happen, so you don’t see it,” Rentschler said.

In fact, Uber and Lyft now carry 283,000
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people per workday in San Francisco and

Tipping Point’s Daniel
Lurie may be looking at
run for SF mayor

make up 9 percent of all vehicle trips in the
city, according to a recent survey by the city
Transportation Authority.

Bay Area voters may be
asked to OK bridge toll
hike of up to $3

And for the first time in years, Muni ridership
has dropped.

City Hall is increasingly interested in ways to
ease the congestion that some officials blame Foes of Warriors’ SF arena

aren’t giving up
on ride hailing. City Attorney Dennis
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disability access and environmental

regulations. Supervisor Jane Kim has

suggested a 20-cent-per-ride fee to raise
money for unspecified anticongestion

measures.

Uber has put out feelers that it would be willing to talk with the city. But it wants the
conversation to include all aspects of congestion, including the surge in double-parked delivery
trucks, the growth of bike lanes and other street reconfigurations designed to slow traffic.

“The feeling (at City Hall) seems to be, ‘If you can’t beat ’em, tax ’em,’ but at this point I’d just

like them to give us more information so we can see what is really going on,” said Supervisor

Aaron Peskin. )
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A woman walks past the company logo of the Internet car service Uber in San Francisco.

On your marks: Michael Cardoza, a high-powered defense attorney and former prosecutor
who has gained attention over the years as a TV legal analyst, is weighing a possible run to
succeed disgraced former Contra Costa County District Attorney Mark Peterson.

“T am giving it serious thought,” Cardoza told us the other day after he was spotted at the Walnut
Creek Yacht Club restaurant with a potential supporter.

“T know this (D.A.’s office) needs leadership, and I don’t believe it should come from inside,”
Cardoza said. “They are too in bed with the people there and don’t see all the real problems.”

Two prosecutors have already announced their candidacies for Peterson’s old job — Deputy
District Attorney Paul Graves and former Deputy District Attorney Patrick Vanier, who is

now a prosecutor in Santa Clara County.

Peterson resigned June 14 after cutting a plea deal with state prosecutors who had charged him
with 13 felonies connected to his use of $66,000 in campaign donations to pay for such personal

items as meals, gas, clothes, movie tickets, hotels and phone bills.

The plea deal allowed Peterson to plead no contest to a single count of perjury for making false

statements on state campaign disclosure forms.

Doug McMaster, chief assistant district attorney, is handling the office’s day-to-day operation
while the county Board of Supervisors takes applications for Peterson’s replacement. Its goal is

to pick a replacement by mid-September.

“That person can choose to run along with other candidates” for a four-year term in the June

2018 primary, said Supervisor Karen Mitchoff.

McMaster has made it clear that he is not running and will not seeking the appointment. Graves

and Vanier haven’t disclosed whether they are applying to the supervisors. They have until July
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Whoever gets the job will have some work to do in bringing calm to the district attorney’s office.
The Peterson scandal came close on the heels of another case that had divided the department for
years, in which a deputy district attorney was accused of raping a junior colleague in 2008. The

criminal case against the deputy was eventually dropped, and he returned to work two years ago.

San Francisco Chronicle columnists Phillip Matier and Andrew Ross appear Sundays, Mondays
and Wednesdays. Matier can be seen on the KPIX TV morning and evening news. He can also be
heard on KCBS radio Monday through Friday at 7:50 a.m. and 5:50 p.m. Got a tip? Call (415)

777-8815, or email matierandross@sfchronicle.com. Twitter: (@Wmatieranaross

Matier & Ross

Chronicle Columnists
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Mission - Projects Completed or Under Environmental Review - 2008 to 2/23/16 (Planning Dept. Data)

The CPE for 2000-2070 Bryant Street notes that 2451 residential units had completed or were under environmental review:
"As of February 23, 2016, projects contgining 2,451 dwelling units and 355,842 square feet of non-residential space (excluding PDR loss} have completed or are proposed to
complete environmental review within the Mission District subarea.”

Cultural, Mana?cmen

Net |Institution - Retail and
Address Case No. Dgé‘;fn‘:;! Ds;i:::r:::t Hou§ing al, ) Medical lnfo;n;'zuon, PDR Entertainm

Units | Education Professiona ent

al | Services
3418 26th Street 2009.0610F 8-Nov-10 Published CPE 13 0 0 O] o) Q)
80 Julian Avenue 2009.1095E 23-Jun-10 Published CPE 8 0] 16,000 0] & 0]
411 Valencia 2009.0180E 13-May-10 _ |Published CPE 15 a 0 0 -1,550 1,370
490 South Van Ness Avenue 2010.0043E 24-Jun-14 Published CPE 72 0 0 [ -1,618 1,123
3420 18th Strect 2012.1572E 16-Oct-13 Published CPE 16 0 0 0 -4,675 1,000
1875 Mission Street 2010.0787E 14-O¢t-10 Published CPE 38 0 0 0 -43,695 2,523
17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2009.1163E 24-Jan-11 Published CPE 0! 0 0 0) 0 0
1501 15th Street 2008.1395E 27-Jan-11 Published CPE 40, 0 0 3] -1,740 9,681
480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430€ 26-Sep-12 Published Other 84 0 0, [ [s) 0
626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279E 16-jul-12 Published CPE 0 0| 15,200 Q -15,000 0
2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 21-Nov-12 Published Other 114 0 0 0] 0 14,750
1450 15th Street 2013.0124F 30-Oct-14 Published CPE 23 0 0 0 -6,088 0
300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953E 25-Nov-12 Published CPE 0 ¢ 0 0| 0 20,040
346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 72 0 0 0 -1,500 2,760
1785 15th Street 2012.0147€ 1-May-13 Published CPE 8 [8) O 0Ol -765 0
1801/1863 Mission Street 2005.1011F 19-Mar-15 Published CPE 54 0 0 740, 4] 2,125
2600 Harrison St. 2014.0503E 19-Aug-15 Published CPE 20 0 0 0 -7.506 [¢]
1924 Mission St. 2014.0449E 2-Apr-15 Published CPE 12 0 0 0 -1,180 2,315
600 South Van Ness Avenue 2013.0614E 9-Apr-15 Published CPE 27 4] Q 0 -1,75C 3,060
2000-2070 Bryant 5t 2815 18¢h St 611 Florida St 12013 0677F Faunis Fublished CPE 278 0 0 -3,540 -64,430 4,105
1298 Valencia Street 2013.1404EF 9-0ci-15 Published CPE 35 4 0 s} -2.000 3,770
1198 Valencia Street 2012.0865€ 31Juk-15 Published CPE 52 0 Q Q -440 5,300
1050 Valencia Street 2007.1457¢ 5-Oct-10 Published Other 16 0 0 O 0 1,830
1419 Bryant Street 2015-00538B8ENV [6-1an-16 Published CPE 0] 44,600 4] 0 -34,350 0
1979 Mission Street 2013.1543E 28-Jan-15 Active Other 331 0 0 0 0 -18,239
2675 Folsom St 2014-000601ENV [ TBD Active CPE 115 8] 9] 0 -22,111 0
1900 Mission Street 2013.1330F T8O Active CPE 11 0 Q 0 -2,064 844
645 Valencia St 2013.1339E TBD Active CPE 9 0 0 Q] 0 -4,382
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBD Active CPE 0 ¢ 0 139,607 -138,742 39,000,
2750 19th St. 2014.0993E TBD Active CPE 60, 0, 0 0 -10,934 10,112
1515 South Van Ness Ave. 2014.1020E T8D Active CPE 160, 8} Q 0 0 ~29,940
3140 16th St 2014.1105ENYV 18D Active CPE 28 0 0 0 -20,428 7,284
27599 24th St 2014.1258ENV 78D Active CFE g 0 0 0 0 -268
2435 16th St. 2014 1201ENV 78D Active CPE 53 0 Q 0 -10,000 4,992
3357-3359 26th St. 2013.0770ENV T8D Active CPE 8| 0 0 0 0 5,575
1726-1730 Mission St. 2014-002026ENV (78D Active CPE 38| 0, 0 0] -3,500 500
2160 Mission Street 2009.0880E 18D Active CPE 23 0 4] 0 -7.630 2,640
200 Potrero Ave, 2015-004756ENY  |TBD Active CFE 0] 0 0 0 -27,716 30,034
3314 Ceasar Chaver 2014-033160ENV  |TBD Active CPE 52 0 o] -2,500] 0 1,740
1798 Bryant St. 2015-006511ENV  {TBD Active CPE 131 0 0 -5,179 0 3,514
2918-2924 Mission St. 2014.0376ENV 18D Active CPE 38 0 0 O 0 7,400
793 South Van Ness 2015-031360ENV  |TBD Active CPE 54 0 0 0 -1,966 4,867
1850 Bryant St, 2015-011211ENV  |TBD Active CPE 0 0 0) 0 188,994 0
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV | TBD Active CPE 8| [ 0l 0 Q0 0
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-009459ENV I TBD Active CPE 28] 0 0| -3,200 0 340
344 14th St. & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.094BENV T8D Active CPE 45| 0 Y 18,995 5,849
1950 Mission St, 2016-001514ENV  [TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0 0 o] 3,415
1296 Shotwell St. 2015-018056ENV  |TBD Active CPE 96| 0 0 850, -11,664 0|
2,451 45,836| 31,200 126,778 -237,073| 152,028
Preferred Project (approved 2008} = 1686

Option A 782 104,400 37,200 422,021 422,021 114,000
OptionB . 1,118 150,300 36,900 597,242 597,242 143,400
Option C 2,054: 609,480 49,448 2,214,011 -3,370,350 598,323

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, B and C from the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative impacts contai
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR, and referenced in the CPE, for this project is no longer relavant. The PEIR is stale and docsn't reflect current conditions. Among the

impacts not adequately studied are recreation and

open space, transit, traffic, and air quality.
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Housing Boom Alert: 9,000 New
Apartments Predicted For Market / Van
Ness Hub

In response, the SFMTA, Planning and Public Works are trying to figure out how to
accommodate 50 percent more people on the streets.
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(Photo courtesy Jeremy Menzies/SFMTA)

If the 20-minute coffee shop lines, bumper-to-bumper traffic, and one-in, one-out
Trader Joe's parking lots have you thinking that the city might be reaching capacity,
we've got bad news. A new project overview released by Public Works, the SFMTA and
Planning shows that up to 9,000 new units of housing are coming to one itty bitty
section of the city: an oddly shaped few blocks on Market Street and in SoMa,
between Octavia Boulevard and Ninth Street.

The intersection of Market with Valencia, Haight and Gough streets was coined as the
“Hub” in the late 1880s, due to its capacity for four streetcar lines that converged on
the area. Over time the borders began to loosen and started to include the



neighborhood surrounding Market Street as well. According to historian and writer
Larry Cronader, the area was a hot spot for businesses: Hub Bowling, the Hub
pharmacy, and the McRoskey Mattress Company all moved in during the 1930s.

But in years since the area of Market Street and Van Ness Avenue has become a
wasteland. Despite its proximity to multiple Muni lines, the All-Star Donuts is often
empty, the large car dealership feels misplaced, and the strong winds suck the soul
out of the corner. But like it or not, change is on the horizon.

Based on what's slowly working its way through Planning, here is a summary of the
population changes we can expect in the Hub: new housing units will come in
somewhere between 7,300 and 9,000 apartments. Pedestrian traffic will increase by
fifty percent at the Market and Van Ness intersection during peak hours. And more
than 8,800 people will use the Van Ness Muni station to commute to and from work.

Proposed {wide view,

The simple reason for this population jump: the ever-coveted housing. Here are a few
of the big developments coming our way:

e 30 Van Ness Ave. (which houses the Walgreens on the corner of Van Ness and Market
streets) is being sold by the Board of Supervisors, and is zoned to accommodate a
550-foot residential tower.

e One Oak (which will replace All-Star Donuts and its adjacent parking lot) will reach 40
stories into the sky and will contain 310 units of market-rate housing.




16th St 3161 16TH ST 0 54 54

20Mission 3491 20TH ST 0 41 0 40

Aku 2477 MISSION ST 0 15 0 15 529
Albert 2135 MISSION ST 0 46 0 46 420
Albion 3143 16TH ST 0 20 0 20 439
All Star 2791 16TH ST 0 86 0 86 400
Altamont 3048 16TH ST 7 87

Andora Inn 2438 MISSION ST 9 5 9 14 600
Apollo 0422 VALENCIA ST 0 80

Assemblies of God 1462 VALENCIA ST 4 7 0 0
Bay Community

Housing 3444 18TH ST 0 14 0 14 610
Casa Quezada 0037 WOODWARD ST 0 59 0 0
Casa Valencia 0504 VALENCIA ST 0 63 0 0
Crown 0528 VALENCIA ST 0 49 0 51 500
Crystal 2766 MISSION ST 0 31 0 31 511
Curtis 0559 VALENCIA ST 0 63 0 63 458
Delbex 2126 MISSION ST 0 40 0 40 300
El Capitan 2361 MISSION ST 23 64 10 87 443
Eula 3061 16TH ST 5 20 2 22 600
Frances 2084 MISSION ST 0 49 0 49 360
Grand Southern 1941 MISSION ST 19 39

Jalaram 0868 VALENCIA ST 0 24 0 24 600
Jerry 3032 16TH ST 3 18 3 21 500
Julian 0179 JULIAN AV 0 27 0 27 422
Kaileh (former

Priyanka) 1041 VALENCIA ST 0 12 0 12 451
Krishna 2032 MISSION ST 4 18 1 20 600
Lexington Apartments | 3270 21ST ST 0 11 0 11 600




Mirabelle 1906 MISSION ST 0 28 0 30 873
0520 SOUTH VAN NESS
Mission AV 60 188 248 350
Norma 2607 MISSION ST 10 14 3 24 700
Prita 2284 MISSION ST 25 10 11 29 600
Radha 2042 MISSION ST 0 12 0 12 760
Royan 0405 VALENCIA ST 22 47
St. Alban's 3414 25TH ST 0 20 0 20 353
Star 2176 MISSION ST 10 43 0 54 352
Sunrise 0447 VALENCIA ST 30 42 26 72 800
Sycamore 0030 SYCAMORE ST 0 24 0 27 500
Thomas 2370 MISSION ST 0 12 0 12 300
Tropical 3562 20TH ST 0 22 0 22 409
Tropicana 0661 VALENCIA ST 0 40 0 40 299
Union 2030 MISSION ST 24 13 22 37 600
Westman 2056 MISSION ST 2 20 2 22 553
Yug 2072 MISSION ST 4 16 1 20 550
0165 GUERRERO ST 0 16 0 0
1095 MISSION ST 58 14
0801 SILVER AV 0 142 0 0
1476 19TH AV 0 5 0 0
0215 14TH ST 0 13 0 13 650
2901 MARIPOSA ST 0 46 0 46 495
2522 MISSION ST 0 9

Total Residential Units

942

Total Occupied Residential Units. 722

Information provided by Dolores St. Community Services, from 2015 DBI records.




2013 Evictions
2012 Evictions
2011 Evictions
Shuttle Stops

S VR T T D O Y

Overall:

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

9% of No-Fault Evictions each year occurred
within four blocks of known shuttle stops.

Sources: San Francisco Rent Board & data.sf.gov.org

Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 Shutile stops from Stamen Design 2012 study &
*NaoFanlt Fvirtian incliide Fllic Namnlitinne & Numar Movedne QEAMTA 20412 ronnrt
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A Health Risk Assessment

By: Jonathan I. Levy, Jonathan J. Buonocore, & Katherine von Stackelberg

Traffic congestion is a significant issue in virtually every urban area in the United States and around the world.
Anyone who spends any time commuting knows that the time and fuel wasted while sitting in traffic can not only
be annoying, but can lead to real economic costs. An examination of the peer-reviewed literature shows that there
are many previous analyses that estimate the economic costs of congestion based on fuel and time wasted, but that
these studies don't include the costs of the potential public health impacts. Sitting in traffic leads to higher tailpipe
emissions which everyone is exposed to, and the economic costs of those exposures have not been explored.

Motor vehicle emissions contain pollutants that contribute to outdoor air pollution. One in particular, fine
particulate matter (referred to as PM, ) is strongly influenced by motor vehicle emissions. Studies that evaluate the
sources of PM__ in our environment find that vehicles contribute up to one-third of observed PM, ; in urban areas.

PM, ; has been associated with premature deaths in many studies, and health impact assessments have shown PM, ~

related damages on the order of hundreds of billions of dollars per year. Recently, an expert committee convened
by the Health Effects Institute in Boston, Massachusetts, summarized the available evidence on exposure to traffic-
generated air pollution and negative health effects. They find strong evidence for a causative role for traffic related
air pollution and premature death, particularly from heart attacks and strokes. PM, , is emitted directly, and it is
also produced by secondary formation, as sulfur dioxide (SO,) and nitrogen oxide (NO\() emissions contribute
to the formation of sulfate and nitrate particles. Exposure to PM, _ also causes other health effects such as asthma
attacks, and other respiratory illnesses. N

In this study, we evaluate the premature deaths resulting from people breathing primary PM, | and secondarily-
formed particles during periods of traffic congestion and compare that to the economic costs from time and fuel
wasted. We do this analysis for 83 individual urban areas. We predict how much congestion to expect in each of
the 83 urban areas over the period 2000 to 2030. We use several inter-linked models to predict how much of what
people are breathing in each urban area is attributable to emissions from traffic congestion. The models predict
how many people will die prematurely as a result of being exposed to these traffic conditions over the long term.
We assign a dollar value to the predicted deaths using a “value of a statistical life” approach as is done for most
regulatory impact analyses. The analysis explores the significance of public health impacts in assessments of pred-
icted traffic congestion to identify information gaps to be addressed to better determine the ongoing public health
burden of congestion in the United States, and to set the stage for evaluating potential strategies for rehdvmg traffic
congestion. Evaluating such strategies will require models and assumptions that take advantage of conditions and
the context unique to each area.

Harvard Center for Risk Analysis » Harvard School of Public Health = Boston
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We estimate traffic congestion-related PM, ,, NOx and SO, emissions in these 83 cities caused approximately 4,000
premature deaths in the year 2000, with 4 monetized value of approximately $31 billion (in 2007 dollars). This
compares to the estimated $60 billion congested-related cost of wasted time and fuel in these communities during
the same year. This fuel and time loss is expected to continue to grow annually over the next 20 years. Across
cities and years, the public health impacts of traffic congestion range from an order of magnitude less than the lost
time/fuel economic impacts, to in excess of these impacts, with variation attributable to the extent of congestion,
population density, and other factors.

We forecast the mortality and public health costs of congestion, however, will diminish slightly over time in most
of the areas studied—until rising again toward the end of the modeling period, 2030. In 2005, for example, we
estimate congestion-related premature mortality of 3,000 lives, with a monetized value of $24 billion (in 2007
dollars). This reduction results from the continual turnover of the motor vehicle fleet to lower emission vehicles
and the increased use of cleaner motor fuels.

Qur estimates of the total public health cost of traffic congestion in the U.S. are likely conservative, in that they
consider only the impacts in 83 urban areas and only the cost of related mortality and not the costs that could be
associated with related morbidity, health care, insurance, accidents, and other factors. Our analyses indicate that
the public health impacts of congestion are significant enough in magnitude, at least in some urban areas, to be
considered in future evaluations of the benefits of policies to mitigate congestion.

Results

In total, across the 83 urban areas modeled, vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) is projected to increase more than
30% from 2000 to 2030 (an increase from 2.97 billion
daily VMT to 3.94 billion daily VMT), closely paralleling
projected population growth in the urban areas of 32%
(an increase from 133 million people to 176 million).

Nationwide estimates for 2005 of
emissions attributable to congested trafiic:
» 1.2 million tons of NOx
» 34,000 tons of 80,

* 23,000 tons of PM, ,
These emissions are associated with

approximately:
< 3,000 premature deaths

For 2005, nationwide estimates of traffic emissions
attributable to time spent in congestion include
approximately 1.2 million tons of NOx, 34,000 tons
of SO, and 23,000 tons of PM, . These emissions
are associated with approximately 3,000 premature
deaths in 2005 (Figure 1), with an economic
valuation of $24 billion (in 2007 dollars). Overall,
nearly 48% of the impact over the 83 urban areas is
attributable to NOx emissions, with 42% attributable

-00386-

The total social cost of these impacts:
- $24 billion
By 2020, we predict:
» 1,600 premature deaths
« 813 billion in total social costs
By 2030, we predict:
» 1,900 premature deaths
« 817 billion in total social costs
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Figure 1

Projected Nationwide Premature Deaths Attributable
to Congested Traffic, 2000 - 2030

G e

o

This graph represents the nationwide estimates for
premature deaths attributable to congested traffic for
2000-2030. The colored sections indicate the portion of
these premature deaths attributable to NOx, primary
PM, . and SO,,

to primary PM,, and 11% attributable to SO..
However, the relative proportion of the impact
attributable to different pollutants varies significantly
across urban areas. For example, the proportion
due to NOx ranges from 6% in multiple Northeast
cities (Hartford, CT; Boston, MA; New Haven, CT;
Springfield, MA) to over 70% in less densely populated
areas of Texas (Brownsville, Austin) and Washington
State (Spokane).

Similarly, the proportion of impact due to primary
PM,. is highest in densely-populated urban areas
of the Northeast (approximately 80%) and below
20% in Brownsville. The proportion attributable
to SO, emissions is highest in California, with

four urban areas in California constituting the only
places with more than 20% of the mortality risk from
SO, emissions. These relative proportions are

attributable in part to high ambient sulfate in the eastern United States, which tends to reduce particulate nitrate
formation, and to conditions in California favoring the secondary formation of particulate sulfate.

Figure 2

The Monetized Health Impacts Atiributable to Congestion for Selected Urban Areas, 2000 - 2030
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Figure 2 presents the monetized health impacts over time for selected urban areas. These trajectories differ as
a function of differential population growth, congestion, population density and atmospheric chemistry. For
example, monetized health impacts increase steadily over time in cities such as Raleigh NC and San Diego
CA, in which VMT and population growth are significant and primary PM, . makes a substantial contribution
to health risk. In contrast, Chicago and other cities in the Midwest are projected to have small VMT growth
and have more substantial contributions to public health damages from NOx emissions, and therefore
show a steady decline in health risks over time given the larger decline in NOx emissions per vehicle-mile.

"
feg
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Figure 3
Figure 3 presents the economic costs
from time and fuel wasted and monetized
estimates of premature mortality attributable
to traffic congestion across the 83 urban - ——
areas. Overall, time wasted accounts for the
bulk of the economic cost associated with
traffic congestion, and the cost of delay
continues to increase between 2000 and
2030, as this is directly proportional to the
extent of congestion. In contrast, reductions
in per-vehicle emissions contribute to
declines in economic costs associated with
premature mortality between 2000 and
2025, with modest increases after that point.

Monetized Premature Mortality as Compared to Projected
Time & Fuel Dollars Wasted Attributable to Congested Traffic

{IRiens nf 2007 Qallans}

As a result, whereas the public health impacts contributed approximately 34% of the total cost of congestion in
2000, this decreases to 14% by 2030. However, the proportion of health impacts attributable to premature mortality
varies substantially across urban areas. For example, in 2000, 17 urban areas had health impacts contributing less
than 20% of the total cost of congestion, whereas 19 urban areas had contributions in excess of 50%. Those urban
areas with relatively small contributions from public health had very high levels of congestion (near or at the 50%
threshold) but did not have correspondingly high population density. including Laredo TX, Eugene OR, and Las
Vegas N'V. In contrast, those urban areas where public health impacts dominated had smaller percentage of time
spent in congestion but greater public health benefits per ton of emissions.

Frequently Asked Questions

How was the analysis conducted?

‘The key components of the analysis include predicting emissions correspoending with traffic congestion for 33
individual urban areas based on travel demand models, which predict how many vehicle-miles people will be
traveling in each area. We develop estimates of changes in air pollution (based on PM, _ concentration) associated
with these emissions, and apply a concentration-response function that predicts how many people will be impacted
by breathing this air pollution. Finally, we assign a dollar value to the predicted number of premature deaths.

Where did we get our data?

We develop estimates of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) based on data and methods from the Center for Urban
Transportation Research (CUTR) at the University of Central Florida. We use a model developed by the US EPA
called MOBILES to estimate city-specific emissions per VMT based on year, ternperature profile, and average
vehicle speed. We focus on emissions from the baseline year (2000} until 2030. The analysis is conducted for 83
individual urban areas that were previcusly evaluated by the Texas Transportation [nstitute (in order to directly
compare our results with their estimates of economic costs of congestion) and are in the lower 48 states.

To estimate the changes in air pollution associated with congestion-related emissions from each urban
area, we applied a source-receptor (S-R) matrix. S-R matrix is a reduced-form model containing county-to-
county transfer factors across the United States, considering both primary PM,, and secondary formatien
of sulfate and nitrate particles. To determine the health effects, we use the same studies that the US EPA uses
based on a combination of published epidemiological studies and an expert elicitation study addressing
the concentration-response function for PM, -related mortality. To monetize the resulting esdmates o

ey
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mortality attributable 1o congestion, we applied a value of a statistical life (VSL) of approximately $7.7M in 2007
dollars {for 2000 GDP). the central estimate used in recent EPA regulatory impact analyses.

What does if mean?

Qur modeling illustrates that the public health impacts of traffic during periods of congestion, associated with
premature mortality from primary and secondary PM, , concentrations, are appreciable, with thousands of deaths
per year and a monetized value of tens of billions of dollars per year. While the monetized public health damages
are smaller than the economic value of time wasted, with the differential anticipated to grow over time, there
are some geographic areas where public health damages represent a significant proportion of the total damages.
even in future years when per-vehicle emissions are expected to be substantially less. Prior analyses of population
exposure per unit emissions from motor vehicles demonstrated that these values were highest in dense urban
areas for primary PM, _ and secondary sulfate, especially in California, the mid-Atlantic states, and the industrial
Midwest, and were highest in the Southeast and Midwest for secondary nitrate. The urban areas with the greatest
proportion of damages from public health were often found in parts of California and the Midwest, where the
damages per ton of emissions were greater and the projected future population growth was lower. These findings
provide an indication that considering only the direct economic costs of congestion will underestimate societal
benefits of mitigating congestion, significantly so in certain urban areas.

What did we leave out?

There are clearly numerous other health endpoints or pollutants that may contribute to the public health burden
of congestion, including morbidity endpoints associated with PM, ., mortality and morbidity from ozone, and
effects of multiple air toxics. This analysis assumed no change to road infrastructure from 2005 levels, and the
models, out of necessity, do not use individualized models of traffic congestion in each urban area (that is, although
population and traffic demand are specific to each area, the analysis does not consider road closures, construction,
or other area-specific factors that might contribute to increases or decreases in congestion over particular time
periods). It is important to note that these are not traffic planning models specific to each area. These are models
that predict emissions of pollutants associated with congested conditions on broader scales. Therefore, the results
are approximations and represent order-of-magnitude predictions. In addition, the relative proportions across
pollutants and urban areas are more robust than the specific numeric estimates.

Where do we go from here?
These results indicate that public health impacts of traffic congestion exist and should be considered when
evaluating long-term policy alternatives for addressing congestion such as traffic management through conges-
tion pricing, traffic light synchronization and more efficient response to traffic incidents, and adding new high-
way and public transit capacity. This analysis represents a first step, and future analyses could incorporate more
sophisticated approaches for predicting expected emissions under location-specific conditions as opposed to
the generalized case presented here. This exploratory study was designed to evaluate the scope of the issue: more
refined estimates are possible that would address urban-area specific alternatives and impacts.

=
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The following tables provide supporting information for our analyses that did not appear in the published
paper. Note that the estimates for individual urban areas are more uncertain than the overall estimates for all
83 urban areas combined, and should be interpreted with caution. The model does not capture the nuances
and dynamics of each individual urban area. Traffic demand, for example, is based on a national model, not
individual models specific to each location.

Table A: Forecasted Increase in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) ir 83 U.S. Urban Areas: 2000-2030

Urban Area Percent VMT Increase
2000-2005 | 2000-2010 | 2000-2015 | 2005-2020 | 2000-2025 | 2000-2030
Akron, OH 1% 1% 2% 3% 4% 6%
Albany, NY 3% 4% 4% 5% 6% 7%
Albuquerque, NM 2% 8% 14% 19% 23% 28%
Allentown--Bethlehem, PA--NJ -3% 3% 6% 10% 13% 16%
Atlanta, GA 7% 14% 19% 22% 24% 27%
Aastin, TX 6% 12% 17% 21% 25% 29%
Bakersfield, CA 9% 16% 21% 26% 30% 33%
Baltimore, MD 1% 4% 9% 13% 17% 20%
Beaumont, TX -4% -3% -1% 2% 4% 7%
B&mingham, AL 1% 4% 6% 9% 12% 15%
Boston, MA--NH—RI -5% ~3% -2% 0% 1% 3%
Boulder, CO 0% 6% 11% 14% 17% 20%
Bridgeport--Stamford, CT--NY 0% 2% 3% 4% 5% 7%
Brownsville, TX 6% 10% 14% 17% 2(0% 23%
Buffalo, NY -3% -3% ~-3% -2% -1% 0%
Cape Coral, FL 8% 20% 25% 30% 34% 38%
Charleston--North Charleston, SC 3% 11% 18% 25% 28% 32%
Charlotte, NC--SC 4% 13% 17% 21% 25% 28%
Chicago, IL--IN 1% 3% 5% 6% 8% 10%
Cincinnati, OH--KY--IN -4% -3% -1% 0% 2% 3%
Cleveland, OH -6% -8% -9% -10% -11% -12%
Colorado Springs, CO ~2% 6% 12% 17% 22% 27%
Columbia, SC -2% 7% 15% 23% 31% 36%
Columbus, OH -1% 2% 6% 10% 13% 17%
Corpus Christi, TX 1% 6% 12% 19% 25% 29%
Dallas--Fort Worth--Arlington, TX 8% 15% 18% 21% 24% 27%
Dayton, OH -8% -8% -8% -8% -7% -6%
Denver--Aurora, CO 0% 7% 10% 13% 16% 19%
Detroit, M1 -3% -3% -2% ~2% -1% 0%
El Paso, TX--NM 3% 7% 11% 15% 19% 22%
Eugene, OR 1% 7% 12% 16% 19% 22%
Fresno, CA 3% 9% 14% 19% 22% 25%
Grand Rapids, M1 ~-15% -9% -3% 2% 8% 14%
Hartford, CT -2% -1% 0% 2% 4% 5%
Houston, TX 8% 12% 15% 17% 20% 23%
Indianapolis, IN 4% 8% 12% 15% 19% 22%
Jacksonville, FL 5% 159 19% 23% 28% 32%
Kansas City, MO--KS 0% 8% 15% 21% 28% 35%
Chart continued on next page... 6
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Urban Area Percent VMT Increase
2600-2005 | 2000-2010 | 2000-2015 | 2005-2020 | 2000-2025 | 2000-2030
Laredo, TX 8% 16% 22% 28% 33% 38%
Las Vegas, NV 15% 25% 32% 37% 42% 46%
Little Rock, AR -8% -5% -3% 0% 3 6%
Los Angeles--Long Beach--Santa Ana, CA 2% 4% 5% 7% 8% 10%
Louisville, KY--IN 0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10%
Memphis, TN--MS--AR -3% -1% 1% 3% 5% 8%
Miami, FL 4% 8% 13% 18% 22% 26%
Milwaukee, WI ~5% -4% -3% -1% 0% 2%
Minneapolis--St. Paul, MN 0% 5% 9% 14% 17% 20%
Nashville-Davidson, TN -12% -3% 4% 11% 17% 24%
New Haven, CT -2% 1% 4% 7% 9% 12%
New Orleans, LA -3% -36% -25% -15% -8% -2%
New York--Newark, NY--NJ--CT 1% 2% 3% 5% 6% 8%
Oklahoma City, OK 3% 9% 13% 16% 19% 23%
Omaha, NE--IA 5% 10% 14% 19% 23% 27%
Orlando, FL 6% 18% 27% 32% 37% 41%
Oznard, CA 5% 15% 25% 34% 42% 47%
Pensacola, FL--AL -7% 4% 12% 19% 26% 31%
Philadelphia, PA--NJ--DE--MD 0% 2% 3% 4% 5% 7%
Phoenix--Mesa, AZ 8% 15% 20% 24% 29% 33%
Pittsburgh, PA -6% -6% -4% -2% 0% 3%
Portland, OR--WA 4% 7% 10% 13% 16% 19%
Providence, RI--MA -1% 1% 4% 7% 10% 13%
Raleigh, NC 11% 28% 37% 43% 49% 54%
Richmond, VA -4% 5% 14% 22% 31% 36%
Riverside--San Bernardino, CA 9% 15% 19% 24% 28% 31%
Rochester, NY 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 3%
Sacramento, CA. 6% 10% 14% 18% 22% 25%
St. Louis, MO--IL 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3%
Salem, OR 5% 11% 15% 20% 25% 29%
Salt Lake City, UT 6% 17% 27% 35% 40% 45%
San Antonio, TX 5% 15% 22% 28% 35% 42%
San Dieso, CA 1% 10% 15% 20% 26% 31%
San Francisco--Oakland, CA 0% 1% 2% 3% 5% 6%
San Jose, CA 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6%
Sarasota--Bradenton, FL 8% 17% 25% 33% 39% 45%
Seattle, WA 2% 6% 8% 11% 14% 17%
Spokane, WA--ID 2% 8% 14% 20% 25% 30%
Spm@i MA--CT -6% -5% -5% -4% -2% -1%
Tampa--St. Petersburg, FL 4% 7% 10% 13% 15% 18%
Toledo, OH-—-MI -5% -6% -5% -5% -4% 2%
Tucson, AZ 5% 12% 19% 23% 26% 29%
Tulsa, OK -8% 2% 4% 10% 16% 22%
Virginia Beach, VA -1% 3% 7% 10% 14% 17%
‘Washington, DC--VA--MD 3% 5% 7% 9% 11% 13%
7

-00391-




Table B provides estimates of premature mortality and associated social costs across selected years to 2030 for
each of the 83 urban areas. While estimates in all individual urban areas were not reported in the published
paper, they are included below to provide perspective on the relative proportion of expected impacts across the
83 modeled areas. Given the underlying uncertainties and simplifications in the modeling approach, although
the values are listed below with multiple significant figures for ease of comparison, the values in this table
should be interpreted as order of magnitude estimates of the potential public health impacts.

Table B: Estimated Selective Public Health Impacts of Traffic Congestion With Status Quo
Infrastructure ¢ Mobility Options in 83 U.S. Urban Areas: 2000 - 2030

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

EPD| sM | EPD | SM [ EPD | SM |EPD | SM [ EPD | M | EPD | $M | EPD | SM
Akron, OH 8 63 6 47 4 34 3 27 3 26 3 28 4 32
Albany, NY <2 9 <2 7 <2 | 5 <2 4 <1 4 <2 4 <2 5.
Albuquerque, NM 4 32 3 25 3 F 21 2 17 2 17 2 19 3 23
Alleniown-Bethlchem, PA--NJ § 44 4 31 3 25 3 21 3 21 3 24 3 29
Atlanta, GA 93 717 80 633 70 549 56 454 52 431 55 476 62 549
Austin, TX 17 129 14 110 12 52 9 73 8 67 8 73 10 85
Bakersficld, CA 2 17 2 15° 2 13 <2 11 <2 1| 2 13 2 16
Baltimore, MD 65 499 45 354 32 252 24 195 22 183 23 200 26 228
Beaumont, TX <1 2 <1 2 <1 <2 <l <2 <1 <2 <1 <2 <1 <2
Birmingham, AL 9 66 G 48 5 36 4 29 3 27 3 29 1 33
Boston, MA--NH--RI 33 257 21 189 16 125 13 102 12 100 13 112 15 130
Boulder, CO <2 8 <2 [ <2 5 <2 4 <2 4 <2 4 <2 5
| Bridgeport--Stamford, CT--NY ulsis | e 6 | 47 5 138 ] 4 | 3 5 [ 40 5 | 46
Brownsville, TX 4 28 3 3 1 2 2 15 2 i3 2 14 2 16
Buffalo, NY 4 34 3 23 2 ‘16 2 13 <2 12 2 14 2 16
Cape Coral, FL 10 78 9 10 76 8 65 8 64 8 73 10 91
Charleston--North Charleston, SC 2 18 2 14 2 13 2 12 2 14 2 17 2 21
Charlotte, NC--5C 16 120 13 102 12 92 10 78 9 78 10 89 12 105
Chicago, IL--IN 487 | 37511 350 27701 251 | 1982 ] 182 {1481 | 157 |J),313 1 158 | 1,361 | 171 | 1,520
Cincinnat, OH--KY--IN 60 460 41 321 28 220 19 154 15 129 15 129 16 139
Cleveland, OH 34 262 21 165 14 111 10 34 9 77 9 79 10 86
Colorado Springs, CO 4 29 3 21 2 18 2 15 2 14 2 15 2 18
Columbia, SC 2 17 2 12 <2 § 11 <2 10 <2 11 2 14 . 2 18
Columbus, OH 19 150 14 169 11 83 3 69 8 68 9 76 10 89
Corpus Christi, TX 2 18 2 | 13 <2 | 1 <2 9 <2 9 <2 10 <2 12
Dallas--Fort Worth--Adington, TX 122 | 941 103 | 816 85 671 62 507 54 455 56 483 62 547
Dayton. OH 21 161 13 103 9 70 6 48 5 40 5 39 5 42
Denver--Aurora, CO 41 319 31 245 24 192 18 144 15 126 15 132 17 148
Detroit, MI 173 | 1,333-] 116 | 918 76 603 52 421 43 357 41 355 43 381
El Paso, TX--NM 1 69 | 7 56 [ 47 5 40 5 40 5 47 7 58
LCugene, OR <2 5 <2 4 <l 4 <1 3 <] 3 <l 4 <2 5
Fresno, CA. 9 70 7 58 6 49 5 42 5 42 5 47 6 56
Grand Rapids, MI 8 62 5 36 4 28 3 22 2 21 3 23 3 27
Hartford, CT 7 54 5 38 4 29 3 24 3 23 3 26 3 30
Houston, TX 50 383 43 338 35 277 29 232 28 231 30 263 35 311
Indianapolis, IN 34 264 27 210 19 153 14 113 12 100 12 103 i3 112
Jacksonville, FL 5 39 4 32 4 29 3 25 3 26 3 30 4 36
Kansas City, MO--KS 18 142 14 108 1l 38 8 67 7 62 8 &9 -4 84
Laredo, TX s < 4 <1 4 <1 {|. 3 <1 3 <1 3 <1 4 <2 5
Las Vegas, NV 4 34 S 36 4 34 4 33 4 37 5 46 7 61
Little Rack, AR 3 22 2 14 <2 10 <2 8 <2 7 <2 7 <2 7
Los Angeles-—l.ong Beach--Santa Ana, CA 722 15564 ] 547 (4324 | 426 | 3362 ] 360 | 2924 | 355 | 2974 | 394 ] 3396 ) 454 | 4.038

EPD = Estimated Premature Deaths
$M = Estimated Cost in Millions of U.S. Dollars (2007 $)

Chart continued on next page...
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Table B Continued:

Estimated Selective Public Health Impacts of Traffic Congestion With Status Quo Infrastructure &
Mobility Options in 83 U.S. Urban Areas: 2000 - 2030

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

EPD | sM | epD | sM | EPD | sM | EPD | SM | EPD | SM | EPD | SM | EPD | sM
Louisville, KY--IN 34 265 24 192 17 138 12 101 11 89 11 91 11 99
Memphis, TN--MS--AR w L3 | 11 | 84 ] 38 | .6 6 |. .48 | 5 | 44 5 47 [ 52
Miami, FL 62 474 47 370 40 316 36 293 38 316 44 379 53 473
Milwaukee, WI 40 308 26 205 18 142 13 102 11 88 10 90 11 99
Minneapolis--St. Paul, MIN 66 505 48 380 37 295 29 236 a7 225 28 245 32 282
Nashville-Davidson, TN 11 84 6 50 S 42 4 34 4 32 4 35 5 43
New Haven, CT 5 35 3 25 2 19 2 17 2 17 2 19 3 22
New Orleans. LA 10 76 6 51 2 17 2 16 2 ‘19 3 23 3 29
New York--Newark, NY--NJ--CT 644 | 4962 | 477 | 3768 | 337 |.2658 | 244 | 1981 | 212 11772 | 215 | 1859 | 234 | 2079
Oklahoma City, OK 16 120 12 94 9 73 3 52 5 44 5 44 5 48
Omaha, NE--1A 7 S3 [ 45 4 34 3 26 3 23 3 25 3 28
Orlando, FL 25 196 21 169 21 166 19 157 19 161 22 191 27 236
Oxnard, CA 4 29 3 24 3 22 3 24 3 29 5 39 [ 5}
Pensacola, FL--AL 3 23 2 15 2 14 2 12 < 12 2 14 2 17
Philadelphia, PA~NJ--DE--MD 149 | 1,045 { 102 | 808 71 561 51 416 45 374 | 46 395 50 441
Phoenix--Mesa, AZ 19 148 i7 134 15 116 13 102 12 104 14 123 17 152
Pittsburgh, PA 18 137 11 87 8 63 § 51 [ 51 7 57 8 69
Portland, OR--WA 20 154 16 129 13 | 01 10 81 9 75 9 81 11 94
Providence, Ri--MA 11 81 7 59 [ 44 5 38 5 39 5 45 6 55
Raleigh, NC 4 34 4 32 4 34 4 33 4 36 5 44 6 55
Richmond, VA 6 45 4 30 3 27 3 25 3 29 4 38 5 49
Riverside—San Bernardino, CA 13 98 i1 S0 10 80 10 79 11 89 13 111 16 144
Rochester, NY 3 24 2 17 <2 13 <2 10 <2 9 <2 10 <2 12
Sacramenta, CA 69 533 60- | an 48 378 39 316 36 305 | 40 343 | a6 412
St. Louis, MO--IL 103 | 797 74 589 51 399 34 273 27 224 25 218 26 227
Salem, OR <1 3 <1 2 <1 pd <l 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2
Salt Lake City, UT 3 42 5 37 4 34 4 31 q 34 5 39 6 49
San Antonio, TX 14 108 11 39 10 80 8 68 8 68 g 81 12 103
San Diego, CA 43 331 31 249 29 27 28 229 32 265 39 339 50 449
San Francisco--Oakland, CA. 235 {3,813 170 | 1,3¢5 ] 124 | 981 90 733 77 | 649 78 675 85 751
San fose, CA 42 323 31 248 24 191 19 156 18 149 19 163 21 188
Sarasota--Bradenton, FL 2 12 2 11 <2 9 <2 8 <2 8 <2 9 <2 12
Seattle, WA 32 246 26 203 | 21 | 162 16 128 14 119 15 128 17 148
Spokane, WA--1D <2 7 <2 5 <2 5 <1 4 <1 4 <l 4 <2 5
Springfield, MA--CT <2 5 <1 3 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2 <1 2
Tampa--§t. Petersburg, FL 80 619 61 482 45 357 33 265 28 233 28 238 29 260
Toledo. OH--Ml 12 91 8 60 5 40 3 28 3 24 3 24 3 26
Tucson, AZ 4 31 3 26 3 23 3 21 2 21 3 24 3 29
Tulsa, OK 9 68 5 43 4 35 3 26 3 24 3 25 3 29
Virginia Beach, VA 13 102 74 7 59 § 53 7 56 8 67 9 82
Washington, DC-—-VA--MD 72 | 536 55 438 q2 330 34 273 33 272 36 310 41 356
Total 4,045 {31,161 {3,001 23,736 | 2264 |17,861 {1,746 |14,192]1,602 }13,412 [1,703 [14.690 {1917 17,034

EPD = Estimated Premature Deaths
$M = Estimated Cost in Millions of U.S. Dollars (2007 $)
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The Harvard Center for Risk Analysis (HCRA), founded in 1989, is recognized as a world-leader in applying decision theory,
environmental and health science, 2nd economics t a broad range of important environmental and public health issues. HCRA is a
research institute within the Harvard School of Public Health, which has the objective of using a variety of analytic methods to inform
public policy decisions relevant to public health. Our researchers enjoy successful collaborations across disciplines, and a hallmark of our
work is synthesizing and integrating basic environmental sciences with social sciences to better inform decision making. We regularly
host interdisciplinary seminars. Since 1993, HCRA has been publishing Risk in Perspective, 2 periodic publication available from our
website (wwwheraharvard.edu). Currently, HCRA hosts the Research Translation Core for 2 Superfund Basic Research program grant
focused on gene-environment interactions (www.srphsph.harvard.edu) and is responsible for developing and communicating policy-
relevant research based on the results of studies from partners across the University and MIT.
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Population Density, Traffic Density and
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emission Air Pollution Density in
Major Metropolitan Areas of the United States

This report summarizes the latest Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) data on the density of daily
traffic densities and road vehicle nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions densities by counties within the 51
metropolitan areas with more than 1 million population in the United States as of 2010. The measures
used are described under "The Measures,"” below.

The EPA data indicates a strong association both between:

»  Higher population densities and higher traffic densities (Figure 1).

Higher population densities and higher road vehicle nirrogen oxides (NOx) emission intensities
(Figure 2)

In both cases, the relationships are statistically significant at the 99 percent level of confidence.
These relationships are summarized by population density category in Table 1, which includes total daily

road vehicle wravel density (vehicle miles per square mile), annual nitrogen oxides (NOX) emission
intensity and a comparison to the average of all of the metropolitan area counties.

Table !

Nox Emission & Road Trave! Intensiies by Population Density
Courinas in WMajor Melropolitan Areas (Over 1,000,000 Pogutation)

| per Gomipered

bt L

20.007 & Over st 37 304 062 Ta2t
18,000 - 20,500 748 a1 173,350 128
5,030 - 10,000 551 52 145 145 106
2.500-5.000 403 53 84895 51
1.630- 2,500 23 28 45,064 3.3
Uader 1,000 48 08 7057 0.5
Ayerage of Major Melropolitan Couniles 7g 15,778
Table 3

Nex Emission & Roed Travel Intensides by Population Denssty
Highiy Urbanized Counlies in Major Mebopoliizn Argas {Over 3.000.000 Population)

It is important to recognize that air pollution emissions alone are not a fully reliable predictor of air

quality, though all things being equal, higher air pollution emissions will lead to less healthful air. This
issue is described further under "Caveats.” Below.
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Density & Roadway Travel
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES
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Density & Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emissions
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Figure 2

Data by County
Some in the urban planning community have implied that vehicle travel is lowered by higher densities

and more intense transit service. It has also been implied that higher population densities are associated
with lower air pollution levels.
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In fact, New York County (Manhaitan), the highest density county in the nation, also has the highest
waffic density and the highest total nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission density out of all of the nation’s
nearly 3,200 counties, metropolitan and non-metropolitan. Moreover. New York County also has the
highest concentration of emissions for the other criteria air pollutans, such as carbon monoxides,
particulates and volatile organic compounds (2002 data).'

The clearest lesson from these dazta is that boi: propositions are patenily false. The county with the
highest population density in the nation (New York County) has the both the highest traffic density and
nitrogen oxides (NOX) emission density. Generally. increasing population densities leads to increased
traffic and air pollution density. The new traffic generated by the new residents substantially offsets any
per capita reduction in driving.

Seven of the 10 counties with the highest NOx emissions concentration” (annual tons per square mile) in
major metropolitan areas (those with more than 1 million population) are also among the top 10 in
population density (2008). As noted above, New York County (Manhattan) has by far the most intense
NOx emissions and is also by far the most dense. New York Cigy's other three most urban counties
{Bronx, Kings and Queens) are more dense than any county in the nation outside Manhattan and all are
among the top 10 in NOx emission density (Table 3).

More concentrated traffic leads to greater traffic congestion and more intense air pollution. The data for
traffic concentration is similar.” Manhattan has by far the greatest miles of road travel per square mile of
any county. Again, seven of the 10 counties with the greatest density of traffic are also among the 10 with
the highest population densities. As in the case of NOX emissions, the other three highly urbanized New
York City counties are also among the top 10 in the density of motor vehicle travel (Table 3).

Table 2

Iniensity of Nox Emissions & dolor Venicle Travel {per Square Mile]

MDY Emissions Mol Vehnla Teme S St

Censity Campared o Density Compargd i

Rank  Rask {ounw Average Rank  Rank Gounty Ayerage
1 i Naw York Go NY 238 i ¢ MNezw Yok o, NY 378
2 & SanFrancisco Co, CA 147 2 3 Emax o, NY 223
3 3 EBronx Co, NY 137 3 50 Fredericksburg city, VA 188
4 % Washinglon cfty, OC 13.1 4 10 Alexandria city, VA 15.5
5 15 St Louis city. MO 124 5 5 SenFrancisco Do, CA 153
¢ 12 Adinglen Co. VA 13 & 13 Adington Co. VA 183
7 i§  CookCo L 88 7 T SuflolkCo, A N
& 7 Sufiolk Co. MA a3 & 4 Queens Co NY 14.3
g 2 Kings Co, NY 87 2 2 Kings Co, NY 138
i 4 Qusens Do, NV a7 10 % Washington cry, DC 13.4

Catouized fom 2008 EPA Datz Galculaled rom 2003 EFA Daa

Ranking aut of 422 countes Benking ow of 422 countigs

Urbanization

Most ceunties have substantial rural land area, which results in lower factors for both traffic density and
air pollution emission density. This is evident in Los Angeles County (California) for example, which
contains most of the Los Angeles urban area, which has the highest population density of any urban area
in the country. Los Angeles has been renowned for decades as having some of the couniry’s worst air
pollution. Yet, this report shows Los Angeles County 1o have a much lower traffic density than many

j Calculated from data downioaded from it v cpmpon

~ hupdhvwiv.epa.gav/ttn/chiefnet2008inventory. htm!

* httpzéiswwnw.epa.govitinnaaqs/pm/docs/2005_vmt_county_level.xls
3
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other counties. This reflects the faci that approximately one half of the land area of Los Angeles Counity is
very low density rural, which substantially reduces the traffic density. Similarly, the air poflution
emission factors in Los Angeles County are lower than would be expected because of the large share of

the county thar is rural.

Daia from the 33 counties in which 90 percent or more of the land is developed indicares virtually the
same telationships as were indicated in the overall analysis. Table 5 shows the results, which indicates a
subsiantially the same population density/waffic density and population density/air poilution emission
density relationship as in ail of the metropolitan area counties.

Table 3
Mox Enussion & Road Travel Intensities by Population Density
Highly Urbanized Coustias in Major Melropoliian Areas (Gver 1,030,000 Populstion)

304064

20,000 & Over 108.¢ 01 221
10,000 - 20,000 748 0.3 173,450 125
5,000 - 13,000 65.1 3. 146, 748 HG
2,500 - 5,000 448 41 91,70 87
1.000 - 2 500 83 0o 51,140 37
Under 1,000 - -

Average of fdzjor Mebopolitan Counfies 833.3 13,779

Countizs with 30% or more in urban land {35)

Cautions:

The air pollution data contained in this report is for emissions. not for air quality. Air quality is related to
emissions and if there were no other intervening variables, it could be expected that emissions alone
would predict air quality. However there are a number of intervening variables, from climate. wind,
topography and other factors. Again, Los Angeles County makes the point. As the highest density large
urban drea in the nation is to be expected that Los Angeles would have among the highest density of air
pollution emissions. However, the situation in Los Angeles is exacerbated by the fact that the urban area
is surrounded by mountains which tend to trap the air pollution that is blown eastward by the prevailing

westerly winds.

The EPA data for 2002 can be used to create maps indicating criteria pollutant densities within
metropolitan areas. Examples of 2 map of the New York metropolitan area and the Portland (OR-WA )
metropolitan area are shown (Figures 3 and 4), with the latter indicating the data illustration fearure using
Multnomah County (the central county of the metropolitan area).

The Measures:

Road Travel Volumes: Annual traffic volumes in vehicle miles are reported by EPA.” The annual
vehicle miles for each county is divided by the number of days (365 } and then by the county land area in
square rniles to generate a vehicle miles per square mile (density) figure. The EPA data is for 2003, which
is the latest data availabie on the EPA website.

4 ttim p <
http:/www.epa.govittn/naags/pm/does/2005_vmt_county_level.xls.

4
4
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Vehicle Air Pollution Emissions: The EPA reports annual air pollution emissions by county, both gross
and by density for various pollutants on its website.” This analysis is based on the density of nitrogen
oxides (NOx).

This report covers local air pollutants only and does not provide information on greenhouse gas emissions
(nor does the EPA "Air Data” website).

County Emissions Mop ~ Criteria Air Pollutonts
Ceounties in Maw Jersey, Mew York, Pennsyivanic

New York
Metropolitan
Area:
Total emissions

per sguare mile

H
i
|

208% County Emissions Density JTons per sq.mi.) of Total Oriterio Fodutent

3 FLe
i RE-100 100-250

Figure 3

Thuratay, Jade T, 2001

Sesree; US TRL A0 of 2 crg Regictisy, #3 Balcbase

COWWALENT e avanr dg

h
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Counly Emissionz Map — Critaria Ar Pollutants
Ccunties in Dregon, Washingien

Portland
Metropofitan AHulngman o, 0R .
Arza: nissions densits 105.9 lonsfsa.mi.
NOz emissions e

i parsquare mile
‘ {Shawing county
¢ data feature)

i

2002 County Tmicsions Oeasity (Tons por sqmi) of Nitregen 0xXdes

G

P4 3-11

Figure 4

Seiscel US EPA Ut of ATgrg Sodiatios. KO Datadasse Treey Jaky 5 2001

Other Air Pollutants

Similar relationships exist with respect 1o the other criteria air pollutants. In each case, the relationships
between higher population densities and more intense air pollution is statistically significant at the 99
percent level of confidence. The relationships are illustrated in the following figures:

Figure 5: Carbon Monoxide

Figure 6: Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC)

Figure 7: Sulpher Dioxide (SO

Figure 8: Particulate Matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM-2.3}

Figure 9: Particulate Matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM-10)

Figure 10: Ammonia (NH”
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Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002

Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002

Density & Carbon Monoxide Emissions
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Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002
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Density & PM-2.5 Emissions
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Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002

Annual Tons per Square Mile: 2002

Density & PM-10 Emissions
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1. Introduction: Mission Area Plan

San Francisco's Eastern Bayfront neighborhoods
have historically been the home of the city’s indus-
trial economy and have accommodated diverse
communities ranging from families who have

lived in the area for generations to more recent
immigrants from Latin America and Asia. The
combination of a vibrant and innovative industrial
economy with the rich cultural infusion of old

and new residents is central to San Francisco’s
character. Among many of the components that
contributed to the economic and cultural character
of the eastern part of the San Francisco were the
wide availability of lands suitable for industrial
activities (whether or not they were zoned for
such) and the affordability of these neighborhoods’
housing stock, relative to other parts of the city.
Industrial properties continue to be valuable assets
to the city's economy as they provide space for
innovative local businesses; large, flexible floor-
plans for a wide range of tenants; and living wage
career opportunities to residents without advanced
degrees.

Over the past few decades, and particularly during
the series of “booms” in high technology industries
since in the 1990s, the Eastern Bayfront neigh-
borhoods have experienced waves of pressure

on its industrial lands and affordable housing
stock. Due to their proximity to downtown San
Francisco and easy access (via US-101, 1-280,
and Caltrain) to Sificon Valley, industrially-zoned
properties in the Eastern Bayshore, particularly in
neighborhoods like South of Market (SoMa), Mis-
sion, Showplace Square, and Ceniral Waterfront
became highly desirable to office users who were
able to outbid traditional production, distribution,
and repair (PDR) businesses for those spaces.
The predominant industrial zoning designations in
these neighborhoods until the late 2000s—C-M,
M-1, and M-2—aliowed for a broad range of uses,
which enabled owners to sell or lease properties
to non-PDR businesses as well as to develop
them into “live-work” lofts serving primarily as a
residential use.

Moreover, much of the Eastern Neighborhoods is
well-served by public transportation, have vibrant
cultural amenities, and feature many attractive

MISSION AREA PLAR MONITORING REPORT | 2016

older buildings. These neighborhood assets and
employment opportunities have served as magnets
for high wage earners and housing developers,
creating an influx of new, more affluent residents.

Beginning in the late 1990s, the City, residents,
community activists, and business owners recog-
nized the need for a comprehensive, community-
based planning process to resolve these conflicts
and stabilize the neighborhocds into the future.
The Eastern Neighborhoods community planning
process was launched in 2001 to determine how
much of San Francisco's remaining industrial
lands should be preserved and how much could
appropriately be transitioned to other uses.

The planning process also recognized the need
to produce housing opportunities for residents

of all income levels, which requires not just the
development of new units at market rates, but
also opportunities for low and moderate income
families.

In 2008, four new area plans for the Mission, East
SoMa, Showplace Square/Potrerc Hiil, and Central
Waterfront neighborhoods were adopted. Respect-
ing the Western SoMa community’s request for
more time to complete their planning process, the
area plan for that neighborhood was undertaken

in paratlel and completed in 2013. The resulting
area plans contained holistic visions for affordable
housing, transportation, parks and open space,
urban design, and community facilities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

» Preserve diversity and vitality of the Mission
Increase the amount of affordable housing

» Preserve and enhance the existing Production,
Distribution and Repair businesses

» Preserve and enhance the unique character of
the Mission’s distinct commercial areas

» Promote alternative means of transportation to
reduce traffic and auto use

» Improve and develop additional community
facilities and open space

» Minimize displacement

1 Unless olherwise noted, this report will refer to the Misslon Area Plan Ares, Mission
neighbarnoed, 2nd “the Mission” interchangeably. as the area shawn on Map 1, Other
officeai and o i ions of the boundaries of the Mission neighbornood exist.
Where those 2re used within this report, they will be spacifically referengad,
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1.1 Summary of Ordinance and Monitoring
Requirements

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

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

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

2) Under the Eastern Neighborhoods Amnesty
Program that expired in 2013, legalization
of conversions from PDR 1o office space
that took place prior to Plan adoption was
allowed.

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

2 Unless otherwise noted, lus repart will refer to the Eastamn Neighborhowmis Area
Plans, or just Arza Flans, a5 encompassing the Misslon, East SoMa, Central Waterfront,
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill as well as Western SoMa. References to Plan Arcas {or
the names of the individual areas) viill descrive the areas within the boundaries autlined
Ly the individugl plans,
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4) Certain smaller projects did not rely on the
rezoning under the EIRs and are therefore
excluded.

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

0

The Mission Area Plan Monitoring Report 201 1-
2015 is part of the set of Eastern Neighborhoods
monitoring reports covering the period from Janu-
ary 1, 2011 to December 31, 2015. Because
Western SoMa was adopted in 2013, no monitor-
ing reports have been produced for that Area Plan.
However, due to its geographic proximity and
overlapping policy goals with the other Eastern
Neighborhoods, Planning Department staff, in
consultation with the CAC, has shifted the report-
ing timeline such that the Western SoMa Area
Plan Monitoring Report 2011-2015 will be the
first five-year report and set the calendar so that
future monitoring reports are conducted alongside
the other Eastern Neighborhoods. Subsequent
time series monitoring reports for the Mission

area and other Eastern Neighborhoods (including
Western SoMa) will be released in years ending in
1 and 6.

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

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2. Commercial Activity and
Job Creation

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

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

2.1 Commercial Space Inventory

Teble 2 1.1 illustrates the mix of non-residential
space in the Mission as of 2015. The table
reflects the balanced mix of uses described above,
as office, retail, and PDR activities each occupy
roughly a quarter of the commercial space in

the neighborhood. Cultural, institutional, and
educational and medical uses make up roughly
another 20% of non-residential buildings and
tourist hotels take up about ancther 1%. The table

3 Foreamplz. a recent New Yor Times feanre highlighting 18 San Francisco
atbaczions 3 visit on a 36-hour stay i e dily included 6 sites within the Mission Aea
Plzn Atea and anciner 3 within 2 biocks of its boundaries. Sew hitp:/#raw svimes,
£omf2015/1 1703 Araveliwhatdo-go-in-36-hoursin-san-francisco.bim =0

-00122-




Praoduce Markel on Mission Sireet

o by §F Planning, Petro Peterson

=
o

also shows the importance of the Mission in the
San Francisco's stock of industrial lands. Though
the neighborhood only accounts for 5% of ihe

discussed in the sections below, in recent decades
PDR space has been subject to intense prassures
from uses that are able to pay higher land renis,

City's overall commercial space, its share of PDR such as office and market-rate residential.

space is much higher, at 8%. However, as will be

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

Cultural,

Instizution, 1,760,105 15% 29,808,514 13% 6%
Ecucationzl

Medical 698,877 17,468,039 7% 4%
Ofiice 3,079.231 107,578,954 45% 3%
POR ent 2,895,338 25% 36,265,832 8%
Retail 3.022.780 26% 42,289,526 18°% 7%
Visitor / Lodging ©2.560 1% 4,083,422 2% 2%
Total 91 237,964,287 100% 5%

Soure: San Frarcise
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¢ . shows commercial and other non-
residential development activity in the Mission
Area Plan area bstween January 1, 2011 and
December 31, 2015 while - - - shows
corresponding figures for San Francisco. These
tables count newly developed projects {(on vacant
properties or redevelopment of existing properties)
as well as conversions from one use to another.
Between 2011 and 2015, 206,000 square fest of
PDR land was converted to other uses, especially
housing, equivalent to roughly 6% of PDR space
in the Mission.
Two properties account for more than 75% of the
PDR conversion during this period. In 2012, the
Planning Department legitimized a conversion
of roughly 95,000 square feet of PDR to office
at 1550 Bryant; the actual conversion occurrad
prior to the enactment of Eastern Neighborhcods
without the benefit of a permit. The legitimization
program (see section 2.3.1), which was enacted

1880 Mission Street

o

Phsto by §F Planring, Pecre Pererson

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

concurrently with Eastern Neighborhoods, enabled
the space 1o be legally permitied as office. Another
property at Mission Sireet and 15th Street, 2
vacani and non-functioning former printing

shop, accounted for another 63,000 square feet
of PDR conversion. This project was approved
prior to adoption of the Mission Area Plan, but
completed construction in 201 3. The building was
demolished {o build g 194-unit residential build-
ing, shown in Photo 2.1.1, which includes 40
affordable units (21 % of the total). The property is
zoned neighborhood commercial transit (NCT) and
urban mixed-use (UMU), designations created by
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans specifically
{o transition struggling industrial properties in
transit-rich corridors to dense residential uses.

’ also shows the loss of 25,000

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

-00124-




rescue activities. The table also shows a modest slightly more than 7% of citywide office develop-
gain of office and refail space during the reporting ment belween 2011 and 2015.

period. One illustrative project is the development

at 1501 15th Street, which redeveloped a vacant B shows the location of the larger-scale

lot of a former gas station into a mixed-use build- non-residential developments. (See

ing with 40 residential units (7 of them below for detailed information about completed develop-
market rate) and roughly 8,000 square feet of ments.)

ground floor commercial space.

For compariscen purposes, ... ... shows
the commercial development activity throughout
San Francisco. Overall, while the Mission saw a
decrease of roughly 68,000 square feet, the city
zained 2.8 million square feet, mostly serving
office and medical uses. The Mission accounted
for about 20% of the city’s loss of PDR and

Net Change in Commercial Space Built, Mission 2011-2015

- (10,800)

- - - 14,394

- - - (70,762} - - (70,762}

- 15.200 - (26,423} (3.696) - (14,519

25211 - - - 39,495 - 14,284

Total (25,211) 15,200 108,400  (206,311) 40,119 - (67.803)

Source: San Francises Planning Deparlment.

under Eastens Ne'ghtuirocns EIR

(18.075)

48,275

10,477 o o

(52.937) 0 (164,116) 0 (160,235)
66417 0 335,914 (236,473) (69,856) 101.943
446,203 1,815,700 603.997 (422,157) §3.286 2,519,504
(21,455) 20,000 460,508 (183,775) 0 340,696

449,304 1,835,700 1,464,811 (1,024,596) (6,570) 2,85i,183

o Plarning Depanment.
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline

The developmenti pipeline is best understood as
two separate subcalegories, shown in ™ L
as “Under Review" and “Entitled”. Entitled projecis
are those that have received Planning Depariment
approvals and are under construction or awaiting
financing or ather hurdles to break ground. Such
projects can be expecied to be completed with
some confidence, although some of them may
take vears to finally complete their construction
and receive certificates of occupancy. Projects
that are under review projects are those that have
filed application with the Planning and/or Building
Depariments, but have not been approved. These
projects have to clear several hurdles, including
enviranmental (CEQA) review, and may require
conditional use permits or variances. Therefore,
under review projects should be considered more
speculative.

The commercial development pipeline in the Mis-
sion shows a continuation of the trends that have
taken place during the reporting period of 2011-
15 ). The Mission will continue to see
some of its PDR space converted to other uses,

Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission Q4 2015

1o

particularly residential, as well as the development
of some office, medical, and institutional space.
However, the City continues to enforce PDR
protection policies in specially designated zones in
the Mission, such as PDR-1 and PDR-2.

The projects in the pipeline that have received
entitlements show a slight net gain (5,000 square
feet) of non-residential uses in the Mission in the
near future. If all of these developments are com-
pleted, the Planning Depariment expects a loss

of about 360,500 square feet of PDR space and
concomitant gain of roughly 175,000 sguare Teet
in other commercial space, including institutional,
medical, office and retail uses. Entitled projects
that propose to convert PDR to other uses are
mostly small spaces (up fo about 6,000 square
feet) that will be redeveloped as residential or
mixed-use residential buildings. Ore representa-
tive project is at 346 Potrero Avenue, currently
under construction, where 3,000 square feet of
PDR has been converted to a mixed use building
with approximately 1,600 sguare feet of ground
floor retail and 70 residential units, 11 of which
are affordable.

- (12,461) 7,396 - (5,065)

Under Construction - -
Planning Entitled 3,957 16,000 4,672 (18,607} 4,682 - 10,704
Planning Approved 2,757 - - (2,814 - - {187}
Building Permit Filed - - - {1,539} 844 - {1,095)
Building Permit
Approved/ issued/ 1,200 16,000 4,672 (13,754} 3.838 - 11.956
Reinstated
Under Review 282.932 - 160,591 (329,450) 51,672 - 7 168,219
Pianning Filed 282,932 - 159,388 (303,887) 55,186 - 182,833
Building Permit Filed - - 1,203 {25,793 10,876 - 13,714
Total 286,889 16,000 165,263 (360,558) 67,264 - 174,858
Source: Sen Frangiseo Planning Drparmen
Hote: Includes il develonments n the oinaine as of Decornber 31, 2013, waluning those s id not o7 i CECR zizarante under Basiera Nelzhbomosds EiR
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COne example of & project that is currently under
review, the “Armory Building” at 1800 Mission,
has requested to convert roughly 120,000 square
feet of PDR space into ofiice use. Another large-
scale project currently under review would build
176,000 square feat of non-profit service delivery
office space at 1850 Bryant Street. If all projects
that are under review come fo fruition, the Mission

shows the commercial developmeant
pipeline for San Francisco for comparison. Tne
development pipeling in the Mission represents
less than 1% of the citywide pipeline.
" shows the locations of the larger proposed
commercial developments in the plan area. (Ses

_ for detailed information about pipeline

projects.}

will see roughly 360,000 square feet of PDR
transition to other uses.

Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, San Francisco @4 2010

Under

(58,871)

481,366

{188,563)

Construction 1,098,708 3,894,055 (290,327) 4,945,368
Planning 312,600 20,665 5,576,249 332,662 1,268,623 519,906 8,030,705
Entitled ’ * =270, , 1268, . ,030,705
Planning 1,942 4,565 4,571,993 311417  1.084.828  458.554 6,433,399
Approved
per g 4,223 - (36.,555) (33.939) 806 - (65,345)
Building
Permit
Approved! 306,315 16,000 1,040,811 53,184 182,989 61,352 1,662,851
lssued/
Reinstated
R‘é;ﬁj 1,042,013 1,875 7,459,214  (1,046,009) 1,594,639 418,557 9,470,289
P‘”l’};gg 1,084,228 1,875 5,955,541 (994.050) 1,552,310 200,747 7,860,651
Building . e ’ . . o
Pesmmit Filod {42,215) - 1,503,673 (51,959) 42,329 217,810 1,669,638
Total 2,453,321  {36,331) 16,929,518  {1,003,674) 3,354,628 748,900 22,446,362

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Missicn Q4 2015

----------- U
< Qg - B -

] 170,733
K
‘l

©

(3]

Under Construction
O Under Review

Rote: Oty inclunes proests hal vl 222 o rers
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2.3 Changes in PDR Uses

As discussed above, the Mission {and the Eastern
Neighborhoods more broadly), have experienced
economic changes that have made many arsas
highly attractive to residential and office develop-
ment. These types of uses are generally able to
afford higher land costs, and therefore can outbid
PDR businesses for parcels that are not specifi-
cally zoned for industrial use. Prior to the adoption
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, the pri-
mary industrial zoning designations — M-1, M-2,
and C-M — permitted 2 broad range of uses, which
led to the conversion of a significant amount of
PDR space to other activities. Of the 2.9 million
sguare feet in PDR space in the Mission in 2015,
more than half was scattered throughout zoning
districts not specifically geared towards industrial
uses, such as neighborhood commercial {NC)
zones. Roughly 770,000 (269%) were located in
PDR protection districts (PDR-1 and PDR-2) and
20% were in the mixed use UMU district. By
comparison, the split between PDR space in PDR
protection, mixed use, and other districts in the
Eastern Neighborhcods is 38%, 34%, and 29%,
respectively. According to Co-Star data, asking
lease rates for PDR space in the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods are currently $22 per square foat (NNN)
and vacancy rates are 4.4%.°

e Cine of San Fransiszo’s Reat Estats Divisen,

Square

767,087

Mixed Use (2) 582,510
Other (3) 1,546,741
TOTAL 2,896,338

Since the adoption of the Mission Area Plan, PDR
space has continued to be converled tc other uses
in {he neighborhood, as * - == . . _ and
illustrate. A detailed investigation of the conversion
of PDR space in the Mission shows that such
conversions have occurred largely outside of the
zoning disiricts created speciiically {o protect PDR
uses {in the case of the Mission, PDR-1 and PDR-
2). The only project that recorded a loss of PDR
space in a PDR protection zone during this period,
1550 Bryant, involved the legitimization of office
conversion undertaken prior to doption of the
plan under an amnesty program that expired in
2013 (discussed in subsection 2.3.1, below). In
addition to the project at 1880 Mission, detailed
zhove, other completed projects in the Mission
tnat have converted PDR space have done so in
order to build new housing, either with a higher
percentage of inclusionary units than required

by the City's inclusionary housing ordinance or

by paying in-lieu fees, as shown in - .
These projecis have all been buili in either the
transitional UMU district or in districts like NCT
and RH-3, which were not intended as PDR
protection areas under the Mission Area Plan.

The Planning Depariment hzs also undertaken
some legislative action to strengthen PDR zoning
and enable to location, expansion, and operation
of PDR businesses. In addition to some “clean

Footage of PDR Space by Zonjng District Type, Mission and Eastern Neighborhoods, 2015

2% 3465388 38%

20% 3,098,198 34%
53% 2.669,555 29%
100% 9,233,641 100%

SAN FRANCISGO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PDR-1-G

108,400 0 0 8]

‘ 155(} Bryant Strea"x {93,400)
1880 Mission Street NCT/UMU (63,512) 0 0 194 a0 21%
2652 Harrison Street Uy (7,250) 0 0 20 oy mZ’;‘; Nk
2660 Harrison Street KU (11,423 0 11423 3, o NiA
3135 24th Strest NCT (15,000) 0 1,360 9 o /A
RH-3 (1,060 o 0 3 Below N/A

1280 Hempshire Sirest

Saurce: San Francisco Plarning Cepartment

up” language making it easier for PDR businesses
to receive permits and share retail spaces, the
Depariment alsoc created 2 program fo allow more
office development in cerfain parcels as a2 way

to subsidize mote development of PDR space.
Recognizing the financial difficulties of develop-
ing new industrial buildings in large “soft site”
lots, this program gives developers the ability to
construct office space in parcels zoned PDR-1 and
PDR-2, located north of 20th Street. The parcels
must be at least 20,000 square feet as long as
existing buildings are not developed to more than
0.3 floor-to-area (FAR) ratio. At least 33% of the
space in the new developments must be dedicate
to PDR uses. To date, only one development at
100 Hooper Sireet in the Showplace Square/
Potrero Hill Plan Area has taken advaniage of this
programi.

threshold

lzgments wilth an or More Umits ar? suuEct e the Ciy's inclusionary housing requiremants.

PDR Protection Policies and Enforcement

Hlegal conversions from Production, Distribution
and Repair (PDR) uses have more recently
become an issue in the Eastern Meighborhood
Plan areas that the City has sought to resolve. In
2013, the Planning Department received abqut
44 complaints of alleged viclation for illegal
conversions of PDR space. Maost of these cases
(42) are in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 20 of
which are in the Mission Area Plan Area. Of these
cases, six were found te not be in violation of PDR
protection rules, 11 are under or pending review,
and three have been found to be in violation. The
three cases are on Alabama Street between 16th
and Maripose Streets on parcels zoned PDR-1-G.
COwners were issued notices of violation and office
tenants were compelled 1o vacate the properties,
as shown in - i

Enforce_r}}egtﬁarsies for llegal PDR Conversions, Mission, 2015

Closed - Violatien

Closed ~ No Violetion

U nderr R e&s’ew 1
Pending Review 10
TOTAL 20

Sourze: Sen Frarcisce Planning Departraznt

~!

5

S 9

4 4
23 24

42 44
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Most of these complaints describe large ware-
houses converting into office uses. Many of these
office tenants are hybrid uses where PDR also
takes place, but may not be the principal use of
the space. If an office use is confirmed to be in
operation, Planning encourages the company {o
alter their business practice to fit within the PDR
zoning categones or vacate the property. The table
in Azpensi T shows the enforcement cases that
were closed and that were actually found to be in
violation of the code. Generally, the complaints
filed with the Planning Department are regarding
the conversion of PDR uses to office space, not
permitted within these zoning districts. However,
some complaints that are filed are either not valid,
meaning that the tenant is either a PDR complying
business or the space was legally converted to
office space, prior to the Eastern Neighborhoods
rezoning. For these enforcement cases, there

is no longer a path to legalization 1o office use;
additionally, many of these office conversions are
not recent, and they did not take advantage of the
Eastern Neighborhoods Legitimization Program.
The program was an amnesty program that
established a limited-time opportunity whereby
existing uses that have operated without the ben-
efit of required permits may seek those permits.
However, this program expired in 2013.

In investigating the alleged violations, the Planning
Department discovered that the building permit
histories often included interior tenant improve-
ments without Planning Department review. These
permits do not authorize a change of use to office.
To prevent future unauthorized conversion of PDR
space the Planning Department worked proactively
with the Depariment of Building Inspection (DBI).
Over the course of 2015, Planning worked with
DBI during project intakes to better understand

the routing criteria and how to ensure Planning
review. Both departmenis’ IT divisions worked
together to create a flag in the Permit Tracking
System (PTS) to alert project intake coordinators
of potential illegal conversions. This is a pilot
program that can be expanded at a later date to
include other zoning districts if necessary. Plan-
ning and DB} continue to work together to monitor
this process and plan to meet regularly to discuss
additional steps to prevent future conversions.

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNING BEPARTMERT

Planning also works collaboratively with the
Mayor's Office of Economic Workforce and
Development (OEWD). When Planning receives
inquiries or complaints related to either vacant
spaces in PDR zongs or possible unauthorized
spaces, Planning informs the property owner
about PDR complying uses and refers them to
OEWD. OEWD currently has a list of PDR comply-
ing businesses that are looking to lease spaces
within San Francisco. Additionally, a training
session for real estate brokers was conducted in
2015. The purpose of the voluntary training was
to help explain what PDR is and what resources
Planning has available for them to utilize prior to
leasing a property. The training also outlined the
enforcement process, including the process for
requesting a Letter of Determination. Future train-
ings will be held based on interest.

2.4 Employment

The Mission Area Plan Area added employment
across all land use types tracked by the Planning
Department between 2011 and 2015, following
a trend that has taken place in San Francisco and
the Bay Area. This growth in employment reflects
a rebound in the regional economy following the
“Great Recession” of the previous decade, but
also the robust growth in high technology sectors
and related industries in recent years.® Altogether,
employment in the Mission grew from roughly
18,000 jobs in 2010 to almost 24,000 with a
related increase from 2,700 to 3,000 establish-
ments, according 1o the California Employment
and Development Department (EDD). The next
subsections discuss job growth in the Mission by
land use category.

A% NS e tate
Cae by 3 {}Vzvt»;: RESTRN

The largest increase in jobs in the Mission
between 2010 and 2015 was in office occupa-
tions. According to EDD, the neighborhood
experienced an almost 70% increase in office
jobs in those 3 years. However, the number of
office establishments only increased by about
25%, indicating a shift towards office firms with a

5 Seeznaual San Fancisco Planming Deparment Commerce & Industry inventory,
2008 - 2015,
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Employment, Mission and San Francisco, Q2 2015

]

Cuftural,

institutional, 119 1% 17.454
Educational

Medical 1,223 41% 2,408
Office 511 17% 5,344
PDR / Light asc oo SN
Industrial S5 sere Sifed
Retail 805 20% 8,802
Visitor / 5 o

Lodging 10 0% 41
Other 187 6% 254
Total 3,004 100% 39,027

Saurce. Callioraia Errployment Sovclopment Departimant

largar number of employzes or occupying formerly
vacant space. In 2015 the Mission held about

% of all of the City's office jobs and 2% of ifs
establishments (see =0 * . .

As discussed above, the Mission has also emerged
as an important retail destination in San Fran-
cisco, with the restaurants, cafes, bars, and shops
in the main commercial corridors (particularty
Mission, Valencia, 16th,and 24th Streets) attract-
ing visitors from throughout the City, regicn, and
beyond. The number of retail jobs in the Mission
increased by 24% between 2010 and 2015 o
about 8,800 in more than 600 establishments.
The neighborhood represents 7% of the city’s
retail jobs and establishments.

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

1%
100%

4,861 S%

58,264

6,853

668,736

PDR jobs since 2010. The Mission experienced a
7% increase in PDR employment (ic 3,700 jobs)
between 2010 and 2015 and 9% increase in
number of firms (to 350). Within the three-digit
NAICS classifications that make up the Planning
Department’s definition of PDR, employment
increased across several cccupational categories,
including “other manufacturing”, *film and sound
recording”, and “printing and publishing” occupa-
tions and decreased in “construction”, “apparel
manufacturing” and “transportation and warehous-
ing” occupations, as shown in Appendix F.

As with other occupations, these increases likely
reflect a recovery from the recession as well as the
emergence of “maker” businesses and production
of custornized and high-end consumer producis,
such as the firm shown in . The suc-
cess of the Plan in curbing large-scale conversion
of PDR space has likely played a key role in ensur-
ing that these re-emergent industrial activities are
able to locaie within San Francisco. The Mission
has roughly 4% of the PDR jobs and 7% of the
establishmenis within the City.

Over the past five years, the Mission has added
a substantial number of jobs, more than 30%
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Jobs by Land Use, Mission, @3 2010 and 2015
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growth, even as its commercial space square foot-
age increased by a small amount (4,000 square
feet). In part, many of these new jobs are likely
located in commercial space that was vacant at
the end of the recession of the previous decade,
leading to lower vacancy rates.® Another trend
that has been underway that may explain the
gain in employment without a parallel increase

in commercial space is an overall densification

of employment {in other words, allowing more
jebs to be accemmodated within a given amount
of space). With the increasing cost of land in
locations close to city centers and accessible by
transportation infrastructure (as is the case with
the Eastern Neighborhoods), real estate research-
ers have tracked an overall densification of
employment across several sectors throughout the
couniry”? This kind of densification can be causad
by employees who work from home for some or all

Dandelion Chocolate, 2600 16th Sireet

days of the week {and therefore may share office
space with colleagues) or firms that accommodate
more employees within a given amount of space.

Since the Eastern Neighborhood Area Plans were
adopted, the City has also seen sharp increases

in collections of sales and property taxes. In the
Mission, sales tax collections increased svery

year from 2011 to 2014, going from S4.5 mil-
lion to $6.2 million in five years. an increase of
almost 40%. By comparison, sales tax collections
citywide increased by 26% during this period.
Property tax collection alsu increased substantially
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. In the Mission, the
city collected roughly $38 million in property taxes
in 2008, the year before the plan was adopted. By
2015, property taxes in the Mission increased by
56% to S59 million, as shown on

Pegro Peierson
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2011

2012 54,913,267

2013 $5.292,732

2014 $5,598,902

2015 $6.227,719

TOTAL $26.519.287
Rmerss: Jan Francisse Convaliers Gice,

Property Taxes Collected in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 2008 and 20715

Mission

Central Waterfront

East Sa(?ia "

Showplace Sguare/Potrero Hill
Western Solia

Total

7.3%
7.7% $84,261.805 4.4%
5.8% $89,605,413 ‘ 6.3%
1129 $94.546,142 N 5.5%
5424,320,583
537,908,346 ) 558,957,413
$5,704,111 $10,338,391

$46.831,664 $63,172.434

529,446,594 $47.803.586
S17,146,718 $24,348.243
$137,037,433 $204,620,067

Source: §F Bssessor's Office for PO data (assessed valves imes 1 rate of 1.153%) ard Tex Collentor's Office for 2013,

3. Housing

The provision of adequate housing to residents

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

In the past five years, the Mission has been a

focal point of struggles over housing as well as
efforis by the City 10 ensure that its residents can

SAN FRANCISCO PLAXNING DEPARTHENT

continue ta five there. Ong of the main goals of the
Mission Area Plan is to increase the production
of housing affordable to a wide-range of incomes.
The environmenial analysis conducted for the

EN EIR estimaied that between 800 and 2,00C
additicnal units could be developed as a result

of the rezoning associated with the Missfon Area
Pian.® The Plan also recognizes the value of the
existing housing stock and calls for its preserva-
tion, particularly given that much of it is under
rent control. Dwelling unit mergers are strongly
discouraged and housing demolitions are allowed
only on condition of adequate unit replacement.

szoreng end Aes Plans Davonnnizd Imoacl Regon
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3.1 Housing inventory and
New Housing Production

The Planning Depariment’s latest housing inven-
tory, using US Census and permit data, shows
that the Mission has roughly 25,000 housing
units as of the end of 2015; this represents 6.6%
of the citywide toial.? . - shows a net
gain of approximately 564 units in the past five
years in the Mission, compared with 861 nst
units added between 2006 and 2010. Of the new
units praduced, 76 were conversions from non-
residential uses and the rest were completed from
new construction.

During the first two years of the reporting period,
2011 and 2012, the construction secior was still
recovering from the slow-down of the recession,
and only 47 new units were built. Between 2013
and 2015, however, the Mission added 518 new
units, or 173 units per vear. This yearly average

S 2073 San Fanaisco Housieg foveniesy.

New

Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015

is almost identical to the average between 2006
ang 2010, when the Mission added 164 unils per
year. |z shows the citywide figures for
comparison. Nearly 6% of the net increase in the
City’s housing stock in the last five years was in
the Mission area.

- shows the location of recent housing
consiruction. The vast majority of new units
added during the 2011-2015 reporting pericd are
lacated north of 16th Street and west of Vission
Street. All of the new residential development in
the sourther portion of the Mission during this
pericd has been in projects adding one or two net
units. Additional details about these new develop-
ment projecis can be found in -

2011 ’ -

2012 37
2013 242
2014 75
2015 130
TOTAL 504

2011

2012 795
2013 2,330
2014 3,455
2015 2472
TOTAL R 9,401

Saurze. San Frangizes Planning Deperment

1 2 76
- &8 188
16 76 564

127 550 1,319
429 59 1,960
95 156 3.516
25 507 2,954
760 1377 10,018
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3.2 Housing Development Pipeline which 1,467 are under review. Roughly 400
units are entitled, of which half are currently
As discussed above in the Commercial Activity under construction, as shown on - o
chapter, the pipeline should be analyzed along The pipeline for the Mission accounts for 9% of
two different categories: projects that have the total number of projects in the City, though
submitied planning and building applications only 33 of the number of units, which suggests
{under review) and projects that have received that new projects are of a smaller scale than hous-
entitlements and are either awaiting or are under ing developments in the pipeline for San Francisco
construction. The latter (particularly those under as a whole.

construction) are considerad much more likely to
add residential or commercial capacity {o the city’s The current housing pipeline is much more robust

building stock in the shori-to-medium term, while than it was at the end of 2010, shown in the
under review projects may require clearance from previous Monitoring Report. In that year, only
environmental review, variances fo planning code seven projects (with a total of nine units) weare
restrictions, and discretionary review. In general, under construction, 25 projects with 422 units
the Planning Department estimates that projects were entitled, and 53 projecis with 585 units
that are currently under construciion can take up were under review. As of the end of 2015, twice
fo two years to be ready for occupancy, entitled as many projects were under review for more than
projects can take between two and seven years, three times the number of units, reflecting a much
while projects under review can take as many as stronger market and willingness by developers o
ten years, if they are indeed approved. build new housing.

The pipeline for new housing development in the 1o shows ths location of these proposed hous-
pission as of the end of 2015 is 1,855 units, of ing projects by development status. By-and-large,

I

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

Construction 200 22 17 7 8,816 7 7979 . 232

Planning =

Entitled 188 18 29 31,546 5,141 353

Planning - -

Approved i4 - 5 27,617 12 80

Building 5 - = - —~

Psrmit?iied is - 5 1,529 73 36

Building

Permit

Approved! 158 i8 19 2,400 5,056 237

Issued/

Reinstated

U{lder Review 1,467 43 85 21,752 1,797 708

Planning Filed g09 37 25 17,575 1,574 206

it ) ) ) T

Suildine 558 6 0 4,177 223 502

Total 1,855 83 111 62,114 8,917 1,293
Sucs: San Frarciscn Planring Depanment

fote: Includes a2l resisernal 2oy ools i he pingiing as of
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projects that are entitled and under construction
are located north of 20th Street. The sourthern
portion of the Mission Area Plan Area has a
number of proposed projects that are currently
under review, aithough only one project is under
construction, at 1050 Valencia Streel. Appendix
C provides a detailed list of these housing pipeline
projects.

3.3 Affordable Housing in the Mission

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

JENN S aebr. bl
3] Efforts: Citywide,

i A LEanaie
AUTTHAE RIS

The City of San Francisco has a number of pro-
grams to provide housing opportunities to families
whose incomes prevent them from accessing
market-rate housing. The San Francisco Housing
Authority (SFHA) maintains dozens of properties
throughout the City aimed at extremely low (30%
of AMI), very low (50% of AM{) and low (80%

of AMI) incorme households. Households living

in SFHA-managed properties pay no more than
30% of their income on rent, and the average
household earns roughly $15,000. Four of these
properties are located within the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods boundaries: two in the Mission and two in
Potrerc Hill.

The City has also faunched HOPE SF, a partner-
ship between the SFHA, the Mayor's Office of
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD),
community organizations, real estate developers,
and philanthropies to redevelop some of the

more dilapidated public housing sites into vibrant
mixed-income communities with a central goal of
keeping existing residents in their neighborhoods.
One of the Hope SF projects, Potrero Terrace/
Annex is located in the Eastern Neighborhoods
(Showplace Square/Potrerc Hill). MOHCD also
maintains a number of funding programs to pro-
vide capital financing for affordable housing devel-
opments targeting households eaming between 30

HISSION AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORY | 2018

and 60% of AMI, low-income seniors, and other
special needs groups. In most cases, MOHCD
funding is leveraged to access outside sources of
funding, such as Federal Low Income Housing
Tax Credits, allocated by the State.

One of the most powerful tools to promote afford-
able housing development in San Francisco is the
inclusionary housing program specified in Section
415 of the Planning Code. This program requires
that developments of 10 or more units of market
rate housing must restrict 12% of the units to
families earning below 55% of AMI (for rental
units) or 90% of AMI (for ownership units). Devel-
opers can opt to build the units “off-site” {in a
different building), within a 1-mile radius from the
original development, as long as units are sold to
households earning less than 70% of AMLI. In this
case, the requirement is increased to 20% of the
total number of units in the two projects. Proposi-
tion C, approved by San Francisco voters in June
2016, increases the minimum inclusionary hous-
ing requirement to 25% on projects larger than 25
units. The Board of Supervisors may change this
amount periodically based on feasibility studies by
the Controlier's Office. The income and rent limits
for housing units managed by the Mayor’s Office
of Housing are included in Appendix G,

The Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning
Department, and Mayor’s Office of Housing

have recently passed or introduced legislation to
further expand the supply of affordable housing
throughout the City. The Board recently adopted
an ordinance to encourage accessory dwelling
units (ADUs} throughout the City, expanding on
previous legislation allowing such units in Supervi-
sor Districts 3 and 8. These ordinances remove
obstacles to the development of ADUs, including
density limits and parking requirements, in
order to incentivize a housing type that has been
identified as a valuable option for middie-class
households that do not require a lot of space.1°

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

10 Wegmann, Jawe, and Karen Chepple. “Hidden density in single-famly raighboranads:
Lackyerd cottages as an equitable smant growth sirategy.” Joumal of Urbanism:
Inter:alicial Research cn Flacemaiding ard Urban Sustainabifity 7.3 {2014): 307-329.
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Program, which is currently under review by the
City. The Board recently approved the portion of
the program that allows developers to build up

to three stories above existing height limits in
100% affordabie projects. Another component

of the program that is under consideration would
allow developers in certain areas to build up to

an additional two stories of market rate housing
above what is allowed by their height limit district,
in exchange for providing additional affordable
housing, with a special focus on middle-income
households. With the exception of 100% afford-
able projects, the local Bonus Program would not
apply to parcels in the Eastern Neighborhoods,

as most do not currently have density restrictions.
The program is intended to expand housing
development options outside of the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods, where housing development has been
limited in recent decades.

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

Developers also have the option of paying a fee

in liey of developing the units themselves, which
the City can use to finance the development of
100% affordable projects. Funds collected through
these “in-lieu fees” are managed by the Mayor's
Office of Housing and Community Development
and can be spent anywhere in the City. However,
75% of fees collected in the Mission NCT and
East SoMa MUR districts are required to be spent
within those districts themselves. The Plans also
require bedroom mixes in its mixed use districts to
encourage 2- and 3-bedroom units that are suit-

SAN FRAHCISCO PLARNING DEPARTMENT

able to families, including the units sold or leased
at below-market rates. Lastly, in order to reduce
the costs and incentivize housing production,

the Plans removed density controls and parking
requirements in many of its zoning districts,
particularly those well-served by public transit and
pedestrian and bike infrastructure.

3.4 New Affordable Housing Production,
2011-2015

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

As Tzode 2.4, 1 shows, 56 income-restricted
affordable units were built during the 2011-15
five-year monitoring period, compared to 446
developed over the previous five years (2006-
2010). The main difference between the two
periods is that no publicly subsidized develop-
ments were built in the Mission in the most recent
five-year stretch, while two large, fully affordable
projects were built in 2006 and 2009 (Valencia
Gardens and 601 Alabama, respectively) with a
total of 411 units.

The 56 units built between 2011 and 2015 make
up 11% of the 504 newly consiructed units built
in the Mission (shown on Tabiz 3.1.1), slightly
lower than the inclusionary housing minimum of
12%. The percentage is lower than the minimum
because seven projects {shown on T.ide 3.3.3)
chose to pay a fee to the City in lieu of building
the units on-site. These fees raised $7.3 million
for the City’s housing development program
managed by MOHCD. New affordable units are
estimated to cost roughly $550,000 in construc-
tion costs {not including land), towards which
MOHCD contributes about $250,000, requiring
the developer to raise the rest from Federal, State,
and other sources. Therefore, it is estimated that
the “in-lieu fees” collected in the Mission in this
period, if successfully leveraged into additional
external funding and used to build projects on

-00142-




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

Out of the 55 inclusionary units, 40 were rental
units fargeted to low-income houssholds (55%
of AMI} at the 194-unit development at 1880
Mission Street. The rest were ownership units
restricted to moderate-income households (90%
AMI). An additional 20 secondary or “granny”
units, which are not restricted by income, but are

i3 gr2 rough estirealss besod on

deble” and ane

"
ity

s

Aﬁprdable

2012 377
2013 264
2014 449
2015 213

TOTAL 1,644

fieos of Mousing ang Communiny

generally considered “more affordable by design to
moderate-inceme households were added in the
Plan Area. ~ lists the affordable housing
developments completed between 2011 and
2015.

The inclusionary hausing preduction in the Mis-
sion accounts for 7% af the citywide production
(853 units, as shown in table 3.4.2 between
2011 and 2015). Because no publicly subsidized
developments were completed in this period,

the Mission only built 2% of the city’s income-
restricted units (2,497) during the period.

- - i
2 4
40 3 43
3 1
7 12
56 20 76
21,
e 205
38 8 513
215 30 710
249 57 755
286 53 552
853 238 2,735
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Housing Developments Opting for Affordable Housing “In-lieu” Fee, Mission, 2011-2015

3500 19TH ST
3418 26TH ST
2652 HARRISON ST

898 VALENGIA ST

1050 VALENCIA ST
342018THST 2015 7 $1.001,589
1450 15TH ST 2015 $1,654.354
GRAND TOTAL - $7,313,592

Soures:

spantman of Building Insconticr
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New Affordable Housing, Mission, 2011-2015
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3.5 Housing Stock Preservation their homas.

One important priority of the Plan’s housing stock
A key component in promoting neighborheod preservation efforts is to maintain the existing
affordability and stability is to preserve the existing stock of single room occupancy (SRO) hotels,
stock of housing. New housing development in which often serve as a relatively affordable option
San Francisco is costly and preserving homes can for low income households. ... includes
prevent displacement of families and disruption in a list of SRO properties and number of residential
fight-knit communities such as the Mission. The units.
Mission Area Plan supports the preservation of the
area's existing housing stock and prohibits resi- The following subsections document the trends
dential demolition unless this project ensures suffi- in these various types of changes to the housing
cient replacement of housing units. Restrictions on stock in the Mission Area Plan Area and San
demolitions also help to preserve affordable and Francisco between 2011 and 2015 and compar-
rent-controlled housing and historic resources. ing the most recent five years with the preceding

5-year period.
A neighbeorhood's housing stock can also change
without physical changes to the building structure.
Conversions of renial housing 1o condominiums

can turn housing that is rent controlled and In this most recent reporting period, 30 units
potentially accessible to those of low to moderate were demolished or lost through alteration in the
income households to housing that can be occu- Mission (70 ) orless than 3% of units
pied by a narrower set of residents, namely, those demolished citywide. In the previous reporting
with access to down payment funds and enough period, 15 units were lost to demolition or altera-
earning power o purchase a home. Lastly, rental tion. shows San Francisco figures for
units can be “lost” to evictions of various types, comparison. lllegal units removed also result in
from owners moving in to units formerly occupied loss of housing; corrections io official records, on
by tenantis to the use of the Ellis Act provisions in the other hand, are adjustments to the housing
which landlords can claim to be going out of the ceunt.

rental business in order to force residents o vacate

i e

Units Lost, Mission, 2011-2015

2011 - 7

2012 - - - - - o -
2013 - - - - - 1
2014 3 - - - 3 Y s
2015 4 - - o i - 4
| TOTAL 7 7 - - 1w 16 30
1 francisal Baaring Deoerimien:
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Units Lost, San Francisco, 2011-2015

3 65 84 149

39 22 1

2 23 1 27 127 154

70 38 2 - 110 27 537

24 20 1 - 45 95 140
2015 100 12 1 3 il6 25 141
TOTAL 235 115 6 363 758 1,121

Soumon: 3an Fracssss Plonsing Dopanmert

Toen nroeal .1 o shows that in the last five years,
284 units in 105 buildings in the Mission were

Condoc conversions increase San Francisco’s converted to condominiums, compared (o 307
homeownership rate, estimated o be at about units in 133 buildings between 2006 and 2010.
37% in 2014. However, condo conversions also In all, approximately 0.6% of all rental units in the
mean a reduction in the City's rental stock. In iission were converted to condominiums between
2014, an estimated 76% of households in the 2011 and 2015. This represents 11% of all
fission were renters. According to the American condo conversions citywide.

Community Survey, there was no change in

the owner/renter split in the Mission or in San
Francisco between 2009 and 2014. Almost 8%
of San Francisca's rental units are in the Mission
as of 2014, the same figure as in 2009.,72

12 SanFmary
£isCT

2001 23 s 20 a2 a2 12%
2012 18 T 200 488 9% %
2013 17 42 147 360 12% 11%
2014 29 81 239 727 129 1%
2015 18 63 149 500 12% 13%
| Tomls : 105 284 936 2,556 % 1%

Source: DPVY Bureai of Streer Use and Mapsing
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Evictions by owners that choose o move in to
their occupied rental units or use the Ellis Act
provisions to withdraw their units from the rental
market also cause changes to the housing stock.
These evictions effectively remave units from
the rental housing stock and are, in most cases,
precursors to condo conversions.

: - shows that owner move-ins led to
evictions in 103 uhits {(compared to 732 units
between 2006 and 2010). The annual trend
from 2011 and 2014 (between 13 and 22) was
similar to the annual evictions for the previous
S-year reporting petiod, but these fypes of evic-
tions surged 1o 35 in 2015. Similarly, Ellis Act
withdrawals led to 113 evictions during the most
recent reporting period (compared to 71 in the

Evictions, Mission, 2011-2015

SAH FRANCISCO PLANKIRG DEPARTHME

crevious pericd). Owner mave-in evictions in the
Mission accounted for 8% of the citywide total
while the Plan Area accounted for 18% of Ellis
Act evictions in San Francisco between 2011

and 2G15.

During these Tive years, an estimated 1% of rental
units in the Mission experienced owner move-in
and Ellis Act evictions. However, this number
may not capture huy-ouis or evictions carried out
illegally without neticing the San Francisco Rent
Board. Other types of evictions, also tabulated in
oo v T include evictions due to breach of
rental contracts or non-payment of rent; this could
also include evictions to perform capital improve-
ments or substantial rehahilitation.

4 1102 11% 7%

5
59 1343 1% 23%
229 1368 &% 22%
101 1550 % 16%
425 a2 1318 8% 139
1,310 625 6,881 8% 18%
v of sonrast of fnbum o oay T,
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3.6 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (JHLP)

Prompted by the Downitown Plan in 1985, the
City determined that large office development, by
increasing employment, attracts new residents
and therefore increases demand for housing. In
response, the Office of Affordable Housing Produc-
tion Program (OAHPP) was established in 1985 to
require large office developments to contribute to a
fund to increase the amount of affordable housing.
in 2001, the OAHPP was re-named the Jobs-
Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) and revised to
require all commercial projects with a net addition
of 25,000 gross square feet or more fo contribute
to the fund. Between fiscal year 2011-12 and
2015-16, commercial developments in the Mis-
sion Area Plan Area generated roughly $900,000
to be used for affordable housing development by
the city.

Jobs Housing Linkage Fees Collected, Mission,
FY 2011/12-2015/16

S._

2012413 $893,542
2013-14 5-
2014-15 $6,205
2015-16 ' 5
Total $899,747

*Department of Building Inspection as of 6/1/16

Commute Mode Split, Mission and San Francisco

Car 2.057

Brove Alone 7,809 25%
Carpot;led / 1,248 %
Transit 12,942 41%
Bike 2,852 9%
walk 3,532 11%
Other 844 ‘ 3%
Worked at Home B 2,410 9L -
Total 31,637 100%

L Amrican Semmuniyy Survey Svenr mstirnicne

T

ta
<

4. Accessibility and Transporiation

The Mission Area Plan Area is characterized by

a multitude of mobility options and its residents
access employment and other destinations
through a variety of transport modes. A much
lower share of commmuters in the Mission travel to
work by car than the rest of San Francisco (29%
to 44%, respectively), a comparison that is true
for people who drive alonz as well as those who
carpool. As snows, the most widely
used commute mode in the Mission is public tran-
sit, which is used by 41% of residents (compared
to 33% citywide), and other aliernative commute
modes also play an important role, including bik-
ing at 9% (more than twice the citywide share),
walking at 11%, and working at home at 8%.

In order to maintain this characteristic and move
towards lower dependency on private automobiles,
the Mission Area Plan’s objectives related to
transportation all favor continued investments

in public fransit and improving pedestrian and
bicycle infrastructure rather than facilitating auto
ownership, circulation, and parking.

199,470

165,151 36% 5%
34,319 8% e
150,222 33% 9%
17,356 4% 6%
46,810 10% 8%
10,579 2% %
32,233 7%
456,670 100% %
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4.1 Eastern Neighborhoods TRIPS Program

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

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

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

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

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

4.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements

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

The Mission District Streetscape Plan furthered the
Mission Area Plan and EN Implementation Docu-

SAH FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ment by identifying general district-wide strategies
for improving streets and by providing conceptual
designs for 28 discreet projects. The Plan looked
1o create identifiable plazas and gateways,
improve alley and small streets, provide traffic
calming in the predominately residential neighbor-
hoods, re-envision the Districts throughways, and
mixed-use (i.e. light industrial) streets; and further
enliven the commercial corridors at key locations.
Several of the Mission District Streetscape Plan
projects have been implemented including, but not
limited to, the Mission District Folsom Street road
diet improvements, Bryant Street streetscaping,
and the Bartlett Street Streetscape Improvement
Project.

In January 2011, San Francisco’s Better

Streets Plan, adopted by the Board of Supervi-
sors in December 2010, went into effect. The
plan contains design guidelines for pedestrian

and streetscape improvements and describes
streetscape requirements for new development.
Major themes and ideas include distinctive,
unified streetscape design, space for public life,
enhanced pedesirian safety, universal design and
accessibility, and creative use of parking lanes.
The Better Streets Plan only describes a vision for
ideal streets and seeks to balance the needs of all
street users and street types. Detailed implementa-
tion strategies will be developed in the future.

in 2014, San Francisco adopted Vision Zero, a
commitment to eliminating traffic-related fatalities
by 2024. The City has identified capital projects to
improve street safety, which will build on existing
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-rider safety pro-
grams. The first round will include 245 projects,
including several in the Mission, shown on Tabis
£.2. 1. Pedestrian safety improvements such as
new crosswalks and “daylighting” (increasing

the visibility of pedestrian crossings) will be
constructed along Mission Street between 18th
and 23rd Streets. Additionally, a variety of mul-
timodal improvements, such as daylighting and
vehicle turn restriction, are being implemented

at the intersection of Valencia Street and Duboce
Avenue. A new traffic signal has also recently
been installed at the intersection of 16th and
Capp Streets.
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Lastly. the southwest Bart plaza was reconsiructed
in 2014 to emphasize flexible open space over the
previous cluttered configuration; elements include

removed fencing, new paving, landscaping and
street furniture.

Vision Zero Projects in Mission Area Plan Area

16th Sireet at Capp

Street — New Traffic Winter 2013/2014
Signal

ez SR2
gfgﬁ’;ha‘*‘ SR2% Spring 2014

Valencia St./Dubcce
Ave Muliimodal
improvements

11th St./13th St/
Bryant St. Bicycle
and Pedestrian Spot
improvemeants

Winter 2014/2015

Winter 2014/2015

Polrero Ave., from
Division to Cesar
Chavez Stresiscape
Praject

VWinter 201472015

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

Winter 2014/2015

Pedesirian
Countdown Signal
{2 Signals)

Spring 2015

Saurce: San Fracaiscs Municipal Transportation Axeney

5. Community Improvements

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan included Public
Benefits a framewark for delivering infrastructure
and other public benefits. The public benefits
framework was described in the Eastern Neighbo
hoods “Implementation Document”. which was
provided to the public, the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors at the time of the
original Eastern Neighborhoods approvals. This

Fail 2016 Complete $350,000
Winter 2016717 Design $385.000
Summer 2015 Design $5,000.000
Fall 2015 Design $150,000
Winter 2017718 Design 4,100,000
Summer 2015 Design $86.000
Winter 2016/17 Design $417,000

tion of how the public benefit policies were origi-
nally derived and expected to be updated.
shows the location of community improvemenis
underway or completed in the Mission Area Plan
Area between 2011 and 2015.

]‘_

¥

Implementation Document described infrastructure

and other public benefits needed to keep up
with development, established key funding
mechanisms for the infrastructure, and provided
a broader strategy for funding and maintaining
newly needed infrastructure. Below is a descrip-

-00151-
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Community Improvements in the Mission, 20112015

Eagle Plaza {In-Kind)

s
s o

H

I

Franklin Square Par-Course

17th and Folsom Park‘

i

Potrero Avenue Sireetscape
i

; .
Wission Recreation Genter

1 Jose Coronado Playground

F I

i

Bartleit Street Pedestrian Improvemenis /
Mission Mercado :

Garfield Square Aquatic Center

Juri Commons

Project Status Project Size
Complete Major
Construction / .
¥ . Community
Itear Construction

Planned
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5.1 Need, Nexus and Feasibility

To determine how much additional infrastructure
and services would be required to serve new
development, the Planning Department conducted
a needs assessment that looked at recreation

and open space facilities and maintenance,
schools, community facilities including child care,
neighborhood serving businesses, and affordable
housing.

A significant part of the Eastern Neighborhoods
Plans was the establishment of the Eastern
Neighborhoods Community Impact Fee and

Fund. Nexus Studies were conducted as part

of the original Eastern Neighborhoods effort,

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

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

Separate from the Citywide Nexus published in
2015, MTA and the Ptanning Department also

MISSION AREA PLAN MOMITORING REPORT | 2016

produced a Needs Assessment and Nexus Study
to analyze the need for additional transit services,
along with complete streets. This effort was to
provide justification for instituting a new Trans-
portation Sustainability Fee (TSF) to replace the
existing Transit Development Impact Fee (TDIF).
In the analysis, the derived need for transit from
new development is described providing the same
amount transit service (measured by transit service
hours} relative to amount of demand {measured
by number of auto plus transit trips).

Between the original Needs Assessment, and the
Level-of-Service Analysis, and the TSF Study the
City has established metrics that establish what

is needed to maintain acceptable infrastructure
and services in the Eastern Neighborhoods and
throughout the City. These metrics of facilities and

service needs are included in Appendic &

5.2 Recreation, Parks, and Open Space

The Mission Area Plan also calls for the provision
of new recreation and park facilities and main-
tenance of existing resources. Some portions of
the Mission historically have been predominantly
industrial, and not within walking distance of

an existing park and many areas lack adequate
places 1o recreate and relax. Moreover, the Mis-
sion has a concentration of family households with
children (27% of Mission households), which is
higher than most neighborhoods in the city. Spe-
cifically, the Plan identifies a need for 4.3 acres

of new open space 1o serve both existing and new
residents, workers and visitors. The Plan proposes
to provide this new open space by creating at least
one substantial new park in the Mission.

A parcel at 2080 Folsom Street (at 17th Street)
owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Com-
mission was identified as a suitable site for a new
park in an underserved area of the Mission. After
a series of community meetings in 2010, three
design alternatives were merged inic one design.
The new 0.8 acre park, shown in figure 5.2.1,
will include a children’s play area, demonstration
garden, outdoor amphitheater and seating, among
other amenities. The project is under construction
and is expected to be completed by winter 2017.

-00153-
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Rendering of Park at 17th and Folsom Streets and Adjacent New Housing Development

Seurce: San Francisen Recreation & Parks,

Another facility planned for the Plan Area, still

in conceptual phase, is the Mission Recreation
Center. Located on a through block facing both
Harrison Street and Treat Avenue between 20th
and 21st Street, the facility includes an interior
gymnasium and fitness center, along with an out-
door playground located in an interior courtyard.
Recreation and Park staff is planning for 2 major
renovation and reconfiguration of the facility that
could include relocating the play equipment so
that it is visible from the public right-of-way and
adding additional courts to the building.

Lastly. Garfield Pool is scheduled to be rehabili-

tated through the 2012 Park Bond. Recreation
and Park staff plan to further enhance the facility

SAN FRANCISCO PLARNIKG DEFARTHENT

to a nigher capacity Aquatics Center, which,
besides refurbishing the pool, would also include
adding amenities such a mulii-purpose room

and a slids. Other possible improvements could
include a redesign of the pool structure. Design for
the pool rehabilitation is expected i0 be complete
by late 2016 with construction bid award and the
construction planned to begin in 2017.

5.3 Community Facilities and Services

As a significant amount of new housing develop-
mznt is expected in the Mission, new residenis
will increase the nsed fo add new community
facilities and to maintain and expand existing
ones. Community facilities can include any tvpe

-00154-



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

Kap & shows existing community facilities in the
Mission. Community based organizations currently
provide a wide range of services at over 50 sites
throughout the Mission, ranging from clinics

and legal aid, 1o job and language skills training
centers and immigration assistance. Cultural and
arts centers are also prominent in the Mission.

-00155-
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Community Facilities in the Mission

i

L

; a@ O 0 Q o

2 Hospitals @ Schools
& Libraries Fire Stations
Community Bases Crganizetions @ Churches

Q) Child CareFacilites
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5.4 Historic Preservation

A number of Planning Code amendments have
been implemented in support of the Historic
Preservation Policies within the Eastern Neighbor-
hoods Plan Areas. These sections of the Planning
Code provide for flexibility in permitted uses, thus
encouraging the preservation and adaptive reuse
of historic resources. The most effective incentive
to date is the application of Section 803.9 of

the Planning Code within the East and Westemn
SoMa Plan Areas. Approximately 10 historic
properties have agreed to on-going maintenance
and rehabilitation plans in order to preserve these
significant buildings.

Districts

Within Certain Mixed-Use Districts, the Planning
Code principally or conditionally permits various
commercial uses that otherwise are not be permit-
ted. The approval path for these commercial uses
varies depending on the (1) zoning district, (2)
historic status, and (3) proposed use. The table in
Appendix K shows Planning Code Section 803.9.
Depending on the proposed use, approval may be
received from either the Zoning Administrator (ZA)
or with Conditional Use Authorization from the
Planning Commission. Depending on the zoning
district, the historic status may either be: Aricle
10 Landmark (A10Q), Contributing Resources to
Article 10 Landmark Districts (A10D), Article

11 Category I, ll, i and IV (A11), Listed in or
determined eligible for National Register (NR),

or Listed in or determined eligible for California
Register (CR).

For use of this Planning Code section, the Historic
Preservation Commission must provide a recom-
mendation on whether the proposed use would
enhance the feasibility of preserving the historic
property. Economic feasibility is not a factor in
determining application of the code provision.

The incentive acknowledges that older buildings
generally require more upkeep due to their age,
antiquated building systems, and require interven-
tion to adapt to contemporary uses. The property
owner commits to preserving and maintaining the
building, restoring deteriorated or missing features,

$ISSiDN AREA PLAN MONITORING REPORT | 2016

providing educational opportunities for the public
regarding the history of the building and the dis-
trict, and the like. As a result the owner is granted
flexibility in the use of the property.

Department staff, along with advice from the
Historic Preservation Commission, considers

the overall historic preservation public benefit in
preserving the subject property. Whether the reha-
bilitation and maintenance plan will enhance the
feasibility of preserving the building is determined
on a case-by-case basis. Typically, the Historic
Preservation Maintenance Plan (HPMP) from the
Project Sponsor will outline a short- and long-term
maintenance and repair program. These plans
vary in content based on the character-defining
features of the property and its overall condition.
Maintenance and repair programs may include
elements, like a window rehabilitation program,
sign program, interpretative exhibit, among others.

5.5 Neighborhood Serving Establishments

Neighborhood serving businesses represent a
diversity of activities beyond typical land use
categories such as retail. This section defines
neighborhood serving as those activities of an
everyday nature associated with a high “purchase
frequency (see Appendiix L for a list of business
categories used). Grocery stores, auto shops

and gasoline stations, banks and schools which
frequently host other activities, among many other
uses, can be considered “neighborhood serving.”

By this definition, the Mission is home to almost
600 neighborhood serving businesses and estab-
lishments employing over 8,000 people. Although
these tend to be smaller businesses frequented

by local residents and workers, some also serve

a larger market (such as popular restaurants). As
shown in Table 4.5.1, the top 10 neighborhood
serving establishments in the Mission include
eating places (full- and limited-service restaurants,
bakeries, etc.), schools, grocery stores, bars, and
pharmacies. These businesses are typically along
the Mission, Valencia, and 24th Street neighbor-
hood commercial districts, as shown on fap 9.

-00157-
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A Full-Service Restaurants 15
énack and {vor{afgoimolic Beverage Barsr 7 31
Limited-Service Restaurants 7 M62 B
Supermarkets and Other Grocery (except Con‘}enience) /'Stores_ N éS »
Elementary and Secondary Schools o - B 20
Drinking Placés {Alceholic Bé;xerages) '36

. ElectronicsrvStores i3
Retail Bakeries 12 143
Commercial Banking ) 7 ] 13¢
Pharmyacies and Drug Stores o . 10 129
Sporting Goodséto‘res v - ’ 7 125
Junior Colleges 2 ilo
Used Merchandise Stores & g6
All Other Spaciaity Food Stores i 73 87
Fitness and Recreational Sports Cente;; 5 ) 85
Discount Department Stores ‘1 76
Civic znd Social Organizations g 64
Dryéleaniﬁg and Leﬁnd.’y Services (éxcréprt‘Coin-Operated) 7 61
General Automotive Repair 20 5k7
Pét Care {except Veterinary) Servicas 10 52
Women's Clothing Stores ’ 9 50
Nait Salons o ‘ ‘ 8 k ‘48‘
Office Supplies and Stationery Storss 7 ‘ 2 48 7
Chitd Day Care Services i 47
Shos Siores 5 ‘ A- ‘
Savings Institutions £ -’;-C'“
Book Stores ' 5 29
iden's Clothiné Stores 5 38 »
All OtherkGeneral Merchendise Stores 5 38
Religic&é Orgaﬁfzations o 3 34
Family Clothing Stores 3 34

) Beaufy Saléns o Q 341

Peyrlrand Pet Supplies Stores 7 N 3 7 32” )
Barber Shops i 7 730
Gasdlir.e Stationstith Convenienca Stores a 73 28
Clothing Accessories Stores v 7 3 2
hieat Markekts“m - 6 24
Beer, Wmeand Liquor Stores 6 20
Sewing, N:aedlié\.vork,‘anc? Pizce Goéd;étores 2 19v
Fruit and \’sge‘tMarb‘ier“;/iarkets - 4 iz
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Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies, and Perfume Stores

Foad (Health) Supplement Stores

Other Automotive Niechéﬁicai and Electrical‘ Rep‘arir and Maintenance
Convenience Stores -

beby, Tcy, ahd éame Siores

Other Clothing Stores v

Coin-Operated Laund'rrieswé}hydwb;ycléanervs

Cafeterias, Grilf Euﬁe‘fs, and Bufrfetsr

Vi’deo Tape and Disc Rental 7

Qther Personal and !;lousehold Gabds Repair and Maintananca

Automotive Transmission Repair

Librarizs anc Archives
TOTAL

sz Drmployment D
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Neighborhood Serving Businesses in the Mission

O D 0

o o

O 0O O

O

311 - Food Manufacturing

£43 - Electronics and Appliance
43 - Food and Beverage

44€ - Health and Personal Care
447 - Gas Stations

448 - Clothing and Accessuries

421 - Sporting geods,

Musical Instrumant
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@ @ 0 e 0 e 0 0

&

7 - Credit Intermediation

[&11
i\
Ny

o
(s
(%)

&11 - Educational Services
£24 - Socizl Assistance

13 - Amusement, Gambiing an

722 - Foad Services and Drinkin

- Rental and Leasing Services

d
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6. Implementation of Proposed
Programming

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

6.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens
Advisory Commitiee

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

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

6.2 Eastern Neighborhoods Community
Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund

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

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

Tmr? 51200
| Ters $15.00

312.74
Sl/ 84

81000 $15.29
$14.00 $20.39

Frantiseo Planning Decartment

The fees established above are proportionally divided into five funding categories as determined by the needs assessment, nexus studies,
and feasibilities studies, including housing, transportation/transit, complete streets, recreation and open spacs, and child care. in the

Aission District NCT anc MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Districts, 75% of fees collected from residential development is set asige for
affordable housing for the two respactive Plan Areas. The first 510,000,000 collected are targeted to arforcable housing preservation and
rehzbilitation. To dete, the City has callected more than $48 million in impact fees, as shown on Talig #.7
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Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Collected to Date

HOUSING $4,740,000

TRANSPORTATION /
i $16,940,000
COMPLETE STREETS $6.730,000
RECREATION AND -

OPEN SPACE $17,520,000
CHILDCARE $2,420,000
Total $48,350,000

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

Eastern Neighborhaoods Infrastructure Impact Fees
Projected, 2016-2020

‘ HOUSING

TRANSPORTATION / cr

TRANSIT $3C,302.000
COMPLETE STREETS $38,542,000
RECREATION AND

OPEN SPACE $43,912,000
CHILDCARE $5,931,000
Total §145,098,000

As shown in “unic - 00, approximately $5.4 mil-

lien have been collected from 58 projects in the
Mission Area Plan Area to date. Overall, roughly
$48.4 million has been collected in all of the
Eastern Neighborhoods, including Western SoMa.

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT

$26,411,000

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrasiructure impact Fees
Collected, 2011-2015

$5,357,000

Mission

East SoMa $14,635,000 35
VWestern Soliz $6,940,000 15
Central .

Waterfront $10,034,000 19
Showplace/ -
2otrera $11,384,000 23
TOTAL $48,350,000 150

6.3 IPIC Process

The Infrastructure Plan Implementation Commitiee
was established in Administrative Code Chapter
36, Section 36.3; the IPIC's purpose is o bring
together City agencies to collzctively implement
the community improvement plans for specific
areas of the City including the Eastern Neighbor-
hood Plan Areas. The IPIC is instrumental in
creating a yearly expendiiure plan for impact

fee revenue and in creating a bi-annual *mini”
Capital Plan for the Eastern Neighborhoods. The
annual Expenditure Plan is specific to projects
that are funded by impact fees. The bi-annual
Eastern Neighborhocds Capital Plan also includes
infrastructure projects that are funded by other
sources, and projects where funding has not been
identified.

6.4 Eastern Neighborhood MOU

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

» Folsom Street

» 16th Strest

» Townsend Street

» Pedestrian Crossing at Manalo Draves Park
» 17ih and Folsom Street Park

» Showplace Square Open Space
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6.5 First Source Hiring

The First Source Hiring Program was first adopted
in 1998 and modified in 2006. The intent

of First Source is to connect low-income San
Francisco residents with entry-level jobs that are
generated by the City’s investment in contracts or
public works; or by business activity that requires
approval by the City’s Planning Department or
permits by the Department of Building Inspection.
CityBuild works in partnership with Planning
Department and DBI to coordinate execution of
First Source Affidavits and MOUSs.

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

Projects that qualify under First Source include:

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

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

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

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

» leases of City properiy;

» grants and loans issued by City departments in
excess of $50,000.

Since 2011 CityBuild has managed 442 place-
ments In 72 First Source private projects in the
three zip codes encompassing the Eastern Neigh-
borhoods Plan Areas (94107, 94110, 94103),
not including projects in Mission Bay, approved
under the former Redevelopment Agency. They
have also placed 771 residents from the three-zip
code area in projects throughout the city.
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in 2011, the City also implemented a first of

its kind, the Local Hire Policy for Construction
on publicly funded construction projects. This
policy sets forth a mandatory hiring reguirement
of focal residents per {rade for constructions work
hours. This policy superseded the First Source
Hiring Program on public construction contracts.
Since 2011, a cumulative 37% of the overall 6.2
million work hours have been worked by local
residents and 58% of 840,000 apprentice work
hours performed by local residents.

7. Ongoing Planning Efforts

As this report has shown, market pressures and
evictions affecting the neighborhood intensified in
the Mission District over the six years that followed
the adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area
Plans and the recovery from the Great Recession.
This has necessitated a focused effort to help
protect and alleviate the impact on those most
affected by the affordabilily crisis. As a result,

the Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020) was
launched in early 2015 to take a closer look at the
pressures affecting the neighborhood and generate
a set of solutions for implementation to help siabi-
lize housing, arts, nonprofits, and businesses.

MAP2020 will also set targets and define solu-
tions for neighborhood sustainability for 2020

and beyond. The solutions may encompass land
use and zoning, financing, and identification

of opportunity sites and programs; monitoring
rmechanisms will also be put into place. This first
phase of MAP 2020 - solutions development

- will be completed by end of Summer 2016.
Implementation of certain measures is already
underway, with additional implementation {writing
legislation, faunching new studies, ramping up
programs, etc.) scheduled to commence this fiscal
year (FY2016) now that a MAP2020 budget has
been approved by the Mayor and the Board.

To date, the MAP 2020 collaboration inciudes a
broad range of non-profit and advocacy groups
as well as public agencies including the Dolores
Street Community (DSCS), the Cultural Action
Network (CAN), the Mission Economic Develop-
ment Agency (MEDA), Calle 24, Pacific Felt
Factory, members of the Plaza 16 coalition, the

-00163-

49




50

Pianning Department, the Mayor's Office of Hous-
ing and Community Development {(MOHCD), the
Office and Economic and Workforce Development
(OEWD), the Health Services Agency (HSA),
Department of Building inspection (DBI), and the
Fire Department. The Mayor’s Office and District
Supervisor Campos have also supported this effort.

These stakeholders are collaborating through
working groups co-led by a both City and com-
munity leads. A robust community outreach

and engagement process has incorporated

focus groups and individual presentations to
organizations and coalitions such as: tenants’
rights organizations, SRO tenants, Mission Girls,
PODER, United to Save the Mission, real estate
developers, SPUR, San Francisco Housing Action
Coalition (SFHAC), San Francisco Bay Area Rent-
ers Federation (SFBARF), and others, with the
goal of informing and including relevant stakehold-
ers affected by and/or responsible for potential
solutions.

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

SAN FRANGISCO PLANRING DEPARTMENT
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September 20, 2016

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

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

Dear President Fong and Members of the Planning Commission:

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

As you know, we are a 19 member body created along with the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans in

2009. We are appointed by both the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors and are made up of wide
range of residents, business and property owners, developers, and activists. Our charge is to provide
input on many aspects of the EN Plans” implementaticn including but not limited to: (1) how to program
funds raised through impact fees, (2) proposed changes in land use policy, and (3) the scope and content
of the Monitoring Report.

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

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

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

Sincerely,

7

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

INTRODUCTION

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

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

BACKGROUND

High Level Policy Objectives and Key Planning Principles of the EN Plan:

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

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

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

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

The Economy and Jobs:
1. Reserve sufficient space for production, distribution and repair (PDR) activities, in order
to support the city’s economy and provide good jobs for residents.
2. Take steps to provide space for new industries that bring innovation and flexibility to the
city’s economy.

People and Neighborhoods:
1. Encourage new housing at appropriate locations'and make it as affordable as possible to a
range of city residents.
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2. Plan for transportation, open space, community facilities and other critical elements of
complete neighborhoods.

The ordinances that enacted the EN Plan envision an increase of 9,785 and over 13,000 new jobs
in the Plan Area over the 20 year period - 2009 to 2029.

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

COMMENTARY FROM THE EN CAC

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

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

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

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

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

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

What Seems to be Working:

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

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

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

What Seems to Not be Working

The EN Plan includes a Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay in the northern portion of the
Central Waterfront that was put in place to permit expansion of these types of uses resulting from
the success of Mission Bay. As of the date of this document, no proposal has been made by the
private sector pursuant to the Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay. It’s the CAC’s view that
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the residential uses of the UMU zoning in this specific area supports greater land values then
those supported by the Overlay. In addition, the relatively small parcel sizes that characterize the
Central Waterfront / Dogpatch area are less accommodating of larger floorplate biotechnology or
medical use buildings.

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

‘What Seems to be Working:

Affordable Housing has been created beyond what would have otherwise:

Throughout San Francisco and certainly in the Eastern Neighborhoods, San Franciscans are
experiencing an affordable housing crisis. That being said, the EN Plan’s policy mechanisms
have created higher levels of inclusionary units than previously required by the City (see
Executive Summary, pg. 7). For example, at the time of enactment, UMU zoning required 20% more
inclusionary where density controls were lifted, and higher where additional heights were granted. In
this regards, UMU has shown to be a powerful zoning tool and is largely responsible for the EN
Plan’s robust housing development pipeline & implementation. At the same time, community
activists and neighborhood organizations have advocated for deeper levels of affordability and
higher inclusionary amounts contributing to the creation of additional affordable housing.

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

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

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

‘What Seems to Not be Working

There is a growing viewpoint centered on the idea that San Francisco has become a playground
for the rich. Long-established EN communities and long-term residents of these neighborhoods
(people of color, artists, seniors, low-income and working class people,) are experiencing an
economic disenfranchisement, as they can no longer afford to rent, to eat out, or to shop in the
neighborhood. They see the disappearance of their long-time neighborhood-serving businesses
and shrinking sense of community.
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Insufficient construction of affordable housing

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

High cost of housing and commercial rents

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

Pace of Development

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

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

What Seems to be Working:

The EN Plan leverages private investment for community benefits by creating predictability for
development. :

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

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

The Plan has lead to the development of parks and open space recreation. Streetscape
improvements to 16" Street, Folsom and Howard, 6™, 7* and 8™ Streets are now either fully
funded or in process of being funded.

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

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

What Seems to Not be Working

A high portion of impact fees (80%) is dedicated to priority projects, such as improvements to
16" Street and, Folsom and Howard Streets. The vast majority of impact fees have been set
aside for these large infrastructure projects that might have been better funded by the general
fund. This would allow for more funding for improvements in the areas directly impacted by the
new development. This also limits the availability of funds for smaller scale projects and for
projects that are more EN-centric. There are very limited options in funding for projects that
have not been designated as “priority projects™.

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

Absence of open space

The Eastern Neighborhoods lag behind other neighborhoods in San Francisco and nationwide in
per capita green space (see Rec and Open Space Element Map 07 for areas lacking open space).
Although the impact fees are funding the construction of new parks at 17th and Folsom in the
Mission, Daggett Park in Potrero Hill and the rehabilitation of South Park in SOMA, there is a
significant absence of new green or open space being added to address the influx of new
residents. The Showplace Square Open Space Plan calls for four acres of new parks in the
neighborhoods where only one is being constructed.
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As a finite and valuable resource, we believe the City has an obligation to treat the waterfront
uniquely and should strive to provide green and open waterfront space to the residents of the
Eastern Neighborhoods and all City residents in perpetuity.

The pace of infrastructure development is not keeping up with development

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

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

The impact fees inadequate

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

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

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

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

Deficiency in Complete Neighborhoods

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

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

Evictions and move-outs

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

Traffic congestion and its impact on commercial uses

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

Urban Design Policies and Guidelines

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

PROPOSED STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS WHAT’S NOT WORKING:

Retaining PDR:
» Study trends of specific PDR sectors, such as repair and construction to see what is
happening to them.
+ Implement temporary or permanent relocation assistance programs for displaced PDR
tenants through the OEWD.

¢ Consider implementing programs to transition workers from PDR sectors being lost.

o Potentially preserve additional land for PDR - both inside and outside of the EN (i.e.
Bayshore).

o Establish new mechanisms and zoning tools to encourage construction and establishment
of new and modern PDR space within the PDR districts.

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

Retaining Non-Profit Spaces:
e Study impacts of rent increases on non-profit office space.
o Where preservation/incorporation of PDR uses will be required (i.e. Central Waterfront),
consider allowing incorporation of non-profit office as an alternative.
» Consider enacting inclusionary office program for non-profit space, PDR, and similar
uses.

Housing
» Consider increases in affordability levels.
+ More aggressively pursue purchasing opportunity sites to ensure that they can be
preserved for affordable housing before they are bought by market-rate developers.
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Infrastructure / Complete Neighborhoods

L 4

Work with Controller’s Office, Capital Planning Office, and the Mayor’s Budget Office
to solve the existing known funding gap for EN Infrastructure Projects.

Deploy impact fees more quickly or find ways to use impact fees to leverage other
sources that could be deployed sooner (i.e. bond against revenue stream).

Consider increasing impact fee levels.

Increase amount of infrastructure, such as additional parks, given that more development
has occurred (and will likely continue to occur) than originally anticipated.

Study how to bring infrastructure improvements sooner.

Study new funding strategies (such as an IFD or similar) or other finance mechanisms to
supplement impact fees and other finance sources to facilitate the creation of complete
neighborhoods, a core objective of the EN Plan.

Improve the process for in kind agreements.

Consider allocation of waterfront property to increase the amount of green and open
space for use by the general public, as illustrated by the successful implementation in
Chicago.

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

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

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

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

Non EN-EIR Projects

Encourage the City to take a more holistic expansive approach and analysis that include
projects not included in the current EN EIR or the EN Geography.
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645 Valendia St 2013.1339¢ 8D [ of of o 4382
1800 Mission 2014.01548 TBD Active CPE 0 o] 139,607]  -138,742] 39,000}
2750 19th St. 2014.0999E [7 0 g -10,934| 10,112
TSI S0l VamNessAve Ehiee: 7| 20TARL020EF=E S [y g 0 0| -29,940
3140 16th St g [ of 20,428 7,284
2799724th'St; 4 ) 0 0f o 0| -268
2435 16th St. 2014.1201ENV' o 0 0f 10,000 4,992
3357-3359 26th 5t. 2013.0770ENV ] 9] 0 0 5,575|
1726-1730 Mission St. 2014-002026ENV of ) 0 -3,500) 900
2100 Mission Street 2009.0880E 0| 0 0) -7,630) 2,640
200 Potrero Ave.. 2015-008756ENV . 0] 0 0 -27,716] 30,034
3314 Cadsar Chaves: #|201320031¢ 9 g -2.500 of 1,740
1798 Bryant St. “J2015-0065 0 & 5,179 of 3,514
2918-2924 MiEsIon St 7| 20141037 6ENV L T JACHVS.CPE - 38[F o o 0 o] 7400
793 South Van Ness 2015.001360ENV Active CPE 54 [ 0f 0 -1,966 4,867
1850 Bryant St. 2015-011211ENV [Active CPE 0 g 0| 0} 168,594 [
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV |Active CPE 8| 0| 3] ) 0 0|
3620 Cesar Chavez 20315-008458ENV |Active CPE 28 0] [ -3,200 0 940
344 14th 5t. & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.0948ENV Active CPE 5§| of 0| 18,995 5,849
1950 Mission St. 2016-001514ENV Active CPE 157]  1,236] 0 0 0 3,415
1296 Shotwell St 2015-018056ENV: JActive'CRE "I 0} [ 850] -11,664 0
~ 2,451] 45,836 31,200] 126,778| -237,073] 152,028

Preferred Project (approved 2008} 1696

422,021 114,000
597,242 143,400

Option C.~ 2,054. 609,480 49,448 2,214,011 -3,370,350 598,323

The CPE for 2000-2070 Bryant Street notes that 2451 residential units had completed or were under environmental review:

“As of February 23, 2016, projects containing 2,451 dwelling units and 355,842 sq

complete environmental review within the Mission District suboreg.”

feet of non-r

tial space {excluding PDR loss) hove completed or are proposed to

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, B and C from the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative Impacts contai:
within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EiR, and referenced in the CPE, for this project is no longer relavant. The PEIR is stale and doesn't reflect current conditions. Among the
impacts not adequately studied are recreation and open $pace, transit, traffic, and air quality.
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FINAL MEMORANDUM

Date: May 11, 2017 Project #: 19814.0

To Jenny Delumo
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

From: Tim Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP

Ribeka Toda
Froject: 1726 Mission Street (Case No. 2014-002026ENV)
Subject: Transportation Circulation Memorandum (Final)

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAl) has prepared this memorandum to summarize the results of the
travel demand estimates and site access and circulation evaluation for the proposed development at
1726 Mission Street in San Francisco, California (Case No. 2014-002026ENV herein referred to as the
“Project”). This evaluation is based off the revised project description and site plan prepared by
Sustainable Living, LLC and provided to KAl in December 2016, and the approved scope of work from
the San Francisco Planning Department (see Appendix A). The purpose of this transportation
assessment is to estimate the number of daily and peak hour person-trips by mode generated by the
Project and identify the potential for transportation-related impacts that could arise from the Project.
In particular, KAl assessed the following design and site access/circulation issues:

e Pedestrian access, including to and from nearby transit;
e Bicycle access and parking;

e Transit access;

e Vehicular access and parking;

e Loading access and trash/recycling collection;

e Emergency vehicle access; and,

e Construction impacts.

FILENAME: K:\H_OAKLAND\PROJFILE|19814 - SF 1726-1730 MISSION ST TRANS ASSESSMENTIREPORTIFINAL FINAL|1726 MISSION
STREET FINAL MEMO 5-11-17.DOCX
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project site is located on Lots 004A and 005 of Assessor’s Block 3532, on the east side of the block
bounded by 13th Street to the north, Mission Street to the east, 14th Street to the south, and
Woodward Street to the west. The property is located within the Mission area for the Eastern
Neighborhoods (EN) Area Plans, and is in the UMU (Urban Mixed Use} zoning district and the 68-X
Height and Bulk District in the San Francisco General Plan (General Plan). The Mission Plan Area
allows for a variety of uses, including residential, retail, office, and industrial/Production, Distribution,
and Repair (PDR). The study area is shown in the site vicinity map in Figure 1.

The Project site is currently occupied by two buildings consisting of approximately 6,000 square feet
of storage and 2,000 square feet of office space. There are two existing curb cuts on Mission Street
that directly serve the project site: the north curb cut is 16’-6” feet from the northeast corner of the
project site and is 15’-6” feet wide; the south curb cut is 9’-6” feet from the southeast corner of the
project site and is 16’-6” feet wide.

As currently proposed, the Project would demolish the existing buildings on the site, fill in the existing
curb cuts, and construct a new six-floor mixed-use development consisting of 40 dwelling units (20
one-bedroom and 20 two-bedroom) above approximately 2,250 square feet of PDR space. The
ground floor would consist of the lobby to the residential units, the 2,250 square feet of PDR space,
and the parking garage. Levels 2-6 would be comprised of the 40 residential dwelling units. The
building would be connected vertically via one elevator and two staircases.

Pedestrian access to the proposed residential land uses would be via the lobby entry located along
the Mission Street frontage of the Project site. The residential lobby would include a real-time
transportation information display. Two exit-only staircases, located on the north and south sides of
the lobby, would provide access to Mission Street from the residential units on Levels 2-6. The
ground-floor garage would connect to the iobby via the stairwell on the south side of the lobby. The
elevator would be accessible from both the garage and the lobby and would be the entrance point for
residents to access the dwelling units upstairs. Pedestrian access to the proposed ground floor PDR
land uses would be from Mission Street, via the entry door at the southeast corner of the Project site.
Eight Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be installed on the sidewalk along the Project’s Mission
Street frontage.

Vehicles driving to the site would park in the parking garage provided in the ground level of the
proposed building, which would have driveway access on Mission Street. The internal driveway would
be 12’-0” feet wide, and the new curb cut would be 10’-0” feet wide. Due to the existing painted and
raised median on Mission Street, access to the Project driveway would be right-in/right-out only (a
sign would be placed at the garage exit to notify vehicles of the right-turn only exit requirement).
There would be a staircase and elevator accessible from the proposed garage. As such, people who
park their vehicles in the Project garage would be able to access the residential levels and Mission
Street directly from the garage.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California
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The parking garage on Level 1 would include 21 parking stalls for automaobiles in triple stackers (each
triple stacker can accommodate a vehicle that is 6’-3” wide, 16’-4” long, and 4’-7"” high)l, one
ground-level handicap parking stall, and 62 (Class 1) bicycle parking stalls in stackers (the group of
bicycle stackers directly west of the elevator measures approximately 15’-0” wide, 6’-8” long, and 9’-
0” high, with bicycles, and the two groups of bicycle stackers to the west of the first group each
measures approximately 15’-0” long, 6’-8” wide, and 9’-0” high, with bicycles). Additional storage
would be provided for personal car seats, strollers, and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for cargo
bikes. A bicycle repair station would be located in the Project garage next to the Class 1 bicycle
parking stalls.

The Project garage would have a two-gate entry system: the external gate would be located along the
Project frontage, and the internal gate would be located 36 feet into the garage driveway. In terms of
operations, the internal gate would be down at all times, and operated by a clicker provided to each
resident. The location of this gate would provide queueing space for one or two vehicles (given the
size of the vehicles that could fit the parking stackers, the length of two queued vehicles would be
about 36 feet). The external gate would be down during the overnight hours, and would also be
activated by a clicker. For both gates, the clicker would also activate a warning light within the garage
that would alert vehicles within the garage that a vehicle is entering. Vehicles inside must wait to exit
the garage until the entering vehicle has cleared the Project garage driveway.

The Project does not propose any off-street freight loading spaces. The Project proposes one 20-foot
commercial loading space and two 20-foot metered parking spaces along the Project frontagez.
Passenger and commercial loading would be accommodated on-street in the proposed loading space
or in the available on-street loading or parking spaces near to the Project site. The available nearby
on-street loading spaces and the proposed on-street loading and parking spaces along the Project
frontage are shown in the existing and proposed site plans (see Appendix B). The Project would
provide a reception area adjacent to the residential lobby for receipt of deliveries and temporary
storage of packages and other deliveries. The existing site plan is illustrated in Figure 2 and the
proposed Project site plan is illustrated in Figure 3. A complete set of Project plans is included in
Appendix B.

! per Klaus Multiparking Gmbh, for compact type G63-330 system. See information in Appendix B.

2 all proposed changes to the curb parking requirements will require approval from the SFMTA Board.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Qakland, California
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EXISTING SITE ACCESS AND CIRCULATION

This section provides a description of the existing transportation conditions in the vicinity of the
Project site. The study area includes the area generally bounded by 13th Street to the north, Mission
Street to the east, 14th Street to the south, and Woodward Street to the west. Included in this
section are descriptions of the existing pedestrian, transit, bikeway, and roadway networks and
documentation of the existing traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency vehicle access,
and parking conditions.

Transit Access

The study area is served by both local and regional public transit service in the immediate vicinity.
Local transit service is provided by San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) fixed-route bus lines, while
regional transit service is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and San Mateo County Transit
District (SamTrans), with additional regional transit service (such as AC Transit, Caltrain, and Golden
Gate Transit) accessible by transferring to and from Muni.

Muni provides service within San Francisco, including bus, light rail, streetcar, and cable car service.
The Project site has frontages on Mission Street and is directly served by Muni bus lines. The closest
transit stop to the Project site is Mission Street/14th Street with service from the 14 Mission and the
49 Van Ness/Mission routes. Other nearby transit stops include Mission Street/13th Street and 150
Otis Street with service from the 14 Mission and the 49 Van Ness/Mission routes, and Mission
Street/16th Street with service from the 14/14R Mission, the 22 Fillmore, the 33 Ashbury/18th, the
49 Van Ness/Mission, and the 55 16th Street routes.

There are red transit-only lanes in both directions along Mission Street, which are used by the Muni
14/14R Mission and 49 Van Ness/Mission routes throughout the day. These red transit-only lanes are
in effect all day, and are designated for transit-vehicles only, with the exception of right-turning
vehicles. These red transit-only lanes were implemented as part of the 14 Mission Rapid Project
under Muni Forward (previously known as the Transit Effectiveness Project, or “TEP”), a transit and
pedestrian improvement plan by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority (SFMTA).

Observations of existing transit conditions were conducted during the weekday PM peak hour, on
Thursday, April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. During this period, the nearby bus stops (at the
northeast corner of Mission Street/14th Street, and the southwest corner of Mission Street/14th
Street) were observed to be crowded with passengers waiting for the three Muni routes that serve
the stops. These stops are served by 14 Mission and 49 Van Ness/Mission, with 14R Mission passing
through.

BART operates regional rail transit service between San Francisco, the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay
Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton, and Fremont), and San Mateo County (Millbrae and San
Francisco International Airport). The nearest BART station, the 16th Street/Mission Station, is located
at the intersection of Mission and 16th Streets, approximately 0.3 miles south of the Project site.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Ouakland, California
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SamTrans (operated by the San Mateo County Transit District) provides bus service between San
Mateo County and San Francisco. The closest SamTrans transit stop to the Project site is 0.5 miles
northeast of the Project site at 11th Street/Market Street. At this stop, the 397-Palo Alto Transit
Center provides late night service, with drop-off only in the inbound direction (northbound) and pick-
up only in the outbound direction (southbound).

AC Transit provides bus service between the western portions of Alameda and Contra Costa counties.
AC Transit also operates “Transbay” routes to and from San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara
counties. In San Francisco, AC Transit mostly serves the Temporary Transbay Terminal, which is
located approximately 2.2 miles northeast of the Project site in the South of Market (SoMa)
neighborhood. The Temporary Transbay Terminal can be reached with the Muni 14 Mission route.

Caltrain operates commuter rail transit service between San Francisco and the South Bay (to Gilroy),
passing through cities along the Peninsula. The nearest Caltrain station is the San Francisco Station—
located at the intersection of 4th Street and King Street, approximately 1.6 miles northeast of the
Project site. People can access the San Francisco Station from the Project site on foot or by Muni bus
{the N Judah or the 47 Van Ness routes). People can also access Caltrain by taking BART from the 16th
Street/Mission Station to the Millbrae station, where they can transfer to Caltrain.

Golden Gate Transit provides bus and ferry service between San Francisco, Marin, Sonoma, and
Contra Costa counties. The regional bus service operates daily and the nearest bus stop is located
approximately 0.7 miles northeast of the Project site at 8th Street/Mission Street. The Golden Gate
Ferry operates daily service between Marin County and San Francisco, and the nearest ferry station is
located approximately 2.3 miles northeast of the Project site at the San Francisco Ferry Terminal.
People can access the Ferry Terminal by taking BART from the 16th Street/Mission Station to the
Embarcadero Station or by taking the Muni 14 Mission route.

Pedestrian Access

Observations of pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the Project site were conducted on Thursday,
April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. Within the study area, there are sidewalks on all streets and
pedestrian amenities (i.e., marked crosswalks, pedestrian signal heads, and countdown timers) at all
signalized intersections. Due to the long crossing distances for the legs at the Mission Street/13th
Street intersection, there are pedestrian refuge islands on each leg of the intersection. Sidewalks are
generally 11 feet wide on the east side of Mission Street, 15 feet wide on the west side of Mission
Street, 11 feet wide on 14th Street, and 6 feet wide on 13th Street. Curb ramps are provided on all
street corners in the study area and are Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant with
pedestrian warning systems (except for at the pedestrian refuge island in the north side of the
Mission Street/13th Street intersection, where there are no detectable warnings [truncated domes]
on the curb ramps).

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California



1726 Mission Street Transportation Circulation Memorandum Project #: 19814.0
May 11, 2017 Page 9

Nearby sidewalks and crosswalks were observed to operate at acceptable conditions with pedestrians
moving at normal walking speeds and minimal crowding on the sidewalk. However, as vehicles enter
and exit the driveway into the gas station at the northwest corner of Mission Street/14th Street,
vehicles were observed to pull out of the driveways and partially block the sidewalk while waiting for
a gap in the traffic flow.

Pedestrian traffic was concentrated around transit stops and on paths to transit. During the weekday
evening peak period, most pedestrians were observed to be traveling south along Mission Street and
in both directions (east and west) along 14th Street.

Pedestrian Access to Transit

The primary accesses to local and regional transit are at bus stations at the Mission Street/14th Street
intersection and at 16th Street/Mission BART station. There are sidewalks along both sides of Mission
Street and 14th Street for pedestrians to access these transit stops.

Pedestrion Safety

According to the San Francisco Department of Public Health’s map of pedestrian injuries and
fatalities, which uses data from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) collected between 2005 and
2010, Mission Street is considered a High-Injury Corridor from 8th Street to 20th Street.’ High-Injury
Corridors represent six percent of San Francisco’s street miles and account for 60 percent of severe
and fatal injuries reported to the CHP; these corridors are streets where high numbers of pedestrian
injuries occur. In addition to the High-Injury Corridors, following intersections within the study area
have high level of reported collisions involving pedestrians:4

= QOtis Street/13th Street, 6 reported injuries;
= Mission Street/Erie Street, 2 reported injuries; and

=  Mission Street/14th Street, 7 reported injuries.

Bicycle Access, Parking, and Volumes

Bicycle Access

Several major Citywide Bicycle Routes are located in the nearby vicinity. Within three blocks of the
Project site are bike routes running eastbound on 14th Street, and running in both directions on
Valencia Street. Observations of bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the Project site were conducted
on Thursday, April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM. A moderate level of bicycle activity (about 50 to

% San Francisco Department of Public Health. San Francisco Pedestrian Injuries — High-Injury Corridors.
Online: http://sfeov.maos.arcgis.com/apns/OnePane/basicviewer/index. htmi?avpid=ed7db4cdnfi84aeaa’fR05c5e68c69ad

% San Francisco Transportation Information Map. Injury statistics based on analysis of California Highway Patrol SWITRS data,
2005-2012. Online: http://sftransportationmap.org

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. . Ouakland, California
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100 per hour) was observed in the study area, primarily concentrated in the southbound direction
along Mission Street, which has no bike lane but numerous cyclists were observed in the red transit-
only lane. Field observations indicated that there are potential for conflicts between vehicles and
bicyclists along Mission Street; where bicycle facilities are not provided and there are transit-only
lanes, bicyclists were observed to ride within the transit-only lane or the narrow section between the
transit-only lane and the on-street parking spaces, and had to divert around buses when they were
pulling into and out of stops, of move out of the way for oncoming buses.

Bicycle Parking

There were no bicycle parking spaces observed in the site vicinity.

Vehicular Access

The Project site is located approximately 150 feet south of the southwest corner of the intersection of
Mission Street and 13th Street. The following sections present the regional and local access to the
Project site.

Regionol Access

Regional access to the Project site is provided by Interstate 80 (1-80), interstate 280 (1-280), and US
Highway 101 (US 101).

Interstate 80 (1-80) is a generally eight lane freeway that mostly runs east-west about 0.75 miles east
of the Project site and provides regional access to and from the East Bay. Access from I-80 is via its
interchange with United States Highway 101 (US 101) approximately 0.75 miles east of the Project
site. Other nearby on- and off-ramps that provide service to the Project site include at the 7th and 8th
Street ramps.

Interstate 280 (1-280) is a generally six lane freeway that runs north-south about 1.25 miles east of
the Project site and provides regional access to and from the South Bay/Peninsula. Nearby access to I-
280 is provided at on- and off-ramps at Mariposa Street, about 1.5 miles southeast of the Project site,
plus at its interchange with US 101, approximately 2.5 miles south of the Project site. 1-280 and U.S.
101 continue as parallel freeways southbound along the Peninsula before intersecting again in San
Jose.

United States Highway 101 (US 101) is a generally eight lane freeway that runs north-south
approximately 200 feet north of the Project site and provides regional access to and from the North
and South Bay. Nearby access to the South Bay is via the Van Ness Avenue/13th Street on-ramp and
the Bayshore Boulevard off-ramp. Access to the North Bay is provided via the Potrero Avenue on-
ramp and the Van Ness Avenue off-ramp. Within San Francisco, US 101 comprises segments of Van
Ness Avenue and continues as Lombard Street, Richardson Avenue, and Doyle Drive to the Golden

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California
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Gate Bridge, linking San Francisco to the greater North Bay region. Gough Street and Divisadero
Street provide alternative routes to Lombard Street/US 101.

Locol Access

Local access to the Project site is provided primarily by Mission Street, 14th Street and Duboce
Avenue/13th Street.

Mission Street runs east-west between The Embarcadero and US 101, north-south between US 101
and Cesar Chavez Street, and runs parallel to 1-280, merging briefly with CA-82 (El Camino Real), from
Cesar Chavez to Chestnut Avenue in South San Francisco. Mission Street is a two-way roadway and it
splits between Mission Street (northbound) and Otis Street (southbound) between Duboce
Avenue/13th Street to South Van Ness Avenue. In the vicinity of the Project site, Mission Street has
two lanes in both directions and a raised median for approximately 150 feet leading up to the
northbound approach of the 13th Street intersection, and has sidewalks and on-street metered
parking on both sides of the street. Mission Street is considered a High-Injury Corridor from 8th Street
to 20th Street (1.64 miles). There are currently no bicycle facilities on 16th Street. In the vicinity of
the Project site, the General Plan identifies Mission Street as a Transit Conflict Street in the
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Network, a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street, a
Neighborhood Commercial Street, and a Transit Preferential Street (Transit-Oriented).

14th Street runs east-west between Buena Vista Terrace and Harrison Street. 14th Street is a one-
way street with two travel lanes in the eastbound direction between Church Street and Folsom
Street, and is a two-way street with one lane in each direction between Buena Vista Terrace and
Church Street and between Folsom Street and Harrison Street. In the vicinity of the Project site, 14th
Street has two lanes in the eastbound direction and on-street metered parking on both sides of the
street. 14th Street is part of Citywide Bicycle Route 30 adjacent to the Project site.

Duboce Avenue/13th Street/Division Street runs east-west between Market Street and De Haro
Street (Duboce Avenue to the west of Mission Street, 13th Street between Mission Street and Bryant
Street, and Division Street to the east of Bryant Street) and it mainly runs under US 101. In the vicinity
of the Project site, 13th Street has two lanes westbound and three lanes eastbound and on-street
parking on the south side of the eastbound direction and on the north side of the westbound
direction. There are currently no bicycle facilities on 13th Street. The General Plan identifies 13th
Street as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network and a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS)
Street.

Loading Conditions

Existing loading conditions along Mission Street, adjacent to the Project site, were qualitatively
assessed during the weekday PM peak period field observations conducted on Thursday, April 7th,
2016 from 5:00 to 6:00 PM.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California
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There is one loading space adjacent to the Project site and two loading spaces directly south of the
Project site along the west side of Mission Street. These loading spaces are marked with a yellow curb
for commercial loading (20 feet each, 60 feet total) between 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM Mondays through
Saturdays. During field observations on April 7th, 2016, commercial loading activity on these three
loading spaces along Mission Street was minimal and these loading spaces were mostly unoccupied.
Loading activity was accommodated within existing loading spaces and loading-related vehicles were
not ohserved to double-park on streets adjacent to the Project site. Based on field observations, only
one or two of the three loading spaces were observed to be occupied at one time.

No on-street loading spaces are currently provided on 13th Street or 14th Street adjacent to the
Project site.

Emergency Vehicle Access

Emergency vehicle access in the study area is primarily provided from Mission Street and Duboce
Avenue/13th Street/Division Street. The nearest fire stations are SF Fire Department Station 36 at
Franklin Street/Oak Street, approximately 0.4 miles north of the Project site, and Station 6 at Sanchez
Street/Henry Street, approximately 0.6 miles southwest of the Project site. All streets that comprise
the route from the fire stations to the study area are sufficiently wide enough to provide adequate
emergency vehicle access. During peak commute times, general traffic congestion throughout the
study area may result in minor delay to emergency vehicle response.

PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND

Project Trip Generation

The Project travel demand was determined on a weekday daily basis and during the weekday PM
peak hour, which is defined as the peak one-hour of the weekday PM peak period (4:00 PM to 6:00
PM) during which the maximum use of the transportation system typically occurs. Project trip
generation rates were estimated using weekday daily and PM peak hour rates for “Residential” and
“Manufacturing/Industrial” provided in the SF Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review (“SF Guidelines”), published in October 2002.

The Project-generated person-trips were distributed to San Francisco’s four quadrants and the rest of
the Bay Area and then assigned to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit,
walk, and “other” trips generated by the Project, where “other” includes bicycle, motorcycle, taxi,
and additional modes.

Mode shares and Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) rates for residential work trips were based on
United States Census Bureau five-year estimates of commute trip travel behavior from the 2010-2014
American Community Survey (ACS) for the census tract (Tract 201.00), which contains the Project.
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Mode shares and AVO rates for residential non-work PDR work and PDR non-work trips were based
on data for Superdistrict 3 (SD-3) contained in Appendix E of the SF Guidelines.

Person-trip generation estimates are presented in Table 1, mode share is presented in Table 2, and
person-trips by mode are presented in Table 3. Project travel demand calculations are included in
Appendix B.

Table 1: Person-Trip Generation Estimates

7.5 trips per 150 trips 17 trips 9 trips 26 trips
40 dwelling units unit (1-BR} (1-BR} (1-RR) (1-BR) (1-BR)
Residential’ (20 1-BR units 17.3%
20 2-BR units) 10.0 trips per 200 trips 23 trips 12 trips 35 trips
unit (2-BR) (2-BR) {2-BR) (2-BR {2-BR)
2 7.9 trips per o
PDR 2,250 sf 1,000 sf 12.4% 18 0 2 2
Total R i 368 40 23 63

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016.

Notes:
1 The daily trip generation rate for the residential land use is a weighted average of the daily rates for various dwelling unit types presented in the

SF Guidelines, based on the number of each unit type in the Project description. Studio/1-bedroom = 7.5 trips per unit, 2+ -bedrooms = 10.0 trips
per unit. (20 units x 7.5 trips/unit) + {20 units x 10.0 trips/units) = 350 trips
2 PDR space analyzed as Manufacturing/Industrial

Table 2: Mode Share by Trip Purpose

Residential — Work American Community Survey
22.7% 47.0% 14.4% 15.9% 1.05 Five-Year (2010-2014) Estimates

Residential — Non-Work 56.1% 18.8% 16.7% 8.5% 2.26

PDR — Work Trips 71.0% 20.2% 5.8% 2.9% 1.28 SF Guidelines, Appendix E

PDR — Non-Work 56.1% 18.8% 16.7% 8.5% 2.26

Total Overall 44.3% 28.8% 16.7% 10.2% 1.74

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016. US Census Bureau American Community Survey Five-Year (2010-2014) Estimates. SF Planning
Department, SF Guidelines {Tables E-5 and E-14), 2002.

Notes: AVO = Average Vehicle Occupancy

All mode splits for Superdistrict 3.
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Table 3: Person-Trip Generation Estimates by Mode

Auto 16 9 25
Transit 13 7 20
Walk 6 4 10

Other 3 8
Total Person-Trips 40 23 63
Total Vehicle-Trips 9 6 15

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016.

As shown in Table 1, the Project is estimated to generate 63 person-trips during the weekday PM
peak hour (40 inbound, 23 outbound). As shown in Table 3, based on the expected mode split and
average vehicle occupancy presented in Table 2, the Project would generate 25 auto person-trips, 10
walk trips, 20 transit trips, and 8 “other” trips during the weekday PM peak hour. These auto person-
trips would result in 15 vehicle-trips during the weekday PM peak hour (9 inbound and 6 outbound).

The estimated loading demand for the Project is shown in Table 4. The loading demand calculation
for the Project is based on rates from the SF Guidelines for residential and PDR (light industry) uses.
In total, the Project would generate an average of 2.5 delivery/service vehicle trips per day, which
corresponds to a demand of less than one loading space during the average and peak hour of loading
activity.

Table 4: Loading Demand Estimates

Residential 33,643 1.0 0.05 0.06
PDR 2,250 15 0.07 0.08
Total 35,843 25 0.12 0.14

Source: SF Guidelines, 2002. Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2017.
Notes: Square Feet = SF; Peak hour truck trip generation generally occurs during the off peak hours and does not coincide with the PM peak hour
used in other transportation analysis.
Loading demand rates:
R =Turnover (R = 0.03 for residential, R = 0.65 for PDR [light industry])
Daily Trips = (SF / 1,000} * R
Average Hour = (SF /1,000) *R/9/2.4
Peak Hour = (GSF / 1,000) * (R* 1.25) /9 /2.4
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Existing Uses

The Project site is currently occupied by two buildings containing storage and office uses. Doorway
counts were conducted to determine the current activity patterns of the existing use. This data was
collected on a typical weekday (Tuesday, March 29, 2016) from 5:00 PM to 6:00 PM, to represent
typical weekday PM peak period {4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) conditions. Counts were conducted at the
doorways to the east side of the existing site on Mission Street. The collected doorway count data is
summarized in Table 5 and provided in Appendix C.

As shown in Table 5, existing uses at the Project site generate approximately 4 person-trips (3
inbound, 1 outbound) during the weekday PM peak hour.

Table 5: Existing Doorway Counts

100 to 5:1
5:15 t0 5:30 PM
5:30 to 5:45 PM
5:45 t0 6:00 PM

Wlolo|lkiN
RIWIO|O| O

Hourly Total (5:00 to 6:00 PM)

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2016.
Notes: Doorway counts conducted on Tuesday, March 29, 2016.

Doorway counts indicate that the Project would displace minimal trips associated with the existing
uses (less than five during the weekday PM peak hour), and no vehicles were observed to be driving
into the driveway. In order to present a conservative analysis, the evaluation of the impacts
associated with the Project is based off of the assumptions of all new trips, with no trip credits taken
for existing uses. As such, the new trips for each mode are those presented in Table 3.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

The Project site plan (Figure 3 and Appendix A) has been reviewed for implications to access,
connectivity, circulation, traffic management, and safety for each mode of travel. The results of this
review and impact assessment are summarized in this section.

The following are the significance criteria used by the City and County of San Francisco Planning
Department for the determination of impacts associated with a proposed project:’®

® The project is subject to Senate Bill (SB) 743, which provides that “aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts
on the environment”. The Planning Department will continue to consider any secondary physical impacts associated with
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* The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause
substantial additional vehicle miles traveled (VMT);

o For residential projects, a project would cause substantial additional VMT if it
exceeds existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent;

o For retail projects, a project that would cause substantial additional VMT would
result in a net increase in total VMT. The San Francisco Planning Department
would use a VMT efficiency metric approach for retail projects consistent with
office projects: a project would cause substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the
existing regional VMT per retail employee minus 15 percent; and

o For mixed use projects, each component of the mixed-use project would be
evaluated independently per the significance criteria described above.

=  The project wouid have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially
induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested
areas;

" The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent
transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial
increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit
service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the
project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project-related transit
trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour;

= The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining
areas;

= The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create
potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with
bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas;

= The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a
loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be
accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or within convenient on-street
loading zones, and create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting
traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians;

= The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in
inadequate emergency access; and

constrained supply through the applicable aspects of the transportation analysis (CEQA Update: Senate Bill 743 Summary —
Aesthetics, Parking and Traffic [November, 26, 2013]).
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= Construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their
temporary and limited duration.

Vehicle Impacts

The following section analyzes vehicle miles traveled (VMT), vehicle access to the site and internal
circulation. The potential effect of the Project driveway and garage on transit, pedestrians and
bicyclists is discussed in later sections.

VIMIT Impaocts

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional
VMT or would substantially induce additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway
capacity in congested areas or by adding new roadways to the network.

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1), effective January 1, 2014, requires that the State Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for
determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects that “promote the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity
of land uses.” CEQA Section 21099(b)(2) states that upon certification of the revised guidelines for
determining transportation impacts pursuant to Section 21099(b)(1), automobile delay, as described
solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be
considered a significant impact on the environment under CEQA.

In January 2016, OPR published for public review and comment a Revised Proposal on Updates to the
CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA® (“proposed transportation impact
guidelines”) with a draft recommendation that transportation impacts for projects be measured using
a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric, rather than the Level of Service (LOS) metric. On March 3,
2016, in anticipation of the future certification of the proposed transportation impact guidelines, the
San Francisco Planning Commission adopted a resolution (consistent with OPR’s recommendation) to
use the VMT metric instead of automobile delay (as measured by LOS) to evaluate the transportation
impacts of projects (Resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of
project impacts on non-automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling.)

The Proposed Transportation Impact Guidelines recommend screening criteria to identify types,
characteristics, or locations of projects that would not result in significant impacts to VMT’. If a
project meets screening criteria, then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant
for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is not required.

® This document is available online at: hitps://wwyw.opr.ca.sov/s sb743.php.

7 Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the Office of Planning and
Research. www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Revised VMT CEQA Guidelines Propeosal January 20 2016 .pdf
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One of the screening criteria is the Map-Based Screening for Residential, Office, and Retail Projects
criterion. This criterion states that if the Project site is located in a transportation analysis zone (TAZ)
where the existing and future (2040) average daily VMT per capita or per employee is 15 percent or
more below the corresponding regional VMT ratio, VMT impacts are presumed to be less than
significant and a detailed VMT analysis is not required.

Table 6 summarizes the existing and cumulative average VMT per capita for residential and PDR uses
in TAZ 236, the zone in which the Project site is located.

Table 6: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled

Households (Residential) 17.2 14.6 43

Employment (Office) 19.1 16.2 7.6

Source: SF Planning Department, sftransportationmap.org, 2016. KAl, 2017.
The office category refers to all other employment other than retail.

As shown in Table 6, existing average daily VMT per capita for residential uses in TAZ 236 is 4.3 miles,
which is 75 percent below the existing regional average daily VMT per capita of 17.2 miles. Existing
average daily VMT per employee in TAZ 236 is 7.6 miles, which is 40 percent below the existing
regional average daily VMT per employee of 19.18 miles.

The Project site is located in an area where average daily VMT per capita or and VMT per employee
under existing conditions would be more than 15 percent below the regional average for these land
uses. Therefore, the Project would thus meet the Map-Based screening criterion and the Project’s
land uses would not contribute considerably to any substantial cumulative increase in VMT.

The Project is not a transportation project. However, the Project would include features that would
alter the transportation network. These features include on-street commercial loading spaces and a
new curb cut. These features fit within the general types of projects identified above that would not
substantially induce automobile travel. Therefore, impacts on VMT would be less than significant.

In addition, the Project is subject to the San Francisco TDM Program under San Francisco Planning
Code Section 169, and must submit a TDM Plan (see Appendix D).® The Project would include the
following TDM measures to reduce the number of Project-generated vehicles:

8 Projects with a Development Application filed before January 1, 2018 shall be subject to 75 percent of the applicable target
requirement. Source: TDM Program Application. Online: http://default.sfplanning.org/forms/TDM_Program_Application.pdf
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= ACTIVE-2: Bicycle Parking, Option D {4 points). One and a half Class 1 bicycle parking space
would be provided for each dwelling unit {60 Class 1 spaces) and four Class 2 bicycle
parking spaces would be provided for every 20 dwelling units (8 Class 2 spaces).

= ACTIVE-5A: Bicycle Repair Station (1 point). On-site tools and space for bicycle repair
would be provided.

»=  DELIVERY-1: Delivery Supportive Amenities (1 point). The Project would include an area
for receipt of deliveries that offers temporary storage for packages and other deliveries,
to be located adjacent to the residential lobby.

= FAM-1: Family TDM Amenities, Option A (1 point). The Project would include on-site
secure storage for personal car seats and stroller and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces
for cargo bicycles.

= |NFO-2: Real-Time Transportation Displays (1 point). The Project would provide real-time
transportation information on displays in prominent locations on the site, including each
major pedestrian entry/exit.

= LU-2: On-Site Affordable Housing, Option C (3 points). On-site affordable housing. Seven
units (18 percent) would be below market rate (at 55 percent or less of average median
income}).

=  PKG-1: Unbundle Parking, Location D (4 points). Parking spaces leased or sold separately
from rental or purchase fees.

=  PKG-4: Parking Supply, Option B (2 points). The Project would provide parking in an
amount less than or equal to 90 percent and greater than 80 percent of the neighborhood
parking rate.

Consistent with requirements outlined the San Francisco Planning Code Section 169, the project
sponsor commits to monitoring, reporting, and compliance throughout the life of the project to
ensure the TDM Plan is being implemented correctly, on an on-going basis.

Traffic impacts

Pursuant to the recent revisions to the CEQA Guidelines by OPR, the San Francisco Planning
Department (in March 2016) adopted the OPR recommendations to use a VMT-based metric instead
of automobile delay to evaluate the traffic-related impacts of projects. Therefore, vehicle delay (i.e.,
intersection LOS) is no longer used as a significance criterion in San Francisco, and traffic impacts are
assessed based on whether a proposed project would cause traffic hazards.
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Vehicular Access to the Project Site

The Project garage would be located approximately 150 feet south of the Mission Street/13th Street
intersection. Due to the raised and striped median on Mission Street, the Project driveway would
have right-in/right-out access. Vehicles heading northbound on Mission Street would be unable to
make a left-turn to enter the Project driveway and vehicles leaving the Project garage would be
unable to make a left-turn to head northbound on Mission Street. The Project site is located in an
area with numerous east/west and north/south streets and vehicles would easily be able to alter
their route to access the Project site or reach their desired destination from the Project site.

Given the high volume of traffic on Mission Street (including Muni buses), drivers in the Project
garage could potentially have difficulty safely exiting the Project garage. However, because the
intersection of Mission Street/13th Street is signalized, there are gaps in the southbound traffic flow
(this was also observed during field observations conducted on Thursday, April 7th, 2016 from 5:00 to
6:00 PM), thus providing opportunities for safe vehicular egress from the driveway. As illustrated in
the Project’s site plan (Figure 3), there are no on-street parking spaces or street trees (existing or
proposed) directly north of Project’s driveway that would impede sight lines to oncoming vehicles
and buses. Overall, the Project would not result in a significant impact to street operations due to
vehicular ingress/egress or result in hazardous conditions.

Internal Circulotion

The width of the driveway within the garage would be approximately 12 feet. This would provide
sufficient space for one-way traffic, thus affecting the ingress and egress to and from the garage. In
addition, 21 of the 22 parking spaces in the ground-level garage would be provided in triple-stackers.
With triple-stackers, only one vehicle can enter or exit the stacker at one time. As such, if multiple
vehicles need to concurrently utilize the stacker, they would need to wait until the movements of the
first vehicle are completed. With the configuration of the garage, there would be space for one or
two vehicles to wait without blocking access to other stackers.

The Project proposes to provide 22 off-street parking spaces (including one handicapped stall) for the
residents of the Project in the ground-level garage (21 in triple stackers, 1 in ground-level stalls). As
presented in Table 3, there would be 15 Project-generated weekday PM peak hour vehicle trips (9
inbound and 6 outbound), and some of these vehicles may enter or exit the Project garage at the
same time. However, the recessed driveway and the warning light alerting exiting vehicles of entering
vehicles would prioritize inbound vehicles over outbound vehicles at the Project driveway and garage,
and minimize the potential for conflict between entering and exiting vehicles and for entering
vehicles to queue across the sidewalk and into the transit-only lane on Mission Street.

As noted earlier, there would be approximately 36 feet of internal queuing space between the
interior gate and the edge of the property, which can accommodate up to two queued vehicles.
Given the number of inbound vehicles that are projected to use the driveway during the weekday PM

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California




1726 Mission Street Transportation Circulation Memorandum Project #: 19814.0

May 11, 2017

Page 21

peak hour {about one every 6 to 7 minutes), the potential for queues that would extend more than

one or two vehicles would be minimal.

Given the relatively low number of entering and exiting vehicles generated by the Project during the
weekday PM peak hour and the ability to accommodate these vehicles in internal storage, the Project

garage would have a less-than-significant impact with respect to queuing into the public right-of-way
(across the sidewalk and/or into the transit-only lane) or to the safety of pedestrians on the sidewalk.
Improvement Measure TR-1: Queue Abatement and Improvement Measure TR-2: Warning Systems
have been identified to reduce the potential for conflicts at the Project driveway:

Improvement Measure TR-1: Queue Abatement

To minimize the vehicle queues at the Project driveway into the public right-of-way, the
Project would be subject to the Planning Department’s vehicle queue abatement Conditions

of Approval:

It should be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking facility
with more than 20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) to ensure
that recurring vehicle queues do not occur on the public right-of-way. A vehicle queue
is defined as one or more vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any
portion of any public street, alley or sidewalk for a consecutive period of three
minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility should employ
abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods
will vary depending on the characteristics and causes of the recurring queue, as well
as the characteristics of the parking facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects,
and the associated land uses (if applicable).

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to the following: redesign
of facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of
parking attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking
attendants; use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use of
off-site parking facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy
sensors and signage directing drivers to available spaces; travel demand management
strategies such as additional bicycle parking, customer shuttles, delivery services;
and/or parking demand management strategies such as parking time limits, paid
parking, time-of-day parking surcharge, or validated parking.

If the Planning Director, or his or her desighee, suspects that a recurring queue is
present, the Department should notify the property owner in writing. Upon request,
the owner/operator should hire a qualified transportation consultant to evaluate the
conditions at the site for no less than seven days. The consultant should prepare a
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monitoring report to be submitted to the Department for review. If the Department
determines that a recurring queue does exist, the facility owner/operator should have
90 days from the date of the written determination to abate the queue.

Improvement Measure TR-2: Warning System
Implement the following measures to the satisfaction of Planning and SFMTA staff:

¢ [nstall a warning system (e.g., visual and/or audio devices) to alert pedestrians when a
vehicle is exiting from the Project garage;

¢ Maintain a minimum 5-0” by 5’-0” sight distance triangle at the driveway
entrance/exit;

¢ Install convex mirrors at the Project driveway; and,

* Install “STOP” pavement markings and signage for exiting drivers to look both ways at
the garage exit, prior to crossing the sidewalk.

Provision of a warning system and adequate sight distance at driveways would improve
visibility between pedestrians and oncoming vehicles and increase awareness of other users,
and installation of “STOP” markings would remind drivers to stop and look both ways prior to
exiting. Individually and in combination, implementation of these measures would reduce
potential for conflicts at the Project driveway.

Transit Impacts

As shown in Table 3, the Project would add 20 new transit trips to the surrounding network during
the weekday PM peak hour.

The Project site is served by Muni 14 Mission and 49 Van Ness/Mission bus lines, which both serve
the site with a frequency of approximately eight buses per hour for each route in each direction
(northbound and southbound). Assuming that half of the 20 new transit trips will be heading
northbound (10 new trips) and the other half southbound (10 new trips), there would be a maximum
of 10 new passengers waiting at each of the northbound and southbound bus stops at the Mission
Street/14th Street intersection. With two lines serving each bus stop and eight buses per hour for
each line, the Project would be adding less than one passenger per bus during the weekday PM peak
hour, and each passenger would wait at the bus stop no more than eight minutes. While the existing
bus stops were observed to be crowded during the evening commute hour, the Project is not
anticipated to add a substantial number of passengers to these bus stops during the weekday PM
peak hour. Given the relatively low increase in transit riders generated by the Project and the number
of transit options available in the site vicinity, it is anticipated that the new Project-generated transit
trips could be accommodated by the existing transit capacity for the various transit providers and
would not substantially affect transit operations on adjacent streets.
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The red transit-only lane on the west side of Mission Street (for southbound buses) is located
adjacent to the proposed garage entrance on Mission Street. As more vehicles enter and exit from
this new garage entrance with the Project, there would be a potential for increased conflicts between
vehicles using the driveway and transit vehicles in the red transit-only lane. Improvement Measure
TR-1 has been identified to monitor and manage any queues and reduce potential for queues to
develop.

In particular, the Project driveway would be 12-feet wide and would provide both inbound and
outbound access. As discussed earlier, this configuration could result in internal conflicts between
inbound and outbound vehicles, which may lead to the queuing of entering vehicles, which could spill
back to Mission Street. If this occurs, operations of Muni buses may be affected, as they would need
to reduce speeds or change lanes and travel in the adjacent southbound lane to bypass queued
vehicles. With the prioritization of inbound vehicles over outbound vehicles in the Project garage with
the recessed driveway and the warning light in the garage, inbound vehicles will be cleared out of the
public right-of-way and into the garage driveway, minimizing the potential for impact to the transit-
only lane.

Overall, the Project’s effect on transit operations would be less-than-significant due to the relatively
fow number of vehicles accessing the Project driveway during the weekday PM peak hour, and the
configuration of the garage driveway that will facilitate the clearing of inbound vehicles from the
public right-of-way. In addition, as previously noted, implementation of the Improvement Measure
TR-1 would further reduce the potential for vehicle queuing into the bus-only lane.

Pedestrian Impacts

As shown in Table 3, the Project would add 30 new pedestrian trips (including 10 walk-only and 20
walk-to-transit trips) to the surrounding network during the weekday PM peak hour. Pedestrian
access points to the residential lobby and PDR space would be located along the Mission Street
frontage.

Given the relatively low amount of pedestrian activity generated by the Project and the current levels
of pedestrians on the surrounding streets, it is anticipated that the new Project-generated pedestrian
trips could be accommodated on the adjacent facilities and would not substantially affect pedestrian
operations on nearby sidewalks or crosswalks. Overall, sidewalks and crosswalks in the Project vicinity
are adequately wide to accommodate existing pedestrian circulation and would also be sufficient to
accommodate the expected increase in pedestrian traffic.

The Project proposes several enhancements that would improve conditions for pedestrians,
including:

® Eliminate existing 15’-6” foot curb cut and 16’-6” foot curb cut along the Mission Street
frontage (one new curb cut would be added with the Project);
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= Install street trees (up to four) along the Mission Street frontage; and,
»  Provide ground-floor commercial space at the southeast corner of the Project site.

These enhancements would generally improve the quality of the pedestrian environment. As Mission
Street has been identified as a High-Injury Corridor, these enhancements would improve pedestrian
conditions in a corridor where high numbers of pedestrian injuries have been reported.

As the Project would provide a new off-street parking facility and associated driveway, vehicles
entering and exiting the garage may conflict with pedestrians on Mission Street. However, although
the Project would provide 22 parking spaces, the amount of vehicular movements would be relatively
low during the weekday PM peak hour (9 inbound and 6 outbound). In addition, field observations
taken in the study area indicate moderate pedestrian volumes on the sidewalk in front of the Project
site. As such, the Project would not result in a substantial increase in conflicts between vehicles and
pedestrians. Improvement Measure TR-2 has been proposed to improve visibility between
pedestrians traveling on the sidewalk and vehicles entering/exiting the garage to further minimize the
potential for conflicts between these users.

Overall, the Project’s effect on pedestrians would be less-than-significant due to the relatively low
number of vehicles accessing the Project driveway during the weekday PM peak hour, and the
moderate pedestrian volumes on the sidewalk along the Project frontage. Implementation of the
proposed design treatments as identified in Improvement Measure TR-2 would improve pedestrian
conditions along the Project frontage and further reduce the potential for conflicts.

Bicycle Impacts

The Project site is located within biking distance of the Civic Center, SoMa, Mission Bay, and Mission
districts. In addition, there are nearby bicycle lanes within two blocks of the Project, with bike routes
running eastbound on 14th Street, and running in both directions on Valencia Street. As a result, a
portion of the “other” trips would be assumed to be bicycle trips. Assuming all of the “other” trips
shown in Table 3 are bicycle trips, the Project would add up to eight bicycle trips to the surrounding
network during the weekday PM peak hour.

Commercial and residential developments are required by the San Francisco Planning Code to provide
safe and secure bicycle parking. Based on these requirements (see Section 155.2), the Project would
be required to provide a minimum of 40 Class 1 spaces and three Class 2 spaces. As shown in the site
plan, the Project proposes to provide a bicycle storage area in the garage in the ground level that
could accommodate 62 Class 1 bicycle stalls in stackers. The Project would also provide eight Class 2
bicycle stalls in front of the proposed residential lobby entrance on Mission Street. The provision of
Class 2 bicycle stalls on the sidewalk would be subject to the review and approval of SFMTA.

Bicycle access to the proposed secure bicycle storage area in the ground floor garage would be
provided from Mission Street via the various pedestrian entrances into the building — the lobby entry,
the secondary lobby entry, the PDR entry, and the garage entry. Bicyclists accessing the on-site
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bicycle parking would be expected to pull over to the curb, dismount, and walk through the
pedestrian entrances, and pass through one set of internal doors to reach the bicycle storage area
located in the garage on the ground floor of the building, adjacent to the elevator. Residents
accessing the bicycle storage area from the dwelling units on Levels 2-6 would use the elevator or the
two staircases that lead to the lobby to access the garage. While it is anticipated that most bicyclists
would access the building via the lobby, some bicyclists may choose to access the garage from
Mission Street. In this case, there would be a potential conflict between vehicles and bicycles entering
and exiting the garage, especially given the 12-foot width of the driveway which would not provide
sufficient separation between vehicles and bicycles. The two-gate entry at the Project driveway and
the warning light of incoming vehicles or bicycles would minimize this potential for conflict between
vehicles and bicycles.

The red transit-only lane on the west side of Mission Street (in the southbound direction), which
carries a high volume of bicyclists, is located adjacent to the proposed garage entrance on Mission
Street. As vehicles enter and exit from this new garage entrance with the Project, there would be a
potential for increased conflict between vehicles using the driveway and bicyclists in the red transit-
only lane. However, given the relatively low vehicular activity at this driveway (15 vehicles during the
weekday PM peak hour), the Project would not have a substantial effect to bicyclist circulation.

The Project would meet San Francisco Planning Code requirements for bicycle parking, and new
bicycle trips generated by the Project could be accommodated on the existing facilities and would not
substantially affect bicycle operations on surrounding streets. Therefore, the Project would have a
less-than-significant impact on bicycle operations.

Loading Impacts

Loading impacts discussed in this section includes freight loading, passenger loading, and
recycling/trash pick-up operations. The assessment of loading impacts evaluates the proposed
loading supply versus the supply required by the San Francisco Planning Code and the anticipated
average and peak hour loading demands.

Looading Supply and Demand

Loading demand consists of the number of delivery and service vehicle-trips generated by the Project,
plus the number of loading spaces that would be required to accommodate the demand. The number
of daily delivery/service vehicle-trips was estimated based on the size of the proposed land uses and
a truck trip generation rate (specific to each land use) based on the anticipated hours of operation,
turnover of loading spaces, and an hourly distribution of trips from the SF Guidelines.

The Project does not propose any off-street freight loading spaces and, based on the size of the uses,
none would be required under the San Francisco Planning Code (Section 152.1). The Project proposes
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one 20-foot commercial loading space and two 20-foot metered parking spaces along the Project
frontage.” Passenger and commercial loading would be accommodated on-street in the proposed
loading space or in the available on-street loading or parking spaces near to the Project site. Based
on the SF Guidelines methodology and shown in Table 4, the Project would generate a daily loading
demand of 2.5 delivery/service vehicle trips, which would result in a demand for 0.1 loading spaces
during an average hour and 0.1 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity.

Loading Operations

Since the Project does not propose any off-street loading spaces, all loading activities would need to
be handled on-street in the one proposed commercial loading space along the Project frontage or in
nearby available loading spaces (there are three existing loading spaces to the south of the Project
frontage), as shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3. With the Project, two existing curb cuts on Mission
Street would be eliminated {one new curb cut will be added) and replaced with a new curb, which
may provide more space for on-street parking. The following presents the passenger loading,
freight/service vehicle loading, and trash/recycling pick-up operations with the Project.

Passenger Loading. No dedicated passenger loading (white zone) would be provided by the Project. It
is anticipated that Project residents and visitors would utilize available nearby on-street loading
spaces for passenger loading, or would arrange for drop-off/pick-up within the Project garage.

Freight/Service Vehicle Loading. The Project does not propose an off-street loading dock. Therefore,
daily loading/service vehicle activities (such as FedEx trucks or goods for the PDR spaces) would need
to be handled on-street. Given the Project’s loading demand would be equal to less than one
commercial loading space during the average and peak hours, and the existing availability of on-street
loading spaces, it is anticipated that the Project’s demand could be met within existing and proposed
on-street loading spaces (eight along Mission Street, which were generally available during the
weekday PM peak period, as observed on Thursday, April 7th, 2016, from 5:00 to 6:00 PM).

Trash/Recycling Pick-Up Operations. At this time, the operations of the trash and recycling pick-up
have not yet been finalized. Based on preliminary information from conversations with Recology, and
consistent with Recology’s current collection practices, garbage and recycling trucks would conduct
curbside pick-up. As currently proposed, trash and recycling storage would be provided in the
garbage area, located in the garage on the ground floor of the Project. On collection days, building
management would be responsible for bringing the trash and recycling bins curbside prior to pick-up
and returning them immediately following collection. As currently proposed, Recology vehicles would
have access to the curbside trash collection area from Mission Street. This curbside trash collection
area would be adjacent to the red transit-only lane on southbound Mission Street. If nearby on-street
parking spaces are not available, Recology vehicles may need to stop in the transit-only lane in order
to conduct the pick-up, which would affect any transit vehicles in the lane during this brief period.

® All proposed changes to the curb parking requirements will require approval from the SFMTA Board.
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Since trash collection occurs two to three times a week and during the early morning (before 6 AM)
and the potential blocking of the transit-only lane would only last a few minutes, the impact to the
transit lane would be less-than-significant. Garbage storage and pick-up procedures would need to be
confirmed with SFMTA and Recology prior to implementation.

Residential Move-In/Move-Out Operations. It is anticipated that residents would utilize available on-
street parking or loading spaces for their move-in/move-out activities. Typically, these activities
would occur during off-peak times, such as in the evenings and weekends, when there are lower
traffic and pedestrian volumes on the roadway network. As such, residential move-in/move-out
operations would not substantially affect conditions along Mission Street. All move-in/move-out
activity would need to be scheduled and coordinated with building management. if curb parking
becomes necessary for loading activities, building management would be required to reserve those
spaces through the local station of the SF Police Department.

The Project’s loading demand would be less than one commercial loading space during the average
and peak hours and could be accommodated within the existing and proposed on-street commercial
loading spaces, as described above. Thus, the Project’s impacts on loading would be less than
significant.

Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts

Emergency vehicle access to the Project site would be provided from Mission Street and Duboce
Avenue/13th Street/Division Street. All streets that comprise the routes from the fire stations to the
Project site are sufficiently wide enough to provide adequate emergency vehicle access. The Project
does not propose modifications to the existing roadway network or major modifications (circulation
patterns or design features) to Mission Street or Duboce Avenue that would preclude or otherwise
alter access by emergency vehicles. Therefore, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact
on emergency vehicle operations.

Construction Impacts

The construction plans have not yet been finalized. Based on preliminary information provided by the
project sponsor, construction is expected to take 14 months, with phasing anticipated as follows:

1. Demolition (1 week)
2. Shoring and excavation (1 month)
3. Concrete (1 month)
4. Framing (4 months)

5. MEP (3 months)
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6. Windows (1 month)
7. Finishing (4 months)

Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the Project Sponsor and
construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with Public Works and SFMTA staff to develop
and review truck routing plans for demolition, disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and
storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to
meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (the Blue Book)™,
including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine
if any special traffic permits would be required. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the
contractor would be responsible for complying with all city, state and federal codes, rules and
regulations.

Staging would likely occur from the Project site and the adjacent Mission Street sidewalk. In addition,
trucks may need to stop on Mission Street to perform construction activity, such as concrete pours. In
order to minimize the impact to the red transit-only lane that is adjacent to the Project site on
southbound Mission Street, the on-street parking in front of the Project site would likely be restricted
to allow access for construction-related trucks. A portion of the sidewalk (which is approximately 13
feet wide) would be used for staging, and protection would be added above the remaining sidewalk
to maintain safe pedestrian travel. The Project Sponsor may consider not allowing construction trucks
to access the Project site during the weekday PM peak period to reduce the potential for conflict with
buses. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and approval by the SFMTA’s
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) for permanent travel lane and sidewalk closures, and
the Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation (ISCOTT) for temporary
sidewalk and travel lane closures. Both TASC and ISCOTT are interdepartmental committees that
include representatives from the Public Works, SFMTA, Police Department, Fire Department, and the
Planning Department. Due to the relatively small size of the development and its mid-block location,
the Project would have a less-than-significant impact due to construction activity.

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS

SFMTA plans to implement transit and streetscape improvements under Muni Forward, as well as
bicycle infrastructure improvements under the Bike Plan. Elements of both of these plans have
already been implemented in the Project site vicinity, and the improved conditions as a result of
these projects would be able to accommodate the future growth planned in the area, including the
additional activity due to the Project. In a one-block area around the Project site, there are no

"® The SFMTA Blue Book, 8th Edition, is available online through the SFMTA website (www.sfrmta.com)
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planned large development projects'’. There are currently two active projects in the one-block area
around the Project site, 1463 Stevenson Street {Planning Department Case No. 2014.0948) and 235
Valencia Street (Planning Department Case No. 2016-007877).

While these projects would add an additional 95 residents to the Project site vicinity, they are not
anticipated to result in substantial impacts in combination with the Project due to the relatively small
size of the developments. As a result, cumulative conditions near the Project site are anticipated to
be similar to current conditions, with the addition of general background growth in the activity levels
due to development outside of the study area.

The following are the potential future impacts of the Project under cumulative conditions:

VMT Impacts

Table 7 summarizes the cumulative average VMT per capita for residential and PDR uses in TAZ 236,
the zone in which the Project site is located.

Table 7: Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled

Households {Residential) 16.1 13.7 3.6

Employment (Office) 17.1 14.5 7.1

Source: SF Planning Department, sftransportationmap.org, 2016. KAI, 2017.
The office category refers to all other employment other than retail,

As shown in Table 7, projected 2040 average daily VMT per capita for residential uses in TAZ 236 is
3.6 miles, which is 77 percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per capita of 16.1
miles. Projected average daily VMT per employee in TAZ 236 is 7.1 miles, which is 42 percent below
the projected 2040 regional average daily VMT per employee of 14.6 miles.

The Project site is located in an area where average daily VMT per capita or and VMT per employee
under cumulative 2040 conditions would be more than 15 percent below the regional average for
these land uses. Therefore, the Project would thus meet the Map-Based screening criterion and the
Project’s land uses would not contribute considerably to any substantial cumulative increase in VMT.

™ san Francisco Permits in My Neighborhood Map. Map of planning applications, active and completed, compiled by the Planning
Department. Online http://sf-planning.org/active-permits-my-neighborhood
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Traffic Impacts

The Project would generate an estimated 15 new weekday PM peak hour vehicle trips. As discussed
above, the project-generated vehicle trips could be accommodated within the existing transportation
system without resulting in impacts to the roadway conditions. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions,
there is not projected to be a substantial growth in traffic volumes or reduced roadway capacity in
the future. As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any additional significant traffic-
related impacts under Cumulative conditions.

Transit Conditions

The Project would generate an estimated 20 new weekday PM peak hour transit trips. As described
above, the Project site is in proximity to numerous Muni transit routes, including the 14/14R Mission,
22 Fillmore, 33 Ashbury/18th, 49 Van Ness/Mission, and 55 16th Street routes. The new Project trips
would be dispersed across these routes. Furthermore, with the transit service improvements
implemented under Muni Forward, the transit service frequency, transit service span, and the transit
service vehicles have been improved to accommodate growth in future transit ridership along the
Mission Street corridor. There are no other planned projects in the Project site vicinity that would
reduce transit service or capacity. As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any
additional significant transit-related impacts under Cumulative conditions.

Pedestrian Conditions

The Project would add 30 new weekday PM peak hour pedestrian trips, which could be
accommodated by existing sidewalks and crosswalks in the Project vicinity. In addition, with the
streetscape improvements implemented under Muni Forward, the pedestrian conditions would be
improved, which will help accommodate growth in future pedestrian volumes along the Mission
Street corridor. There are no other planned projects in the Project site vicinity that would reduce
pedestrian capacity or conditions. As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any
additional significant pedestrian-related impacts under Cumulative conditions.

Bicycle Conditions

While the bicycle infrastructure improvements under the San Francisco Bicycle Plan (the “Bike Plan”)
in the Project site vicinity have already been implemented, the Bike Plan includes future projects in
other areas around San Francisco that will expand the existing bicycle network, enabling more
bicyclists to trave! further and more safely on the streets of San Francisco, including bicyclists for the
Project. The Bike Plan shows near-term bicycle improvement projects along Market Street between
11th Street and 17th Street, and along 17th Street generally between Market Street and Potrero
Avenue. The Bike Plan also shows long-term bicycle improvement projects along Capp Street,
between 15th Street and 26th Street, and along Shotwell Street between 14th Street and 26th Street.
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The Project would only add a minimal number of bicycles to the network, and would thus not
negatively impact the future bicycle network. There are no other planned projects in the Project site
vicinity that would reduce bicycle infrastructure or capacity. As such, the Project would not be
anticipated to have any additional significant bicycle-related impacts under Cumulative conditions.

Construction Conditions

The construction of the Project may overlap with the construction of other projects in the area, such
as 1463 Stevenson Street and 235 Valencia Street. However, given the distance between these
projects and their relative sizes, it is unlikely that the combined effect of construction activities would
affect access, traffic, and pedestrians on streets used as access routes to and from the Project site
(e.g., Mission Street and Duboce Avenue). Overall, localized cumulative construction-related
transportation impacts could occur as a result of cumulative projects that generate increased traffic
at the same time and on the same roads as the Project. The construction manager for each individual
project would work with the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address
construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian and bicycle accommaodation in the work
zone for the duration of any overlap in construction activity.

The cumulative impacts of multiple nearby construction projects would not be considerable, as the
construction of the Project and other projects would be temporary. Therefore, the Project, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would have a less than
significant transportation-related construction impact under Cumulative conditions.

Emergency Access Conditions

While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic associated with planned and reasonably
foreseeable development in the vicinity, all streets that comprise emergency access routes to the
Project site are sufficiently wide enough to provide adequate emergency vehicles. The Project would
not create potentially hazardous conditions for emergency vehicles, or otherwise interfere with
emergency vehicle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Overall, the Project, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would have a less than significant
impact on emergency vehicle access under Cumulative conditions.

Vehicle Capacity and Loading Conditions

As mentioned above, there are no planned large developments in the area and the two small planned
developments that are currently under review are not anticipated to result in substantial increases in
vehicular activity in the vicinity of the Project site. In addition, there are no planned transportation
projects in the study area that would reduce vehicular capacity or loading capacity on the roadway.
As such, the Project would not be anticipated to have any additional significant vehicular-, or loading-
related impacts under Cumulative conditions.
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Overall, the Project, in combination with past, present, and foreseeable projects, would not result in a
cumulatively considerable impact on transportation conditions.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

To identify the effect of the Project, qualitative assessments of Project-related impacts were
conducted for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit, vehicles, parking, and loading. The Project is consistent
with off-street vehicular parking, bicycle parking, and off-street loading San Francisco Planning Code
requirements (see Appendix E}, and would meet its requirements for the provision of TDM measures.
The Project and the addition of Project-generated activities would not result in any significant
impacts. Therefore, no mitigation measures would be required. In addition, considering known
transportation network and development projects in the vicinity of the project site, the Project would
not result in any significant impacts or cumulative considerable contributions to Cumulative
conditions.

There are some design issues with respect to the configuration of the driveway in the Project garage
that may result in vehicles queuing and blocking the sidewalk and/or the street, which may result in
potential conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and transit vehicles. To address these
concerns, Improvement Measure TR-1 and Improvement Measure TR-2 have been identified:

e Improvement Measure TR-1: Queue Abatement (see Page 21)
e Improvement Measure TR-2: Warning System (see Page 22)

With the provision of these recommended measures, the effect of the Project on the surrounding
transportation network would be minimized.
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KITTELSON & ASSOCIATES, INC.

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING / PLANNING
155 Grand Avenue, Suite 900, Oakland, CA 94612 ~ 510.839.1742 510.839.0871

FINAL SCOPE OF WORK
1726 Mission Street (2015-002026ENV) Transportation Circulation
Memorandum

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAl) is pleased to submit this Scope of Work for the transportation circulation
memorandum for the proposed 1726 Mission Street (Case number 2015-002026ENV) project in San Francisco,
California (herein referred to as the “Project”). As currently proposed, the Project would replace two existing
buildings on the site consisting of approximately 8,000 square feet of storage and 2,000 square feet of office space,
with a six-floor building of mixed-use development consisting of 36 dwelling units (12 1-bedroom and 24 2-bedroom)
above approximately 1,000 square feet of commercial/retail space with 27 vehicle parking spaces, 36 class 1 bicycle
parking spaces, and four class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the residential land uses. The project site is located within
the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans, for which the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans EIR {herein referred to as
the “EN EIR”) was adopted in 2008.

This transportation circulation memorandum will be a stand-alone document that includes the analysis, assumptions
and other technical elements that can be used to complete the environmental review for this Project.

The following scope of work has been developed based on the San Francisco Planning Department guidelines for the
environmental review of projects within the City (primarily the Planning Department’s Transportation Impact
Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, published in October 2002, and our experience with similar projects.

TASK 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

KAI will describe the Project in a Project Description section. This section will include a summary of the existing uses
at the Project site, as well as the surrounding uses in the vicinity of the Project. it will also describe the proposed
Project, include its land uses, and provision of on-site vehicular parking, bicycle parking and loading facilitates, A site
plan will be provided that clearly indicates the location and associated dimensions of the Project pedestrian, bicycle,
and vehicular access points, as well as the location of any off-street parking spaces for vehicles and bicycles, on-
street loading spaces, and garbage/trash facilities.

TASK 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS

KAl will describe the existing conditions in the immediate vicinity of the Project site, including descriptions of the
nearby pedestrian, bicycle, roadway, and transit networks, documentation of the existing pedestrian, bicycle, traffic,
transit, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions, and connections to the local and regional roadway
networks. This will also include a map of the transportation facilities adjacent to the Project site.

Pedestrian Access: KAl will observe and document general pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the Project site.
Pedestrian conditions will be described as they relate to the area, including safety and right-of-way issues, as well as
access to transit.

FILENAME: H:|PROJFILE|19814 - SF 1726-1730 MISSION ST TRANS ASSESSMENTIADMIN|PIFINAL SOW119814_1726 MISSION
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1726 Mission Street Travel Demand and Site Access Study Scope of Work
April 1, 2016 Page 2

Bicycle Access and Parking: KAI will observe and document general bicyclist conditions in the vicinity of the Project
site, including on-street bicycle facilities and any local bicycle parking. Bicyclist conditions will be described as they
relate to the area, including safety and right-of-way issues. In addition, existing and potential new bicycle facilities
(from the SF Bicycle Plan) will be noted.

Traffic and vehicle access: KAl will qualitatively describe existing traffic and circulation conditions in the immediate
vicinity of the Project site. This will include descriptions of regional and local access routes {including nearby freeway
on- and off-ramps), and safety and right-of-way issues.

Transit: KAl will observe and document adjacent existing transit facilities, including nearby transit routes and stops
(including all commuter rail, light rail, and bus services) with a quarter-mile of the Project site. Qualitative transit
information will include a description of Muni’s peak periods, and nearest stop locations.

Loading: KAl will observe and document the current on-street loading spaces provided in the immediate vicinity of
the Project site.

Emergency Vehicle Access: KAl will qualitatively describe emergency vehicle access to the Project site.

TASK 3: PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND ESTIMATES

The net-new travel demand for the Project will be estimated, which will account for the displacement of the current
uses on the Project site.

SF Guidelines Trip Generation/Distribution/Mode Split: KAl will estimate the number of weekday daily and PM peak
hour trips generated by the Project, followed by trip distribution by mode and by origin/destination. The trip
generation, mode split and distribution of the Project trips will be based on data from the SF Guidelines and the U.S.
Census journey-to-work data.

Trip Credits for Existing Uses: The Project would displace an existing use on the site. To account for the elimination
of this land use, KAl will collect weekday PM peak hour (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) doorway counts at the building access
points. The observed activity levels would be applied to determine the net travel demand of the Project.

Net New Trips: Incorporating the data, analysis and conclusions from the above tasks, KAl will estimate the net new
trips anticipated to be generated by the Project.

Loading Demand: KAl will estimate the daily, average, and peak hour loading demand for the Project. The loading
demand will be based on data from the SF Guidelines.

TASK 4: TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

The Project will be reviewed for implications to access, connectivity, circulation, traffic management, and safety.
Based on a review of the proposed site plan and observations conducted at the site, KAl will qualitatively assess site
access and circulation (for all modes), and identify impacts, as needed. Cumulative impacts will be discussed
qualitatively, relative to the findings in the EN EIR.

Pedestrian Access: KAl will qualitatively assess the effect of the Project on pedestrian conditions in and around the
Project site, including the number of new pedestrian trips that could be added to the existing network. The adequacy
of pedestrian connections to nearby transit stops will be determined qualitatively, and potential pedestrian safety
issues will be identified. This assessment will primarily focus on issues at potential conflict locations (e.g., proposed
curb cut for new access to parking garage}.
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Bicycle Access and Parking: KAl will qualitatively assess the effect of the Project on bicycle conditions in and around
the Project site, including the number of new bicycle trips that could be added to the existing network. The adequacy
of bicycle connections to proposed bicycle parking facilities and nearby bicycle routes will be determined
qualitatively, and potential bicycle safety issues will be identified. In addition, the City of San Francisco Planning Code
requirements for bicycle parking will be identified and compared to the proposed supply.

Traffic and Vehicular Access: As currently proposed, the Project would include 27 vehicle parking spaces in the form
of triple stackers for the proposed residential use and would not provide any parking spaces for the proposed
commercial use. This assessment will primarily focus on issues at potential conflict locations (e.g., proposed curb cut
and pedestrians traveling along Mission Street), internal site circulation within the parking garage (e.g., queuing for
the stacked spaces and width of the driveway), and vehicle access to the site, given proximity to the freeway and its
right-in/right-out only access along Mission Street due to the raised median on Mission Street. This assessment will
also include a qualitative review of conditions in the future, based on the 2030 Cumulative analysis in the EN EIR.

Transit Operations: As the Project is located on a high-frequency transit corridor, KAl will qualitatively assess the
effect of the Project on bus operations, such as the potential for queuing vehicles at the driveway to interfere with
transit operations along Mission Street. KAl will also identify potential conflicts with vehicles entering and exiting the
project site. In addition, proposed changes under Muni Forward or other transit programs/plans will be assessed in
the context of the Project, and will also account for other changes to the transit network documented in the 2030
Cumulative conditions from the EN EIR.

Loading Access, Trash/Recycling Collection, and Move-in/Move-out: As currently proposed, the Project would not
include an off-street loading dock; as such, all loading activities would need to occur on-street. KAl will describe and
qualitatively assess access to existing nearby on-street loading spaces for commercial and residential passenger
loading. Additionally, KAl will describe anticipated trash/recycling collection procedures and residential move-
in/move-out activities. If needed, KAl will identify any on-street loading spaces that should be incorporated into the
Project description. It should be noted that any loss of on-street parking due to provision of one on-street loading
space would likely be offset by the elimination of existing curb-cut which could be converted to one on-street
parking space.

Emergency Vehicle Access: KAl will qualitatively assess emergency vehicle access to the Project site. This evaluation
will identify potential on-site emergency vehicle access conflicts and overall accessibility to the Project site.

Construction Impacts: KAl will qualitatively evaluate potential short-term construction impacts that would be
generated as part of the buildout of the Project, such as any temporary street closures or modifications to Muni bus
facilities or operations.

TASK 5: RELATED PLANS (EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS AND MUN!I FORWARD)

KAl will provide a brief description of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and describe the consistency of the
Project with the EN EIR. KAl will aiso compare the impacts and findings of significance of this study with the findings
from the EN EIR for 1726 Mission Street for each mode of travel. If the impacts and findings of significance for the
Project are found to be in excess of those identified in the EN EIR, further analysis may be needed per the
environmental review required by the Community Plan Exemption process (Section 15183 of California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]).

KAI will also describe completed and/or planned improvements under the EN EIR, as well as the status of the ongoing
Muni Forward and Bicycle Plan projects identified in the vicinity of the Project.
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TASK 6: MITIGATION MEASURES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

KAl will identify project-generated impacts to the transportation network under the Existing plus Project and 2030
Cumulative scenarios. Mitigation measures, as developed in the EN EIR, will be applied to improve operations where
significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures, also from the EN EIR, will be
applied where non-significant impacts have been identified. All mitigation and improvement measures will be linked
back to the EN EIR, as appropriate. Any new Project-specific mitigation and/or improvement measures will be noted.

TASK 7: SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS

KAl will present the summary and conclusions in a Draft Transportation Circulation Memorandum, incorporating the
data, analysis and conclusions from the above tasks. This memorandum will be submitted to the San Francisco
Planning Department for review by the appropriate agencies {Planning Department and MTA). KAl will incorporate
comments and prepare a Second Draft Transportation Circulation Memorandum. The San Francisco Planning
Department will perform a second review of the memorandum and provide additional comments, if needed. KAI will
incorporate the second round of comments and prepare a Screeencheck Final Transportation Circulation
Memorandum, and then will submit a Final Transportation Circulation Memorandum for the City’s approval. This
memorandum will be submitted in electronic format (PDF and WORD formats).
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ANTICIPATED SCHEDULE

The delivery of the Technical Memorandum will follow the schedule outlined below:

City Approval of Final
sow

Technical Analysis

Preparation of Draft
Memo

City Review and
Comments

Second Draft Memo

City Review

Screencheck Final

City Review

Final Memo Approval

Notes:
KAI task

This schedule includes the following assumptions:
City task

= No changes to the Project description are made.

Milestone/deliverable

= Six week review period for the Draft Memorandum, three week review period for Second Draft, and two week

review period for the Screencheck.

*  No substantive re-analysis is needed for the Second Draft or Final Memorandum.

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, Californic
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AN FRANCISCO
LANNING DEPARTMENT

1

TRANSPORTATION STUDY

San Francisco,

SCOPE OF WORK CA 94103-2479

Reception:

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND APPROVAL :z‘s"’“'”’“

Planning
Information:
Date: April, 2016 415.558.6377

Transmittal To: KAI

The proposed scope of work for 1726 Mission Street (2015-002026ENV) Transportation Circulation
Memorandum dated April 1, 2016 is hereby

X Approx;ed as submitted

Il Approved as revised and resubmitted
L] Approved subject to comments below
L]

Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted

Signed: /\3;( CEd e b)*ﬁ‘%\;’ rryehacl Ax

7
Transportation Planner Environmental Review Planner

Note: A copy of this approval and the final scope of work are to be appended to the
transportation study. The Department advises consultants and project sponsors that review of the
draft transportation report may identify issues or concerns of other City agencies not addressed in
the scope of work hereby approved, and that the scope of work may need to be modified to
accomumodate such additional issues.

www.sfplanning.org
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PROJECT DESCRITION

DEMOLISH _EXISTR
FOOT TALL M
DWELLING UNITS

s
86
PDR, AND AT CRAD

G TWD-STORY BUILDING, CONSTRUCT A 6-STORY,
4XED-USE_BUILDING, CONSISTING OF GROUND FLOGR
E 22 CAR PARKING GARAGE. THERE WILL BE 40
LOCATED OW 5 STORIES ABOVE THE GROUND FLOOR.

POR.

TOTAL FAR 1S 35,893 SF. THE PROJECT PRUPOSES 2,250 SF

PROJECT DATA

PROJECT SITE 1726 MISSION STREET

CROSS STREETS 14TH STREET

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL 5252 / 4 AND S

ZONNG Uy

OCCUPANGY TYPE 52, R=2, W (FDR)
CONSTRUCTION TYPE TIPE WA

107 sizE 7,800 S FT

HEIGHT 660" TO RODFLINE

HOUSING UNITS 40 (505 2BD)

PARKING STALLS 22 STALLS AT GRADE PARKING
BIKE STAULS RESIDENTIAL=62 CLASS ! STALLS,

8 CLASS 2 STALLS (3 REO)

GROSS BUILDING AREA CALCULATION (INCR W/ SPRINKLER) :

PROPOSED

4281 SF

2350 5F

1726 MISSION

1726 MISSION STR, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

A_ARS

NATOMA STREET 43

CO, CA 94103
12

o

978
PlayoBagionitz com

e
DIRECTORY TITLE SHEET
prmme— e o o Troveins

oare: | 12092016




REMISIONS

PLANNING DATA

ADURESS:

CROSS STREET:
BLOCK/LTT:

PROJECT DESCRIFTION:

CODE USED:

ZONING:
EXISTNG SITE CONDITION:

OCCUPANCY:

ACCESSIBILTYG

NUMBER OF STORIES:

HEIGHT:

OPEN SPACE:

PARKING:

BIKE STALLS:

STREET TREES:

1726 MISSION STR., SAN FRANCISCO, CA
14th STREET

3232 / 44 AND S

Demolsh exising two-story bukdng. Canstrust o G-tary
88 fool, (ol mbed-uze buikdng. conssting of ground flaor
commercial space, ond at 2 cor par
Thara wil o 40 dueling upta Tocoted

the sround floer, e project propeces 2.250 SF POR. Totol
aren'is 35,393 SF

2013 Calfornia Buiiging, Oogo. 2013 SF Plansing Coor
2013 Callfornio Mechanical Cade, 3013 Cafforia Plumbing Code,
2013 Calitornia ode,

2013 California Code, 2013 Californio Fre Cos

5013 NEP 72 (e varmays 2013 NFPA 13 4 130 ( riaklrs),
Coffornic Government Code

e

THO STORY BUILDING WiTH FULL LOT COVERAGE. .
A HISTORIC, RESOURCE {5/11/2004)

HET: 28
B00 SO FT OF LOT AREA
CRoss a0 P 1.408 50 £

mf

BUILDING 15 NOT

PARKING
RESIDENTIAL
PDR: STORAGE / STOCK

FROIECT 15 4 COVERED, MULTISTORY, MXED USE CONDOMAIUM
RESIOENTL BUILOING WTH ONE ELEVAT PER

N4 DISABLED

LAt T Cac SECRN T 18, ACESSILE W AL
COMMON AREAS,
§ SIORIES /58 FEET: MEASURED FROM MISSION STRECT.
THERE IS 8 PARSPET.

& clie BULOING 5 o BE FULLY SPRINKELED, THS
wm BE UNDER SEFARATE PERMI. SEE ADDENDUM

INSTALL T\rPE 1 DRY/WET COMBINATION STANDIPE.
S6'0" FEET TO ROOFLINE AS MEASURED FROM MISSION.

THE ELEVATOR, 4D STAR EXIEND A ADDMIONAL 14, FEET
AEOVE THE ESTABLISHED RODT LN THESE FEAtls

AN 20 G TOTAL ROOT AREA. THERE 1S
e FoOT PARAPET.
AREA 7,800 50 FT: LENGTH'  100°-0" WIDTH:
(SEE SURVET; ASSESSORS PARCEL DATA 1S INCORRECT)
NO_FAR REQUIREMENTS FOR ROUSING USE
A 51 FAR REQUIREMENTS EXISTS FOR NON RESIDENTIAL USES
2,250 SQ FT < 39,000 5 FT THEREFORE PROJECT COMPLEES
THE EXSTING BUILDING COVERS 100% OF THE LOT (LEVELS 1)
THE FROJECT PROPOSES A LOT COVERAGE OF 100% FOR FIRST LEVEL

B0

FOR LEVELS 2 THROUGH 6 A REAR YARD OF 1950 SO FT (25%) IS
PROPOSED. (SEE ROOF FLAN FOR DMENSIONS)

TS ROAR YARD 15 [ARGER THAN THE NORM FOR THE EXISTING BLOCK
STRUCTURE WHICH HAS 4 TYF

KROTAL GF 5,568 S0 11 OF GUTDOGR SPAGE /6 RROVIDED

Private Decks. Units#  Area Total

Rcsulmd a 80 0
Balconles Arca Total

Level 2 1,188

Private Provided 1168

Common Decks  Common Roof Deck  Required 380
_Common Roof Dock _ Provided 3

Total Outdoor Provided 5093

22 STALS AT GRADE PARKING STRUCTURE. ONE STALL TO BE
e E STALLS SHALL BE IDEPENDENTLY ACCESSED
W

5 PEREE 15 No orF sTReET oM seaces ave
REQUIRED: RESIOENTIAL NET SQUARE FOOTRGE < 100,000 5Q FT
RESIDENTIAL = 62 CLASS t STALLS

8 CUASS 2 STAUS

THERE ARE NO EXISTING STREET TREES.

THE PROVECT WAL PROVDE 4 NEY STREET Taers ISEE SITE
PLAN) TO COMPLY WITH THE 1 TREE P} oF
FRONTAGE. TREES SHALL B CINKES PAWCETON SENTRY -
15GAL.

BUILDING DATA
GENERAL

(mm ¥/ SPRINKLER) :

NSTRUCTION TYPE and
Sonoe e

FIRE RESISTANCE RATING
PER CEC TABLE 601
AND 602

DCCUPANGY SEPARATION:
AS PER SECTION 508
4D TABLE 50B.4

TYPE IIA CONSTRUCTION
2 HR WALLS:

TYPE 1A CONSTRUCTION
2 HR. SHAFT WALLS:

TYPE A CONSTRUCTION
1 HR. WALLS:

TYPE A CONSTRUCTION,
NR WALLS;

PROPERTY LINE PARAPET
WALLS

STRUCTURE:

PLUMBING:

PER 510.5

TOLY
cPRYRLEECD

FraroSa Ao PR
T_STCR 8,000 SF [4.281 SF |
m 8,000 SF 5,429 SF
R m:

Y
HETGHT CONTE

THE PROPOSED, BUILDING IS TO BE TYPE 1

FER TO ASSEMBLY DIAGRAM (A0 s) QR DESCRIPTION OF
AL RATED. ASSEMBLES:
A5 PER TABLE 510.5 THE WORIZONTAL FIRE SEPARATIDN BETWEEN
R2 OCCUPANCY AND S2 OCCUPANCY SHALL BE 3 HRS

Lo BTN e m
PARY STRUCTURAL TR '
foespas el paTRIR 2

SRS vaLL IICRIDY ¢

bz sning waLLS © paSTITIONG CXTCSIDR

PONTLARING VALLS 2 PARTITIONS PVICRITR a

frLoDs COSTRUCTION & SETOMBARY DR .

O CONSTRECTION & SCONDSRY MEHIERS. f

FIE SEPAATION DISTAEE = X 4T wewey Ry
& v
o v
excn .
om ]

ALL PROPERTY LINE WINDOWS SHALL BE 4S PER SFEC AB-003

3 HR ASSEMBLY BETWEEN 1ST STORY S2 GARAGE AND ZND STORY
R-2 RESIDENTIAL AS PER CBC 810.5
2 4% NON COMBUSTIBLE BEWEEN 52 GARACE AND EXIT LOBBY /
ATHS.
THR NON COMBUSTIBLE BETWEEN M AND R2 AS FER TBL 508.4
MR NON COMBUSTIBLE BETWEEN ALL RESIDENTIAL UNITS

BEARING EXTERIOR WALLS AS PER CBC TABLE 601

ALL STAIRS W/ 2 MR ENCLOSURE AS PER CBC SEC. 707.4
1-1/2 HR DOOR AS PER CBC SEC. 715.4

ALL CORRIDORS LEADING TO EXIT ENCLOSURES

NON BEARING INTERIOR PARTITIONS. NON RATED DOORS
ALL PROPERTY LINE PARAPET WAULS TO BE THR RATE (MINwAUM)

ALl PRIMARY STRUCTURAL FRAMES ARE TO BE 1 HR RATED

PRQUECT 15 LESS THAN 40,000 5Q T IN ACCUMULATIVE AREA AND
IS THEREFORE EXEMPT FROM DUAL PLUMBING REQUIREMENTS.

FLOOR AREA
CALCULATIONS:

OCCUPANCY LOAD
CALCULATIONS

EMERGENCY ESCAPE:
GARAGE VENTILLATION:

GROUP R LIGHT AND
VENTILATION:

ELEVATOR:

ary Outdoor
sz ®2 M lobby  TotlGross  (EdGrem)
1evel1 a2 - um ww 2808
tovel2 - a2 sa29 1388
tovel 3 . e 59 N
tevela - 5429 54 -
Lovels - sa s B
tevel§ B sa28 s -
foat - - 50 850 400
Toul am mus 20 2 sz 5068

GROSS FLOOR AREA AS DEFINED BY oSFRC SECTION 102

Zn E el
TR

Egress  Bgremmutith

Lexit rquined per ] 0151

exits required . Stalr width

Ocupane  Afea  fattor  lovd  width  povided  Notes
sz a8 W A 428 36 fordoor
[ s 20 23 & saon
M 230 3 75 15 36" fordoor
Oifoo) 480 15 200 9600

&S PER CBC SECTION 1023 AND TABLE 1021 NO EMERGENCY
ESCAPE AND RESCUE (S RECUIRED

IN ACCORDANCE WITH CBC SEC 406.5 HECHANICAL VENTILATION
SYSTEM WILL BE PROVIDED

LGHT: ALL MABITABLE RODMS (EXCEPT BATHROOMS AS PER CBC
1203.2) HAVE NATURAL LIGHT GREATER THAN 8% OF THE FLOCR
AREA.

VENTILATION: AL ROOMS REQUIRED @Y CBC 1203.1 SHALL BE
PROVIDED WITH MECHANICAL VENTILAYION, VERTICAL SHAFTS WiLl. BE
PROVDED THROUGH BUILDING DRAYING FRESH AIR IN AT ROOF.

ELEVATOR 70 BE OTIS 3500 LH GEN 2~A MACHINERCOM-
ELEVATOR. ELEVATOR IS STRETCHER ACCESSIBLE.

TRASH ROOM SHALL COMPLY WITH SFAB~088 COLLECTION AND
STORAGE DF TRASH, RECTGLING, AND COMPOSTABLE MATERIALS,

@ he 48" per CIC 1008.1

Ledtroquied perehi 0331
quired . Stalr width
5500 1ob0 s par o0 091

1726 MISSION
1726 MISSION STR, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

PROJECT
DATA
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’—l
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Description

Standard Type G63-350
T——— 80 -——T— 50 —T

f45-f fFree space

? Cutting through@"

Grounding %

-+~

@
-
=
E
=
=
g B0
]
=~
2|2
mllige
2= |§|R
;‘,“Tv E
=] a
n
.
"
Drainage channel
with sump

520 for vehicle up to 5,00 m = 16'4" long + 50~t

Compact Type G63-330

Height (H) A——l

Garage with door in front of the
car parking system

Drainage
channel
with sump

2%

2“’/

0] [JA3®

(540 for vehicle up to 5.20 m 17" long)

Exklusive Type G63-370

Height (H) ————l

375

Notes

@ For dividing walls: cutting through
10x10cm (for pipes).

@ Dimensions A1, A2 and A3 must be
coordinated with the door supplier.

& If the total height is greater, the max.
vehicle height for the upper parking
space increases accordingly.

# Potential equalization from foundation
grounding connection to system
(provided by the customer).

& In compliance with DIN EN 14010,

10 cm wide yellow-black markings
compliant to 1SO 3864 must be applied
by the customer to the edge of the pit
in the entry area to mark the danger
zone (see »load plan« page 3).

& Load increase possible only for EB
against surcharge.

Page 1 of 5

Pfoduct Data
Stack Parker

G63

CONFORMITY

Dimensions:

All space requirements are minimum
finished dimensions. Tolerances for space
requirements*3: Dimensions in:cm.

EB (single platform) =3 vehicles
DB (double platform) = 6 vehicles

o Al i o
lEEEl| 480 155
| G63-370 FRRLED

* = Standard Type - ** =without car

Suitable for:
Standard passenger car.and station wagon..
Height'and length‘ dccording to contur.

car height
S0

KEETE 5o

* = Standard Type

1.90m
_max.2000 kg™

wheel loadf 1 1Eve 500 kg™

+or = Special design: EB max. 2500 kg/wheel load max 625 kg

Standérd passenger car

see fable
91004

- 500 (520)

Standard station wagon

$ée table ~4
1054

500 (520)

Standard passenger cars are vehicles
without any sports options suchas
spoilers, low-profile tyres etc.

Klaus Mulﬁparking GmbH
Hermann-Krum-StraRe 2
D-88319 Aitrach

Phone -~ 449-75 65-5 08-0
Fax +49-7565-508-88

E Mail mfo@multlparkmg com

=k Parker G63 | Code number 583.91,490-004 | Version 09,2009
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Page 1
Section
Dimensions
Cardata Single Platform (EB) Double Platform (DB) Single and Double Platform (EB + DB) — Example
Page 2 . ‘ | |
Width
dimesions
Page 3 : 5 - B G - "
1 1 arriageway in accordance
ﬁ::al:: with local regulations T
p N able platform width, . B1 | usable platform width, , B1 ‘usableplatformwldth B1 .
230* 270 f 460* , 500 230 + 460* 770
. 240 ,, 280 . 470 . 510 . 240 + 470 ;. 790,
Page 4 . 250 ;1290 480 .. 520 : 250 + 480 , . 810
Electrical 260 . 300 . 490 530 L 250 +500 830 ,
installation 270 310 . 500 . 1.540 . 270+500 850
Technical
data
Page 5 Double Platform (DB) Single and Double Platform (EB + DB) - Example
To be perfor- 3 E
med by the I | ] é [=1 | I | | é f=
customer [ ] | £ I i l i I EN
Description
s DB | EB : DB ,EBi B,
| ” I L L
| ] L L1 Ef
B2 B3 |/min. 20 B2 min. 20 1 B2 U B3 Hmin. 20
T had had
Carriageway in accordance
with local regulations
. usable platformwidth, , B2 ,, B3 .usable platformwidth, , B2 |, B3 | .usable platformwidth, , B2 ., B3 |
N 230* , 260 ., 250 . 460* . 490 ,, 480 . 230 + 460* 760 , 750 ,
) L 270 ,, 260 , , 470 . L 500 ,, 490 . 240+ 470 .. 780 ., 770,
250 ., 280 ., 270 , i 480 510 ,. 500 , 250 + 480 .. 800 ,. 790 ,
260 . 290 280 , . 490 ;. 520 ,, 510 , 250 + 500 ;. 820 ., 810
270 300 ., 290 , \ 500 530 ,, 520, 270+ 500 .. 840 ., 830

Double Platform (DB)
[

Single and Double Platform (EB + DB)

I

[ M
B
s PO —

!
l |
DB DB EB : DB + EB DB
L
L | 1 -
B+ [| Bs ||min.20 B4 Bs min.20 |} B4 il Bs Ymin. 20 1
had
Carriageway in accordance
with local regulations
,usable platformwidth, | B4 ., Bsg | Lusable platform width, . B4 ,, Bs usable platformwidth, , B4 | Bsg |
230* . 260 ,, 250 , L 460 * . 490, 480 230+460% ., 760 ., 750 ,
\ 240 . 270 ,, 260 , 470 . 500 . 490 | 240+ 470 .78 . 770,
. 250 L 280 ,, 270, 480 . 510 ,, 500 , 250 + 480 , 800 ,, 790,
. 260 290 . 280 , , 490 L0520, 510, 250 +500 ..820 . 810
i 270 1..300 ,, 290 | . 500 . 530 ,, 520, 270 +500 .. 840 ., 830 ,

A3 = seat-engaging _l_ T T
surface (dimensions | |
req}l:i‘;e coordinlaﬁon | f i | i
with door supplier.
pplier) DB DB | DB i
Altround door l ] i 1 ]
dir ns require | l | I I
coordmatl?n between =] L a Jess] R =
door supplier and L L L S
local agency of - DF DF DF
Klaus Multiparking. Carriageway in accordance
with local regulations
.usable platform width, doorentrancewidthDF , L ., § .
, ; 460* 475 125, 25,
240 Ly 250 ;.15 30 f 470 475 L 175 . 35 .
250 250 120 ., 40 . 480 500 L 125 25
; 260 iy 260 v 20 ., 40 . , 490 500 .. 15 ,, 30
) 270 .S 270 20, 40 , 500 500 , .20 ,, 40,

* = standard width (parking space width 2.30 m)

End parking spaces are generally more difficult to drive into. Therefore we recommended for end parking spaces our wider platforms.
For the greatest possible ease-of-use, we recommend platform widths of 250 to 270 (EB) or 500 (DB).

Parking on standard width platforms with larger vehicles may make getting into and out of the vehicle difficult. This depends on type
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maximum maximum
descending ascending
slope 4 % slope 14 %

The illustrated maximum approach angles must not be exceeded. Incorrect approach angles will cause
serious maneouvring & positioning problems on the parking system for which the local agency of Klaus
accepts no responsibility.

Forces in kN

Height
see page 1

—
=lo
o bn
W
=R eN
=2lao
oo
wvy
’ | 82 | 216
T T
l 520 (540)

Units are dowetled to the floor. Drilling depth: approx. 15 cm.
Floor and walls below the drive-in level are to be made of concrete (quality minimum C20/25)!

* = Colors used in this illustration are not 1ISO 3864 compliant

Free space for longitudinal and vertical ducts (e.g. ventilation)
B1*3 813’ B13° B1*} X B1, B2, B3 = (see table on page 2)

275) (272.5) (502.5) (505)
10
Free space for vertical pipelines,

v
//A ventilation branch canais

Free space for horizontal
ducting

f
Y Approach level
14

Free space only applicable if vehicle
is parked forwards = FRONT FIRST
and driver’s door on the left side.

( ) = Dimensions in brackets
illustrate an example for usable
platform width 230/460 cm.

Example for ventilation branch
canal and/or vertical pipelines.
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Generally, this parking system is not suited for short-time parkers
(temporary parkers). Please do not hesitate to contact your local
KLAUS agency for further assistance.

Low-noise power units mounted to rubber-bonded-to metat
mountings are installed. Nevertheless we recommend that parking
system’s garage be built separately from the dwelling.

- wall recess plans

- maintenance offer/contract

— declaration of conformity

— test sheet on airborne and slid-borne sound

See separate sheet regarding corrosion protection.

If the permissible drop opening is exceeded, railings are to be
mounted on the systems. If there are traffic routes next to or behind
the installations, railings compliant to DIN EN 1SO 13857 must be
installed by the customer. Railings must also be in place during

construction.

viron | ditio|

Environmental conditions for the area of multiparking systems:
Temperature range —10 to +40° C. Relative humidity 50% at a
maximum outside temperature of +40° C.

If lifting or lowering times are specified, they refer to an environmental

temperature of +10° C and with the system set up directly next to the
hydraulic unit. At lower temperatures or with longer hydraulic lines,
these times increase.

VVVVVVV Description . Position . | y
1 1 Electricity meter in the supply
[ ¢ line . )
2 1 Main fuse: 3 x fuse 20 A (slow) inthe supply 1 per unit
or circuit breaker 3x 20 A line
N . (rigger characteristic K or Q) "
3 1 Supply line 5 x 2.5 mm* to mainswitch 1 per unit
(3 PH+ N+ PE) with marked wire
vvvv . .. and protective conductor - . ;
4 1 Lockable main switch definedatthe 1 perunit
T ' ., plan evaluation ,
5 1 Supply line 5 x 2.5 mm? from main 1 per unit
(3 PH + N + PE) with marked wire switch to unit
L ., and protective conductor .
6 every  Foundation earth connector corner pit
o 0m ., floor .
7 1 Equipotential bonding in accordance 1 per

with DIN EN 60204 from foundation system
. earth connector to the system -

No. Description

8 | Terminal box
9 ,, Controlline 3 X 0.75 mm? (PH + N + PE)

10 ., Control line 7 x 1.5 mm?® with marked wire and protective conductor

11, Operating device

12 . Control line 5x 1.5 mm? with marked wire and protective conductor

. Hydraulic unit 5.2 kW, three-phase current, 400V / 50 Hz

14, Control line 5 x 1.5 mm? with marked wire and protective conductor

tind insulati - | .
According to DIN 4109 (Sound insulation in buildings), para. 4,
annotation 4, Klaus Multiparkers are part of the building services
(garage systems).

Normal sound insulation:

DIN 4109, para. 4, Sound insulation against noises from building
services.

Table 4 in para. 4.1 contains the permissible sound level values
emitted from building services for personal living and working areas.
According to line 2 the maximum sound level in personal living and
working areas must not exceed 30 dB (A).

Noises created by users are not subject to the requirements

(see table 4, DIN 4109).

The following measures are to be taken to comply with this value:
- Sound protection package according to offer/order

(Klaus Multiparking GmbH)
- Minimum sound insulation of building R’ = 57 dB

(to be provided by customer)

Increased sound insulation (special agreement):

DIN 4109, Amendment 2, Information on planning and execution,
proposals for increased sound insulation.

Agreement: Maximum sound level in personal living and working
areas 25 dB (A). Noises created by users are not subject to the
requirements (see table 4, DIN 4109).

The following measures are to be taken to comply with this value:
- Sound protection package according to offer/order

(Klaus Multiparking GmbH)
- Minimum sound insulation of building R, = 62 dB

(to be provided by customer)

Note: User noises are noises created by individual users in our
Multiparking systems. These can be noises from accessing the
platforms, slamming of vehicle doors, motor and brake noises.




Page 1
Section
Dimensions
Car data

Page2

Width
dimesions

Page 3
Approach
Load plan
{nstallation

Page 4

Electrical
installation

Technical
data

Page 5

To be perfor-

med by the
customer

Description

Stack Parker 663 | Code number 583.91.490-004 | Version 09.2009

Page 5 of 5

Any constraints that may be necessary according to DIN EN 1S0 13857
in order to provide protection for the park pits for pathways directly in
front, next to or behind the unit. This is also valid during construction.
Railings for the system are included in the series delivery when
necessary.

Consecutive numbering of parking spaces.

Lighting, ventilation, fire extinguishing and fire alarm systems.

For the front area of the pit we recommend a drainage channel,
which you connect to a floor drain system or sump (50 x 50 X 20 cm).
The drainage channel may be inclined to the side, however not the
pit floor itself (ongitudinal incline is available). For reasons of
environmental protection we recommend to paint the pit floor, and
to provide oil and petrol separators in the connections to the public
sewage network.

If due to structural conditions strip footings must be effected, the
customer shall provide an accessible platform reaching to the top
of the said strip footings to enable and facilitate themounting work.

According to DIN EN 14 010, a warning that identifies this danger
area must be placed in the entrance area that conforms to SO 3864.
This must be done according to EN 92/58/EWG for systems with

a pit (platforms within the pit) 10 cm from the edge of the pit.

Suitable electrical supply to the main switch and the control wire line
must be provided by the customer during installation. The functionality
can be monitored on site by our fitters together with the electrician.

If this cannot be done during installation for some reason for which the
customer is responsible, the customer must commission an electrician
at their own expense and risk.

In accordance with DIN EN 60204 (Safety of Machinery. Electrical

Equipment), grounding of the steel structure is necessary, provided
by the customer (distance between grounding max. 10 m).

Cable conduits and recesses for operating device (for double wing
doors: please contact the local agency of Klaus Multiparking).

Operating device exposed Operating device concealed

110 above 120 above
carrxageway carriageway
level % B level

\V4

— Mounting of contactor and terminal box to the wall valve, complete
wiring of all elements in accordance with the circuit diagram

~ Costs for final technical approval by an authorized body

— Main switch

— Control line from main switch to hydraulic unit

Multiparking system providing independent parking spaces for
3 cars (EB), 2 x 3 cars (DB), one on top of the other each.

Dimensions are in accordance with the underlying dimensions of
parking pit, height and width

The parking bays are accessed horinzotally (installation deviation + 1 %).

Vehicles are positioned on each parking space using wheel stops on
the right side (adjust according to operating instructions).

Operation via operating device with hold-to-run-device using
master keys.

The operating elements are usually mounted either in front of the
column or on the outside of the door frame

Operating instructions are attached to each operator's stand.

For garages with doors at the front of the parking system the special
dimensional requirements have to be taken into account.

— 2 steel piilars with base elements (mounted on the floor)

~ 2 sliding platforms (mounted to the steel pillars with
sliding bearings)

- 2 platforms

— 1 mechanic synchronization control system {to ensure synchronous
operation of the hydraulic cylinders while lowering and lifting the
platform)

- 2 hydraulic cylinders

— 2 rigid supports (connect the platforms)

- Welded hydraulic lines up to installed globe valve

- Dowels, screws, connecting elements, bolts, etc.

- The platforms and parking spaces are end-to-end accessible for
parking!

- Platform base sections

— Adjustable wheel stops

— Canted access plates

— Side members

- Central side member [only DB]

— Cross members

— Safety railings — along the upper, middle and lower platform
(if required)

— Screws, nuts, washers, distance tubes, etc.

- Hydraulic cylinder

~ Solenoid valve

~ Safety valve

— Hydraulic conduits
— Screwed joints

- High-pressure hoses
- Installation material

~ Operating device (Emergency Stop, lock, 1 master key per
parking space)

— Terminal box at wall valve

~ Reed contact

~ Hydraulic power unit (low-noise, installed onto a console with a
rubber-bonded-to-metal mounting)

- Hydraulic oil reservoir

- Oil filling

- Internal geared wheel pump

— Pump holder

~ Clutch

~ 3-phase-AC-motor (5.2 kW, 230/400V, 50 Hz)

— Contactor (with thermal overcurrent relay and control fuse)

- Test manometer

— Pressure relief valve

— Hydraulic hoses (which reduce noise transmission onto the
hydraulic pipe

The Klaus company reserves the right in the course of technical progress to use newer or other technologies, systems, processes, procedures
or standards in the fulfillment of their obligations other than those originally offered provided the customer derives no disadvantage from
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KITTELSON & ASSGCIATES. INC. 1726 Mission Street - Transportation Assessment
R ANERCTTATION CNEIMEESINGIPLAKNING Technical Appendix

1726-1730 Mission Street

Travel Demand Summary

Project Description

Land Use | Size | Description
Residential 40 Total Units
20 studio/1-BR
20 24BR
33,643 gross sq ft
PDR 2,250 Total Sq Ft

Source: Netama Architects, 2015.

Travel Demand Summary

Mode Daily ’ PM Peak Hour ;
Resideritial PDR Total Residential PDR Total
Auta 158 11 169 24 1 25
Transit 98 3 102 20 04 20
Walk 56 2 58 8 02 10
Other 38 1 39 7 0.1 7
Tnﬁl_i 350 18 368 61 2 63
Vehicle Trips 83 7 S0 14 1 15

Weekday PM Peak Hour

Mode Residential PDR ‘Overall Total
n Out Total In Out Total n Out Total

Auto 16 8 24 0 1 1 16 9 25
Transit 13 7 20 0 04 0.4 13 7 20
Walk 6 3 9 0 0.2 0.2 6 4 10
Other 5 2 7 [+] o.1 0.1 5 3 8

Total 40 21 61 1] 2 2 40 23 63
Vehicle Trips 9 5 14 o 1 1 9 6 15
Residential Trip Generation and Parking Demand (SF Guidelines)
Unit Type Units Daily Rate Parking Demand
Studio 0 75 1.1
1 Bedroom 20 75 11
2 Bedroom 20 10.0 15
2+ Bedroom 0 10.0 1.5

Total 40 8.75 1.30
Residential In/Out Splits PDR In/Qut Splits
Rirection Work Non-Work Direction Work Nor-Work
Inbound 100% 33% Irbound 0% 50%
Qutbound 0% 67% QOutbound 100% 50%

PM Peak Hour In/Out Splits

Direction i PDR
Inbound 67% 17%
Qutbound 34% 84%
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1726 Mission Street - Transportation Assessment
ITELSON S ATSoCIATES, NS, Technical Appendix
RekaE it

o x| 3 T

7409 SW Tech Center Dr, Ste B150
Tigard, OR 97223 Order Number: 137669
971-223-0003 Date: 3/29/16

www.gualitveounts.net

Quality Counts

T

Mission St & Erie St

In/Out Door Used Time Notes
In 1 17:00 2 Pedestrians make multiple trips unloading stuft
In 1 17:21
Qut 1 17:53
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1650 MISSION STREET, #400
SAN FRANCGISGO, CA 94103
WWW.SFPLANNING.ORG

ION FOR

WHAT IS THE TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM?

The City and County of San Francisco (“City”) is projected to grow substantially through 2040, and this growth
will bring more cars. The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program is aimed at improving and
expanding the City’s transportation system, and it creates a policy framework for new private development to
minimize its impact on the transportation system. The TDM Program helps ensure that new developments are
designed to make it easier for residents, tenants, employees, and visitors to get around by sustainable travel modes,
such as transit, walking, and biking. Property owners choose from a variety of TDM measures, which are intended
to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (“VMT”) associated with a particular type of development project.

Planning Code Section 169 identifies the applicability for the TDM Program and establishes the TDM Program
Standards. The TDM Program Standards contain the specific requirements necessary for a Development Project’s
compliance with the TDM Program. These requirements include submittal of one or more TDM Plans. The
TDM Plan(s) shall document the Development Project’s corpliance with the TDM Program, including the
Development Project’s point target and associated TDM measures selected to achieve that point target.

WHEN IS A TDM PLAN NECESSARY?
In general, any Development Project that meets the applicability criteria of Planning Code Section 169.3 shall be
subject to the TDM Program requirements, and must submit a TDM Plan. This includes projects that propose:

¢ Addition/Construction of ten (10) or more Dwelling Units

e Addition/Construction of ten (10) or more bedrooms of Group Housing

® New construction resulting in 10,000 square feet of occupied floor area or more of any use other than
Residential, excluding any area used for accessory parking

® Any Change of Use of 25,000 square feet of occupied floor area or more of any use other than Residential,
excluding any area used for accessory parking, if:

®  The Change of Use involves a change from a Residential use to any use other than Residential, or

¢ The Change of Use involves a change from any use other than Residential to another use other than
Residential.

Projects that are 100% Affordable Housing, or projects that are for Parking Garages or Parking Lots that are not
included within a larger Development Project, are exempt from the TDM Program requirements.

Projects with a Development Application filed, or an Environmental Evaluation Application deemed complete on
or before September 4, 2016, shall be subject to 50% of the applicable target requirement. Projects not meeting
the above criteria, but which file a Development Application before January 1, 2018, shall be subject to 75% of the
applicable target requirement. Projects submitting their first Development Application on or after January 1, 2018
shall be subject to 100% of the target requirement.

HOW DOES THE PROCESS WORK?

If the project is subject to the TDM Program per Planning Code Section 169.3, the Project Sponsor shall fill out
and submit the accompanying application form, along with the associated application fee, at the time of submittal
for the first Development Application for the project.



For projects that require a pre-application community meeting, the Project Sponsor must discuss potential TDM
measures at the meeting and solicit feedback from the local community to be taken into consideration when
preparing the proposed TDM Plan application for submission. In addition, if the project requires a Preliminary
Project Assessment (PPA), the Project Sponsor is required to submit a draft TDM Plan with the PPA application.

Once the TDM Plan is received, Planning Department staff will review the application for compliance with the
TDM Program Standards in conjunction with review of the Development Application for the project. The project
will be subject to the TDM Program Standards in effect on the date the TDM Plan application is accepted at the
Planning Department.

A project’s TDM Plan will be finalized prior to Planning Department approval of the associated building permit.
The final TDM Plan will be recorded as a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City. Neither the
Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator can waive, reduce, or adjust the requirements of the TDM
Program through the approval process for the Development Application. However, a Development Project’s
finalized TDM Plan may be subsequently modified after the issuance of a building or site permit, in accordance
with Planning Code Section 169.4 and the TDM Program Standards.

All projects subject to the TDM Program must designate a TDM coordinator: the point of contact for Planning
Department staff on the project’s compliance with the TDM Program. The project’s TDM coordinator will also
coordinate a pre-occupancy site visit with Planning Department staff, and will submit Pre-Occupancy and
Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting Forms along with the associated monitoring fee. These steps will help the
Department ensure that the project will continue to comply with its TDM Plan.

WHO MAY SUBMIT A TDM PLAN?
The TDM Plan will be recorded on the property and will run with the property in perpetuity. Therefore, the
property owner or a party designated as the owner’s agent may submit the TDM Plan application.

FEES:

Please refer to the Planning Department Fee Schedule available at www.sfplanning.org or at the Planning
Information Center (PIC) located at 1660 Mission Street, First Floor, San Francisco. For questions related to the
Fee Schedule, please call the PIC at (415) 558-6377.

Submission of a TDM Plan application includes an initial application submittal fee. Should the cost of staff

time exceed the initial fee paid, an additional fee for time and materials may be billed upon completion of the
hearing process or permit approval. Monitoring for compliance will occur once a year beginning 18 months after
occupancy, or will occur once every 3 years for those property owners that are in good standing after a period of 5
consecutive years. Such monitoring will be subject to a seperate application and associated fee.

Development Projects consisting of 24 or fewer Dwelling Units shall be exempt from the periodic compliance
review fee and the voluntary TDM Plan update review fee, but shall otherwise be subject to the TDM Program,
including the required payment of the initial application fee.

Any land use that requires a TDM Plan, but will be occupied by a non-profit organization that will receive funding
from the City to provide services at the subject property shall be exempt from all TDM application fees, provided
it files a fee waiver application with the TDM Plan application at the time of submittal, and additional fee waivers
with each Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting Form, and as needed if there is a voluntary TDM Plan update
submittal. These non-profit fee waivers shall be revoked if a change occurs in the use or tenancy of the project,
such that the minimum requirements for a waiver are no longer met.

TDM PLAN UPDATE:

Following occupancy of a project, if a property owner wishes to change their TDM Plan and select different
measures they may submit a TDM Plan Update application, so long as it would still allow them to achieve the
required point target for their Development Project. The attached application will also be used for the TDM Plan
Update application, and will require a Letter of Authorization from the property owner and a written description
of any programmatic TDM measures to be offered. Additionally, for a TDM Plan Update application, a set of plans
must be submitted showing any physical TDM measures.
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The attached application for a TDM Plan includes a basic project description, necessary contact information,
more detailed project description tables that identify the proposed land use(s), relevant point target(s) for the
project, and a TDM Menu worksheet that lists the various measures the project may select in order to meet

the required point target. For any programmatic TDM measures you must include a written description of the
services to be provided. For physical TDM measures, the plans associated with the Development Application
must show the location, number, and/or dimensions of these measures; however, a separate set of drawings is not
required with the TDM application. Please answer all questions fully. Please type or print in ink and attach pages

if necessary.

For assistance in preparing a TDM Plan, the Department provides a number of resources available online. Please
visit http://sf-planning org/tdm-materials-and-resources for more information.

WHAT TO SUBMIT:

1. One (1) original of this application signed by owner or
agent, with all blanks filled in.

2. A digital copy of all documents submitted (may
be provided via CD or USB drive), containing the
application and any other submittal materials that are
available electronically.

3. Additional Information for Programmatic TDM
Measures: the application must be accompanied by a
written description of the services to be provided for
any programmatic TDM measures.

4. A check made payable to the “San Francisco Planning
Department” for the required application fee amount.
(See Fee Schedule and/or Calculator)

Additionally, if you are not the property owner:

5. Written documentation from the property owner
designating the Applicant as an Authorized Agent.

All plans and other exhibits submitted with this
application will be retained as part of the permanent
public record in this case.

HOW TO SUBMIT:

To file your TDM Plan application, please bring the
application and all accompanying materjals with you
at the time of your intake appointment for the project’s
Development Application.

To schedule an appointment, please send an email request
along with the intake appointment request form to:
CPC Intake@sfoovorg.

Intake request forms are available here: hiip://sf-planaing.
org/permit-forms-applications-and-fees.

Projects that only require a Building Permit Application or
if the Building Permit Application is the first Development
Application filed for the project, the TDM Plan
application may be submitted in person at the Planning
Information Center at 1660 Mission Street, first floor.

Espaiiol: Si desea ayuda sobre cémo llenar esta solicitud
en espafiol, por favor llame al 415-575-9010. Tenga en
cuenta que el Departamento de Planificacién requerird al
menos un dia habil para responder

¥ MEEFEESEARMERELRERNE
B, FEEE415-575-9010, X E, REIRMAZTEZE
PS—EITERREE,

Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulong sa pagkumpleto ng
application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 415-575-
9121. Paki tandaan na mangangailangan ang Planning
Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw na
pantrabaho para makasagot.




San Francisce

Property Owner’s Information

Name: Sustainable Living, LLC

Address: 1592 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

Email Address:

jdennis@foundationre.com

Telephone:

Applicant Information (if applicable)

Name: Jody Knight

Same as above []

Company/Organization: Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP

Address: One Bush Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Email Address:

jknight@reubenlaw.com

Telephone: (4150 567-2000
Please Select Billing Contact: X1 owner ] Applicant [ Other (see below for details)
Name: Email: Phone:
Please Select Primary Project/TDM
Contact: Xl owner [ Applicant [ Biling ] Other (see below for details)

Name: Email:

Property Information

Phone:

Project Address: 1726-1732 Mission Street

Block/Lot(s):

3532/ 4A, 005

Project Description:

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose. K1 see Attachment




LAND USE TABLES

If you are not sure of the eventual size of the project, provide the maximum estimates.

Gross Floor Area and Occupied Floor Area are defined in Planning Code Section 102.

Land Use Category A (Retail) -

Gross Floor Area (GFA)‘

Occupied Floor Area (OFA).

" Number of Accessory Parking Spaces

“Target Points

Land‘ Use Category B (Office)

Gross Floor Area (GFA)

~Occupied Floor Area (OFA)

: ‘Number‘ of Accessdry Pérking spaces

Target Points
Land Use Catégory C (Résidential)’
‘Gross Floor Area (GFA) 35,893
Occupied Floor Area (OFA) :
" Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 22

Target Points

Land Use Category D (Other)

Gfoss Floor Area (GFA) ' |

2,250
v Occupied Floor Area (OFA)
Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 0

- Target Points




TDM PLAN WORKSHEET

Land Use Category

A B C D
Category. Measure Office Residential /' Other.

Improve Walking Conditions: Option A; or

Improve Walking Conditions: Option B 1 ®
1 ®

Bicycle Parking: Option A; or

®
Bicycle Parking: Option G;or 3 ® ® ®
Bicycle Parking: OptionD 4 ®  ® ® 4 e
Showers and Lockers 1 ® L ® ©
Bike Share Membership: Location A; or 1 ® ® ®
Bike Share Membership: Locaton8 2 ® e _  ®
Bicycle Repair Station 1 ® ® ®
Bicycle Maintenance Services 1 e e __ ®
Fleet of Bicycles 1 ® ®_ ®
Bicycle Valet Parking 1 ® o @
Car-share Parking and Membership: Ogtion A; or 1 ® ® ®

Car-share Parking and Membership: Cption £

Provide Delivery Services

5 ®

Delivery Supportive Amenities 1 ®
1 ®

©

Family TDM Amenities:

Family TDM Amenities:
On-site Childcare

1
2
Family TDM Package 2
2

Contributions or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation:
Option A; or

Contributions or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation: 4

Option B; or ® _©®__ ©®_ .=
Contributions or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation: 6 ¢
o P ® ® ® :
Option G; or — — —_— E—
Cor?tnbutlons or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation: 8 ® ® ® —
Option D — E— — e
| Shuitle Bus Service: Option A; or 7 ® ® ® —
@ Shuittle Bus Service: Option B 14 ® ® ® —
@ = applicable to land use category. NOTE: Please tally the points on the next page.

® = applicable to land use category, see fact sheets for
further details regarding project size and/or location.

(® = applicable to land use catgory only if project
includes some parking.

& = not applicable to land use category.

{_ = project sponsor can select these measures for



NQTE: A project sponsor can only receive
up to 14 points between HOV-2 and HOV-3. Land Use Category

A B o] D
Measure Points Retail Office Residential Other

®

Vanpool Program: Option A; or

N
®
®@
®

: Option G; or

: Option D; or

Vanpool Program:

Multimodal Wayfinding Signage

Real Time Transportation Information Displays

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: Option A; or

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: Option B; or

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: Option C; or

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: Option D

Healthy Food Retail in Underserved Area

On-site Affordable Housing: Option A; or

On-site Affordable Housing: Option D

Unbundle Parking: | ocation A; or

Unbundle Parking: Location E

Parking Pricing

Parking Cash Out: Non-residential Tenants

Parking Supply: Cption A; or

Parking Supply: Cntinn B; or
Parking Supply: Option C; or

Parking Supply: Cption {; or
Parking Supply: Ogtion J; or

Parking Supply: Option K ®
® = applicable to land use category. Land Use Category Totals
® = applicable to land use category, see fact sheets for A B c D
further details regarding project size and/or location. Retail Office Residential Other
= licable to | 1t ly if project .
®_ appiicablé fo anq 1se catgory only if projec Point Subtotal from Page 1: 7
includes some parking. R — —
@ = not applicable to land use category. Point Subtotal from Page 2: 10

= project sponsor can select these measures for

-~ ——awo 17



Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made:

a) The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property.

b) The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

c¢) The TDM Program Standards included multiple options to meet the farget, and of those options, the owner has
selected the TDM measures included in the TDM Plan application.

d) Otherinformation or applications may be required.

Jody Knight
Signature Name (Printed)
Authorized Agent (415) 567-9000 jknight@reubenlaw.com
Relationship to Project Phone Email

(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc)

For Department Use Only
Application received by Planning Department:

By: ‘ Date:




shift TRANSPORTATION
2:c / DEMAND MANAGEMENT
MEASURES FORM

LOCATION:
Address:
TAZ:

APN:

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS:

COMMENTS:

TDM Tool Results

April 14,2017, 7:18 pm

AR SanTrmcimes
Losrua PISHATE |

A
i FRAvTste



414/2017
Category C Residential
PARKING

PKG 1 Unbundie Parking (pdfimeasure/pkg1.pdf)
PKG 4 Parking Supply (pdf/measure/pkg4.pdf)

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION

ACTIVE-1 Improve Walking Conditions
{pdfimeasure/act1.pdf)

ACTIVE-2 Bicycle Parking (pdfimeasurefact2.pdf)

ACTIVE-4 Bike Share Membership (pdff lact4.pdf)

ACTIVE-5a Bicycle Repair ion (pdf/

ACTIUE B Blncala Mainbmnaman Crmsamn

http/fwww.sftdmtool.org/

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool)

Category C - Residential

Current Point:

Yes +4 Neighborhood Parking Rate: 0.62
Location B
Yes +2 Neighborhood Parking Rate: 0.62

Project Parking Rate: 0.55 Option B

No © ".Option A*.-Option B

i "
~2Option A '.’Option B —'Option C ¢ Option D

. No . '>9,000feet - <=1,000feet
{Click here for the bay area bike share station map)
(http://www.bayareabikeshare.com/stations)

| Yes H

Nn

17

Target Point:

14

n




41412017

ACTIVE-5a Bicycle Repair ion {pdf/ lact5a.pdf)

ACTIVE-5b Bicycle Maintenance Services
{pdfimeasure/act5b.pdf)

ACTIVE-6 Fleet of Bicycles (pdfh / pdf)

CAR SHARE

CSHARE-1 Car-Share Parking (pdf/measure/csharet.pdf)

DELIVERY

DELIVERY-1 Delivery Supportive Amenities
{pdf/measure/deli1.pdf)

FAMILY
FAM-1 Family TDM - Amenities (pdf/measureffam1.pdf)

FAM-2 On-site Childcare (pdfj ffam2.pdf)

http:/Avww.sitdmtool.org/

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool)

Category C - Residential

Current Point: Target Point:

. 17 14

No
--Option A Option B - Option C ".-Option D
Option E

! Yes

+1 7 Option A Option B

n



4114/2017

e e W oy

FAM-3 Family TOM Pac} (pdf? ffam3.pdf)

HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLES

HOV-1 Contributi orl ti {pdfi /hov1.pdf)

HOV-2 Shuttle Bus Service (pdfimeasure/hov2.pdf)

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Toal)

Category C - Residential

Current Point:

No

" Option A . Option B -Option C - Option D

No  “Option A . Option B

COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION

INFO-1 Multimodal Wayfinding Signage
(pdfimeasurefinfo1.pdf)

INFO-2 Real Time Transportation Displays
(pdimeasurefinfo2.pdf)

INFO-3 Tailored Transportation Marketing Services
{pdf/measurelinfo3.pdf)

LAND USE

LU-2a On-site Affordable Housing (income >55% £80% AMI)

hitp:/fwww.sfidmtool.org/

No
Yes +1
No

Option A - Option B ~ Option C -~ Option D

Mo

17

Target Point:

14

11"



Li.

L]



Appendix D. Planning Code Compliance

Project Description:

40 residential units (20 1-bedroom, and 20 2-bedroom) = 27,145 gsf

1,000 gsf commercial/retail
27 vehicle parking spaces (residential)
40 bicycle parking spaces (40 Class 1 and 2 Class 2 spaces for residential/no Class 1 and 2 Class 2 spaces

for retail)

Zoning: Urban Mixed Use (UMU)

Planning Code Planning Code Proposed Project Existing
Topic Reference Requirement Conditions
Vehicle | § 151 Residential One per dwelling unit 40 spaces provided
Parking =40 spaces (compliant)
(Off-Street) § 151 Retail If occupied floor area < None provided n/a
5,000 sf {compliant)
=0 spaces
Car-Share | § 166 Residential 50 — 200 dwelling units None provided
Parking =1 space {complaint)
(Off-Street) § 166 Retall 0 to 24 parking spaces None provided n/a
= 0 Car-Share spaces {compliant)
Bicycle §155.2 One Class 1 per dwelling 40 Class 1 spaces
Parking Residential unit = 40 Class 1 spaces provided
(Off-Street) (Table 155.2) (compliant)
One Class 2 per 20 dwelling 2 Class 2 spaces
units = 2 Class 2 spaces provided
(compliant) n/a
§ 155.2 Retail One Class 1 per 7,500 sf of None provided
(Table 155.2) occupied floor area =0 .
(compliant)
Class 1 spaces
One Class 2 per 750 sf of 2 Class 2 spaces
occupied floor area =2 provided
Class 2 spaces (compliant)
Freight | § 152 Residential | 0 to 100,000 gsf = 0 space None provided
Loading (Table 152) required (compliant)
(Off-Street) § 152 Retail 0 — 10,000 gsf = 0 spaces None provided n/a
(Table 152) required (compliant)
Pedestrian § 138.1 Streetscape and Pedestrian
Does not apply
Improvements Improvements
TDM Program {to come) Applies {see Appendix E)




