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

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PRV 1726-1730 Mission Street 
Appeal of the June 1, 2017 Planning Commission Decisions 
Boai:d 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 
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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 mitigations1

. 

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 16th 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 (331units),198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80 
Julian (9 units), 1463 Stevenson (45 units), and 1500 15th 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 15th Street (40 units), 380 14th Street (29 units) and 411 
Valencia (16) 1587 15th (26 units) 1924 units2

• 

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 units3

• 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! 

1 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 
16th Street, Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue. 
2 

Information provided by SF Property Information Map: http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/ 
3 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 
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traffic patterns. Moreover, the intersection ofDuboce 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 2011and12/31/15, only 12% were affordable. An additional 504 
units were built during this period, however the monitoring report does not state how many were 
affordable. 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~~~~~.~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~c2..~:'..2.2..~.~~:~~~~~:.__=y-"-'~ 
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.4 (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 
2017Q 1. 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 Park.Merced. 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. 

4 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 ofliving 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. · 

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, "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." (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. 

Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction 
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Local 

SF's traffic planners weren't 
expecting rise of Uber, Lyft 
By Matier & Ross I July 3, 2017 Updated: July 3, 2017 6:ooam 

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 
whfm thP.v rP.cl11r.P.cl l:::inP.s for r.:::irs_ 
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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 

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 

people per workday in San Francisco and 

make up 9 percent of all vehicle trips in the 

city, according to a recent survey by the city 

Transportation Authority. 

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 

on ride hailing. City Attorney Dennis 
TT_ . ~ ___ 1. 1. - _1 .1 _J - ..... _ 

MORE BY MATIER & ROSS 
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asked to OK bridge toll 
hike of up to $3 

Foes of Warriors' SF arena 
aren't giving up 
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disability access and environmental 

regulations. Supervisor Jane Kim has 

suggested a 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. 

Wouldn't we all. 

9:02AM 

Videos 
emerge of 
SF police 

New 
prosecutor 
in Contra 
Costa 

7:41 AM 

Officer 
injured as 
police, 
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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. 

"I 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. 

"I 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 a 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 Mitch off. 

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: 

Matier & Ross 

Chronicle Columnists 

© 2017 Hearst Corporation 
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Mission - Projects Completed or Under Environmental Review - 2008 to 2/23/16 (Planning Dept. Data) 
Cultural. 

Managcmen 

Net Institution 
t, Retail and 

Address Case No. 
Date of Status of 

Housing al, Medical 
Information, PDR Entertainm 

Document Document and 
Units Education 

Professiona 
ent 

I al 
I Services 

3418 26th Street 2009.0610£ 8-Nov-10 Published CPE 13 0 0 0 oJ 0 

80 Julian Avenue 2009.1095E 23-Jun-10 Published CPE 8 0 16,000 0 0 0 

411 Valencia 2009.0lSOE 13-May-10 Published CPE 16 0 0 0 -1,550 1,370 

490 South Van Ness Avenue 2010.0043E 24-Jun-14 Published CPE 72 0 0 0 -1,618 1,123 

3420 18th Street 2012.1572E 16-0ct-13 Published CPE 16 0 0 0 -4,675 1,000 

1875 Mission Street 2010.0787E 14-0ct-10 Published CPE 38 0 0 0 -43,69S 2,523 

17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2009.1163E 24-Jan-11 Published CPE 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1501 lSth Street 2008.139SE 27-Jan-ll Published CPE 40 0 0 0 -1,740 9,681 

480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430E 25-Sep-U Published Other 84 0 0 0 0 0 

626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279E 16-Jul-12 Published CPE 0 0 15,200 0 -15,000 0 

2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 21-Nov-12 Published Other 114 0 0 0 0 14,750 
1450 15th Street 2013.0124E 30-0ct-14 Published CPE 23) 0 0 0 -6,088 0 

300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953E 29-Nov-12 Published CPE 0 0 0 0 0 20,040 

346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 121 0 0 0 -1,500 2,760 
1785 15th Street 2012.0147E 1-May-13 Published CPE I sJ 0 0 0 -765 0 
1801/1863 MiS>ion Street 2009.lOllE 19-Mar-15 Published CPE I 54 0 0 740 0 2,125 
2600 Harrison St. 2014.0503E 19-Aug-15 Published CPE I 20 0 0 0 -7.506 0 

192-1 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 0 0 0 -1.750 3,060 

mm.mm !3want St, 2815 lSth St, 611 Florida St 2013.0677E ::Mun-l!i Published CPE 274 0 0 -3,540 -64,450 4,105 

1298 Valencia Street 2013.1404E 9-0ct-15 Published CPE 35 0 0 0 -2.000 3,770 
1198 Valencia Street 2012.0865E 31-Jul-15 Published CPE 52 0 0 0 -440 5,300 
1050 Valencia Street 2007.1457E 5-0ct-10 Published Other 16 0 0 0 0 1,830 
1419 Bryant Street 2015-005388ENV 6-Jan-16 Published CPE 0 44,600 0 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 0 0 0 -22,111 0 

1900 Mission Street 2013.1330E TBD Active CPE 11 0 0 0 -2,064 844 
645 Valencia St 2013.1339E TBD Active CPE 9 0 0 0 0 -4,382 
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBD Active CPE 0 0 0 139,607 -138,742 39,000 
2750 19th St. 2014.0999E TBD Active CPE 60 0 0 0 -10,934 10,112 
1515 South Van Ness Ave. 2014.1020E TBD Active CPE 160 0 0 0 0 -29,940 
3140 16th St 2014.1105ENV TBD Active CPE I 28 0 o o -20,428 7,284 
2799 24th St. j2014.1258ENV TBD Active CPE I sl 0 0 0 oJ -269 
2435 16th St. 2014.1201ENV TBD Active CPE I 53 0 0 0 -10.0001 4,992 
3357-3359 26th St. j2013.0770ENV TBD Active CPE I 8 ol 0 0 o 5,575 
1726-1730 Mission St. j2014-002026ENV TBD )Active CPE 36 al 0 01 -3.SOOI 900 
2100 i'vlission Street 2009.0880E ITSD Active CPE I 29 oJ ol 0 -7.6301 2,640 
200 Potrero Ave. 2015-0J.4756ENV TBD Act.Jve CFE I 0 oJ oJ 0 -27,7161 30,034 
3314 Ceas.Jr Chave1 2014-0·J3160ENV TBD Actrve CPE 52 ol 0 -2,500 oJ l,740 

1798 Bryant St. 2015·0J6511ENV TBD Active CPE 131 0 01 -5,179 0 3,514 
2918-2924 Mission St. 2014.0376ENV TBD Active CPE 381 0 0 0 ol 7,400 
793 South V;in Ness 2015-001360ENV TBD Active CPE 54 0 0 0 -1,966 4,867 
1850 Bryant St. 2015-0ll211ENV TBD Active CPE 0 0 0 0 188,994 0 
953 Trear Ave 2015-006510ENV TBD Active CPE 8 0 0 0 0 0 
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-009459ENV TBD Active CPE 28 0 0 -3,200 0 940 
344 14th St. & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.094BENV TBD Active CPE 45 0 0 18,995 5,849 
1950 Mi5sion St. 2016-001514ENV TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0 o 0 3,415 
1295 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) 1696 

Option A 782 104,400 37,200 422,021 422,021 114,000 

Option B 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 

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 square feet of non-residential space (excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to 
complete environmencal rev;ew within the Mission Districr subarea." 

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, Band Cfrom 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. AmongthE 
impacts not adequately studied are recreation and open space, transit, traffic, and air quality. 

------~--------
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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 So Ma, 

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 1 ~30s. 

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. 

The simple reason for this population jump: the ever-coveted housing. Here are a few 

of the big developments coming our way: 

• 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. 

• 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. 



CERTIFICATE CERTIFICATE 
OF USE OF USE VACANT TOTAL 

TOURIST .RESIDENTIAL TOURIST HOTEL AVERA< 
Name ADDRESS ·HOTEL HOTEL UNITS UNITS RENTS 

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 304816TH 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 344418TH 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 

De Ibex 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 2697 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 

147619TH 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. 



Evictions Near Shuttle Stops 2011-2013 
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Overall: 

2013 Evictions 

o 2012 Evictions 

o 2011 Evictions 

Shuttle Stops 

2 Miles 
I 

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

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

Sources: San Francisco Rent Board & data.sf.gov.erg 
Anti-Eviction Mapping Project, Mar 2014 Shuttle stops from Stamen Design 2012 study & 
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38. Mission St;eet: 2012 Public Life Demographics 
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CHP.NGE li\J TEE NEIGHEORHOOD 

3A. Mission Street : 2000 Pub!k Life Demographics 
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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 sho-ws 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 ex:plored. 

Motor vehicle emissions contain pollutants that contribute to outdoor air pollution. One in particular, fine 
particulate matter (referred to as P:Ni, ,) is strongly influenced by motor vehicle emissions. Studies that evaluate the 
sources of PM

25 
in our environment find that vehicles contribute up to one-third of observed PM

13 
in urban areas. 

PM
2

.
5 
has been associated with premature deaths in many studies, and health impact assessments have shown P1l

15
-

related damages on the order of hundreds of billions of dollars per year. Recently, an ei>."Pert committee convened 
by the Health Effects Institute in Boston, Massachusetts, summarized the available evidence on e:A."Posure to traffic­
generated air pollution and negative health effects. TI1ey 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 (NOx) emissions contribute 
to the formation of sulfate and nitrate particles. E::q>0sure to PIVI

2
_
5 

also causes other health effects such as asthma 
attacks, and other respiratmy illnesses. 

In this study, we evaluate the premature deaths resulting from people breathing primary PMi
3 

and secondarily­
formed particles during periods of traffic congestion and compare that to the economic costs from time and fuel 
wasted. \Ale do this analysis for S3 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 traJfic conditions over the long term. 
V•le assign a dollar value to the predicted deaths using a "value of a statistical life" approach as is done for most 
regulatory impact analyses. 111e 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 relkving traffic 
congestion. Evaluating such strategies will require models and assumptions that ta.lze advantage of conditions and 
the conteJ\."t unique to each area. 

Harvard Center for Risk Analysis 0 Harvard School of Public Health " Boston 
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We estimate traffic congestion-relateJ PM,., NOx and SO_ emissions in these 83 cities caused approximately 4,000 
premature deaths in the year 2000, with ~-,monetized val~e of approximately $31 billion (in 2007 dollars). This 

compares to the estimated S60 billion congested-related cost of wasted time and fuel in these communities during 
the same year. This fuel and time loss is e:>..-pected to continue to grow annually over the ne:>..1: 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 in1pacts, 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, hm,rever, 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 e..xampk, we 
estimate congestion-related premature mortality of 3,000 lives, >vith a monetized value of S24 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. 

Our 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 bt:nefits of policies to mitigate congestion. 

Results 

In total, across the 83 urban areas modeled, vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) is pro_iected 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 grO\vth in the urban areas of32% 
(an increase from 133 million people to 176 million). 

For 2005, nationwide estimates of traffic emissions 
attributable to time spent in congestion include 
approximately i.2 million tons of NOx, 34,000 tons 
of SO,, and 23,000 tons of PM,-· These emissions 
are as~odated with appro>..imateJy 3,000 premature 
deaths in 2005 (Figure 1), with an economic 
valuation of 524 billion (in 2007 dollars). Overall, 
nearly 48% of the impact over the 83 urban areas is 
attributable to NOx emissions. with 42% attributable 

-00386-

Natiorn\ide estimates for 2005 of 
emissions attributable to congesred traffic: 

• 1.2 million tons ofNOx 
• 34,000 tons of so'! 
• 23,000 tons of P.M

2
_, 

These emissions are associated with 
approximately: 

• 3,000 premature deaths 

The total social cost of these impacts: 
• S24 billion 

By 2020, we predict: 
• 1,600 premature deaths 
• Sl3 billion in total social costs 

By 2030, we predict: 
• 1,900 premature deaths 
"Sl7 billion in total social costs 

2 



Figure 1 

Projected Nationwide Premature Deaths Attributable 
to Congested Traffic, 2000 - 2030 
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This graph represents the natiom\ide estimates for 
premature deaths at"'u-ibutable to congested traffic for 
2000-2030. The colored sections indicate the portion of 
these premature deaths attributable to NOx, primary 
PM

1
_, and S0

2
• 

to primary P~'f,, and 11 % attributable to 502 • 

However, the r~L1tive 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, .i\'1A; Ne;N 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

0 
_ is highest in densely-populated urban areas 

of the Northeast (approximately 80%) and below 
20% in Brownsville. The proportion att1ibutable 
to SO? emissions is highest in California, with 
four u~ban areas in California constituting the only 
places ..,,vith more than 20% of the mortality risk from 
50

2 
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. 

Figure2 

The Monetized Health Impacts Attributable 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 diffor 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 gwwth are significant and primary PM,, makes a substantial contribution 
to health risk. In contrast, Chicago and other cities in the i\1idwest are pro}ected to have small VMT growth 
and have more substantial contributions to public healLh. damages from NOx emissions, and therefore 
show a sleady decline in health risks over time given the larger decline in NOx emissions per vehicle-mile. 
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Figure 3 presents the economic costs 
from time and fuel wasted and monetized 
estimates of premature mortality attributable 
to traffic congestion across the S3 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 direcdy proportional to the 
eA.1:ent of congestion. In contrast, reductions 
in per-vehicle emissions contribute to 
declines in economic costs associated with 
premature mortality between '.WOO and 
2025, with modest increases after that point. 

Figure 3 

Monetized Premature l\fortality as Compared to Projecced 
Time & Fuel Dollars \'Vasted Attributable to Congested Traffic 
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J\s 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 totai 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\-~ In contrast, those urban areas where public health impacts dominated had smaller percentage of tLrne 
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 crnTesponding with traffic congestion for 83 
individual urban areas based on travel demand models, which predict how many vehicle-miles people will be 
trayeJing 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 n.i°~y people will be impacted 
by breathing this air pollution. Finally, we assign a dollar value to the predicted number of premature deaths. 

1o/here did we get our data? 

We develop estimates of ver.Jcle 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 MOBILE6 to estimate city-specific emissions per VMT based on year, temperature profile, and average 
vehicle speed We focus on emissions from the baseline year (2000) until 2.030. Tue analysis is conducted for 83 
individual urban areas that were previously evaluated by the Texas Transportation Institute (in order to directly 
compare our results hith 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 mat.rb:: is a reduced-form model containing county-to­
county transfer factors across the United States. considering both primary PMc..s and secondary formation 
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 eA.-pert elicitation study addressing 
the concentration-response function for Pi'vL _-related mortalit\: To monetize the resulting estimates of 

~ ~ ._. 
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mortality attributable lo congestion, we applied a value of a statistical life (VSL) of approximately S7.7M in 2007 
doilars (for 2000 GDP). the central estimate used in recent EPA regulatory impact analyses. 

1-Vhat does it mean? 

Our modeling illustrates that the public health impacts of traffic during periods of congestion, associated with 
premature mortality from primary and secondary PM

25 
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 smalier 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 PM2_, and secondary sulfate, especially i..1 California, the mid-Atlantic states, and the industrial 
~vlidwest, and ·were highest in the Southeast and Midwest for secondary nitrate. The urban areas with the greatesr 
proportion of damages from public health were oiten found in parts of California and the Midwest, where the 
damages per ton of emissions were greater and the pro_jected future population grow"'th was 101-ver. 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. 

lV1iat did we leave out? 
111ere are clearly numerous other health endpoints or pollutants that may contribute to the public health burden 
of congestion, including morbidity endpoints associated with PM

25
, mortality and morbidity from ozone, and 

effects of multiple air toxics. This analysis assumed no change to road infrastrncture from 2005 levels, and the 
modds, 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 e.'Xist 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 e:x.-pected emissions under location-specific conditions as opposed to 
the generalized case presented here. This ex:ploratory 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 inte1preted with caution. Tue 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) in 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% 
Austin, 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% 

Birmingham, 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% 20% 23% 

Butfalo,NY -3% -3% -3% -2% -1% 0% 

Cape Coral, FL 8% 20% 25% 30% 34% 38% 

Charlesron--North Charleston, SC 3% 11% 18% 25% 28% 32% 

Charlotte. NC--SC 4% 13% 17% 21% 25% 28% 

Chical!O, IL--IN 1% 3% 5% 6% 8% 10% 

Cincinnati, OH--KY--IN -4% -3% -1% 0% 2% 3% 

Oeveland, OH -6% -8% -9% -10% -11% -12% 

Colorado Sprinft. 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% 

Davton,OH -8% -8% -8% -8% -7% -6% 

Denver--Aurora, CO 0% 7% 10% 13% 16% 19% 

Detroit MI -3% -3% -2% -2% -1% 0% 

El Paso, TX--NM 3% 7% 11% 15% 19% 22% 

l:Ewene,OR 1% 7% 12% 16% 19% 22% 

Fresno, CA 3% 9% 14% 19% 22% 25% 

Grand Rapids, MI -15% -9% -3% 2% 8% 14% 

Hartford, CT -2% -1% 0% 2% 4% 5% 
Houston, TX 8% 12% 15% 17% 20% 23% 

Jndianapolis, IN 4% 8% 12% 15% 19% 22% 

Jacksonville, FL 5% 15% 19% 23% 28% 32% 

Kansas Citv. MO-KS 0% 8% 15% 21% 28% 35% . Chart contmued on next page ... 
6 
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Urban Area Percent VMT Increase 
2000-2005 2000-2010 2000-2015 2005-2020 2000-2025 2000-2030 

Laredo, TX 8% 16% 22% 28% 33% 38% 

Las VeJ?as, 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% 

~Illleapolis--St.Paul.~ 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% 

Oxnard.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--JL 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 Diam, 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% 

Sprinmeld, MA--CT -6% -5% -5% -4% -2% -1% 

Tampa-St. Petersbum. 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% 
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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 

EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM El'D SM EPD SM EPD $M 

Akron.OH 8 63 6 47 4 34 3 27 3 26 3 28 

Albanv.NY <2 9 <2 7 <2 s <2 4 <l 4 <l 4 

AlbUMIM<lll"'- NM 4 32 3 25 3 21 2 17 2 17 2 19 

Allentown-Bethlehem, PA--NJ ti 44 4 31 3 25 3 21 3 21 3 24 

Adanta.GA 93 717 80 633 70 549 S6 454 S2 431 SS 476 

Austin, TX 17 129 '14 110 12 92 9 73 8 67 8 73 

Bakcrslicld, CA 2 17 2 15 2 13 <2 ll <2 Ii 2 13 

Baltimore. MD 6S 499 4S 354 32 252 2.4 195 22 183 23 200 
Beaumont. TX <l 2 <1 2 <l <2 <l <2 <l <2 <l <2 
Blnnln2ham,AL 9 66 6 48 5 36 4 29 3 27 3 29 
Boston. MA-NH-RJ 33 257 21 169 16 125 13 102 12 JOO 13 112 
Boulder.CO <2 8 <2. 6 <2 s <2 4 <2 4 <2 4 

Bridi!enart-.Stamford, Cf·-NY 11 83 8 62 6 47 s 38 4- 37 5 40 

Brownsville, TX 4 28 3 25 3 20 2 15 2 13 2 14 

Buffalo.NY 4 34 3 23 2 16 2 13 <2 12 2 14 

Cape Coral. FL 10 78 9 75 10 76 s 65 8 64 8 73 

Charleston--North Charleston, SC 2 18 2 14 2 13 2 12 2 14 2 17 
Charlotte, NC--SC 16 120 13 102 12 !>2 10 78 9 78 10 89 

ChiC31!D, IL--IN 487 3,751 350 2,770 251 1;982 18.? 1.481 157 J.313 158 1,361 
Cincin.'lllli. OH·-KY--IN 60 460 41 321 28 220 19 154 IS 129 15 129 
Cleveland, OH 34 262 21 165 14 111 10 84 9 77 9 79 
Colorado St>rinl!.S. CO 4 2.9 3 21 2 18 2 lS 2 14 2 15 

Columbia, SC 2 17 2 12 <2 11 <2 10 <2 11 2 14 
Columbus, OH 19 150 14 to9 11 83 8 69 8 68 9 76 
Corpus Christ!, TX 2 18 2 13 <2 11 <2 9 <2 9 <2 10 
Dallas-Fort Worth··Arlinornn,. TX 122 941 103 816 85 671 62 507 54 4SS 56 483 
Oavton.OH 21 161 13 103 9 70 6 48 s 40 s 39 

Denver--Aurora. CO 41 319 31 245 24 192 18 144 15 126 15 132 
Detroit. Ml 173 1,333 116 918 16 603 52 421 43 357 41 355 
El Pa.so, TX--NM 9 ·69 7 56 6 47 s 40 5 40 s 47 
&mene.OR <2 s <2 4 <l 4 <l 3 <l 3 <l 4 
Fresno.CA 9 70 7 58 6 49 5 42 s 42 5 47 
Grand Rapids, MI 8 62 5 36 4 28 3 22 2 21 3 23 
Hartford. CT 7 S4 5 38 4 29 3 24 3 23 3 26 
Houston, TX so 383 43 338 35 277 29 232 28 231 30 263 
Indianapolis, IN 34 264 27 210 19 153 14 113 12 100 12 103 
Jacksonville, FL s 39 4 32 4 29 3 25 3 26 3 30 
Kansas City; MO-KS 18 142 14 108 11 88 8 67 7 62 8 69 
Laredo, TX I <2 4 <l .4 <l .3 <l 3 <l 3 <l 4 
Las Vegas, NV 4 34 5 36 4 34 4 33 4 37 5 46 
Little Rock. AR 3 22 2 14 <2 10 <2 3 <2 7 <2 7 
Los Ane:elcs·-Lomr Beach--Santa Ana, CA m 5.564 547 4.324 426 3;362 360 2,924 355 2.974 394 3,396 

EPD = Estimated Premature Deaths 

2030 

EPD SM 
4 32 

<2 .s 
3 23 

3 29 
62 549 
10 85 

2. 16 

26 223 

<l <2 
4 33 
15 130 
<2 5 

5 46 

2 16 
2 16 

10 91 
2 21 
12. 105 

171 1,520 

16 139 
10 86 
2 LS 

2 18 
10 89 

<2 12 
62. 347 

s 42 

17 148 
43 381 
7 58 

<2 5 
6 56 

3 27 
3 30 

35 311 

13 112 

4 36 
9 84 
<2 5 

7 61 
<2 7 

454 4.038 

$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 200S 201G 201S 2()2() 2025 2G30 

EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM EPD SM BPD SM 

Louisville, KY··IN 34 26S 24 192 17 138 12 101 11 89 11 91 11 99 

Mcmohis, 'fN...:MS.-AR 16 ... 123 ... 11 .... 84 .... 8 ...... 62 6 ' 4.8 s .. M 5 47 6 52 
Miami, FL 62 474 47 370 40 316 36 293 38 316 44 379 53 473 
Milwaukee, Wl 40 308 26 205 18 142 13 102 11 88 10 90 11 99 

Minneapolis-SL Paul, MN 66 sos 43 380 37 29S 29 236 27 225 28 24S 32 282 

Nashville-Davidson. TN 11 84 6 50 5 42 4 34 4 32 4 36 5 43 
New Haven. er s 35 3 25 2 19 2 17 2 17 2 19 3 22 
New Orleans. LA 10 16 6 51 2 17 2 16 2 19 3 23 3 29 

New York--Newark. NY-NJ-CT 644 4.962 477 3,768 337 .2,658 24.4 1,981 212 1,772 215 1,859 234 2.079 
Oklahoma Citv. OK ll:i 120 12 94 9 73 6 52 5 44 5 44 5 48 
Omaha, NE-·IA 7 S3 6 45 4 34 3 26 3 23 3 25 3 28 

Orlando.FL 25 196 21 169 21 166 19 157 19 161 21 191 27 236 

Oxnard.CA 4 29 3 24 3 22 3 24 3 29 s ·39 6 51 

Pen5ac;ola, Fl--AL 3 23 2 15 2 l4 2 12 <2 12 2 14 2 17 
Philadd!'lhia, PA-NJ-DE--MD 149 1.145 102 806 71 561 51 416 45 374 46 395 50 441 
PhOl:tlix--Mo:sa. AZ 19 148 17 134 15 ll6 ll 102 12 104 14 123 17 152 
Pittsburgh, PA 18 137 11 87 8 63 6 51 6 51 7 S7 8 69 
Portland, OR--WA 20 !54 16 129 13 101 10 31 9 75 9 31 ll 94 
Providence, Rl-MA 11 81 7 S9 6 44 5 38 5 39 5 45 6 SS 
Ralei2h.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 11 90 10 80 JO 79 11 89 13 111 16 144 

Rochester, NY 3 24 2 17 <2 J3 <2 10 <2 9 <2 10 <2 12 
Sacramento, CA 69 533 (jf). 471 48 378 39 316 36 305 40 w 46 412 
SL Louh. MO-IL 103 791 74 589 51 399 34 273 27 214 25 218 26 227 

Salem, OR <l 3 <l 2 <l 2 <l 2 <l 2 <l 2 <I 2 
Salt Lake Ci~ UT s 42. 5 37 4 34 4 31 4 34 s 39 6 49 
San Antonio, TX 14 108 11 89 10 80 8 68 8 68 9 81 12 103 
San Diego. CA 43 331 31 249 29 227 28 229 32 265 39 339 so 449 
San Francisco-Oakland. CA 235 l,813 170 1,345 124 981 90 733 7j 649 i8 675 85 7Sl 
San Jose.CA 42 323 31 248 24 191 19 156 18 149 19 163 21 188 
Sarasota--Br.idenron, 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 17 149 
Spokane. WA--ID <2 7 <2 s <2 5 <l 4 <l 4 <1 4 <2 5 
Sprini:field, MA--CT <2 s <l 3 <l 2 <l 2 <l 2 <l 2 <l 2 
Tamoa· -St. Pctersbure. 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 Z4 3 29 
Tulsa, OK 9 68 5 43 4 35 3 26 3 24 3 25 3 29 
Virginia Beach, VA 13 102 9 74 7 59 6 53 7 56 8 67 9 82 
Washington, DC-VA-MD 72 536 SS 438 42 330 l4 273 33 272 36 310 41 366 
Total 4,045 31,161 3,001 23,736 2.264 17,861 1,746 14.192 1,602 13,412 1,703 14,690 1,917 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 worid-leader iI1 appl}ing decision theory. 
em·ironmental and health science, and economics to a broad range of important environmental and public heaith 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 emironmentai sciences with social sciences to better info1m decision making. 'Ne regularly 
host interdisciplinarr seminars. Since 1993, HCRA has been publishing Risk in Perspectiw, a periodic publication available from our 
website (www.hcra.harvarcLedu). Currently, HCRA hosts the Research Translation Core for a Superfund Basic Research progr.m1 grant 
focused on gene-environment interactions (www.srphsph.harvard.edu) and is responsible for developing and communicating policy­
relev:mt research based on the results of studies from partners across the University and rvIIT 
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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 
merropoliran areas with more than 1 million population in rhe lJniTed States as of20 I 0. The measu;es 
used are described under "The Measures," below. 

The EPA data indicates a strong association both between: 

o Higher population densities and higher traffic densities (Figure I). 

0 Higher population densities and higher road vehicle nitrogen 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 L \Vhich includes total daily 
road vehicle travel 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: 

No>: Emission & Road Travel ln!ensrties by Population Density 
Gvunnes ln Maier Me:ropoiita~ Areas (Over 1,000,0GO Population) 

2(U}O:J & Over 

1ilDGO- 20,0DD 
5.oao- 10.000 
2.50:i- 5.000 
1,GJQ- 2 5DO 
Under 1,000 

P.. verai:;e of Major Metropoiit-..n Gouniies 

Table3 

108 1 

79.8 
551 
40 3 

23 1 

4 i3 

7.9 

Nmc Emission & Road !ravel Intensities by Population Density 

13.7 
1J.1 

r -O.J 

5.1 
28 
06 

Hi;ihly Urba~ized Counties m Major Metropolitan Areas (Over 1.000 000 Population) 

.compared 
f;,1ile; rg{,,v~ge. 

304.06:1 22 1 

173A58 12 5 
i46, ~49 10 6 

S4,5rt5 5 1 

45,054 3.3 
7,057 05 

tJ 779-

It is important to recognize tbat air pollution emissions alone are not a fully reliable predictor of air 
qualiry, though all things being equal, higher air pollution emissions will lead to less healthful air. This 
issue is described further under "Caveats." Below. 

-00395-



Density & Roadway Travel 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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.?: 100,000 
- Over 1,000,000 s 

Data by County 

0 ~."----+----;...--------1---.;.----;---;.~ 

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000 50,000 60,000 70,000 

Population Density {Population per Square Mile): 2006-2007 
Figure1 

Density & Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 

Population Density {Population per Square Mile): 2006-2007 

Figure2 

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 (Manhattan), the highest density county in the nation, also has the highest 
traffic density and the highest total nitrogen oxides (NOx) emission density out of all of the nation's 
neariy 3.200 counties, metropolitan and non-metropolitan. Moreover, New York County also has the 
highest concentration of emissions for the other criteria air pollutants, such as carbon monoxides, 
paniculates and volatile organic compounds (2002 data). 1 

The clearest lesson from these data is that both propositions are patentlyfalse. 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 ne\v traffic generated by the new residents substantially offsets any 
per capita reduction in driving. 

Seven of the IO counties with the highest NOx emissions concentrationz (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, Ne•v 'fork County (IV!anhanan) has by far the mosi imense 
NOx emissions and is also by far the most dense. New York City's other three most urban counties 
(Bronx, Kings and Queens) arc more dense than any county in the nation outside Manhattan and ali are 
among the top 10 in NOx emission density (Table 3). 

More concentrated traffic leads to greater traffic congestion and more imense air pollution. The data for 
rrc.ffic concentration is similar:' Manhattan has by far the greatest miles of road travel per square mile of 
ai1y county_ AgairL seven of the l 0 counties wirh the greatest density of traffic are also among the i 0 with 
the highest population densities_ As in the case ofNOx emissions, the other three highly urbanized New 
York City counties are also among the top J 0 in the density of motor vehicle travel (Table 3). 

Table 2 
lntersi!'; of Nox Emissions & Moior\lehi;;Je Travel (pilf Square Milei 

N('ix Emissiom; 

D.sr.slty 
Rarir: 1'a'lk Covn~y 

N~rv York CO". NY 
2 5 San Fr~!f1CiSco Go~ CA 
~ 3 Bronx Co NY 
4 9 WashinI;ton ctfy ~DC 
s rn SL Lrn.11s cir]'. MO 

j:) At1,r.g1on Co. VA 
7 ·,5 Coo!: Co ll 

8 7 Suffolk Go. MA 
~ 2 Kings Co, NY 
~o 4 Ot.mens Co. NV 

Cafwia:ec f.om 20\:!8 EPA Data 
Ra:iKif'lg out of 422 counties 

Urbanizati-0n 

Compared !o 

23.8 
t~.7 

137 
13.i 
124 
11.3 

10.0 
9.5 
87 

Dsnsliy 
Renk R;ink 00i.iri\!' 

l "ie-N York Co NY 
2 3 Bronx Co, NY 
3 50 Fredericf;sbur;; cit>;. VA 

10 Alex3ndria cir;, IJ A 
San Franc~sco 80. SA 

6 13 ."'1imgron Co VA 
I Suffo1k Co, /.,,ti; 

s 4 Queen; Co, NY 
9 2 Kings Co, NY 
iO Washington ci;y DC 

Calculaled from 2005 EPA Oo:a 
R2.1krng mn of 422 counut:s 

corn;nrec '.o I 

37 B 
22.:; 
jltCi 

1S.S 
i5.B 
15 i 

14.3 
13 s 
13.< 

Most counties 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 country's worst air 
pollution. Yei, this reporr shows Los Angeles County ro have a much lower traffic density than many 

1 
Calculated from data dovmioaded from "-"-''"'--'-'-'L'-''~'".c'"""''·'-''·;""' 

2 httpJ/www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/net/2008inventon<.html 
3 http://wwv;.epa.gov/ttnnaagsr'pm/docs/2005 _ \~t_ county _Jevel.xls 
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orher counties. This reflects the fact that approximately one half of the land area of Los Angeles County is 
verv low densitv ruraL which substantially reduces the traffic densitv. Similarly. the air pollution 
emission factor~ in L;s Angeles Count}' ~e lower than would be expected because of the large share of 
the county that is rural. 

Data from the 35 counties in which 90 percent or more of the land is developed indicares virtually the 
same relationships as were indicated in the overall analysis. Table 3 shows the results, which indicates a 
substantially the same population density/traffic density and population density/air pollution emission 
density relationship as in ail of the metropolitan area counties. 

Cautions: 

Table~ 

Nox Eni1ssto~ & ROJd Travel Intensities bj' Population Density 
Hi;nl)c Urbanized Counties in Major l.ie'.ropoliian A<eas (G·1er 1.0:!0,0·00 Popula'.ron) 

20.000 & 011er 
10.000- 20/J!JO 
5,000. 10,000 

2.500 • 5.000 
1 000 - 2.SC>:• 
Unda; :,Q:J{) 

Average of Major Metropolitan Counfie.s 

Countia.s wrtil 90% or more in urban land (35) 

103. ~ 
7B 8 
55.1 
448 
263 

83~.3 

Oi 
0.1 
0.1 
Q 1 

80 

304,054 221 
173,453 <2.:. 
140. i4ft ~c' a 
~1,701 67 
5; . ~40 

. .., 
~. 

13.77-9 

The air pollution darn contained in this repon is for emissions, not for air quality. Air quality is relaced to 

emissions and ifthere 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 area 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 polluranr densities within 
me1ropolitan areas. Examples ofa map of the New York metropolitan area and the Portland (OR-\VA) 
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 miies are reponed by EPA.J The annual 
vehicle miles for eacl1 county is divided by the number of days (365 ) and rhen by the counry land area in 
square miles to generate a vehicle miles per square mile (density) figure. The EPA data is for 2005, which 
is the latest data availabie on the EPA website. 

4 http://ww'IN.epa.govittn"naaqs/pm/docs/2005 _ vmt_county _le,·el.xls. 
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Vehicle Air Pollution Emissions: The EPA reportS annual air pollucion emissions by county, both gross 
and by density for various pollutants on its website.5 This analysis is based on the density of nitrogen 
oxides (NOx). 

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

Counfy Emissi;:ins Mop - Criteria Air Polluionts 
Counties in i'>J:?w Jcrse-;. Ne::.,, 'i'crl<~ Pennsylvnnic 

I NewYork 
I Metropolitan 

I Area: 
, Total emissions 
l per square mile 

11-23 

5 
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County Emis,;ions Map - Crih!ria Air Pollutants 
Ccurrtit!S i:i D;-c.gcn. Wa:;hir.g'tcr. 

Portland 
Metropoliian 

Area: 
NOx emissions 
per square mile 

. \Showing county I 
! data feature) 
' __; 

Other Air Pollutants 

-0 . .a:>-· .. 9 
J.t• 

j '9-4.3 

Figure4 

Similar relationships exist \'iith respect to the other criteria air pollurants. 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 (S02
) 

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

Figure 9: Particulate Marter less than l 0 micromelers in diameter (PM-10) 

Figure l 0: Ammonia (NH31 
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Density & Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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Density & VOC Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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Density & 802 Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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Density & PM-2.5 Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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Density & PM-10 Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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Density & NH3 Emissions 
ROAD VEHICLES: MAJOR METROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
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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 Silicon Valley, industrially-zoned 
properties in the Eastern Bayshore, particularly in 
neighborhoods like South of Market (SoMa), Mis­
sion, Showplace Square, and Central Waterfront 
became highly desirable to office users who were 
able to outbid traditional production, distribution. 
and repair {PDR) businesses for those spaces. 
The predominant industrial zoning designations in 
these neighborhoods until the late 2000s-C-M, 
M-1. and M-2-allowed for a broad range of uses, 
which enabled owners to sell or lease properties 
to non-PDR businesses as well as to develop 
them into "live-work" lofts serving primarily as a 
residential use. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Mission is highly dense with neighborhood 
amenities, including a variety of shops and 
restaurants, an architecturally rich and varied 
housing stock, vibrant cultural resources, and 
excellent transit access. 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 

l Ur.less oUterwise noted, t.~is 1<;>ort wil! fefer to the Mls.<lon Alea Plan Area, Mission 
neightiomood, and "the Mission" interchangeably. as the area shown on Map l. Othe1 
offrea; and community dcllnrtions of the boundaries of the MisS1on neighborhood exist 
Y!"nere those are used witrJn this report. thei; will .be spe.cifall-1 reiererited. 
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1.1 Summary of Ordinance and Monitoring 
Requirements 

The ordinances that enacted the Eastern Neigh­
borhoods Area Plans (including Western SoMa), 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors, include a 
requirement that the Planning Department pro­
duce five year reports monitoring residential and 
commercial developments in those neighborhoods, 
as well as impact fees generated and public and 
private investments in community benefits and 
infrastructure. 2 · 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 period from January 1, 2006 
through December 31, 2010. 

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

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

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

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

2 Unless oll!etWiS<> note:l, U1is re;lOlt will refer la the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 
Plans. or ju..<t Area Flans. as em:cmpassin;: the Mission, fa5t Soll.a. Cennal Watelfront 
Showplace SQuare!Potrem Hifi as well as Western SoMo. RefereJ1ces to Plan Areas (.,.-to 
the names o! the individual areas) vim descnbe the aJeas within the boundaries outlined 
C-1 the ir.dMtf<..i21 ptans. 
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4) Certain smaller projects did not rely on the 
rezoning under the EIRs and are therefore 
excluded. 

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

The Mission Area Plan Monitoring Report 2011-
2015 is part of the set of Eastern Neighborhoods 
monitoring reports covering the period from Janu­
ary l, 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 NAl-BT Commercial real estate reports, 
and information gathered from the Departrnent of 
Building Inspection, the offices of the Treasurer 
and Tax Collector, the Controller, and the 
Assessor-Recorder. 
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2. Commercial Activity and 
Job Creation 

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

The primarily residential portions of the Mission, 
which occupy the blocks on the southeast and 
western edges of the neighborhood, are also 
peppered with neighborhood serving businesses 
including corner stores, dry cleaning services, 
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 

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

3 For e.'<lm;>I•. a recont New YO!'< Tiir.-es fea,Jre higl\lighfing lB San Fianci= 
atbaclions I!> 'isil an a 3ii-hour S!."!y ir. ioe city incl•'<led 6 si"'5 wit'li.~ t'-d! MiSSion A."el> 
Pta., Area aiid anct!"'.ct 3 With~~ z blocks of its boundaries. See htlp·fi"f(!.'W ffliiT.ei 
coml2Di 5fl 1 ;Q1 ;JraYel;Wh?t-k!-d~1n·3§.hwq.·in--sa:l·f~ hlm!"i r=O 
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Produce Market on Mission Street 

also shows the importance of the Mission in the 
San Francisco's stock of industrial lands. Though 
the neighborhood only accounts for 5 % of the 
City's overall commercial space, its share of PDR 
space is much l1igher, at 8%. However, as will be 

discussed in the sections below, in recent decades 
PDR space has been subject to intense pressures 
from uses that are able to pay higher land rer:ts, 
such as office and market-rate residential. 

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

Cultural, 
Institution, 1,760,105 r r-o; 

:)10 29,898,5~{. ::_3ss 6~~ 
Educational 

Medical 698,877 6% 17,468,039 7·:-<,~ 401c 

Office 3,079.231 27% 107,978,95'-' 45% 30• /c 

PDR I Light 2,896,338 2"01 36,265,832 15':-; go: 
lrdustrial ,,_; ~c ,c 

Retail 3.022.780 26% 42,299,526 18~'c 7% 

Visitor I Lodging 92~560 lo,• 
•C 4.053,t.22 20· ,c ?O' _/o 

Total 11,549,891 100% 237,964,287 100% 5cr /0 

So:..:r..e.: S::i<l Fr(lrTiSC·) ?Jai~nng D~::artm:::i.r L~riG U~ O.;tJ~:Jse, 1;.l:::i.rc:; 2.0:6. 
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shows commercial and other non­
residential development activity in the Mission 
Area Plan area between January l, 2011 and 
December 31, 2015 while shmvs 
corresponding figures for San Francisco. These 
tables count nev;ly developed projects (on vacant 
properties or redevelopment of existing properties) 
as well as conversions from one use to another. 
Between 2011 and 2015. 206,000 square feet of 
PDR land was converted to other uses, especially 
housing, equivalent to roughly 6% of PDR space 
in the Mission. 

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

1880 Mission Street 

Pr.eta r::; SF ?far.r:n;;, Pc:::rc ?·~·e;s::r: 
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concurrently witl1 Eastern l\leighborhoods, enabled 
the space to be legally permitted as office. Another 
property at Mission Street and 15th Street. c: 
vacant and non-functioning former printing 
shop, accounted for another 63 ,000 square teer 
of PDR conversion. This pi-oject was approved 
p1"ior to adoption of the Mission Area Plan, but 
completed construction in 2013. The building was 
demolished to build a 194-unit residential build­
ing, shown in Photo 2.1.l, which includes 40 
affordable units (21 % of the total). The property is 
zoned neighborhood commercial transit (NCT) and 
urban mixed-use (UfvlUl, designations created by 
t11e Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans specifically 
to transition struggling industrial properties in 
transit-rich corridors to dense residential uses. 

also shows the loss of 25,000 
square feet of institutional space in 2015, which 
took place because the San Francisco SPCA 
demolished a building on their campus to convert 
into a dog park in order to better meet their animal 
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rescue activities. The table also shovvs a modest 
gain of office and retail space during the reporting 
period. One illustrative project is the development 
at 1501 15th Street, which redeveloped a vacant 
lot of a former gas station into a mixed-use build­
ing with 40 residential units (7 of them below 
market rate) and roughly 8,000 square feet of 
ground floor commercial space. 

For comparison purposes, shows 
the commercial development activity throughout 
San Francisco. Overall. while the Mission saw a 
decrease of roughly 68,000 square feet the city 
gained 2.8 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 

2011 

2012 108,400 

2013 

2014 15.200 

2015 (25,211) 

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

Net Change in Commercial Space, San Francisco 2011-2015 

..:.1 

~~ ~'.::, 

2011 10,477 0 40,019 

2012 (52.937) 0 24,373 

2013 66,Lll 7 0 335.914 

2014 446,803 1,815,700 603,997 

2015 (21,456) 20,000 "-60,508 

Total 449,304 1,835,700 l,464,811 

Sm.:rce: San Fr<?r.d::C(' l'l.?.r':li1:ig Orp;;r!m-e::"lt 

slightly more than 7% of citywide office develop­
ment between 2011 and 2015. 

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

(10,800) 

(98.326) 4,320 

(70,762) 

(26,-+23) (3,696) 

39.495 

(206,311) 40,119 

(18.075) 16.854 

(164,126) 32.445 

(236t473) 5.941 

(422,157) :.1,875 

(183,775) 65.419 

(1,024,596) 132,534 

0 

0 

(69,856) 

63.286 

0 

(6,570) 

(10,800) 

14,394 

(70,762) 

{14,919) 

14.284 

(67,803) 

49.275 

(160,235) 

:01.943 

2,5l9,504 

340,696 

2,851,183 
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Completed Projects Causing Net Change in Commercial Space, Mission 2011-2015 

(;..:..Q 

8,222 

01.37D 
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2.2 Commercial Development Pipeline 

The development pipeline is best understood as 
bNo separate subcategories, shovm in 
as "Under Review" and "Entitled''. Entitled projects 
are those that have received Planning Department 
approvals and are under construction or awaiting 
financing or other hurdles to break ground. Such 
projects can be expected to be completed with 
some confidence, although some of them may 
take years to finally complete their construction 
and receive certificates of occupancy. Projects 
that are under review projects are those that have 
filed application with the Planning and/or Building 
Departments, but have not been approved. These 
projects have to clear several hurdles, including 
environmental (CEQAl 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 C j_ The Mission will continue to see 
some of its PDR space converted to other uses, 

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 Department expects a loss 
of about 360,500 square feet of PDR space and 
concomitant gain of roughly 175,000 square feet 
in other commercial space, including institutional, 
medical, office and retail uses. Entitled projects 
that propose to convert PDR to other uses are 
mostly small spaces (up to about 6,000 square 
feet) that will be redeveloped as residential or 
mixed-use residential buildings. One representa­
iive project is at 346 Potrero /.\venue, currently 
under construction, wl1ere 3,000 square feet of 
PDR has been converted to a mixed use building 
with approximately 1,600 square feet of ground 
floor retail and 70 residential units. 11 of which 
are affordable. 

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

Under Construction 

Planning Entitled 3,957 

Planning Approved 2,757 

Building Permit Filed 

Building Permit 
Approved/ Issued/ 

Reinstated 

Under Review 

Planning Filed 

Building Permit Filed 

Total 

1,200 

282,932 

282.932 

286,889 

16,000 4,672 

16,000 4,672 

160,591 

159,388 

l.203 

16,000 165,263 
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(12,461) 7,396 (5.065) 

(18,607) 4.682 10,704 

(2,914) (157) 

(1,939) 844 (1,095) 

(13,754) 3,838 l 1.956 

(329,490) 51,672 169,219 

(303,697) 55,i86 182.933 

(25,793) 10.876 13,7!4 

(360,558) 67,264 174,858 
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One example of a project that is currently under· 
review, the "Armo;y Building" at 1800 Mission, 
has requested to convert roughly 120,000 square 
feet of PDR space into office use. Another large­
scale project currently under review would build 
176,000 square feet of non-profit service delivery 
office space at 1850 Bryant Street If all projects 
that are under review come to fruition, the fvlission 
will see roughly 360.000 square feet of PDR 
transition to other uses. 

shows the commercial development 
pipeline for San Francisco for comparison. The 
development pipeline in t11e Mission represents 
less than 1 % of the citywide pipeline. 

sl1ovvs the locations of tile larger proposed 
commercial developments in the plan area. (See 

· for detailed information about pipeline 
projects.) 

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

~~·- , 

Under 1,098,708 (58,871) 3,894,055 {290,327) 491,366 (189,563) 4,945,363 
Construction 

Planning 312,600 20,665 5,576,249 332,662 1,263,623 519,906 8,030,705 
Entitled 

Planning 1.942 L,665 4,571,993 311.417 1.084.828 458.554 6,1133,399 Approved 

Buildin:o< 4,2L3 (36,555) (33.939) 806 (65,345) Permit Filed 

Building 
Pern1it 

Approved! 306,315 16,000 1,040,811 55,184 182,989 61,352 1,662,651 
Issued/ 

Reinstated 

Under 1,042.013 1,875 7,459,214 (1,046,009) 1,594,639 418,557 9,470,289 Review 

Planning 1,084.228 1,875 5,955,542. (994.050) l.552,310 200,747 7,800,651 Filed 

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

Total 2,453,321 {36,331) 16,929,513 (1,003,674} 3,354,628 748,900 22,446,362 

S:-L- -::~: .S.:;·, fr;;rc<:<S ?k!!lf'~ji C:;:;:::.i·tn;;::··t 
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Commercial and Other Non-Residential Development Pipeline, Mission Q4 2015 

5.573 
0 

0 Under C::;nstrxtion 

0 Under ::;:eview 

-3C.656 
() 
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13.300 
0 
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2.3 Changes in PDR Uses 

As discussed above, the Mission (and the Eastern 
Neighborhoods more broadly), have experienced 
economic changes that have made many areas 
highly attractive to residential and office develop­
ment. These types of uses are generally able to 
afford higher land costs. and therefore can outbid 
PDR businesses fo1· 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, ivl-2, 
and C-fvl - permitted a broad range of uses, which 
led to the conversion of a significant amount of 
PDR space to other activities. Of the 2.9 mil!ion 
square feet in PDR space in the Mission in 2015, 
more than half was scattered throughout zoning 
districts not specifically geat·ed towards industrial 
uses, such as neighborhood commercial (NC) 
zones. Roughly 770,000 (26%) were located in 
PDR protection districts (PDR-1 and PDR-2) and 
20% were in the mixed use UMU district. By 
comparison, the split between PDR space in PDR 
protection, mixed use. and other districts in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods is 38%, 34%, and 29%, 
respectively. A.ccording to Co-Star data, asking 
lease rates for PDR space in the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods are currently $22 per square foot (NNN) 
and vacancy rates are 4.4%.~ 

Since the adoption of the Mission Jl.rea Plan, PDR 
space has continued to be converted to other uses 
in the neighborhood, as · anci 
illustrate. A detailed investigation of the conversion 
of PDR space in the Mission shows that such 
conversions have occurred largely outside of the 
zoning districts created specifically to protect PDR 
uses (in the case of the Mission. PDR-1 and PDR-
2i. Tl1e only project that recorded a loss of PDR 
space in a PDR protection zone during this period. 
1550 Bryant, involved the legitimization of office 
conversion undertaken prior to adoption of the 
plan under an amnesty program that expired in 
2013 (discussed in subsection 2.3.1, below). In 
addition to the project at 1880 Mission, detailed 
above. other completed projects in the Mission 
that have converted PDR space have done so in 
order to 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 projects have all been built in either the 
transitional UMU district or in districts like NCT 
and RH-3, which vvere not intended as PDR 
protection areas under the Mission Area Plan. 
The Planning Department hes also undertaken 
some legislative action to strengthen PDR zoning 
and enable to location, expansion, and operation 
of PDR busine:sses. In addition to some "clean 

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

PDR ?roteciion (1) 757,087 26% 3,465,888 38% 

Nlixed Use (2 J 582,510 20:-; 3,098.198 34% 

Other (3) 1,546,741 53~0 2.669,555 29% 

TOTAL 2,896,338 100% 9,233,641 100% 

.;i.J:1·: FDR 2·::1·~1t1::; -1;-;d r~.s:~r:: r-~:1S: ::~'"'::· __ ::_:.:,_ fn C~;1tr:i\ \'ht:.:·~;:···:. \ii:;.::;,)1. ;:pj S-·1::>•:-.:·;:,: ~·'.'lt.:?.~ ?:·r,:··'1 H1 1; :·--:;~ crs:~1:':.S •--ci\_r,:~ PQ;:;;-J c~.j F~R-?. t~ 
th~ or~ ;;~c SU 3~·:: $,:\:..!Ci:-:~;::;:= •• -·':'5-:·::::-. .. o.1/ . 
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Projects Converting PDR Space in Mission Area Plan Area, 2011-2015 
-- -- ---

1550 Bryant Street PDR-i-G (93,400) 108,400 0 0 0 ~Ufa. 

1880 Mission Street NCT/UMU (63,512) 

2652 Harrison Street UMU [7,250) 

2660 Harrison Street UMU (11,423) 

3135 24th Street NCT (15,000) 

1280 Hampsl1ire Street RH-3 (i.060) 

s~1urr;<:: S;:in fr.ar,dsco ?f:i:-:n\;1g Ccµa~lm~r~t 

up" language making it easier for PDR businesses 
to receive permits and share retail spaces, the 
Department also created a program to allow more 
office deveiopment in certain parcels as a way 
to subsidize more development of PDR space. 
Recognizing the financial difficulties of develop­
ing new industrial buildings in large "soft site" 
lots, this program gives developers the ability to 
construct office space in parcels zoned PDR-1 and 
PDR-2, located north of 20th Street. The parcels 
must be at least 20,000 square feet as long as 
existing buildings are not developed to more than 
0.3 floor-to-area (FARJ ratio. At least 33% of the 
soace in the new developments must be dedicated 
to PDR uses. To date, only one development at 
l 00 Hooper Street in the Showplace Square/ 
Potrero Hill Plan Area has taken advantage of this 
program. 

Enforcement Cases for Illegal PDR Conversions, Mission, 2015 

Closed - Violatior. 

Closed - No Violation 

Under Review 

Pending Review 

TOTAL 

3 

6 

l 

10 

20 

0 0 194 40 21 ~~ 

0 0 20 
FeB N/.U. p2yment 

0 L'..423 3 
Below 

NIA 
threshold 

0 1,360 9 
Below 

N/A 
threshold 

0 0 3 
Below NIA thresl1old 

PDR Protection Policies and Enforcement 

Illegal conversions from Production, Distribution 
and Repair (PDRl uses have more recently 
become an issue in the Eastern l\leighborhoocl 
Pian areas that the City has sought to resolve. In 
2015, the Planning Department received abqut 
44 complaints of alleged violation for illegal 
conversions of PDR space. Most of these cases 
(42) are in the Eastern Neigilborhoocls. 20 of 
which are in the Mission Area Plan Arca. Of these 
cases, six were found to not be in violation of PDR 
protection rules, 11 are under or pending review, 
and th1·ee have been found to be in violation. The 
three cases are on Alabama Street between 16th 
and Mariposa Streets on parcels zoned PDR-1-G. 
Owners were issued notices of violation and office 
tenants were compelled to vacate the properties. 
2s shovm in 

··- --

6 7 

9 9 

4 4 

23 24 

42 44 
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Most of these complaints describe large ware­
houses converting into office uses. Many of these 
office tenants are hybrid uses where PDR also 
takes place, but may not be the principal use of 
the space. If an office use is confirmed to be in 
operation, Planning encourages the company to 
alter their business practice to fit within the PDR 
zoning categories or vacate the property. The table 
in E 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 to office use; 
additionally, many of these office conversions are 
not recent, and they did not take advantage of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Legitimization Program. 
The program was an amnesty program that 
established a limited-time opportunity whereby 
existing uses that have operated without the ben­
efit of required permits may seek those permits. 
However, this program expired in 2013. 

In investigating the alleged violations, the Planning 
Department discovered that the building permit 
histories often included interior tenant improve­
ments without Planning Department review. These 
permits do not authorize a change of use to office. 
To prevent future unauthorized conversion of PDR 
space the Planning Department worked proactively 
with the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 
Over the course of 2015, Planning worked with 
DBI during project intakes to better understand 
the routing criteria and how to ensure Planning 
review. Both departments' IT divisions worked 
together to create a flag in the Permit Tracking 
System CPTS) 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 DBI continue to work together to monitor 
this process and plan to meet regularly to discuss 
additional steps to prevent future conversions. 

18 SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning also works collaboratively with the 
Mayor's Office of Economic Workforce and 
Development COEWD). When Planning receives 
inquiries or complaints related to either vacant 
spaces in PDR zones or possible unauthorized 
spaces, Planning informs the property owner 
about PDR complying uses and refers them to 
OEWD. OEWD currently has a list of PDR comply­
ing businesses that are looking to lease spaces 
within San Francisco. Additionally, a training 
session for real estate brokers was conducted in 
2015. The purpose of the voluntary training was 
to help 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. 5 Altogether, 
employment in the Mission grew from roughly 
18,000 jobs in 2010 to almost 24,000 with a 
related increase from 2,700 to 3,000 establish­
ments, according to the California Employment 
and Development Department (EDD). The next 
subsections discuss job growth in the Mission by 
land use category. 

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

5 sec annual Son franoi= Plannin;; Department Commerce & loduslly lrm!n!Dly, 
2COB-20!5. 
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Employment, Mission and San Francisco, Q2 2015 

Cultural, 
I nstitutionai, 119 4~-; 17.454 
Educational 

Medical 1,223 41% 2,409 

Office 51i 17% 6,344 

PDR /Light 349 12~~ 3,723 
Industrial 

Retail 605 20% 8,802 

Visitor J !O 0% 41 
Lodging 

Other 187 50·· /o 254 

Total 3,004 100% 39.027 

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

As cliscussed above, the iViission has also emerged 
as an important 1·etail destination in San Fran­
cisco, with the restaurants, cafes, bars, and shops 
in the main commercial corridors (particularly 
Mission, Valencia, 16th.and 24th Streets) attract­
ing visitors from throughout the City, region, and 
beyond. The number of retail jobs in the Mission 
increased by 24% between 2010 and 2015 to 
about 8,800 in more than 600 establishments. 
The neighborhoocl rep1·esents 7% of the city's 
retail jobs and establishments. 

PDR continues to play a critical role in the City's 
econon:y, providing quality 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 1·estaurants source 
pmducts 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 fvlission both added 

45~; 2,010 3=, .o 73.182 

50> ,. 21,833 37% 60,214 

ire; _o,o 15,628 27~0 293,014 

io:; 5,280 gc, 
.o 88,135 

23% 8,241 14% 130,550 

oo' >o 311 l°! ,o 16.688 

i% 4,961 9% 6,953 

100% 58,264 100% 668,736 

PDR jobs since 2010. The Mission experienced a 
7% increase in PDR employment (to 3,700 jobs) 
betvveen 2010 and 2015 and 9% increase in 
number of firms (to 350). Within the three-digit 
NAlCS classifications that make up the Planning 
Department's definition of PDR, employment 
increased across seve1·a1 occupational 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. 

P.s with other occupations, these increases likely 
reflect a recovery from the recession as well as the 
emergence of "maker" businesses and production 
of customized and high-end consumer products, 
such as the firm shovvn in . The suc­
cess of the Plan in curbing large-scale conversion 
of PDR space has likely played a key mle in ensur­
ing that these re-emergent industrial activities are 
able to locate within San Francisco. The Mission 
has roughly 4% of the PDR jobs and 7% of the 
establishmems within the City. 

Over the past five years. t:1e Mission has added 
a substantial number of jobs, more than 30% 
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Jobs by Land Use, Mission, Q3 2010 and 2015 

10.000 

8.000 

6.000 

4.000 

2.000 

0 
GlE RETAIL 

r·.i::;(c: si.:.rlJ:"'g ~n ~!Jl 3, :'.'·C 2.l,r.:31: c.' L3::-::; $¢/:sfr:;, :.;O~s..."i:t'·:::: ln-Hi;r:1::: 5u0~·.:;r'\,: 
!-t·-"..i~·ctio!·; c~t2f:.'0r; tC.:-':s~111r;:;· :1.s -01rv:~-;. :~ :..lh~r o::r.::~:;;:;;;:~ii.::r:s, n:'.".o::J cf ·;o::i.:1·1 .r!;: :::i~!l..rt:d i·: 

Establishment by Land Use, Mission, Q3 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 lmver 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 
jobs to be accommodated within a given amount 
of space). With the increasing cost of land in 
locations close to city centers and accessible by 
transportation infrastructure (as is the case with 
the Eastern Neighborhoods). real estate research­
ers have tracked an overall densification of 
employment across several sectors throughout the 
country' This kind of densification can be caused 
by· employees who work from home for some or all 

G ~tru .. ugh :;_.:;.ta:·; ~"';O"i\ ·:z:::::.-c..-.~· ..-:::--:~ f.,;;~ :~· .. : ;,1,!.::. c•n ;b;;-J ::!L"J:1 !·JGJ. s r:~: t;~·~·ra:>:::. 
c-.;:n'"'.\Ui::iJ. tC-3 '8S:Z1e t;.'Jk5r3r!£<- f.;.LS !";:: C1.1~1"'m.S:< (',_ '/;.:;:-.;:iHl d :~1·,v:. L'lJ'. -..·c.:_;.r-,:·i 
r;;J,::::. 1::.r j t"e-::;.""1i tfJ:.·~·-0: 1-;:r~~ ~e.:> ·:-?-C.:r::r-.!:::.:J sur:51:i-tr'!I'/ i·~ $30. =?r.".:1$C•:-t<:.(,'."1":;;;"': 

'.::'Jl: 1rj '.::~Jl5 3::fC~ :;:i{f~:e-:1 3E~l::'.>. S~e Cu<;r1-:-:-11 ,",. \Va,c,,~'.slJ S~n Fr;.i.1:;: ~.c0 0"f~, 

S•::ps:~-:-:'. e_.: 20;__5 ~1'."'.= ?.::~_;2] Sr.:;p·1·c: C~ 2:• ~:: 

Dandelion Chocolate, 2600 16th Street 

Pt:w1o C'/ SF ?!;.v~n~ng, P-e;d!D Peterson 

days of the 'Neek (and therefore may share office 
space with colleagues) or firms tha~ accommodate 
more employees vvithin 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 ta>~ collections increased every 
yearfrorn 2011to2014, 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 also increased substantially 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods. In the Mission, the 
city collected roughly $38 million in property taxes 
in 2008, the year before the plan was adopted. By 
2015, properr; taxes in the Mission increased by 
56% to S59 million, as shovvn on 

-00135-
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Sales Taxes Collected in Mission Area Plan Area, 2011-2015 

2011 

2Cll2 

2013 

$4,486,667 

S4,913,267 9.5~-; 

7.7~S 

5.8% 

S75,198,021 

$30,709,201 

$8L,25l.805 

7.3% 

4.4% 

6.3% 2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

$5,292,732 

$5,598,902 

56.227,719 11.2';~ 

$89,605,413 

$94.545, 142 

$424,320,583 $26.519.287 

Property Taxes Collected in the Eastern Neighborhoods, 2008 and 2015 

Mission 

Central Waterfront 

East SoMa 

Showplace Square/Potrero Hill 

Western SoMa 

Total 

3. Housing 

The provision of adequate housing to residents 
of all incomes has long been a challenge in San 
Francisco. Over the past fr;e yea1·s, however, San 
Francisco epitomized the housing affordability cri­
sis afflicting American cities and coastal communi­
ties throughout Califomia. As discussed in the 
previous section, tl1e 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 acided 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 poin1 of struggles over housing as well as 
efforts by the City to ensure that its residents can 
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S37,908,346 

$5,704,111 

$46,83i,664 

529.446,594 

Sl7,146,718 

$137,037,433 

$58,957,413 

$10,338,391 

$63 .172.434 

$47.803.586 

S24 ,348.243 

$204,620,067 

continue to live tr1ere. One of the main goals of the 
Mission Area Plan is to increase the production 
of housing affordable to a wide-range of incomes. 
T!1e environrrental analysis conducted for the 
EN EIR estimated that behveen 800 and 2,000 
additional units could be developed as a result 
of the rezoning associated with the Mission Area 
Plan."' The Plan also recognizes the value of tile 
existing housing stock and calls for its preserva­
tion, particularly given that mucl1 of it is under 
rent control. D1Nefling unit mergers are strongly 
discouraged and housing demolitions are allowed 
only on condition of adequate unit replacement. 

3 E~-:~rr: ·-1.;;. ;.rt;:i:·;_-. .:, ... :... ~~~·r.·D-i 2,r;J AJ.::;:; Pl:!:-:s C<: 10r-r~,;r.?1 IT.:::.ct ·~~<>:·n 
t::CD5:. 
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3.1 Housing Inventory and 
New Housing Production 

The Planning Department's latest housing inven­
tory, using US Census and permit data, shows 
that the Mission has roughly 25,000 housing 
units as of the end of 2015; this represents 6.6% 
of the citywide total.9 shows a net 
gain of approximately 564 units in the past five 
years in the Mission, compared vvith 861 net 
units added between 2006 and 2010. Of the new 
units produced, 76 were conversions from non­
residential uses and the rest were completed from 
new construction. 

During the first t\vo years of the reporting period, 
2011 and 2012, the construction sector 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 year. This yearly average 

New Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 

20~2 

2013 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

47 

242 

75 

140 

504 

New Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

2011 

2Cl2 

20~3 

2014 

2015 

TOTAL 

348 

796 

2,330 

3.455 

2.472 

9,401 

is almost identical to the average between 2006 
and 2010, when the iviission added 164 uriits per 
year. shows the citywide figures for 
comparison. Nearly 6% of the net increase in the 
Cit/s housing stocl< in the iast five years was in 
the Mission area. 

shows the location of recent housing 
construction. The vast majority of new units 
added during the 2011-2015 reporting period are 
located north of 16th Street and west of iv1 ission 
Street All of the new residential cleveloprnent in 
the sourther portion of the Mission dming this 
period has been in projects adding one or tvvo net 
units. Additional details about these nevv develop­
ment projects c::in be found in 

14 

16 

127 

429 

95 

25 

760 

. ' 

(1) 

11 

16 

2 

L8 

76 

5 

650 

59 

156 

507 

1,377 

(15) 

53 

257 

76 

188 

564 

269 

1,960 

3.516 

2,954 

10,018 
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New Housing Production Mission 2011-2015 
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3.2 Housing Development Pipeline 

/!·,s discussed above in the Commercial Activity 
chapter, the pipeline should be analyzed along 
t\AJo different categories: projects that have 
submitted planning and building applications 
(under revievv) and projects that have received 
entitlements and are either awaiting or are under 
construction. The latter (particularly those under 
construction) are considered much more likely to 
add residential or commercial capacity to the city's 
building stock in the short-to-medium term, while 
under review projects may require clearance from 
environmental review, variances to planning code 
restrictions, and discretionary review. In general, 
the Planning Department estimates that projects 
that are currently under construction can take up 
to two years to be ready for occupancy, entitled 
projects can take between two and seven years, 
while projects under review can take as many as 
ten years, if they are indeed approved. 

The pipeline for new housing development in the 
Mission as of the end of 2015 is 1,855 units, of 

r ~ - , 

which 1,467 are under revievv. Roughly 400 
units are entitled, of which half are currently 
under construction, as shown on 
The pipeline for the Mission accounts for 9% of 
the total numbe1· of projects in the City, though 
only 3% of the number of units, which suggests 
that nevv projects are of a smaller scale than hous­
ing developments in the pipeline for San Francisco 
as a whole. 

The current housing pipeline is much more robust 
than it was al the end of 2010, shown in the 
previous iv1onitoring Report. In that year, only 
seven projects (with a rntal of nine units) we:·e 
under construction, 25 projects with 422 units 
·..vere entitled, ancl 53 projects vlith 585 units 
were under review. As of the end of 2015. twice 
as many projects were under review for more than 
three times the number of units. reflecting a much 
stronger market and willingness by developers to 
build new housing. 

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

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

Construction 200 22 17 8,816 979 232 

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

Planning i4 
Approved 

5 27,617 12 80 

Building 15 Permit Filed 5 1 "<?0 73 36 1'-"'--' 

Building 
Permit 
.i:.pproved/ 158 19 2,400 6.056 ??7 _ _,, 
Issued/ 
Reinstated 

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

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

Building 
558 Permit Filed 6 .1.Q L;,177 223 502 

Total 1,855 83 111 62,114 8,917 1,293 
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Housing Development Pipeline by Development Status, Mission, Q4 2015 
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projects that are entitled and under construction 
are located north of 20th Street The sourthern 
portion of the Mission Area Plan Area has a 
number of proposed projects that are currently 
under review, although only one project is under 
construction, at 1050 Valencia Street. Aop2ndix 
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. 

3 .. 3 .. 1 Afford«tb!e ~~·~oush~g Efforts: Cityvride~ 
Easter;t 1-~r::ighborhocds, and f\..~iss~on 

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 CSFHA) maintains dozens of properties 
throughout the City aimed at extremely low (30% 
of AMI), very low (50% of AMI) and low (80% 
of AMI) income households. Households living 
in SFHA-managed properties pay no more than 
30% of their income on rent, and the average 
household earns roughly $15,000. Four of these 
properties are located within the Eastern Neighbor­
hoods boundaries: two in the Mission and two in 
Potrero Hill. 

The City has also launched HOPE SF, a partner­
ship between the SFHA, the Mayor's Office of 
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD), 
community organizations, real estate developers, 
and philanthropies to redevelop some of the 
more dilapidated 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/Potrero Hill). MOHCD also 
maintains a number of funding programs to pro­
vide capital financing for affordable housing devel­
opments targeting households earning between 30 
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and 60% of AMI, low-income seniors, and other 
special needs groups. In most cases, MOHCD 
funding is leveraged to access outside sources of 
funding, such as Federal Low Income Housing 
Tax Credits, allocated by the State. 

One of the most 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 AMI. In this 
case, the requirement is increased to 20% of the 
total number of units in the two projects. Proposi­
tion C, approved by San Francisco voters in June 
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 Controller's Office. The income and rent limits 
for housing units managed by the Mayor's Office 
of Housing are included in 1-\ppendb; C. 

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 CADUs) throughout the City, expanding on 
previous legislation allowing such units in Supervi­
sor Districts 3 and 8. These ordinances remove 
obstacles to the development of ADUs, including 
density limits and parking requirements, in 
order to incentivize a housing type that has been 
identified as a valuable option for middle-class 
households that do not require a lot of space. 10 

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

lO Wegmann. JaJre. on<! Ka..., Chopp!•. "H'dden der.sily in Siogte.family r.si;;hbori!oodso 
12cky.ml cottages as an e<;w"lal:!e smor\ B"'""'" strategy: .IO'.;mal of Urbanism' 
tntetr.alio:ffll Research"" P/acem3Afng ar.d Ur/Jar. SU$/ai::ab;nty 7.3 12014), 307·329. 

27 
-00141-



Program, which is currently under review by the 
City. The Board recently approved the portion of 
the program that allows developers to build up 
to three stories above existing height limits in 
100% affordable projects. Another component 
of the program that is under consideration would 
allow developers in certain areas to build up to 
an additional two stories of market rate housing 
above what is allowed by their height limit district, 
in exchange for providing 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 lieu 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-
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able to families, including the units sold or leased 
at below-market rates. Lastly, in order to reduce 
the costs and incentivize housing production, 
the Plans removed 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 
Neighborhoods 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 T:::U,:· ::A i 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 constructed units built 
in the Mission (shown on Tat;!e 3. ! .. i ), slightly 
lower than the inclusionary housing minimum of 
12%. The percentage is lower than the minimum 
because seven projects (shown on T,,U•:' 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 
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publicly controlled land, could yield an additional 
30 units.11 Moreover, projects with fewer than 10 
units are exempt from the inclusionary housing 
requirement. 

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

: 1 r:i;:: c2"::!::<p:iT.:.::~t cc;:~ c< t:<f•YJC!t<'.e b:..,y:- rs lrits {J.r~ rour.;r-i '9:StliT-Jt:s t;;;='c--:J r_;;; 
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Affordable Housing Production, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014. 

2015 

TOTAL 

Affordable Housing Production, San Francisco, 2011-2015 
·- - ·-

2011 141 

20:;.2 377 

2013 464 

2014 449 

2015 213 

TOTAL 1,644 

generally considered "more affordable by design to 
moderate-income households v1ere adcled in the 
Plan Area. lists the affordable l1ousing 
developments completed between 2011 and 
2015. 

The inclusionary housing production in the Mis­
sion accounts fo1· 7% of tl1e cityvvide production 
(853 units, as shown in table 3.4.2 between 
2011 and 2015). Because no publicly subsidized 
developments were completed in this pe1-iod, 
the Mission only built 2% of the city's income­
restricted units (2,497) during the period. 

2 

8 

6 

56 

4 

98 

216 

249 

286 

853 

5 

2 

3 

3 

7 

20 

60 

38 

30 

57 

53 

238 

5 

4 

43 

11 

13 

76 

205 

513 

710 

755 

552 

2,735 
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Housing Developments Opting for Affordable Housing "ln-lieu" Fee, Mission, 2011-2015 

3500 19TH ST 

3Ll8 26TH ST 

2652 HARRISON ST 

899 VALENCIA ST 

1050 VALENCIA ST 

3420 18TH ST 

1450 15TH ST 

GRAND TOTAL 

30 SAii FRA:<GISGO PLAllNJNG DEPARTMENT 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2013 

2013 

2015 

2015 

··--"· .. ·-·- __ ,, ~ 
Sl.119.972 

$685,574 

$975.904 

Sl,119,260 

5756.939 

$1.001,589 

$1,654.354 

$7,313,592 
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New Affordable Housing, Mission, 2011-2015 

G 
() 7 

0 

0 Market-rate Project with lnclusicnary Housin 
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3.5 Housing Stock Preservation 

A key component in promoting neighborhood 
affordability and stability is to preserve the existing 
stock of housing. f\lew housing development in 
San Francisco is costly and preserving homes can 
prevent displacement of families and disruption in 
tight-knit communities such as the Mission. The 
Missjon Area Plan suppo1is the preservation of the 
area's existing housing stock and prohibits resi­
dential demolition unless tl1is project ensures suffi­
cient replacement of housing units. Restrictions on 
demolitions also help to preserve affordable and 
rent-controlled housing and historic resources. 

A neighborhood's housing stock can also change 
'Nithout physical changes to the building structure. 
Conversions of rental housing to condorniniums 
can turn housing that is rent controlled and 
potentially accessible to those of low to moderate 
income households to housing that can be occu­
pied by a narrower set of residents, namely, those 
with access to down payment funds and enough 
earning power to purchase a home. Lastly, rental 
units can be "lost" to evictions of various types, 
from owners moving in to units formerly occupied 
by tenants to the use of the Ellis Act provisions in 
which landlords can claim to be going out of the 
rental business in order to force residents to vacate 

Units Lost, Mission, 2011-2015 

- --~ ~--···- -·-· 

2011 7 

2012 

2013 

2014 3 

2015 4 

TOTAL 7 7 

5::.;1r.:: -S:n ;,~ ... ~:_s,:.;:. c .:,;i""ins;- Cs:,ar:'":or1n: 
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their homes. 
One Important priority of the Plan's housing stock 
preser.1ation efforts is to maintain tl1e existing 
stock of single room occupancy (SRO) hotels, 
which often serve as a relatively affordable option 
for low income households. includes 
a list of SRO properties and number of residential 
units. 

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

ln this most recent reporting period, 30 units 
were demolished or lost througl1 alteration in the 
Mission C - ) or less than 3% of units 
demolished citywide. In the previous repo1iing 
period. 15 units were lost to demolition or altera­
tion. shows San Francisco figures for 
comparison. Illegal units removed also result in 
loss of housing; corrections to official records, on 
the other hand, are adjustments to the housing 
count. 

7 14 21 

3 4 

4 4 

14 16 30 
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Units Lost, San Francisco, 2011-2015 

2011 39 22 

2012 2 23 

2013 70 38 

2014 24 20 

2015 100 12 

TOTAL 235 ll5 

Condo conversions increase San Francisco's 
homeownership rate, estimated to be at about 
37% in 2014. Howeve1·, condo conversions also 
mean a reduction in the Cii:'/s rental stock. In 
2014. an estimated 76% of households in tl1e 
Mission were renters. According to the American 
Community SuNey. there was no change in 
the owner/renter split in the Mission or in San 
Francisco between 2009 and 2014. Almost 8% 
of San Francisco's rental units are in the Mission 
as of 2014, the same figure as in 2009.12 

12 S;::n F::=:ir::::;rt;.: N~~ipht,:-:•n:::nil Fr.-i:Jt-:;.. ,:n~-ior1 Q;~:-irr;1Jr.i:-; Sur:ey 2CiC'-2r)i-·:. 3,-Jo1 

rrcru;.isc:; ?~::nni-,~ C2;:.:dn~nt 20: 6. the;.j ;iT(.: : 9 .('~~:) 

i';:-;:,_;:.'·ii.>:r:--•. ::-: Pt~fi\~ du r,,;..l -i·.;; .c" ::;;·f·;;.:lJ-~· ·;,;;r. :-e: P!r..il J+:::a b:::.:_ird€or\o:::... th;:;u!;;, U1~; 
~!:~ -_.<:~» d-;::~- lr.:::-el:ic, !h<:?5<: per.:.ro1!?.,;~ s;·c~i_ld !::-: r.:·.ac 2.5 r.:cc.r~."-!rrat:,:;.~L<;. 

Condo Conversion, Mission, 2011-2015 

2011 23 55 

2012 18 43 

2013 17 42 

2014 29 81 

2015 ~8 63 

Totals 105 284 

Sr•WC'!: J?'// Bu-r:_a;.; t')r Strttr Us~ a.c:-J lv\·1rm11z 

2 

6 

.. ,_,:-..:.....~~-~-·-·~' 

3 65 84 149 

27 127 154 

110 427 537 

45 95 140 

3 116 25 141 

7 363 758 1,121 

. shows that in tl1e last five years. 
284 units in 105 buildings in the Mission vvere 
converted to condominiums, compared to 307 
units in 133 buildings between 2006 and 2010. 
In all, approximately 0.6% of all rental units in the 
ivlission were converted to condominiums betvveen 
2011 and 2015. This represents 11 % of all 
condo conversions citywide. 

200 472 l2~f> 12~1~ 

201 488 90: 
•C 

901 
'" 

i47 369 12~; 21% 

239 727 12% ll% 

149 500 12~o 13% 

936 2,556 11% 11% 
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Evictions by owners that choose to 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 remove units from 
the rental housing stock and are, in most cases, 
precursors to condo conversions. 

shows that ovmer move-ins led to 
evictions in 103 uhits (compared to 73 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 
5-year reporting period, but these types of evic­
tions surged to 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 

--~ ~--

2011 13 L 64 l~" L-> 

2012 19 23 74- 172 

2013 22 51 95 275 

2014 14 16 120 315 

2015 35 19 100 425 

Totals 103 113 453 1,310 
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vevious period). Owner move-in evictions in the 
Mission accounted for 8% of tl1e citywide total 
while the Plan Area accounted for 18% of Ellis 
Act evictions in San Francisco between 2011 
and 2015. 

During these five years, an esrimated l % of rental 
units in the Mission experienced owner move-in 
and Ellis Act evictions. However, this number 
may not capture buy-outs or evictions carried out 
illegally \Nithout noticing the San Francisco Rent 
Board. Other types of evictions, also tabulated in 

, include evictions due to breach of 
rental contracts 01· non-payment of rent; this could 
also include evictions to perform capital improve­
ments or substantial rehabilitation. 

54 1102 11% 7% 

99 1343 11 '% 23% 

229 1368 ~0/ 

0" 22% 

101 1550 401 IC 16% 

142 1518 8% 13% 

625 6,881 8% 18'% 
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3.6 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) 

Prompted by the Downtown Plan in 1985, the 
City determined that large office development, by 
increasing employment, attracts new residents 
and therefore increases demand for housing. In 
response, the Office of Affordable Housing Produc­
tion Program COAHPP) 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 \Vas re-named the Jobs­
Housing Linkage Program (JHLP) and revised to 
require all commercial projects vvith a net addition 
of 25,000 gross square feet or more to contribute 
to the fund. Between fiscal year 2011-12 and 
2015-16. commercial developments in the Mis­
sion ,L\rea 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 

2011-12 

2012-J.3 

2013-14 

2014-15 

2015-15 

Total 

.. Department of Bulfding Inspection as.of 6/1)16 

S-

$8g3,542 

$­

$ 6, 205 

$-

$8g9,747 

Commute Mode Split, Mission and San Francisco 

Car 9,057 

Drove Alone 7,809 

Carpooled 1 .. 248 

Transit 12.942 

Bike 2,852 

Walk 3,532 

Other 844 

Worked at Home 2,410 

Total 31,637 

=::::.vc2: 20:.: /1.n~::~·::.::;1 r::::::n;ri_ ~J:; St::·vr.::J 5--:.o;:..':r ~!1m;;::;. 

2g% 

25% 

4% 

41% 

gel 
•O 

i 1'% 

3<;~ 

go; 
•C 

100% 

4. Accessibility and Transportation 

The Mission i\rea 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 
lov•:er share of commuters in tl1e Mission travel to 
work by car than the rest of San Francisco (29% 
to 44 % , respectively), a comparison that is true 
for people who drive alone as well as those who 
carpool. As shows, the most widely 
used commute mode in the Mission is public tran­
sit, which is used by 41 % of r·esidents (compared 
to 33% citywide), and other alternative commute 
modes also play an impo1tant role, including bik­
ing at 9% (more than tvvice the citywide share), 
walking at 11 %. and working at home at 8%. 
In order to maintain this cl1aracteristic and move 
towards lower dependency on private automobiles, 
the Mission Area Plan's objectives related to 
transportation all favor continued investments 
in public transit and improving pedestrian and 
bicycle infrastructure rather than facilitating auto 
ownership, circulation, and parking. 

'~~ --·------·"-~···"" 

199,-".70 44%. 57; 

165,151 36% 5~10 

34,319 8% i";.':,~ 

150,222 33% go' /O 

17,356 4%: 16<}~ 

46,810 10% so: ,c 

10,579 2% 81~ 

32,233 r: 
•0 

70, 
'° 

456,670 100% 7% 
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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 I Folsom Street couplet running 
between 5nd and 11th Street 

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

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

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

4.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 

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

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

In January 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 pedestrian 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 Tab!e 
::e. ' ~. 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 Bait plaza was reconstructed 
in 2014 to emphasize flexible open space over the 
previous cluttered configuration; elements include 
removed fencing, new paving. landscaping and 
street furniture. 

Vision Zero Projects in Mission Area Plan Area 

16th Street at Capp 
Street - New Traffic 
Signal 

Cesar Chavez SR2S 
Project 

Valencia StJDuboce 
Ave Multimodal 
Improvements 

11th St.fl 3th St./ 
Br;ant St. Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Spot 
Improvements 

Potrero Ave .. from 
Division to Cesar 
Chavez Streetscaoe 
Project · 

Mission Street. 
from 18th to 
23rd (Pedestrian 
Safety Intersection 
lmprov;:ments) 

Pedestrian 
Countdown Signal 
(3 Signals) 

Winter 2013i2014 

Spring 2014 

Winter 2014/2015 

Winter 2014/2015 

\!·/inter 2014/2015 

Winter 2014/2015 

Spring2015 

Fall 2016 

Winter 2016il 7 

Summer 2015 

Fail 2015 

Winter 2017/18 

Summer 2015 

Winter 2016/17 

Coniplele $350,000 

Design 5385.000 

Design SS,000.000 

Design $150,000 

Design $4,100,000 

Design S86,000 

Design 5417,000 

5. Community Improvements 
tion of hovv the public benefit policies were origi­
nally derived and expected to be updated. 

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

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

Project Status 

Complete 

Construction/ 
Near Construction 

Planned 

Eagle Plaza On-Kindl 

Fran!\lin Square Par-Course 

., . 
17th and Folsom Park Potrero Avenue' Streetscape 

' Mission Recreation Genter 

Jose Coronado Playground 

Bartlett Street Pedestrian Improvements I 
Mission Mercado 

Garfield Square Aquatic Center 

Juri Commons 

Project Size 

1\lajor 

Community 
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5.1 Need, Nexus and Feasibility 

To determine how much additional infrastructure 
and services would be required to serve new 
development, the Planning Department conducted 
a needs assessment that looked at recreation 
and open space facilities and maintenance, 
schools, community facilities including 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 legally, the 
City then tests what maximum fee can be charged 
without making development infeasible. In most 
instances, fees are ultimately established at lower 
than the legally justified amount determined by 
the nexus. Because fees are usually set lower than 
what could be legally justified, it is understood 
that impact fees cannot address all needs created 
by new development. 

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

Separate from the Citywide Nexus published in 
2015, MTA and the Planning Department also 
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produced a Needs Assessment and Nexus Study 
to analyze the need for 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 Appc;1:~;, :. 

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

A parcel at 2080 Folsom Street {at 17th Street) 
owned by the San Francisco Public 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 into one design. 
The new 0.8 acre park, shown in figure 5.2.l, 
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. 
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Rendering of Park at 17th and Folsom Streets and Adjacent New Housing Development 

Another facility planned for the Plan Area, still 
in conceptual phase, is tl1e Mission Recreation 
Center. Located on a through block facing both 
Harrison Street and Treat Avenue between 20tl1 
and 21st Street, the facility includes an interior 
gymnasium and fitness center, along with an out­
door playground located in an interior courtyard. 
Recreation and Park staff is planning for a major 
renovation and reconfiguration of the facility that 
could include relocating the play equipment so 
that it is visible from the public right-of-way and 
adding additional courts to the building. 

Lastly, Garfield Pool is scl1edulecl to be relwbili­
tated through the 2012 Park Bond. Recreation 
and Park staff plan to further enhance the facility 
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to a higher capacity Aquatics Center, which, 
besides refurbishing the pool, would also include 
adding amenities such a multi-purpose room 
and a slide. Other possible improvements could 
include a redesign of the pool structure. Design for 
the pool rehabilitation is expected to be complete 
by late 2016 with construction, bid award and the 
construction planned to begin in 2017. 

5.3 Community Facilities and Services 

As a significant a:T1ount of new housing develop­
ment is expected in the Mission. new residents 
will increase the need to add nevv- community 
facilities and to maintain and expand existing 
ones. Community facilities can include any type 
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of service needed to meet the day-to-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. 

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

0 Hospitc:is 

0 Libraries 

0 0 

0 

0 

C Comrmmily Gased Organizations 

0 Ch:ld Ca:·2Facililes 
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5.4 Historic Preservation 

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

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: Article 
10 Landmark (AlQ), Contributing Resources to 
Article 10 Landmark Districts {AlOD). Article 
11 Category I, II, Ill and IV (All), 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, 
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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 f~ppendi;: 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 Map 9. 
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Neighborhood Serving Establishments, Mission 

Full-Service Restaurants 

Snacl( and Nonalcoholic Beverage Bars 

Limited-Service Restaurants 

Supermarkets and Other Grocery (except Convenience) Stores 

Elementary and Secondary Schools 

Drinl1ing Places (.!\lcoholic Beverages) 

Electronics Stores 

Retail Bakeries 

Commercial Banking 

Pharmacies and Drug Stores 

Sporting Goods Stores 

Junior Colleges 

Used Merchandise Stcres 

All Other Specialty Food Stores 

Fitness and Recreational Sports Centers 

Discount Department Stores 

Civic and Social Organizations 

Drycleaning and Laundry Services [except Coin-Operated) 

General Automotive Repair 

Pet Care (except Veterinary) Services 

Women's Clothing Stores 

Nail Salons 

Office Supplies and Stationery Stores 

Child Day Care Ser;ices 

Shoe Stores 

Savings Institutions 

Book Stores 

Men's Clothing Stores 

All Other General Merc~andise Stm·es 

Religious Organizations 

Family Clothing Stores 

Beauty Salons 

Pet and Pet Supplies Stores 

Barber Sl;ops 

Gasolir.e Staiions with Convenience Stores 

Clothing Accessories Stores 

Meat Markets 

Beer. Wine. and Liquor Stores 

Sewing, Needlework. and Piece Goods Stores 

Fruit and Vegetabie rdar;.:ets 
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3i 

62 

36 

20 

36 

13 

12 

7 

10 

7 

2 

6 

3 

5 

9 

7 

20 

10 

9 

8 

2 

10 

5 

5 

6 

6 

5 

3 

9 

3 

l 

3 

5 

6 

6 

2 

L 

2.581 

908 

884-

52: 

515 

388 

l43 

139 

129 

125 

110 

96 

87 

85 

76 

64 

61 

57 

52 

50 

48 

48 

47 

4: 
40 

39 

38 

38 

34 

34 

34 

32 

30 

28 

26 

24 

20 

19 

12 



Cosmetics, Beauty Supplies. and Perfume Stores 

Food (Health) Supplement Stores 

Other Automotive Mechanical and Electrical Repair and M3intenance 

Convenience Stores 

Hobby, Toy, and Game Stores 

Other Clothing Stores 

Coin-Operated Laundries and Drycleaners 

Cafeterias, Grill Buffets, and Buffets 

Video Tape and Disc Rental 

Other Personal and Household Goods rlepair and Maintenance 

Automotive Tra~smission Repair 

Ubrari:s anc Arcl1ives 

TOTAL 
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3 

4 

3 

3 

2 

578 

12 

9 

9 

8 

8 

8 

6 

5 

2 

2 

8,018 

201c 
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Neighborhood Serving Businesses in the Mission 

0 0 
G.O 

0 

() 
0 

•O 

Q,' 0 fj 

0 

0 

0 311 - Food Ma11ufacturi1'g 

O 443 - Electronics and P..ppliance 

0 445 - food a:1-j Beverage 

Cr 44E - Hec!~h an'J ?ersor.al Car2 

0 447 - Gas Stations 

0 448 - Clothing and .A.ccessories 

O 451 - Spo~"lir•g gcods. H:ocb::. 
f"/L.Js;c;::il lns~ru111ent 2nG 6oo;·:s 

0 452 - General fvlerchanclise 

0 453 - i·;lisce1!2neous 

0 519 - Other !nfor:11ation 
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0 

0 
0 
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0 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 522 - Credit Intermediation 

0 

0 

8 

0 532 - Rental and Leasing Services 

O 624 - Socla! fa.ssist21cc 

c: 

O 713 - Amusement. Gamb!ing and Recreatbn 

0 722 - Fs·,:;d Ssrvice;; and Drinkir«g Places 

0 812 - ?ersonal and Laundry Se:r·Jice.s 

8 l.3 - Religious and Civic Organizati:Jns 
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6. Implementation of Proposed 
Programming 

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

6.1 Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens 
Advisory Committee 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory 
Committee (EN CAC) started meeting on a 
monthly basis in October 2009. The C?.C 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. 

T 

The Ef\J CAC has held monthly public meetings 
since October, 2009. For more information on tl1e 
EN GAC, go to http://encac.sfplanning.org. 

6.2 Eastern Neighborhoods Community 
Facilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund 

The Eastern Neigl1borhoods 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 feet 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. 

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

Tier i 

Tier 2 

Tier 3 

$8.00 

Sl2.00 

Sl5.00 

$6.00 

$10.00 

$14.00 

$10.19 

$15.29 

$20.39 

$7.55 

Sl2.74 

$17.84 

The fees established above are proportionally divided into five funding categories as determined by the needs assessment, nexus studies, 
and feasibilities studies. including housing, transportationitransit, complete streets, recreation and open space, and child care. l n the 
Mission District NCT and MUR (Mixed-Use Residential) Districts, 75% of fees collected from residential development is set aside for 
affordable housing for tl1e two respective Plan Areas. The first Sl0.000,000 collected are targeted to affordable housing preservation and 
rehabilitation. To date, the City has collected more than $48 million in impact fees, as shown on ~· ,, · 
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Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Collected to Date 

HOUSING 

TRANSPORTATION! 
TRANSIT 

COMPLETE STREETS 

RECREATION AND 
OPEN SPACE 

CHILDCARE 

Total 

$4,740,000 

$16,940,000 

$6,730,000 

$17,520.000 

$2,420,000 

$48,350,000 

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

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Projected, 2016-2020 

HOUSING $26,Lll ,OOO 

TRANSPORTATION i $30,302.000 TRANSIT 

COMPLETE STREETS $38,542,000 

RECREATION AND 
$43,912,000 OPEN SPACE 

CHILDCARE $5,931,000 

Total 5145,098,000 

As shown in . approximately $5.4 mil-
lion l1ave been collected from 58 projects in the 
Mission Area Plan Area to date. Overall, rougi1ly 
S48.4 million has been collected in all of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods, including \A/estern SoMa. 
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Blstern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fees 

Collected, 2011-2015 

•'-""'·--·~··-···--, 

Mission S5,357,000 

East SoMa s 14,635,000 

\Vestern Soida $6,940,000 

Central Sl0,034,000 
Vv'a1eriront 

Showplace/ $11,384,000 
Potrero 

TOTAL S48,350,000 

6.3 IPIC Process 

58 

35 

15 

19 

23 

150 

The Infrastructure Plan Implementation Committee 
vvas established in Administrative Code Chapter 
36. Section 36.3; the IPIC's purpose is to bring 
together City agencies to collectively implement 
the community improvement plans for specific 
areas of the City including the Eastern Neighbor­
hood Plan Areas. The IPIC is instrumental in 
creating a yearly expenditure plan for impact 
fee 1·evenue and in creating a bi-annual "mini" 
Capital Plan for the Eastern Neighborhoods. The 
annual Expenditure Plan is specific to projects 
that are funded by impact fees. The bi-annual 
Eastern Neighborhoods Capital Plan also inclucles 
infrastructure projects tl1at 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 ivlOHCD to 
assure commitment to implementing the EN 
Plans .. A. key component of the agreement was 
the establishment of a list of priority projects: 

)> Folsom Street 
» 16th Street 
)> Townsend Street 
" Pedestrian Crossing at Manalo Draves Park 
" 17th and Folsom Street Park 
)> Showplace Square Open Space 
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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 MOUs. 

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

Projects that qualify under First Source include: 

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

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

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

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

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

excess of $50,000. 

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

7. Ongoing Planning Efforts 

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

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

To date, the MAP 2020 collaboration includes a 
broad range of non-profit and advocacy groups 
as well as public agencies including the Dolores 
Street Community (DSCS), the Cultural Action 
Network (CAN), the Mission Economic Develop­
ment Agency (MEDA), Calle 24, Pacific Felt 
Factory, members of the Plaza 16 coalition, the 
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Planning Department, the Mayor's Office of Hous­
ing and Community Development CMOHCD), the 
Office and Economic and Workforce Development 
(OEWD), the Health Services Agency (HSA), 
Department of Building Inspection (081), 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 CSFHAC), San Francisco Bay Area Rent­
ers Federation (SFBARF), and others, with the 
goal of informing and including relevant stakehold­
ers affected by and/or responsible for potential 
solutions. 

Topic-specific working groups have collectively 
drafted short, medium. and long term strategies, 
including tenant protections and housing access, 
housing preservation, housing production, eco­
nomic development. community planning, SRO 
acquisition and/or master leasing, and homeless­
ness. The Plan will be presented to the Planning 
Commission, for endorsement in early Fall 2016. 
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September 20, 2016 

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

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

Dear President Fong and Members of the Planning Commission: 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Chris Block 
Chair 
Eastern Neighborhoods Citizen Advisory Committee 
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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 bas 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 of9,785 and over 13,000 new jobs 
in the Plan Area over the 20 year period - 2009 to 2029. 

The Eastern Neighborhood's approval included various implementation documents including an 
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 PDRjobs in certain sectors. 
There is much anecdotal evidence of traditional PDR businesses being forced out of their 
long-time locations within UMU zones. In certain neighborhoods, the UMU zoning has 
lead to gentrification, as long standing PDR uses are being replaced with upscale retail 
and other commercial services catering to the large segment of market rate housing. 
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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 a:ffordably 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 ofMissionBay. AB of the date of this document, no proposal has been made by the 
private sector pursuant to the Biotechnology and Medical Use overlay. It's the CAC's view that 
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the residential uses of the UMU zoning in this specific area supports greater land values then 
those supported by the Overlay. In addition, the relatively small parcel sizes that characterize the 
Central Waterfront I Dogpatch area are less accommodating oflarger 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 housingfundsfor Mission and South of Market have been raised: 
Some of the initial dollars of impact fees (first $1 OM) 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 
cWTent community members. Market-rate development, often regarded as "luxury," is 
inaccessible to the vast majority ofindividuals 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 ciitical 
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 BIR, 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 16th Street, Folsom and Howard, 61

h, 7th and 8th Streets are now either fully 
funded or in process of being funded. 

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

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

What Seems to Not be Working 
A high portion of impact fees (80%) is dedicated to priority projects, such as improvements to 
1 rJh 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 contnoutes to the traffic congestion that is common throughout the city of 
San Francisco. 

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

Large portions of impact fees are dedicated, which limits agility with funding requests from 
discretionary fees. The CAC has allocated funding for citizen-led initiatives to contribute a 
sustainable stream of funding to the Community Challenge Grant program run out of the City 
Administrators' office. Our past experience is that this program has doubled capacity oflocal 
"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 I Pier 48, continued 
housing development in Mission Bay and UCSF student housing further increase the pressures of 
density on the neighborhoods. The square footage included in these various projects may equal 
or exceed all of the projects under the EN Plan. Although these projects are not dependent on the 
EN Plan to provide their infrastructure, their impacts should be considered for a complete EN 

approach to infrastructure and other improvements. 

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

Many new developments have been built with no neighborhood -serving retail or commercial 
ground floor space. The UMU zoning has allowed developers to take advantage of a robust real 

estate market and build out the ground floor spaces with additional residential units, not 

neighborhood services such as grocery and other stores. 

Evictions and move-outs 
There are many reports of long-term residents of the neighborhoods being evicted or forced or 

paid to move out of the area. Younger, high wage-earning people are replacing retirees on fixed 

incomes and middle and low wage earners. 

Traffic congestion and its impact on commercial uses 
Transportation improvements have not kept pace with the amount of vehicular traffic on the 

streets, leading to vehicular traffic congestion in many parts of the Eastern Neighborhoods. 
While the slow movement of traffic has affected all residents, it has become a serious burden for 
businesses that rely on their ability to move goods and services quickly and efficiently. The 
additional transit that has been implemented through MUNI Forward is welcome but not 
sufficient to serve new growth. There does not seem to be sufficient increase in service to meet 

the increase in population. 
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Loss of non-pro.fit and institutional space 
There are many reports of non-profits and institutions being forced to relocate due to rent 
pressures. 

Urban Design Policies and Guidelines 
While the EN Plans did provide urban design provisions to break up building and provide active 
frontages, additional urban design controls are warranted. New buildings would be more 
welcome if they provided more commercial activity at the grotmd 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. 
• hnplement temporary or permanent relocation assistance programs for displaced PDR 

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

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

of new and modem PDR space within the PDR districts. 

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

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

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

uses. 

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

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

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

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

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

has occurred (and wi11 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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Mission - Projects Completed or Under Environmental Review - 2008 to 2/23/16 (Planning Dept. Data) 

Address Case No. 

3418 26th Street 2009.0&lOE 
SO Julian Avenue 2009.1095E 
411 Valencia 2009.0lSOE 
490South Van Ness Avenue 2010.0043£ 
3420 18th Street 2012.1572E 
1875 Mission Street 2010.0787E 
17th Street and Folsom Street Park 2009.1163E 
1501 lSth Street 2008.1395E 
480 Potrero Avenue 2011.0430E 
626 Potrero Avenue/ 2535 18th Street 2011.1279E 
2550-2558 Mission Street 2005.0694E 
1450 15th Street 2013.0124E 

Date of 
Document 

8-No11-l0 
23-Jun-10 
13-May-10 
24-Jun-14 
16-0ct-13 
14-0ct-10 
24-Jan·ll 
27-Jan-ll 
26-Seo-12 
16-Jul-12 
21-Nov-12 
30-0ct-14 

Status of 
Document 

Published CPE 
Published CPE 
Published CPE 
Published CPE 
Published CPE 
Published CPE 
Published CPE 
PubrlShed CPE 
Published Other 
Published CPE 
Published Other 
Published CPE 

Net 
Housing 

Units 

13 
8 

16 
72 
16 
38 
0 

40 
84 

0 
114 
23 

Cultural, 
Institution 

al, 
EducaHcn 

al 

0 

Medical 

0 
0 16,000 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 

Managemen 
I, 

lnfcnnatlon, 
and 

Professlona 
I Services 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 0 0 
0 15,200 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

300 South Van Ness Avenue 2011.0953E 29-Nov-12 Published CPE o o 0 O 
346 Potrero Avenue 2012.0793E 3-Feb-14 Published CPE 72 0 0 O 
1785 lSth Street 2012.0147£ 1-May-13 Published CPE 8 0 0 0 
1801/1863 Mission Street 2009.lOllE 19-Mar-15 Published CPE 54 0 0 740 

"1!124 Mission St. 2014.0449E 2-Apr-15 Pii611sheifCPE"""' """""'·;u -· o o o 

Retail and 
PDR Entertalnm 

ant 

0 0 
0 0 

-1,550 1,370 
-1.618 l,123 
-4,675 1,000 

-43,695 2523 
0 0 

-1,740 9,681 
0 0 

·15,000 0 
0 14.750 

~.oss 0 
0 20,040 

-1,500 2,760 
-765 0 

0 2,125 
-7 506 0 
-1,180 2,315 
-1,750 3,060 

-64,450 4,105 
-2,000 3,770 

-440 5,300 

'~F""?=~~~7E;~·----i=+-----!=+-----~3,540""°";"1---......;;~~--~~~ 
1050 Valencia Street 2007.1457E S-Oct-10 Published Other 16 O 0 0 0 1,830 
1419 Bryant Street 2015-005388ENV 6-Jan-16 Published CPE 0 44,600 0 0 -34,350 0 
1919.l\!lissJollStreet... 2013.1543E 28-Jan·lS Active Other 331 0 0 0 0 ·18,239 
2~::~"%;t,~~!1r:~~!;~:.:::~~~i;i!;:SHf£ -~ ~~-; . . ·~it D)D]f§~J~·:::1;: ~P.~~ld~~;~ ?ifi~i:t:;;115 t· 0 0 < -22,111 0 

·2.064 844 
645 Valenda St 2013.1339E TBD Active CPE 9 0 0 0 0 -4,382 
1800 Mission 2014.0154E TBO Active CPE 0 0 0 139,607 -138,742 39,000 
2750 19th St. 2014.0999E TBO Active CPE 60 _ 0 0 0 -10,934 10,112 

0 -29,940 
314016th St 2014.UOSENV TBD Active CPE 28 0 0 0 ·20,428 7,284 

0 -269 
-10,000 4,992 

3357·3359 26th St. 2013.0770ENV TBD Active CPE 8 0 0 0 0 5,575 
1726-1730 M'ISSion St. 2014-002026ENV TBO Aclive CPE 3! 0 0 0 ·3,500 900 
2100 Mission Street 2009.0SSOE TSO Active CPE 29 0 0 0 ·7,630 2,640 
200 Potrero.Ave.-.. 2015-<l04756~ _ TBD ... Active CPE 0 0 0 0 -27,716 30,034 

0 1,740 
1798 Bryant St. . ·- 2<i:iS:oo&sllENV T8D Activ8"CPE.. 131 0 0 -5,179 0 3,514 

0 7,400 
793 South Van Ness 201S-001360ENV TBD Active CPE 54 0 0 0 -1,966 4,867 
1850 B<yant St. 2015-011211ENV TBD Active CPE 0 0 0 C 188,994 0 
953 Treat Ave 2015-006510ENV TBD Active CPE 8 0 0 0 0 0 
3620 Cesar Chavez 2015-D0945!1ENV TBD Active CPE 28 0 0 -3,200 0 940 
344 14th SL & 1463 Stevenson St. 2014.0948ENV TB0 Active CPE 45 0 0 18,995 5,849 
1950 Mission St. 2DJ.6.001514ENV TBD Active CPE 157 1,236 0 0 0 3,415 

0 851 -11,664 0 

. ' 2,451 45,836 31,200 126,778 -237,073 152,028 

Preferred Project (approved 2008) 1696 

Option A 782- 104,400 37,200 422,021 422,021 114,000 
Options 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 

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 CDlltainlng 2,451 dwelling unfts and 355,842 square feet of nan-residential spaa: (excluding POR loss) have completed or are proposed to 
complete environmental review within the Mission District subarea." 

This is in excess of the number of units in the approved Preferred Project, as well as Options A, Band C from the ENP EIR. As a result, the analysis of cumulative Impacts con ta I' 
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 comHtions. Among the 
Impacts not adequatelr studied are recreation and open space, transit, traffic, and air qualit'{. 

-0097-



Kl TELSON & ASSOC IA ES, INC. 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING I PLANNING 

155 Grand Avenue, Suite 900, Oakland, CA 94612 510.839.1742 510.839.0871 

Fl E DU 

Date: May 11, 2017 
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1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

From: Tim Erney, AICP/PTP/CTP 

Ribeka Toda 

Project: 

SuO}ect: 

1726 Mission Street (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) 

Transportation Circulation Memorandum (Final) 

Project#: 19814.0 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAI) 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 KAI 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, KAI assessed the following design and site access/circulation issues: 

• Pedestrian access, including to and from nearby transit; 

• Bicycle access and parking; 

• Transit access; 

• Vehicular access and parking; 

• Loading access and trash/recycling collection; 

• Emergency vehicle access; and, 

• Construction impacts. 

HLENAME: K:IH_OAKLANDIPROJHLEl19814 - SF 1726-1730 MISSION ST TRANS ASSESSMENTIREPORTIHNAL FINAL 11726 MISSION 

STREET HNAL MEMO 5-11-17.DOCX 
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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 lobby 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. 
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The parking garage on Level 1 would include 21 parking stalls for automobiles in triple stackers (each 

triple stacker can accommodate a vehicle that is 6'-3" wide, 16'-4" long, and 4'-7'" high)1
, 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 frontage2
. 

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. 

1 
Per Klaus Multi parking Gmbh, for compact type 663-330 system. See information in Appendix B. 

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

Pedestrian 

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.3 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 

• Otis 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 

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 

3 San Francisco Department of Public Health. San Francisco Pedestrian Injuries - High-Injury Corridors. 

Online: JlJ!!Ul2115'2Y~II@.[l2JiLr;gl5~-92!Tu'?J2!~~JJ:li''.l::'Sll~IJ2SJSJlQ£il~W§'.IiJJ}QE.1<Jit_l}JJl'.£QPJQ=£21_lgJ115c±fil!~Q'!~@li11?Q;Q:QQ!:=_\i2'<!.9. 

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

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. 

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 1-80 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 1-

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. 

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. 
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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 observed 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. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 
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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 

40 dwelling units 
Residential1 (20 1-BR units 

20 2-BR units) 

PDR2 2,250 sf 

Total 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016. 
Notes: 

7.5 trips per 
unit {1-BR) 

10.0 trips per 
unit (2-BR) 

7 .9 trips per 
1,000 sf 

150 trips 
(1-BR) 

17.3% 

200 trips 
(2-BR) 

12.4% 18 

368 

17 trips 9 trips 26 trips 
(1-RR) {1-BR) (1-BR) 

23 trips 12 trips 35 trips 
(2-BR) (2-BR (2-BR) 

0 2 2 

40 23 63 

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 .Strips/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 

Transit 13 

Walk 6 

Other 5 

Total Person-Trips 40 

Total Vehicle-Trips 9 

Source: Kittelson & Associates, Inc. 2016. 

9 

7 

4 

3 

23 

6 
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25 

20 

10 

8 

63 

15 

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 1.5 0.07 0.08 

Total 35,843 2.5 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) * RI 9 I 2.4 
Peak Hour= {GSF I 1,000) * {R * 1.25) I 9 I 2.4 
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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 

5:00 to 5:15 PM 2 0 

5:15 to 5:30 PM 1 0 

5:30 to 5:45 PM 0 0 

5:45 to 6:00 PM 0 1 

Hourly Total {5:00 to 6:00 PM) 3 1 

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:5 

5 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 would 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. 

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 6 ("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 VMT7
. 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. 

6 This document is available online at: https;//www.opr.ca.gov/s sb743.php. 

7 Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluation Transportation Impacts in CEQA by the Office of Planning and 
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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 

19.1 

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

16.2 7.6 

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 TOM Program under San Francisco Planning 

Code Section 169, and must submit a TDM Plan (see Appendix D).8 The Project would include the 

following TOM 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-SA: 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 TOM 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. 

• INF0-2: 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 TOM Plan is being implemented correctly, on an on-going basis. 

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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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. 

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 
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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 designee, 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: 

• Install 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 S'-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 

low 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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• 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 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 



1726 Mission Street Transportation Circulation Memorandum 
Mayll,2017 

Project#: 19814.0 
Page25 

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. 

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.9 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. 

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. 

9 
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 Projecf 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 Projecfs impacts on loading would be less than 

sign ifi cant. 

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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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)10
, 

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 (ISCOTI) for temporary 

sidewalk and travel lane closures. Both TASC and ISCOTI 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. 

CU ULATIVE 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 

10 
The SFMTA Blue Book, 8th Edition, is available on line through the SFMTA website (www .sfrnta.corn) 
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planned large development projects11
. 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 

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. 

11 
San Francisco Permits in My Neighborhood Map. Map of planning applications, active and completed, compiled by the Planning 

Department. Online '"-'·""-•U=-'""-"'J:c.c.c,=c_"'-'°C=c.~-='-"""-'~··J-•.••.:.r.o:•.c"'."C.:.:., •. = 
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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 travel 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 accommodation 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 RECO ENDATIONS 

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: 

• Improvement Measure TR-1: Queue Abatement (see Page 21) 

• 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. 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. Oakland, California 
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KIT E SON & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING/ PLANNING 

155 Grand Avenue, Suite 900, Oakland, CA 94612 510.839.1742 510.839.0871 

Fl SCOPE F 
1726 iSS Street 2015-002026E Trans on rcu 

emorandum 

Kittelson & Associates, Inc. (KAI) 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 

KAI 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: KAI 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:IPROJFILEl19814-SF1726-1730 MISSION ST TRANS ASSESSMENTJADMINIPIFINAL SOW,19814_1726 MISSION 
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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: KAI 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: KAI 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: KAI will observe and document the current on-street loading spaces provided in the immediate vicinity of 
the Project site. 

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

TASK 3: PROJECT TRAVEL DE D 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: KAI 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, KAI 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, KAI will estimate the net new 
trips anticipated to be generated by the Project. 

Loading Demand: KAI 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, KAI 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: KAI 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: KAI 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, KAI 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. KAI 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. KAI will describe and 
qualitatively assess access to existing nearby on-street loading spaces for commercial and residential passenger 
loading. Additionally, KAI will describe anticipated trash/recycling collection procedures and residential move­
in/move-out activities. If needed, KAI 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: KAI 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: KAI 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 D UNI FORWARD) 

KAI will provide a brief description of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and describe the consistency of the 
Project with the EN EIR. KAI will also 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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KAI 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 

KAI 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). KAI 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: 

Technical Analysis 

Preparation of Draft 
Memo 

City Review and 
Comments 

Second Draft Memo 

City Review 

Screencheck Final 

City Review 

Final Memo Approval 

Notes: 

This schedule includes the following assumptions: 

No changes to the Project description are made. 

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. 
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AND APPROVAL 

Date: April, 2016 

Transmittal To: KAI 

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

~ Approved as submitted 

0 Approved as revised and resubmitted 

0 Approved subject to comments below 

0 Not approved, pending modifications specified below and resubmitted 

. 1 / n . r-V.o - r'.- .-· 
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Transportation 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 
accommodate such additional issues. 

www.sfplanning.org 
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Sulte400 
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415.558.6378 

Fax: 
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To be perfor­
med by the 
customer 
Description 

Standard Type 663-350 

r-so-tsoi 

520 for vehicle up to 5.00m=16'4" long 

(540 for vehicle up to 5.20 m 17' long) 

Compact Type 663-330 

T 
0 

"' "' 

l 
Garage with door in front of the 
car parking system 

Drainage "'.·'·[· channel · 
with sump 

-i2% 
~/:+!-' . . .. 501 II A3~ 

Exklusive Type 663-370 

'l 
e. 
l: .. 
Qi 
::c 

T i 
0 "' .... .... 
"' "' l, l 
Notes 
ili!I For dividing walls: cutting through 

10x 10 cm (for pipes). 
Dimensions Al, A2 and A3 must be 
coordinated with the door supplier. 

1il If the total height is greater, the max. 
vehicle height for the upper parking 
space increases accordingly. 

@II Potential equalization from foundation 
grounding connection to system 
(provided by the customer). 

11 In compliance with DIN EN 14010, 
10 cm wide yellow-black markings 
compliant to ISO 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). 

ii Load increase possible only for EB 
against surcharge. 

Page 1 of5 

Product Data 
Stack Parker 

( E: 
CONFORMITY 

663 

Dimensions: 
All space requirements are minimum 
finished dimensions. Tolerances for space 
requirements+~. Dimensions in cm. 

EB (single platform) = 3 vehicles 
DB (double platform) = 6 vehicles 

540 175 
'**=without car 

Suitable for: 
Standard passenger car and station wagon. 
Height and length according to contur. 

Mf!HffMM 
fH 11 .. @NMflM 

ICf¥lgI1M 480 150 

*#lfi•I 
lit¥1f41M 540 110 

1.90m 

max. 2000 kg ••• 

max.500kg*** 

- =Special design: EB max. 2500 kg/wheel load max. 625 kg 

Standard passenger car 

Standard station wagon 

Standard passenger cars are vehicles 
without any sports options such as 
spoilers, low-profile tyres etc. 

Klaus Multiparking GmbH 
Hermann-Krum-StraBe 2 
D-88319 Aitrach 

Phone +49-7565-508-0 
Fax +49-75 65-5 08-88 

~~~~l-· ~~~~~~!!!~~~,~~!·~~~ 
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Stack Parker 6631 Code number 583.91.490-004 I Version 09.2009 Page 2 of 5 

Single Platform (EB) 

[J 

Single Platform (EB) rnJ·o 
!ON 
EN 

.Jr "'" .-. 

+ B2 ++ B3 Umin. 20 

Single Platform (EB) 

EB EB 

+ B4 ++ Bs ++min. 20 

EB EB 

* = standard width (parking space width 2.30 m) 

Double Platform (DB) 

~ f II 
+ Bl + 

Double Platform (DB) 

DB DB 
Jo 

N 
N 

LL...-~l--"'---'-1--'-'._J 
B2 B3 

Double Platform (DB) 

DB 

I 

B4 

DB 

I 

Bs 

Umin.20 

Umin.20 

Single and Double Platform (EB+ DB)- Example 

EB DB 

I 

Bl Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

Single and Double Platform (EB+ DB) - Example 

EB DB DB 
Jo 

N 
N 

'-'-------''------'--! --'-'-----'---"--\ --"' _J 
B2 B3 Umin. 20 

Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

Single and Double Platform (EB+ DB) 

EB DB 

I 

B4 

EB DB 

I 

U Bs Umin. 20 
Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

A3 = seat-engaging 
surface (dimensions 
require coordination 
with door supplier.) 

Allround door 
dimensions require 
coordination between 
door supplier and 
local agency of 

[I] DB DB 
I I 

CJ CJ __ _ 

Klaus Multiparking. 
~ DF ;t1 DF w DF r2 

Carriageway in accordance 
with local re ulations 

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 of250 to 270 (EB) or 500 (DB). 
P~rki.n_g,on standar? wid.th.platfo;,ms ~ith_la'.?:r.ve~i~l.es ~a~ ~.ake getting into and out of the vehicle difficult. This depends on type 
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Stack Parker 6631 Code number 583.91-490-004 I Version 09.2009 

maximum 
descending 
slope4% 

maximum 
ascending 
slope 14 % 

Page 3 of5 

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 

250 

u 1 
520 (540) 

~" _c bl) 

"' "(Li 0.. 

:c " " "' 

Units are dowelled to the floor. Drilling depth: approx. 15 cm. 

-20 . 
+55$· 

+3-5--+-'.;: 
+25$; 

EB 

81 

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 ISO 3864 compliant 

Free space for longitudinal and vertical ducts (e.g_ ventilation) 

(502.5) 

35 10 

DB 

B2 11 83 11 82 

I:' ...• 
I t+12 +12t •. · 

•· 

••• .. 
ili -25 

•:W +80 

i·--+4 
I $+35 

-25 ili • 
+8ow 

+4-· 
+35$. 

I 

DB · 
1+20 +201 
t Markings compliant to ISO 3864* t 

81 

B1. 62, B3 = (see table on page 2) 

17,7,11 Free space for vertical pipelines, 
~ ventilation branch canals 

Free space for horizontal 
ducting 

A roach level 

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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Description 

Stack Parker 6631 Code number 583.91.490-004 I Version 09.2009 

12 

14 
~. ! 

* i 

/ 

to the next 
system 

Conduit EN 25 (M25) 
height:+ 1.70 m 

11 

Conduit EN 25 (M25) 
height:+ 1.10 m 

0 
00 ...... 

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 metal 
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 ISO 13857 must be 
installed by the customer. Railings must also be in place during 
construction. 

Environmental conditions for the area of multiparking systems: 
Temperature range-lOto +40° C. Relative humidity 50 % at a 
maximum outside temperature of+40° C. 

0.00 

If lifting or lowering times are specified, they refer to an environmental 
temperature of +10° C and with the system set up directly nextto the 
hydraulic unit. At tower temperatures or with longer hydraulic lines, 
these times increase. 
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- _D_~ripti_o11_ 
Electricity meter 

,_.__J>ositi_~ __ , c.£requency _ 
in the supply 
line 

•--------------------------~ ---~----- 1---·---' 
2 

3 

1 Main fuse: 3 x fuse 20 A (slow) 
or circuit breaker 3 x 20 A 

, (trigger ~ara_cteri~~K()rC::l___ 
Supply line 5 x 2.5 mm2 

(3 PH+ N +PE) with marked wire 

in the supply 1 per unit 
line 

to main switch 1 perunit 

_and !'r<J~ectiv_e_~onductcJr_______ _ ____ ---~ '·---·-··· __ _ 
4 1 Lockable main switch defined at the 1 per unit 

, ______________________ L£llaneva!u~tio_11_, c _________ , 

Supply line 5 x 2.5 mm2 from main 
(3 PH+ N +PE) with marked wire switch to unit 
~cl_p__£()t_e__ctiv_e COil_~~"':._ __ 

6 Foundation earth connector 

7 Equipotential bonding in accordance 
with DIN EN 60204 from foundation 

comer pit 
floor 

1 per unit 

1 per 
system 

__ , ___ ,, earth connectorto_ttie__ststem ____ L--------------' ~------

. Description 

~ :i:erminal_b"".. __ 
c_JI __ ,, Controlline3 x0.75 m..£11_ 2jf'H+ N + PQ_ ______________ __J 

, __ !ll_, ,_c:cmtrol line_"._X_l.5 mm2_1111_itb1narked_vlire and protective <:()11_ductor _____ 
1 

'-.!!.: c_Operating device -------------------------~ 
~1~ J , _(:()ntrolline_ 5_JC 1:?.1TI1TI2 'flitl1_111_arke_cl__'flire__a11_~_pr()t"ctiv_ec()n~1Jcl_()r______ . ..J 

__13~ -~lcl__ra!Jli_c_uriit~2~~,!h!ee:!'h~se__c:~_rr_e11_t,t,()ll_\l_./_5Q_~ _______ ,,_ ..... 
, Jl!_, L(_ontro!Une 5_~1:?1111TI2 w!tli__ma_rl<e_tJVJire a __ nd prote_cti_ve_i;()nductcir___ 

Accordingto DIN 4109 (Sound insulation in buildings), para. 4, 
annotation 4, Klaus Multiparkers are part of the building services 
(garage systems). 

Normal sound insulation: 

DlN 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' w = 57 dB 
(to be provided by customer) 

Increased sound insulation (special agreement): 

DlN 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 I order 
(Klaus Multiparking GmbH) 

- Minimum sound insulation of building R' w = 62 dB 
(to be provided by customer) 

Note: User noises are noises created by individual users in our 
Multi parking systems. These can be noises from accessing the 
platforms, slamming of vehicle doors, motor and brake noises. 
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Section 

Dimensions 

Car data 
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Width 
dimes ions 
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Approach 
Load plan 
Installation 
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Electrical 
installation 
Technical 
data 

Page5 

To be perfor· 
med by the 
customer 

Description 

Stack Parker 663 I Code number 583.91.490-004 I Version 09.2009 

Any constraints that may be necessary according to DIN EN ISO 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 (longitudinal 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 ISO 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. 

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 pillars 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! 
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Any necessary wall cuttings according to page 1. 

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 theirown 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 Multi parking). 

Operating device exposed Operating device concealed 

CJ c:lic~~i:~~~~y ~ [§] ~c;~i~~~~~y 
level ~ EJ EJ level 

0 

" 

i~~;d,;<EN'5 ~25) ~ ,~ ;!~; 
- 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 

- 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 originallv offered provided the customer derives no disadvantage from 
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1726-1730 Mission Street 
Travel Demand Summary 

Size !Description 
40 Total Units 
20 studio/1~BR 

20 2+BR 
33,643 gross sq ft 

PDR 2,250 Total Sq Ft 
Source: Natoma Jl.rchitects, 2015. 

Travel Demand Summary 
Md Daily o e 

Residential PDR Total 
Auto 158 11 169 
Transit 98 3 102 
Walk 56 2 58 
Other 38 1 39 

Total 350 18 368 
Vehicle Trios 83 7 90 

Mode Residential 
In Out Total 

Auto 16 8 24 
Transit 13 7 20 
Walk 6 3 9 
other 5 2 7 

Total 40 21 61 
Vehicle Trins 9 5 14 

Residential Trip Generation and Parking Demand (SF Guidelines) 
Unit Type Units Dally Rate Parking Demand 
Studio O 7.5 1.1 
1 Bedroom 20 7.5 1.1 
2 Bedroom 20 10.0 1.5 
2+ Bedroom O 10.0 1.5 

Total 40 8.75 1.30 

Residential In/Out Splits 
Direction Work 
Inbound 100% 
Outbound 0% 

PM Peak Hour In/Out Splits 

Direction 
Inbound 
Outbound 

Residential 

67% 
34% 

Non-Work 

33% 
67% 

PDR(Manllnd) 

17% 
84% 

Residential 
24 
20 
9 
7 
61 
14 

In 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

PM Peak Hour 
PDR 

1 
0.4 
02 
0.1 
2 
1 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 
PDR 
Out 
1 

0.4 
0.2 
0.1 
2 
1 

PDR In/Out Splits 
Direction Work 
Inbound 0% 
Outbound 100% 

Total 
25 
20 
10 
7 
63 
15 

Total 
1 

0.4 
0.2 
0.1 
2 
1 

Non·.Work 

50% 
50% 

In 
16 
13 
6 
5 
40 
9 

1726 Mission Street-Transportation Assessment 
Technical Appendix 

OverallTotaJ 
Out Total 
9 25 
7 20 
4 10 
3 8 

23 63 
6 15 
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In/Out Door Used 

In 1 
In 1 

Out 1 

7409 SW Tech Center Dr, Ste BlSO 
Tigard, OR 97223 

971-223-0003 

Mission St & Erie St 

Time 

1726 Mission Street - Transportation Assessment 
Technical Appendix 

Order Number: 137669 
Date: 3/29/16 

Notes 

17:00 2 Pedestrians make multiple trips unloading stuff 
17:21 
17:53 
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1650 MISSION STREET. #400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 

WWW.SFPLANNING.ORG 

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 ofTDM 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 compliance with the TDM Program, including the 
Development Project's point target and associated TDM measures selected to achieve that point target. 

ISA 
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 often (10) or more Dwelling Units 

• 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. 

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. 

A 
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. 

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 of24 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. 

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. 



1650 MISSION STREET, #400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 

WWW.SFPLANNING.DRG 

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 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 materials with you 
at the time of your intake appointment for the project's 
Development Application. 

To schedule an appointment, please send an email request 
with the intake appointment request form to: 

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. 

Espanol: Si desea ayuda sobre c6mo llenar esta solicitud 
en espaflol, por favor !lame al 415-575-9010. Tenga en 
cuenta que el Departamento de Plani:ficaci6n requerira al 
menos un dia habil para responder 

$~: •••*••••m$~••m&$••~• 
WJ, ~~!1(~415-575-90100 ~~;±;¥;, ~IllJWP~~~~ 
&-@I f'i= 13 *@Jf!o 

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. 



Property Owner's Information 

Name: Sustainable Living, LLC 

Address: 1592 Mission Street Email Address: jdennis@foundationre.com 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Telephone: 

Applicant Information (if applicable) 

Name: Jody Knight Same as above D 
---------- -----·--------------- ···---------~--~------------

Company/Organization: Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

Address: One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Please Select Contact: 

Name: ____________ Email: 

Please Select 
Contact: 

Name: ____________ Email: 

Property Information 

Project Address: 1726-1732 Mission Street 

---

Email Address: jknight@reubenlaw.com 

Telephone: ( 4150 567 -9000 

I}{] Owner D Applicant D Other (see below for details) 

--------------Phone: ________ _ 

IK! Owner D Applicant D Billing D Other (see below for details) 

--------------Phone: ________ _ 

Block/Lot(s): 3532 I 005 

Please provide a narrative project description that summarizes the project and its purpose. IK! 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 Accessory Parking Spaces 

Target Points 

Land Use Category C (Residential) 

Gross Floor Area (GFA) 35,893 

Occupied Floor Area (OFA) 

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 22 

Target Points 

Land Use Category D (Other) 

Gross Floor Area (GFA) 2,250 

Occupied Floor Area (OFA) 

Number of Accessory Parking Spaces 0 

Target Points 



TOM PLAN WORKSHEET 

Bicycle Parking: or 

Bicycle Parking: C; or 

Showers and Lockers 

1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

Bike Share Membership: A; or 1 

® 

® 
® 
® 4 

® 

® 

® 
® 

-

-
-. ., . -~ .. ~ .. --............ -.. -.------ -

Bike Share Membership: Location 8 2 @ -
Bicycle Repair Station 1 

Bicycle Maintenance Services 1 -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-====-~~===-~~===-~ 

Fleet of Bicycles 1 

Bicycle Valet Parking 1 

Car-share Parking and Membership: A; or 1 ® 
Car-share Parking and Membership: B; or 2 ® 
Car-share Parking and Membership: or 3 ® ® ® 

or 

Delivery Supportive Amenities 

Provide Delivery Services 

Family TDM Amenities: and/or 

Family TDM Amenities: 

On-site Childcare 

Family TDM Package 

Contributions or Incentives for Sustainable Transportation: 

- --- ............. --------------- --- ------·----,.--

4 ® ® ® 

5 ® ® ® 
1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

4 

6 

8 

7 

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 



Vanpool Program: B; or 

Vanpool Program: C; or 

Vanpool Program: D; or 

Vanpool Program: E; or 

Vanpool Program: F; or 

Vanpool Program: G 

Multimodal Wayfinding Signage 

Real Time Transportation Information Displays 

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: A; or 

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: B; or 

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: C; or 

Tailored Transportation Marketing Services: 

Healthy Food Retail in Underserved Area 

On-site Affordable Housing: A; or 

On-site Affordable Housing: or 

On-site Affordable Housing: or 

Parking Pricing 

Parking Cash Out: Non-residential Tenants 

Parking Supply: or 

. Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: C; or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: or 

Parking Supply: 

Parking Supply: 

Parking Supply: 

@ = applicable to land use category. 

2 

3 @ @ -·····------------- .. ··------ .. --------------------------------------. 

4 @ @ -
5 -
6 @ @ ------------------------------------------

7 @ @ -
1 

1 

1 

2 

3 

4 

2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2 

2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

@ @ @ 
- ---------------- - ---------------·--

@ @ @ 
@ 

@ 

_1_@ ----

@® 
@® 

@® 
@® 

@® ---·-·-----·---------- ------- ----

@® 4 -

@® @® @® -

-
@® @® @® -
® ® -
® ® -
® ® ® ® 

--------------- ---------- ------------- .. ·--- .... -. ........ "" ----- - - -------

® ® . ., ..... __________________________________ ·----·-···-

® ® 
® ® 

® 2® 
® ® 
® 

® ® ® 
® ® ® 

- ---------.--------·----------------------------------- ------·------ .. ---.,----

® ® ® 
® 
® 
® 

® 
® 
® 
@ 

® 
® 
® 
@ 

land Use Category Totals 

--------
A B C D @ = 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. 

Retail 

Point Subtotal from Page 1: __ 
Office Residential Other 

7 

= not applicable to land use category. 

= project sponsor can select these measures for 
10 Point Subtotal from Page 2:_ 

.... _ ..... _. __ 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 TOM Program Standards included multiple options to meet the target, and of those options, the owner has 

selected the TOM measures included in the TOM Plan application. 

d) Other information or applications may be required. 

Signature 

Authorized Agent 

Relationship to Project 
(i.e. Owner, Architect, etc.) 

For Department Use Only 

( 415) 567 -9000 

Phone 

Application received by Planning Department 

By:--------------~-------

Jody Knight 

Name (Printed) 

jknight@reubenlaw.com 
Email 

Date:-------------



~TRANSPORTATION 
~ DEMAND MAllAGEMINT 

LOCATION: 

Address: 

TAZ: 

APN: 

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS: 

COMMENTS: 

TDM Tool Results 
April 14, 2017, 7:18 pm 



411412017 

Category C Residential 
PARKING 

PKG 1 Unbundle Parking (pdf/measure/pkg1.pdf) 

PKG 4 Parking Supply (pdf/measure/pkg4.pdf) 

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

ACTIVE-1 Improve Walking Conditions 
(pdf/measure/act1.pdf) 

ACTIVE-2 Bicycle Parking (pdf/measure/act2.pdf) 

ACTIVE-4 Bike Share Membership (pdf/measure/act4.pdf) 

ACTIVE-Sa Bicycle Repair Station (pdf/measure/act5a.pdf) 

http://www.sfidmtool.org/ 

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool) 

Yes +4 Neighborhood Parking Rate: 0.62 

Location B 

+2 Neighborhood Parking Rate: 0.62 

Project Parking Rate: 0.55 Option B 

No Option A Option B 

Yes +4 

~-'Option A 1--'0ption B "''Option C -.!,Option D 

No . >1,000feet =1,000feet 
(Click here for the bay area bike share stetion map) 
(http://www.bayareabikeshare.com/stetions) 

Yes +1 

Nn 

Category C - Residential 

Current Point: Target Point: 

17 14 

1/1 



4/1412017 

ACTIVE-5a Bicycle Repair Station (pdf/measure/act5a.pdf) 

ACTlVE-Sb Bicycle Maintenance Services 
(pdf/measure/act5b.pdf) 

ACTIVE-6 Fleet of Bicycles (pdf/measure/act6.pdf) 

CAR SHARE 

CSHARE-1 car-Share Parking (pdf/measure/cshare1.pdf) 

DELIVERY 

DELIVERY-1 Delivery Supportive Amenities 

(pdf/measure/deli1.pdf) 

FAMILY 

FAM-1 Family TOM - Amenities (pdf/measure/fam1 .pd!) 

FAM-2 On-site Childcare (pdf/measure/fam2.pdf) 

httpolwww.sftdmtool.org/ 

San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Tool (SF TDM Tool) 

Yes +1 

No 

No 

No 

Option A Option B Option C Option O 

Option E 

Yes +1 

Yes + 1 ~Option A ::: Option B 

No 

Category C - Residential 

Current Point: Target Point: 

17 14 

1/1 



411412017 San Francisco Transportation Demand Management Toal (SF TDM Toal) 
"'""''"'-... ...,,,__,., .......................... , .............. Q ........... , ................... , 

Category C - Residential 
FAM-3 Family TOM Package (pdf/measure/fam3.pdf) 

Current Point: Target Point: 

HIGH OCCUPANCY VEHICLES 

HOV-1 Contributions or Incentives (pdf/measure/hov1 .pdf) No 17 14 
Option A Option B Option C Option D 

HOV·2 Shuttle Bus Service (pdf/measure/hov2.pdf) No Option A Option B 

COMMUNICATIONS AND INFORMATION 

INF0·1 Multimodal Wayfinding Signage 
(pdf/measure/info1.pdf) 

INF0-2 Real Time Transportation Displays 
(pdf/measure/info2.pdf) 

INFO..J Tailored Transportation Marketing Services 

(pdf/measurelinfo3.pdf) 

LAND USE 

LU-2a 0n"'5ite Affordable Housing (income >55% S8<r'la AMI) 

http://www.sftdmtool.org/ 

No 

Yes +1 

No 

Option A Option B Option C Option D 

1/1 
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a n 



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} 

n/a 
(Off-Street) § 166 Retail 0 to 24 parking spaces None provided 

= 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} 

n/a (Off-Street) § 152 Retail O -10,000 gsf = O spaces None provided 
(Table 152) required (compliant} 

Pedestrian § 138.1 Streetscape and Pedestrian 
Does not apply 

Improvements Improvements 
TOM Program (to come) Applies (see Appendix E) 


