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DATE:  July 17, 2017 

TO:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors  

FROM:  Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer – (415) 575‐9032 

 Joy Navarrete, Senior Environmental Planner – (415) 575‐9040 

  Michael Li, Environmental Coordinator – (415) 575‐9107 

RE:  File No. 170808, Planning Department Case No. 2014‐002026ENV – Appeal of the 

Community Plan Evaluation for  the 1726‐1730 Mission Street Project. Block/Lot: 

3532/004A and 005 

PROJECT SPONSOR:  Jody  Knight,  Reuben,  Junius &  Rose,  on  behalf  of  Sustainable  Living,  LLC  –  
(415) 567‐9000 

APPELLANT:  J.  Scott Weaver,  Law Office  of  J.  Scott Weaver,  on  behalf  of Our Mission No 

Eviction – (415) 317‐0832 

HEARING DATE:  July 25, 2017 

ATTACHMENTS:  A – July 3, 2017 appeal letter from J. Scott Weaver 

      B – Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum  and  the  attached  documents  are  a  response  to  a  letter  of  appeal  to  the  Board  of 

Supervisors  (the  Board)  regarding  the  Planning  Department’s  (the  “Department”)  issuance  of  a 

Community  Plan  Evaluation  (CPE)  under  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Rezoning  and  Area  Plan  Final 
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Environmental Impact Report (“Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or PEIR”)1 in compliance with the California 

Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for the 1726‐1730 Mission Street Project (the “Project”).  

The Department, pursuant  to CEQA,  the CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Code of Reg. Sections 15000 et seq., 

and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, determined that the Project is consistent with 

the development density established by zoning, community plan, and general plan policies in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (the “Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans”) for the project site, 

for which a Programmatic EIR was  certified, and  issued  the CPE  for  the Project on May 24, 2017. The 

Department determined  that  the Project would not  result  in new  significant  environmental  effects,  or 

effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed  in the PEIR, and that the Project  is 

therefore  exempt  from  further  environmental  review  beyond what was  conducted  in  the CPE  Initial 

Study  and  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  in  accordance  with  CEQA  Section  21083.3  and  CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183. 

The decision before  the Board  is whether  to uphold  the Planning Department’s determination  that  the 

Project  is  exempt  from  further  environmental  review  (beyond what was  conducted  in  the CPE  Initial 

Study and  the PEIR) pursuant  to CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 and deny 

the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s CPE determination for the Project and return the CPE to the 

Department for additional environmental review. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  on  the  west  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Duboce  Avenue  and  14th Street  in 

San Francisco’s Mission  neighborhood.    The  project  site  consists  of  two  adjacent  parcels:  Assessor’s 

Block 3532, Lots 004A and 005.   Both  lots are rectangular; Lot 004A has an area of 2,800 square  feet  (sf), 

and Lot 005 has an area of 5,000 sf.   Each  lot has an existing curb cut.   Lot 004A  is occupied by a  two‐

story,  24‐foot‐tall  building  that  was  constructed  in  1923.    This  building  is  currently  vacant;  it  was 

previously occupied by a sausage factory.   Lot 005  is occupied by a two‐story, 24‐foot‐tall building that 

was constructed in 1991.  This building is currently vacant; it was previously used as an office and storage 

warehouse for the adjacent sausage factory. 

The proposed project consists of merging the two existing lots into a single 7,800‐sf lot, demolishing the 

existing  buildings,  and  constructing  a  six‐story,  66‐foot‐tall,  building  containing  40 dwelling  units, 

approximately 2,250 gross square  feet  (gsf) of production/distribution/repair  (PDR) space, and a garage 

with 22 parking  spaces.   There would be a 14‐foot‐tall elevator penthouse on  the  roof of  the proposed 

                                                           

1 The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan Final EIR (Planning Department Case No. 2004.0160E), State 

Clearinghouse No. 2005032048) was certified by the Planning Commission on August 7, 2008. The project site is 

within the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plan project area. 
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building, resulting in a maximum building height of 80 feet.  The dwelling units would be on the second 

through  sixth  floors,  and  the PDR space  and  the parking garage would be on  the ground  floor.   One 

parking  space  would  be  provided  at  grade,  and  the  other  21 parking  spaces  would  be  housed  in 

mechanical stackers.  The two existing curb cuts on Mission Street would be removed, and a garage door 

and a new 10‐foot‐wide curb cut and driveway would be provided on Mission Street near the north end 

of  the project site.   A total of 70 bicycle parking spaces would be provided; 62 Class 1 spaces would be 

provided in the ground‐floor garage, and eight Class 2 spaces would be provided as bicycle racks on the 

Mission Street sidewalk adjacent to the project site.  Usable open space for the residents of the proposed 

project would be provided in the form of a common roof deck and private decks. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project would  take  about  14 months.    The  proposed  project would  be 

supported by a mat slab foundation; pile driving would not be required.   Construction of the proposed 

project would  require  excavation  to  a depth  of  about  two feet below ground  surface  (bgs);  additional 

excavation  to a depth of about 12 feet bgs at  the  rear of  the project  site would be  required  for  the  car 

stackers.  About 558 cubic yards of soil would be excavated and removed from the project site. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

The project site is on an improved block bounded by Mission Street on the east, 14th Street on the south, 

Valencia  Street  on  the  west,  and  13th Street  on  the  north.  The  project  vicinity  is  characterized  by 

residential, institutional, retail, and PDR uses.  The scale of development in the project vicinity varies in 

height from 15 to 65 feet.  There is a four‐story residential building (1720‐1724 Mission Street) adjacent to 

and north  of  the project  site,  and  there  is  a  three‐story  residential  building  (1738‐1748 Mission  Street) 

adjacent to and south of the project site.   The properties that are adjacent to and west of the project site 

are  occupied  by  three‐story  residential  buildings  that  front  on Woodward  Street,  an  alley  that  runs 

parallel to Mission and Valencia streets in the interior of the project block.  Other land uses on the project 

block include three‐, four‐, and five‐story residential buildings, restaurant, retail, entertainment, and PDR 

uses, a surface parking lot, a gas station, an auto repair garage, and Annunciation Cathedral. 

The properties on the east side of Mission Street across from the project site are occupied by a four‐story 

office building with a surface parking lot, an electrical supply and hardware store with a parking garage, 

and a  three‐story mixed‐use building  featuring  residential uses above a ground‐floor  retail use.   Other 

land uses  in  the project vicinity  include U.S. Highway 101  (one‐half block north of  the project site),  the 

San Francisco  Friends  School  (one  block west),  and  the  former  San Francisco Armory  (one‐half  block 

south), which was previously occupied by a film production studio. 

The project site  is well served by public  transportation.   Within one‐quarter mile of  the project site,  the 

San Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni)  operates  the  14 Mission,  14R Mission  Rapid, 

49 Van Ness/Mission,  and  55 16th Street  bus  lines  and  the  F Market  historic  streetcar.    The  Bay Area 

Rapid Transit District’s 16th Street/Mission station is three blocks south of the project site, just outside the 

one‐quarter‐mile radius. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The  environmental  evaluation application  (Case No. 2014‐002026ENV)  for  the Project was  filed by  the 

sponsor,  Sustainable  Living,  LLC,  on April 10,  2015. On May  24,  2017,  the Department  issued  a CPE 

Certificate and Initial Study, based on the following determinations: 

1. The proposed project is consistent with the development density established for the project site in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans; 

2. The  proposed  project would  not  result  in  effects  on  the  environment  that  are  peculiar  to  the 

project  or  the  project  site  that  were  not  identified  as  significant  effects  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR; 

3. The proposed project would not  result  in potentially  significant off‐site or  cumulative  impacts 

that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; 

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new 

information  that was  not  known  at  the  time  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR was  certified, 

would be more severe than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and 

5. The  project  sponsor  will  undertake  feasible  mitigation  measures  specified  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR to mitigate project‐related significant impacts. 

The Project was  considered by  the Planning Commission  on  June  1,  2017. On  that date,  the Planning 

Commission  adopted  the CPE with  approval  of  the  Project  under  Planning Code  Section  329  (Large 

Project Authorization), which constituted  the Approval Action under Chapter 31 of  the Administrative 

Code. 

A Large Project Authorization was also approved under Planning Code Section 329 and the Mission 2016 

Interim Zoning Controls.  In accordance with  the Mission 2016  Interim Zoning Controls, which  require 

additional  information and  analysis  regarding  the  economic  and  social  effects of  the proposed project 

such  as  housing  affordability,  displacement,  and  loss  of  PDR,  the  project  sponsor  prepared  such 

additional  analysis, which  the  Planning  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  before  approving  the 

Large Project Authorization2 (see Attachment B to this Appeal Response ‐ Planning Commission Motion 

No. 19931). 

On July 3, 2017, an appeal of the CPE determination was filed by J. Scott Weaver, Law Office of J. Scott 

Weaver,  on  behalf  of  Our Mission  No  Eviction  (Appellant).  The  three  page  appeal  letter  from  the 

                                                           

2 Mission 2016 Interim Controls Additional Findings for 1726‐1730 Mission Street, Case No. 2014‐002026ENX, 

submitted to Linda Ajello Hoagland, San Francisco Planning Department. 
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Appellant is included as Attachment A to this appeal response (“Appeal Letter”). The Appellant’s letter 

also  includes  80 pages  of  supporting materials  that  are  provided  in  the  file  “Appeal  Ltr  070317.pdf,” 

available online as part of Board of Supervisors File No. 170808. 

CEQA GUIDELINES 

Community Plan Evaluations 

CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 mandate that projects that are consistent with 

the development density  established  by  existing  zoning,  community plan  or  general plan policies  for 

which  an  EIR  was  certified,  shall  not  require  additional  environmental  review  except  as  might  be 

necessary  to examine whether  there are project‐specific effects  that are peculiar  to  the project or  its site 

and that were not disclosed as significant effects in the prior EIR. Guidelines Section 15183 specifies that 

examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) are peculiar to the project or 

parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a prior EIR on 

the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 

significant off‐site and  cumulative  impacts which were not discussed  in  the underlying EIR; or d) are 

previously  identified  significant  effects which,  as  a  result  of  substantial  information which was  not 

known at the time the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that 

discussed in the underlying EIR. Guidelines Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not peculiar to 

the parcel or to the proposed project, has been addressed as a significant effect in the prior EIR, or can be 

substantially mitigated by the  imposition of uniformly applied development policies or standards, then 

an additional EIR need not be prepared for that project solely on the basis of that impact. 

Significant Environmental Effects 

In determining  the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15064(f) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects shall be 

based on substantial evidence  in  the record of  the  lead agency. CEQA Guidelines 15604(f)(5) offers  the 

following guidance:  “Argument,  speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or  evidence  that  is 

clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial evidence. 

Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion 

supported by facts.” 

SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 

Section  31.16(e)(3)  of  the  Administrative  Code  states:  “The  grounds  for  appeal  of  an  exemption 

determination  shall  be  limited  to whether  the  project  conforms  to  the  requirements  of CEQA  for  an 

exemption.” 

San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16(b)(6) provides that  in reviewing an appeal of a CEQA 

decision,  the Board  of  Supervisors  “shall  conduct  its  own  independent  review  of whether  the CEQA 

decision adequately complies with  the requirements of CEQA. The Board shall consider anew all facts, 
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evidence and issues related to the adequacy, accuracy and objectiveness of the CEQA decision, including, 

but not limited to, the sufficiency of the CEQA decision and the correctness of its conclusions.” 

CONCERNS RAISED AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES: 

The three‐page Appeal Letter incorporated previous letters from the Appellant that were submitted to the 

Planning Commission (May 30, 2017), and a variety of studies and reports in support of the appeal. These 

documents are attached as Exhibit D to the  Appeal Letter and may be found in “Appeal Ltr 070317.pdf,” 

available online as part of Board of Supervisors File No. 1708083. The three‐page Appeal Letter contains 

seven bulleted items expressing the general basis for the appeal. These seven general concerns are listed 

in order below as Concerns 1 through 4 (the first, third, and fifth bulleted items are included under the 

discussion of Concern 1). 

Concern 1:  The Project does not qualify for a Community Plan Exemption under Section 15183 of the CEQA 
Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 because the approval is based upon an out of date 
2008 EIR prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan and the EIR's analyses and determinations can 
no longer be relied upon to support the claimed exemption in the areas of, inter alia, direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to: land use, consistency with area plans and policies, land use, recreation and open 
space, traffic and circulation, transit and transportation, health and safety, and impacts relative to the 
Mission Gateway. 

Response 1: The appeal does not identify new substantial information that was not known at the time the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified establishing that the Project would result in significant impacts 
that were not discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR or in more severe adverse impacts than 
discussed in the PEIR. Therefore, under CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, an additional EIR shall not be 
prepared for the project. Additionally, absent a change in the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans, reopening the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR is neither warranted nor required under CEQA. 

The Appellant  alleges  that  the Department’s  determination  to  issue  a  CPE  for  the  Project  is  invalid 

because  substantial  changes have occurred with  respect  to  the  circumstances under which  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area  Plans were  approved  due  to  the  involvement  of  new  significant  environmental 

effects and a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR. Item 1, Bullet 5 of the Appeal Letter states: 

 “Substantial  changes  in  circumstances  require  major  revisions  to  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area Plan EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental 

effects and an increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts; there is 

                                                           

3 https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=3099187&GUID=FFEC787B‐C514‐40C2‐9909‐

83F800B0B01A&Options=ID|Text|&Search=170808 
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new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in 

said EIR and the requirements of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Report.” 

In order to provide context for the response to this concern, a brief review of the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR and discussion of CEQA’s requirements for when a certified EIR must be revised is provided, before 

addressing  the  appeal’s  concerns with  significant new  environmental  effects and  increased  severity of 

significant effects that were previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and the Project CPE 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

As  discussed  on  pages  2  through  4  of  the  CPE  Certificate,  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  is  a 

comprehensive  programmatic  report  that  presents  an  analysis  of  the  environmental  effects  of 

implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as the potential impacts 

under several proposed alternatives. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a program EIR: 

… is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one 

large project and are related either: (1) geographically; (2) as logical parts in the chain of 

contemplated actions; (3) in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general  criteria  to  govern  the  conduct  of  a  continuing  program;  or  (4)  as  individual 

activities carried out under  the  same authorizing statutory or  regulatory authority and 

having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar ways. 

Use  of  a  program  EIR:  (1)  provides  an  occasion  for  a more  exhaustive  consideration  of  effects  and 

alternatives  than would  be  practical  in  an  EIR  on  an  individual  action;  (2)  ensures  consideration  of 

cumulative  impacts  that  might  be  slighted  in  a  case‐by‐case  analysis;  (3)  avoids  duplicative 

reconsideration  of  basic  policy  considerations;  (4)  allows  the  lead  agency  to  consider  broad  policy 

alternatives  and  program‐wide  mitigation  measures  at  an  early  time  when  the  agency  has  greater 

flexibility  to deal with basic problems or  cumulative  impacts;  and  (5)  allows  reduction  in paperwork. 

Subsequent  activities  in  the program must be  examined  in  the  light of  the program EIR  to determine 

whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. 

The  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  evaluated  three  rezoning  alternatives,  two  community‐proposed 

alternatives which focused largely on the Mission District, and a “No Project” alternative. The alternative 

ultimately  approved,  or  the  Preferred  Project,  represented  a  combination  of  two  of  the  rezoning 

alternatives.  The  Planning  Commission  adopted  the  Preferred  Project  after  fully  considering  the 

environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios discussed in the PEIR.  

As discussed on page  5 of  the CPE Certificate,  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  identified  significant 

impacts related to land use, transportation, cultural resources, shadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous 

materials.  Additionally,  the  PEIR  identified  significant  cumulative  impacts  related  to  land  use, 
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transportation, and cultural  resources. Mitigation measures were  identified  that  reduced all  impacts  to 

less than significant, except for those related to land use (cumulative impacts on PDR use), transportation 

(program‐level and cumulative traffic impacts at nine intersections; program‐level and cumulative transit 

impacts  on  seven  SFMTA  lines),  cultural  resources  (cumulative  impacts  from demolition  of  historical 

resources), and shadow (program‐level impacts on parks). 

On August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR by Motion 17659 

and  adopted  the  Preferred  Project  for  final  recommendation  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  CEQA 

Guidelines Sec 15162(c) establishes that once a project, in this case the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

and Area Plans, is approved: 

“[T]he  lead  agency’s  role  in  that  approval  is  completed  unless  further  discretionary 

approval on  that project  is  required.  Information appearing after an approval does not 

require reopening of that approval. If after the project is approved, any of the conditions 

described  in subdivision (a) occurs, a subsequent EIR or negative declaration shall only 

be prepared by  the public agency which grants  the next discretionary approval  for  the 

project, if any.” [Emphasis added.] 

Thus, even  if  the Appellant’s unsubstantiated claims  that  the build‐out of development consistent with 

the adopted  rezoning and area plans somehow constituted new  information or changed circumstances 

resulting in new or more severe impacts on the physical environment than previously disclosed (i.e., the 

conditions described in subdivision (a) of CEQA Guidelines section 15162(c), the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR would  remain  valid  under  CEQA.  Simply  stated,  unless  and  until  the  Eastern Neighborhoods 

Rezoning  and  Area  Plans  themselves  are  amended  or  revised,  the  reopening  of  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR is neither warranted nor required under CEQA. 

Project CPE 

As discussed  above, under  the Community Plan Evaluations  section, CEQA Guidelines  Section  15183 

limits future environmental review  for projects consistent with  the development density established by 

the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Rezoning  and  Area  Plans.  Lead  agencies  shall  not  require  additional 

environmental  review  except  as  might  be  necessary  to  examine  whether  there  are  project‐specific 

significant  effects  that  are peculiar  to  the project  or  its  site  and  that were not disclosed  as  significant 

effects in the prior EIR. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, “this streamlines the review of such projects 

and  reduces  the  need  to  prepare  repetitive  environmental  studies.”  That  is,  lead  agencies  are  not  to 

reanalyze  impacts  that  are  attributable  to  the project  site being developed  consistent with  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. 

In  accordance  with  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15183,  a  project‐level  environmental  review  was 

undertaken as documented in the CPE Initial Study to determine if the 1726‐1730 Mission Street Project 

would result in additional impacts specific to the development proposal or the project site and whether 
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the proposed development would be within the scope of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, so as to assess 

whether further environmental review is required. 

The CPE  Initial  Study  fully described  the proposed project  (consistent with CEQA Guidelines  Section 

15124),  its  environmental  setting  (consistent with  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15125),  and  its  potential 

impacts  to  the  environment  (consistent with CEQA Guidelines  Section  15126). Consistent with CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183, the CPE Initial Study evaluated whether the proposed project would result in 

significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or project site; (2) were not identified as significant 

project‐level,  cumulative,  or  off‐site  effects  in  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR;  or  (3)  are  previously 

identified significant effects, which as a result of substantial new information that was not known at the 

time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse 

impact than discussed in the PEIR. 

Impacts  to  the environment  that might  result with  implementation of  the Project were analyzed  in  the 

CPE  Initial  Study  according  to  the  project’s  potential  impacts  upon  the  specific  setting  for  each 

environmental  topic,  clearly  stated  significance  criteria,  and  substantial  evidence  in  the  form  of  topic‐

specific analyses. The CPE  Initial Study prepared  for  the Project evaluates  its potential project‐specific 

environmental effects and incorporates by reference information contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR. Project‐specific studies related to transportation, noise, geology, and hazards were prepared for the 

Project to determine if it would result in any significant environmental impacts that were not identified in 

the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

The CPE Initial Study determined that the proposed project would not have a significant impact that was 

not  previously  identified  and  analyzed  in  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR  for  all CEQA Guidelines 

Appendix G environmental topics. The CPE Initial Study identified (and updated as needed to conform 

with current Planning Department practices) five mitigation measures from the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR  to  be  applied  to  the  Project  to  avoid  impacts  previously  identified  in  the  PEIR  related  to 

archeological resources, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, per CEQA Guidelines 

15183, “(a)n effect of a project on the environment shall not be considered peculiar to the project or the 

parcel…if uniformly applied development policies or standards have been previously adopted by the city 

or  county with  a  finding  that  the  development  policies  or  standards will  substantially mitigate  that 

environmental effect when applied to future projects.” 

As  discussed  on  pages  14  and  15  of  the  CPE  Initial  Study,  since  the  certification  of  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations, statutes, and funding measures have been 

adopted, passed, or are underway  that have or will  implement mitigation measures or  further  reduce 

less‐than‐significant impacts identified in the PEIR. These include, but are not limited to: 

‐ State legislation amending CEQA to eliminate consideration of aesthetics and parking impacts for 

infill projects in transit priority areas, effective January 2014 (see CPE Initial Study, page 15); 
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‐ State  legislation amending CEQA and San Francisco Planning Commission resolution replacing 

level of service (LOS) analysis of automobile delay with vehicle miles traveled analysis, effective 

March 2016 (see CPE Initial Study, pages 15 and 16); 

‐ The  adoption of  2016  interim  controls  in  the Mission District  requiring additional  information 

and  analysis  regarding  housing  affordability,  displacement,  loss  of  PDR  and  other  analyses, 

effective  January 14, 2016  through  January 14, 2018  or when  permanent  controls  are  in  effect, 

whichever occurs first; 

‐ San Francisco Bicycle Plan update  adoption  in  June 2009, Better  Streets Plan  adoption  in 2010, 

Transit  Effectiveness  Project  (aka  “Muni  Forward”)  adoption  in  March 2014,  Vision  Zero 

adoption by various City agencies  in 2014, Proposition A and B passage  in November 2014, and 

the  Transportation  Sustainability  Program  (see  CPE  Initial  Study  “Transportation  and 

Circulation” section); 

‐ San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses Near Places 

of Entertainment, effective June 2015 (see CPE Initial Study “Noise” section); 

‐ San Francisco  ordinances  establishing  Construction  Dust  Control,  effective  July 2008,  and 

Enhanced  Ventilation  Required  for  Urban  Infill  Sensitive  Use  Developments,  amended 

December 2014 (see CPE Initial Study “Air Quality” section; 

‐ San Francisco  Clean  and  Safe  Parks  Bond  passage  in  November 2012  and  San Francisco 

Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April 2014 (see CPE Initial 

Study “Recreation” section); 

‐ Urban Water Management  Plan  adoption  in 2011  and  Sewer  System  Improvement  Program 

process (see CPE Initial Study “Utilities and Service Systems” section); 

‐ Article 22A  of  the  Health  Code  amendments  effective  August 2013  (see  CPE  Initial  Study 

“Hazards and Hazardous Materials” section); and 

‐ San Francisco’s “Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions”, a greenhouse gas emissions 

reduction strategy prepared November 2010 (See CPE Initial Study “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” 

section). 

In summary, project‐level environmental review was conducted, as documented in the CPE Initial Study, 

in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 15183, which limits any further environmental review for projects, 

like 1726‐1730 Mission Street,  that are  consistent with  the development density  established by  existing 

zoning,  community  plan  or  general  plan  policies  for which  an  EIR was  certified,  except  as might  be 

necessary  to examine whether  there are project‐specific effects  that are peculiar  to  the project or  its site 

and that were not disclosed as significant effects in the prior EIR. The environmental analysis in the CPE 

Initial  Study  concluded  that,  with  the  incorporation  of  mitigation  measures  from  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods  PEIR  and  implementation  of  uniformly  applied  development  policies  and  standards, 

there would not be any project‐specific effects that are peculiar to the project or its site and that were not 

disclosed  as  significant  effects  in  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR.  Therefore,  per  CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15183, no further environmental review may be required, and a Community Plan Evaluation was 

issued based on the environmental analysis in the CPE Initial Study. 
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Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, if an impact is not peculiar to the parcel or to the project, has been 

addressed as a significant effect  in  the prior EIR or can be substantially mitigated by  the  imposition of 

uniformly applied development policies or standards,  then an additional EIR shall not be prepared for 

the project solely on the basis of that impact. 

Concern  1  alleges  that  substantial  changes with  respect  to  the  circumstances under which  the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area Plans has been undertaken have occurred, including growth that has exceeded that 

which  was  considered  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR,  the  pace  of  that  growth,  and  impacts 

associated with displacement of existing residents and businesses. Concern 1 also alleges that there have 

been substantial  increases  in  the severity of previously  identified significant effects  including  (as noted 

above), in relation to traffic and transit, parking, air quality, loss of PDR space, and hazardous materials. 

to the Department responds to each of these concerns as follows: 

Population and Housing 

In its assertion that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR no longer fully discloses the cumulative impacts of 

Eastern Neighborhood projects, the Appellant states on page 2 of his Appeal Letter:  

 “The  PEIRʹs  projections  for  housing,  including  this  project  and  those  in  the  pipeline, 

have  been  exceeded when  cumulative  impacts  are  considered,  i.e.,  ‘past,  present,  and 

reasonably foreseeable probable future projects.’(Guidelines, § 15355)” 

The  Appeal  Letter  incorporates  by  reference  a  letter  submitted  by  the  Appellant  to  the  Planning 

Commission on May 30, 2017, which states: 

“The proposed project  (36 units)  is being built  in  conjunction with  a number  of  other 

projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection 

of  South  Van Ness  and Mission,  and  l6th  and Mission  and  one  block  either  side  of 

Mission (eight blocks) are: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 1801 

Mission Street (54 units), 1863 Mission Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units), 1924 

Mission  Street  (13  units),  1979 Mission  Street  (331  units),  198 Valencia  (28  units),  235 

Valencia  (50 units), 80  Julian  (9 units), 1463 Stevenson  (45 units), and 1500 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 (133 units). Total number of pipeline units, 

including  the proposed project  are within  two blocks  either  side  of  sausage  factory  is 

1,659 units. 

Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis are 1880 Mission Street 

(202 units), 1501 15th Street  (40 units), 380 14th Street  (29 units) and 411 Valencia  (16) 

1587 15th (26 units) 1972 units. 
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This  is  extraordinary  in  such  a  small  geographic  area.  The  total  number  of  units 

contemplated  under  the  most  ambitious  scenario  for  the  Mission  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan was 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units. To provide a 

sense of proportionality, the Mission Area Plan is approximately 72 blocks, whereas the 

number of blocks considered above is eight. 

This project, when looked at cumulatively results in significant impacts on the immediate 

area, including impacts on traffic, circulation, air quality, noise, and open space, as well 

as  socioeconomic  impacts  on  this  a  working  class  neighborhood  and  an  especially 

vulnerable SRO Hotel population. Once these projects are in place, existing SRO tenants 

will be ousted and replaced by will be gone, replaced by tourists, and …” 

Although  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR  contained  projections  of  population  and  housing  growth 

through  the year 2025,  the PEIR does not  include  these population and housing projections as a cap or 

limit  to growth within  the areas  that would be subject  to  the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans. Rather,  the 

growth projections were based upon the best estimates available at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR was prepared. Regardless, and as discussed below, growth under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans 

to date has not exceeded the growth projections used to support the environmental impact analysis in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

As of July 2016, projects containing 8,527 dwelling units and 2,205,720 square feet of non‐residential space 

(excluding PDR loss) have completed environmental review or are currently undergoing environmental 

review within  all  of  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  plan  areas,  corresponding  to  an  overall  population 

increase of approximately 22,099 to 25,183 persons. Of the 8,527 dwelling units that are under review or 

have completed environmental review, building permits have been pulled  for 4,321 dwelling units,4 or 

approximately 51 percent of those units (information is not available regarding building permits for non‐

residential square footage). Thus, the number of units approved, let alone constructed, is well below the 

PEIR projection. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that implementation of the Mission Area Plan could result in 

an increase of 1,696 net dwelling units and 700,000 to 3,500,000 sf of non‐residential space (excluding PDR 

loss), corresponding to an overall population increase of approximately 4,719 to 12,207 persons in the area 

                                                           

4 This number includes all units approved under CEQA for projects anticipated by the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 

(including CPEs and other types of CEQA documents). Once a project has been approved under CEQA, the building 

permit process must still be completed. When used in the context of a building permit, the term “pulled” 

encompasses the different levels of review a permit undergoes from when it is filed (application accepted) to 

complete (project has been constructed). According to Current Planning staff, projects that are under construction can 

take up to two years before they are completed and ready for occupancy. 
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covered by the Mission Area Plan. As of July 2016, projects containing 2,116 dwelling units and 493,373 

square feet of non‐residential space (excluding PDR loss), including the 1726‐1730 Mission Street Project, 

had been  completed, approved or are proposed  to  complete environmental  review within  the Mission 

Plan  Area,  corresponding  to  an  overall  population  increase  of  5,987  to  6,248  persons.  Of  the  2,116 

dwelling units  that are under  review or have  completed environmental  review, building permits have 

been  issued  for  590  dwelling  units,  or  approximately  28 percent  of  those  units, well  below  the  PEIR 

projection. 

The  growth  projections  in  the  PEIR  were  used  as  an  analytical  tool  to  contextualize  the  potential 

environmental  impacts of  the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. The PEIR assumed a  total amount of 

development resulting from the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans consisting of all development types 

(residential, commercial, etc.), and analyzed impacts based on this total development amount. Although 

the number of  foreseeable dwelling units  in  the Mission Plan Area may exceed  the range of residential 

development  anticipated  by  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  by  approximately  420  dwelling  units 

(should all proposed projects be both approved and constructed),  the  total amount of  foreseeable non‐

residential  space  in  the  Mission  Plan  Area  is  well  below  the  maximum  evaluated  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods  PEIR,  as  is  the  overall  population  increase.    Therefore,  while  more  residential 

development  has  occurred  in  this  area,  less  non‐residential  development  has  occurred,  and  the  total 

amount  of  development  and  the  estimated  population  increase  assumed  in  the  PEIR  have  not  been 

exceeded. 

The  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR  utilized  growth  projections  to  analyze  the  physical  environmental 

impacts  that  could  result  from  development  under  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Plan  on  Land  Use; 

Population, Housing,  Business Activity,  and  Employment;  Transportation; Noise; Air Quality;  Parks, 

Recreation,  and  Open  Space;  Utilities/Public  Services;  and  Water.  However,  the  CPE  Initial  Study 

prepared  for  the  proposed  project  does  not  rely  solely  on  the  growth  projections  considered  in  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  in examining whether the project would have significant  impacts that are 

peculiar to the project or site. The project‐ and site‐specific analysis contained in the CPE Initial Study is 

based  on  updated  growth  projections  and  related modelling  to  evaluate  project‐level  and  cumulative 

impacts on traffic and transportation, air quality, and greenhouse gases. 

For example, the projected transportation conditions and cumulative effects of project buildout analyzed 

in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were based on a 2025 horizon year. However, in 2015, the Planning 

Department updated its cumulative transportation impact analysis for all projects to use a 2040 horizon 

year.  Therefore,  the  project‐specific  cumulative  transportation  impact  analysis  presented  in  the  CPE 

Initial Study conducted to determine whether the proposed project would result in new or substantially 

more  severe  significant  impacts  than  previously  disclosed  is  based  on  updated  growth  projections 

through  year  2040.  San  Francisco  2040  cumulative  conditions were  projected  using  a  run  of  the  San 

Francisco County Transportation Authority’s  (Transportation Authority) San Francisco Activity Model 

Process  (SF‐CHAMP)  and  includes  residential  and  job  growth  estimates  and  reasonably  foreseeable 

transportation investments through 2040. 
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As another example, as discussed on pages 31 and 32 of  the CPE  Initial Study,  the Project’s air quality 

impacts were screened using screening criteria established by  the Bay Area Air Quality District  in 2011 

and  screened using  the City’s Air Pollutant Exposure Zone mapping. The  exposure  zone mapping  is 

based on modeling  in 2012 of all known air pollutant sources, provides health protective standards  for 

cumulative PM2.5 concentration and cumulative excess cancer risk, and incorporates health vulnerability 

factors  and  proximity  to  freeways.  As  discussed  on  page  35  of  the  CPE  Initial  Study,  the  Project’s 

greenhouse  gas  emissions  impacts  were  evaluated  against  consistency  with  San  Francisco’s  GHG 

Reduction Strategy,  a  strategy  that has  resulted  in a  23.3 percent  reduction  in GHG  emissions  in 2012 

compared to 1990 levels, exceeding the year 2020 reduction goals outlined in the BAAQMD’s 2010 Clean 

Air Plan. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, Displacement and Cumulative Impacts 

The  Appellant  asserts  that  the  high  cost  of  housing  and  consequent  displacement  of  residents  and 

businesses represent substantial changes to the circumstances considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR.  In  a May  30,  2017,  letter  to  the  Planning Commission  (Appeal Letter Exhibit D),  the Appellant 

states: 

“Unfortunately, circumstances have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date and it cannot be 

a reliable measure of environmental impacts of market rate development in the Mission. 

It is well recognized that the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement of 

its residents, so much so, that it is now in an advanced stage [of] gentrification.” 

The  Appellant  also  provides  a  bullet  list  of  eight  items  as  evidence  of  changing  demographics  and 

economic  conditions  in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  and Mission  Plan  areas  purported  to  represent 

changed circumstances not considered by the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR: 

 The PEIR did not anticipate the “advanced gentrification” of the neighborhood, the extensive 

displacement of Latino families, the reverse commute to distant areas. 

 At  the  time  the PEIR was prepared,  research  regarding  the extent of  increased automobile 

traffic and greenhouse gas emissions was not available. 

 The unanticipated additional demand for affordable housing due to the overdevelopment of 

luxury housing. 

 The  unexpected  disappearance  of  Redevelopment  [Agency]  money  to  fund  affordable 

housing and no new resources to compensate for the loss. 

 The  PEIR  was  prepared  during  an  economic  recession  and  did  not  anticipate  the 

development of luxury housing and high‐end retail projects. 

 The PEIR assumed that the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the Mission Area Plan meet the 

goal of providing over 60 percent low‐, moderate‐, and middle‐income housing. This goal has 

not been met, further exacerbating problems related to displacement. 
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 The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles on traffic and housing demand, with 

high‐income tech employees moving to neighborhoods like the Mission in which many of the 

tech shuttle stops are located and increasing the already‐high demand for housing. 

 The cumulative housing production in the Mission now exceeds the projections under any of 

the three scenarios analyzed in the PEIR 

A response  to statements regarding displacement, gentrification and cumulative  impacts of market‐rate 

development, including the proposed project, is presented below and in subsequent responses. 

Traffic 

In Exhibit D of the Appeal Letter, the Appellant notes several transportation‐related issues allegedly not 

anticipated  by  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  PEIR,  including  “reverse  commutes  to  distant  areas”  and 

“increased automobile traffic” related to the fact that “upper income residents are twice as likely to own a 

car and half as  likely  to use public  transit.” No substantial evidence was presented  in support of  these 

allegations. 

In April 2017, updated  traffic  counts were  conducted at  four  intersections  in  the Mission neighborhood 

(Guerrero Street/16th Street, South Van Ness Avenue/16th Street, Valencia Street/15th Street, and Valencia 

Street/16th Street) that were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.5 All four of these intersections 

are within  five blocks of  the project  site. Compared  to  traffic volume projections  for  2017,  the updated 

traffic  counts  showed  that  there were  fewer vehicles  at  three of  the  intersections  (3,  10, and  14 percent 

decreases) and more vehicles at one intersection (6 percent increase). Overall, there were fewer vehicles at 

these  four  intersections  (average  decrease  of  4 percent) when  compared  to  traffic  volume  projections 

for 2017. 

The  travel demand analysis methodology employed  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  is provided on 

pages  267  through  269  of  the  PEIR.  Briefly,  the  analysis  relied  upon  the  San  Francisco  County 

Transportation Authority (SFCTA) countywide travel demand forecasting model to develop forecasts for 

development and growth under  the No Project and  three zoning options  (A, B and C)  through  the year 

2025 in the Eastern Neighborhoods study area. This approach took into account both future development 

expected within  the  boundary  of  the  Eastern Neighborhoods Area  Plans  and  the  expected  growth  in 

housing  and  employment  for  the  remainder  of  San  Francisco  and  the  nine‐county  Bay Area. Growth 

forecasts were prepared for each traffic analysis zone (or TAZ) in the Eastern Neighborhoods study area 

and the remainder of the City. As the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR points out on page 268, 

                                                           

5 Fehr & Peers, Updated Eastern Neighborhoods Traffic Counts, April 17, 2017. 
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“[n]o  separate  cumulative  model  run  was  undertaken,  because,  as  noted,  the  2025 

forecasts developed by the Planning Department include growth in the remainder of San 

Francisco, as well as in the rest of the Bay Area. Thus, each rezoning option effectively is 

[sic]  represents  a  different  cumulative  growth  scenario  for  the  year  2025,  including 

growth  from  development  that  would  occur  with  implementation  of  the  proposed 

Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, as well as other, non‐project‐generated 

growth accounted for in the 2025 No‐Project scenario.” 

As discussed on pages 24 through 26 of the CPE Initial Study for the Project, significant and unavoidable 

impacts were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for transportation and circulation (specifically, 

transit).  The  Appellant  provides  no  evidence  that  traffic  conditions  in  the  area  of  the  Project  today 

represent  “changed  circumstances”  necessitating  further  environmental  review  beyond  what  was 

conducted in the CPE Initial Study, nor does the Appellant identify specific significant transportation and 

circulation impacts that would result from the Project that were not already analyzed in the PEIR.  

As stated on page 21 of the CPE Initial Study, the Project’s potential impacts related to transportation and 

circulation were analyzed and presented in a Transportation Circulation Memorandum (see footnote 9 on 

page 21). As discussed in the CPE Initial Study, the projected transportation conditions and cumulative 

effects of project buildout analyzed  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were based on a 2025 horizon 

year. However, in 2015, the Planning Department updated its cumulative transportation impact analysis 

for all projects to use a 2040 horizon year. Therefore, the project‐specific cumulative transportation impact 

analysis presented in the CPE Initial Study conducted to determine whether the proposed project would 

result  in  new  or  substantially more  severe  significant  impacts  than  previously  disclosed  is  based  on 

updated growth projections through year 2040. San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected 

using  a  SF‐CHAMP  model  run  and  includes  residential  and  job  growth  estimates  and  reasonably 

foreseeable transportation investments through 2040. 

The potential transportation and circulation impacts of the Project are evaluated under Topic 4 of the CPE 

Initial Study (pages 21 through 27). As discussed on page 16 of the CPE Initial Study, with the Planning 

Commission’s adoption of Resolution 19579 on March 3, 2016,  the City no  longer  considers automobile 

delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, 

to be a significant  impact on  the environment under CEQA. Consistent with Resolution 19579,  the CPE 

Initial Study provides an analysis of the Project’s anticipated project‐specific and cumulative contribution 

to vehicle miles  traveled and  induced automobile  travel.  In both  instances,  the analysis determined  that 

the  Project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  project‐specific  or  cumulative  impact.  Furthermore,  as 

discussed on page 15 of the CPE Initial Study under “Aesthetics and Parking,” the Project qualifies as an 

infill project:  it  is  in a  transit priority area,  it  is on an  infill site, and  it  is a mixed‐use residential project. 

Consistent  with  CEQA  Section  21099,  aesthetics  and  parking  are  not  considered  as  significant 

environmental effects for such infill projects. 
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The “Transportation and Circulation” section of the CPE Initial Study provides a comprehensive analysis 

of  the  Project’s  anticipated  trip  generation  and  its  potential  effects  on  transit,  pedestrians,  bicyclists, 

loading, and construction  traffic. The analysis  is based on  the Transportation Circulation Memorandum 

prepared  for  the proposed project,  as  stated  above,  and  the  analysis  and  conclusions presented  in  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. On  the basis of  the  substantial  evidence provided by  the Transportation 

Circulation Memorandum and an analysis of the Project’s potential transportation and circulation effects 

in relation  to  the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR,  the CPE Initial Study concluded on pages 24  through 27 

that the Project would not result in significant impacts on transit, pedestrians, and bicycles beyond those 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

The Appellant’s contention that the environmental analysis in the CPE Initial Study is flawed because the 

Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  did  not  consider  traffic  and  transportation  effects  resulting  from 

displacement  is not based upon substantial evidence;  the various  reports and studies  included with  the 

Appeal Letter do not provide specific  technical analysis connecting displacement  in  the Mission District 

with  observable  traffic  and  transportation  effects  (noting  again  that  traffic  congestion  is  no  longer 

considered an impact under CEQA). 

Conclusion 

On page 3 of the Appeal Letter, the Appellant states: “The City is engaging in a pattern and practice of 

approving  residential projects  in  the Mission based on a Community Plan Exemption  that  improperly 

tiers  off  of  an  out  of  date  Eastern Neighborhoods Area  Plan  EIR  instead  of  conducting  project  level 

environmental  review.”  This  is  incorrect.  The  Planning  Department  properly  relies  upon  CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15183 to determine if additional environmental review is required for projects that are 

consistent with the development density established under existing zoning, community plans, or general 

plan policies,  including  the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, for which an EIR was certified. In accordance 

with this provision of the CEQA Guidelines, additional environmental review shall not be required for 

such projects except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project‐specific significant effects 

that are peculiar to the project or its site. The project‐level environmental review in the CPE Initial Study 

determined that the Project would not result in significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site 

that were not previously disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

The Appellant does not provide  substantial evidence  to  support  the  contention  that  the Project would 

result in significant effects that are peculiar to the project or its site and that were not previously disclosed 

in  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR.  The  Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  did  consider  the  effects  of 

displacement of residents and businesses as a result of the rezoning options considered and found those 

impacts  to  be  less‐than‐significant.  Contrary  to  the  Appellant’s  assertion,  growth  in  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods and Mission Plan areas (as measured by dwelling units and population) do not represent 

a new significant environmental effect or  increased severity of an environmental effect analyzed  in  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, such that a project‐specific EIR would need to be prepared. 
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Concern 2: The claimed community benefits of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, outlined in the 2008 
PEIR, its approvals and the Statement of Overriding Considerations have not been fully funded, 
implemented, or are underperforming and the determinations and findings for the proposed Project that rely 
on the claimed benefits to override impacts outlined in the PEIR are not supported. The City should have 
conducted Project level review based upon up to date data and the actual community benefits that have 
accrued since the adoption of the 2008 plan and did not. 

Response 2: The Appellant’s contentions concerning community benefits are not valid grounds for an 
appeal of the CPE because they do not demonstrate that the Project would result in significant effects that 
are peculiar to the project or its site that were not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR.  

As stated above, CEQA Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 mandate  that projects  that 

are  consistent with  the  development  density  established  under  existing  zoning,  community  plans,  or 

general plan policies  for which an EIR was certified shall not  require additional environmental  review 

except  as might  be  necessary  to  examine whether  there  are project‐specific  significant  effects  that  are 

peculiar to the project or its site. The Appellant’s contentions concerning the funding and implementation 

of  community benefits do not demonstrate  that  the project would  result  in  significant  effects  that  are 

peculiar to the project or its site that were not disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Therefore, 

these contentions do not form a valid ground for an appeal of the determination that the project qualifies 

for a CPE. 

For  informational  purposes,  however,  the  following  discussion  about  the  status  of  the  community 

benefits identified in the CEQA findings and Statement of Overriding Consideration for the adoption of 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is provided. 

The Appellant does not specify which community benefits “have not been fully funded, implemented or 

are  underperforming...”  or  which  findings  and  determinations  for  the  Project  “rely  on  the  claimed 

benefits  to  override  impacts  outlined  in  the  PEIR.” Regardless,  as  the  following  discussion  indicates, 

community benefits are being provided under  the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan  through an established 

process. 

The  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Plan  included,  as  an  informational  item  considered  by  the  Planning 

Commission at the time of the original Eastern Neighborhoods Plans approvals in 2008, a Public Benefits 

Program detailing a framework for delivering infrastructure and other public benefits as described in an 

Implementation Document  titled Materials  for Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans  Initiation Hearing.6 

The Public Benefits Program consists of: 

                                                           

6 San Francisco Planning Department, Materials for Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans Initiation Hearing, Case 

No. 2004.0160EMTUZ. April 17, 2008. Available at: http://sf‐

planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1507‐VOL3_Implementation.pdf, accessed July 14, 2017. 
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1) an  Improvements Program  that  addresses needs  for  open  space,  transit  and  the public  realm, 

community facilities and affordable housing; 

2) a Funding Strategy  that proposes specific  funding strategies and sources  to  finance  the various 

facilities and  improvements  identified  in  the  Improvements Plan, and matches  these sources  to 

estimated costs; and 

3) a section on Program Administration that establishes roles for the community and City agencies, 

provides responsibilities for each, and outlines the steps required to implement the program. 

Some of the benefits were to be provided through requirements that would be included in changes to the 

Planning  Code.  For  example,  Planning  Code  Section  423  (Eastern  Neighborhoods  Community 

Infrastructure  Impact  Fee)  fees  are  collected  for  “Transit”,  “Complete  Streets”,  “Recreation  and Open 

Space”,  “Child  Care”,  and  in  some  portions  of  the Mission  District  and  the  South  of Market  Area, 

“Affordable Housing”. Other benefits were to be funded by fees accrued with development and through 

other  sources of  funding. The Public Benefits Program was not  intended  to be  a  static  list of projects; 

rather,  it was  designed  to  be modified  by  a  Citizens Advisory  Committee  as  needs were  identified 

through time. 

The Appellant’s  assertion  that  “the  claimed  benefits  to  override  impacts  outlined  in  the PEIR  are not 

supported,”  stating  that  benefits  have  not  been  have  not  been  fully  funded,  implemented,  or  are 

underperforming, is incorrect. 

In  terms  of  the  process  for  implementing  the  Public  Benefits  Program,  new  development within  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area,  including  the Project,  are  required  to pay development  impact  fees 

upon  issuance  of  the  “first  construction  document”  (either  a  project’s  building  permit  or  the  first 

addendum  to a project’s site permit), which  fees are collected  to  fund approximately 30 percent of  the 

infrastructure  improvements planned within  the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. Additional  funding 

mechanisms  for  infrastructure  improvements  are  identified  through  the  City’s  10‐year  Capital  Plan. 

Eighty percent of development  impact  fees must go  towards Eastern Neighborhoods priority projects, 

until those priority projects are fully funded. The fees are dispersed to fund infrastructure improvements 

within the entirety of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, on a priority basis established by the Eastern 

Neighborhoods  Citizen Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  and  the  City’s  Interagency  Plan  Implementation 

Committee  (IPIC).  The  IPIC  works  with  the  CAC  to  prioritize  future  infrastructure  improvements. 

Additionally,  the  Planning  Department  and  Capital  Planning  Program  are  working  with  the 

implementing departments to identify additional state and federal grants, general fund monies, or other 

funding  mechanisms  such  as  land‐secured  financing  or  infrastructure  finance  districts  to  fund  the 

remaining  emerging  needs.  Impact  fees  are distributed  among  the  following  improvement  categories: 

open  space,  transportation  and  streetscape,  community  facilities,  childcare,  library,  and  program 

administration. As stated  in  the  January 2016 Planning Department’s  Interagency Plan  Implementation 
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Committee  Annual  Report,7  the  Planning  Department  forecasts  that  pipeline  projects,  including  the 

proposed project, would contribute approximately $79.1 million in impact fee revenue within the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan area between fiscal years 2017 and 2021. 

Infrastructure  projects  that  are  currently  underway  are  also  listed  in  the  Planning  Department’s 

Interagency  Plan  Implementation  Committee  Annual  Report.  These  include  various  streetscape, 

roadway, park,  and  childcare  facility  improvements. Additionally,  a Transportation  Sustainability  Fee 

was adopted in November 2015 (BOS File Number 150790) and expenditures of this will shall be allocated 

according  to  Table  411A.6A  in  the  Ordinance, which  gives  priority  to  specific  projects  identified  in 

different  area  plans.  These  processes  and  funding  mechanisms  are  intended  to  provide  for 

implementation of infrastructure improvements to keep pace with development and associated needs of 

existing  and  new  residents  and  businesses  within  the  area.  The  CPE  Initial  Study  provides  further 

information regarding improvements within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area. Regarding transit, as 

discussed  on pages  24  and  25  of  the CPE  Initial  Study, Mitigation Measures E‐5  through E‐11  in  the 

Eastern  Neighborhoods  PEIR  were  adopted  as  part  of  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Area  Plans  with 

uncertain  feasibility  to  address  significant  transit  impacts. While  these  plan‐level  measures  are  not 

applicable to the Project, each is in some stage of implementation (see discussion on pages 24 and 25 of 

the  CPE  Initial  Study).  Regarding  recreation,  the  funding  and  planning  for  several  Eastern 

Neighborhoods parks and open space resources is discussed on pages 37 and 38 of the CPE Initial Study. 

Thus, based on the evidence provided, the public benefits included in the Public Benefits Program are in 

the process of being provided under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. As is generally the case with 

development  fee‐based  provision  of  community  benefits,  capital  facilities  are  constructed  as  fees  are 

collected  and  are  rarely  provided  in  advance  of  development.  The  Appellant’s  assertion  that  the 

provision  of  community  benefits  is  so deficient  as  to  render  the  environmental determinations  in  the 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR  invalid  is not supported by substantial evidence. As described above,  the 

CPE does provide an up‐to‐date description of the provision of transportation and recreation community 

benefits. For  these  and other  impact  analyses,  the CPE properly  concludes  that  the Project would not 

result in a significant impact not previously identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

                                                           

7 City and County of San Francisco, Interagency Plan Implementation Committee Annual Report, January 2016. Available at 

http://www.sf‐planning.org/ftp/files/plans‐and‐programs/plan‐implementation/2016_IPIC_Report_FINAL.pdf, 

accessed July 14, 2017. 
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Concern 3:  The CEQA findings are inadequate and incomplete, fail to adequately describe the Project’s 
components and are not supported by substantial evidence. 

Response 3:  The CEQA findings adopted by the Planning Commission on June 1, 2017 as part of the 
Commission’s approval of the Large Project Authorization for the Project are not subject to appeal under 
San Francisco Administrative Code Section. 

Per San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16(c)(3), (d)(3), and (e)(3), the grounds for appeal of an 

environmental determination are limited to whether the environmental determination is adequate under 

CEQA. The CEQA findings are findings made as a part of the Project approval action, which is not before 

the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  this  appeal  of  the  Community  Plan  Evaluation.  Challenging  the  CEQA 

findings would appropriately be part of any appeal of the Project’s approval action, which was a Large 

Project Authorization. Regardless, neither state law nor Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code requires 

that  any  CEQA  findings  be  made  when  a  project  is  approved  in  reliance  on  a  Community  Plan 

Evaluation. Detailed CEQA findings are required to be made only when an EIR has been prepared, there 

are significant unmitigated environmental impacts associated with the project, and the agency decides to 

approve the project despite those impacts, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Concern 4: The Project is inconsistent with the General Plan and the Mission Area Plan. 

Response 4: The Project is consistent with the development density established under the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan, and would not result in significant impacts on the physical environment due to 
conflicts  with the General Plan or the Mission Area Plan that are peculiar to the project or the project site. 

On  page  3  of  the Appeal  Letter,  the Appellant  states  “The  Proposed  Project  is  inconsistent with  the 

General Plan and the Mission Area Plan.ʺ In a May 30, 2017  letter to the Planning Commission (Appeal 

Letter Exhibit D), the Appellant states: 

 “In evaluating the desirability of the proposed project, the Commission should evaluate 

it  in  light  of  its  inconsistency with  the  objectives  of  the  Eastern Neighborhoods  and 

Mission  Plans.  The  EIR  for  the  Eastern  Neighborhoods  Plan  reflected  the  Eastern 

Neighborhood objectives as follows: 

• Reflect Local Values: To develop a rezoning proposal  that reflects  the  land use needs 

and priorities of each neighborhoodsʹ stakeholders and that meets citywide goals for 

residential and industrial land use. 

 Increase  Housing:  To  identify  appropriate  locations  for  housing  in  the  Cityʹs 

industrially zoned  land  to meet a  citywide need  for more housing, and affordable 

housing in particular. [Emphasis added.] 

 Maintain Some Industrial Land Supply: To retain an adequate supply of industrial land 

to meet the current and future needs of the Cityʹs production, distribution, and repair 

businesses and the cityʹs economy. 
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• Improve  the Quality  of  All  Existing  Areas  with  Future  Development:  To  improve  the 

quality  of  the  residential  and  nonresidential  places  that  future  development will 

create over that which would occur under the existing zoning. 

The  Mission  Area  Plan  was  even  more  specific  in  its  land  use  policy:  to  protect 

ʺestablished areas of residential, commercial, and PDR, and ensuring that areas that have 

become mixed‐use over time develop in such a way that they contribute positively to the 

neighborhood.  A  place  for  living  and working  also means  a  place where  affordably 

priced housing is made available, a diverse array of  jobs is protected, and where goods 

and services are oriented to the needs of the community.ʺ [Emphasis added.] 

Mission‐wide goals include: 

• Increase the amount of affordable housing. 

• Preserve and enhance the existing Production, Distribution and Repair businesses. 

• Preserve  and  enhance  the  unique  character  of  the Missionʹs  distinct  commercial 

areas. 

• Minimize displacement.” 

Topic 1(b) in the “Land Use and Land Use Planning” section of the CPE Initial Study limits review of the 

Project’s  conflicts with  any  applicable  land  use  plan,  policy,  or  regulation  to  those  “adopted  for  the 

purpose  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  an  environmental  effect.”  Project‐related  policy  conflicts  and 

inconsistencies  do  not  constitute,  in  and  of  themselves,  significant  environmental  impacts.  The 

consistency of  the Project with  those General Plan and Mission Area Plan policies  that do not relate  to 

physical environmental  issues or result  in physical environmental effects  (such as  those cited above by 

the Appellant), were considered by the Planning Commission as part of its determination of whether to 

approve, modify, or disapprove the Project. 

As discussed above under Concern 1, the loss of PDR space resulting from implementation of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan was found to be a significant and unavoidable impact in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Plan PEIR. To address that impact, the City created PDR zones in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area, 

including  the Mission Area,  in which  PDR  uses would  be  protected  and  competing  uses,  including 

residential and office developments, are not permitted, and made findings that the loss of PDR uses and 

space outside the PDR zoning districts was acceptable and overridden by the other benefits of the Plan. 

The Project’s contribution to loss of PDR space is disclosed under Topic 1(b) of the CPE Initial Study. As 

discussed on pages 16 and 17 of the CPE Initial Study, development of the proposed project would result 

in the net  loss of approximately 8,950 square feet of PDR space. This net  loss of PDR space would be a 

considerable contribution  to  the cumulative  loss of PDR space analyzed  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR but would not  result  in  significant  impacts  that were previously not  identified or a more  severe 

adverse impact than analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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The Planning Department’s Citywide Planning and Policy Analysis Division determined that the Project 

was  consistent with  the General Plan  and with  the  bulk, density,  and  land uses  as  envisioned  in  the 

Mission Area Plan. The determination further states:  

“The  proposed  project  is  consistent with  the  height,  bulk,  density,  and  land  uses  as 

envisioned  in  the  Plan. Objective  1.1  of  the  Plan  calls  for  strengthening  the Missionʹs 

existing mixed use character, while maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and 

work. The proposed project is consistent with this objective by providing a project with 

production,  distribution,  and  repair  (PDR)  on  the  ground  floor with  residential  units 

above. The project  is also consistent with Objective 1.7,  ʺRetain  the Missionʹs role as an 

important  location  for  production,  distribution,  and  repair  activitiesʺ.  As  a  primarily 

residential project with PDR, the proposed project is consistent with the determination.” 

The Citywide determination concludes: 

“For  the purposes of  the Citywide Planning and Policy Analysis division,  the project  is 

eligible  for  consideration  of  a  Community  Plan  Exemption  under  California  Public 

Resources  Code  Sections  21159.21,  21159.23,  21159.24,  21081.2,  and  21083.3,  and/or 

Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.” 

As a general matter, the determination of whether a project is consistent with a specific plan or policy can 

be subjective, and is best made with a broad understanding of the often‐competing policy objectives in a 

planning document. Consequently, policy consistency determinations are ultimately made by the City’s 

decision‐making bodies such as the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors independent of 

the environmental review process, as part of the decision to approve or reject the project. In its approval 

of  the  Project’s  Large  Project Authorization,  the  Planning Commission  determined  that  the  project  is 

generally consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan, including the Mission Area Plan. 

Accordingly,  the  Project would  not  result  in  significant  impacts  on  the  physical  environment  due  to 

inconsistency with the General Plan, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, or the Mission Subarea Plan that 

are peculiar to the project or the project site. 

CONCLUSION: 

The Appellant has not demonstrated nor provided substantial evidence to support a claim that the CPE 

fails  to  conform  to  the  requirements  of  CEQA  for  a  community  plan  evaluation  pursuant  to  CEQA 

Section  21083.3  and CEQA Guidelines  Section  15183.  The  Planning Department  conducted  necessary 

studies  and  analyses,  and  provided  the  Planning  Commission with  the  information  and  documents 

necessary to make an informed decision, based on substantial evidence in the record, at a noticed public 

hearing  in accordance with  the Planning Departmentʹs CPE Initial Study and standard procedures, and 

pursuant  to  CEQA  and  the  CEQA  Guidelines.  Therefore,  the  Planning  Department  respectfully 

recommends that the Board of Supervisors uphold the Department’s determination for the CPE and reject 

Appellant’s appeal. 
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July 3, 2017 

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

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

i.iL.i JUL - 3 A:t 9: 03 
µ .l ; _ __ £------

Appeal of the June l, 2017 Planning Commission Decisions 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

Our Mission No Eviction appeals the decisions of the Planning Commission 

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

1) Adoption of CEQA findings under Section 15183 of the CEQA guidelines and 

Public Resources Code Section 21083.3.1, and adoption of a Community Plan 
Exemption. 

The Final Motion for the relevant appeal is attached as Exhibit A. Evidence in 
support of the appeals is attached as Exhibits B-D and is also contained in the letters 

submitted to the Planning Department objecting to the approval of the Project and the 
Community Plan Exemption, incorporated here by reference. Exhibit E contains the 
$578 appeal fee for the CEQA appeal. 

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

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

• The CEQA findings did not take into account the potential cumulative impacts of 
this project along with nearly 2,000 other units constructed, entitled, or in the 
pipeline for the area along Mission Street, beginning at the intersection of Mission 
and South Van Ness Avenue and continuing to 16th Street, and including one block 
on either side of Mission Street (hereafter 11Mission Gateway" which was not 
considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plain EIR (PEIR). Potential impacts with 
respect to traffic and circulation, noise, air quality, recreation and open space, 
impacts on SRO Hotels, and overall gentrification and displacement impacts on 
businesses, residents, and nonprofits within the Mission Gateway. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

2. Pattern and Practice 

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

eaver 
Attorney for Our Mission No Eviction 
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Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 

Case No.: 2014-002026ENX 
Project Address: 1726-1730 Mission Street 
Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District 

68-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 3532/004A and 005 
Project Sponsor: Jody Knight - Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

Staff Contact: Linda Ajello Hoagland - (415) 575-6823 
linda.ajellohaoagland@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Francisco. 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

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

PREAMBLE 

On July 14, 2015, Jody Knight (hereinafter "Project Sponsor"), on behalf of Sustainable Living LLC 
(Property Owner), filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for a 
Large Project Authorization for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Lots 004A, 005, Block 
3532 (hereinafter "subject property"), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and the Mission 2016 
Interim Zoning Controls, to demolish an 11,200 square-foot (sq. ft.), two-story, approximately 20-foot-tall 
industrial building and to construct a six-story, 66-foot-tall 35,893 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 40 
dwelling units, 2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR (Production Distribution and Repair) and 22 below off
street parking spaces within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and 68-X Height and Bulk 
District. 

v-. ww.s ·planning .erg 
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On May 18, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application No. 
2014-002026ENX. At this public hearing, the Commission continued the project to the public hearing on 
June 1, 2017. 

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco, California. 

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

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

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

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

FINDINGS 

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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along Mission Street, which is a high injury pedestrian and vehicular corridor. Other zoning 
districts in the vicinity of the Project Site include: PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair 
- General); RM-1 (Residential Mixed - Low Density); NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit); and, P (Public). 

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

5. Public Comment. The Department has received one letter of support &om San Francisco 
Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC), and four letters opposing the project, expressing concern 
over the height of the project, lDlpacts to light and air to adjacent residential properties, increased · 

vehicular traffic and construction noise. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project submitted a completed Environmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016. 
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 500/o of the point target established in the TDM Program 
Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required 
7 points through the following TDM measures: 

• Bicycle Parking (Option D) 
• Bicycle Repair Station 
• Delivery Supportive Amenities 
• Family TDM Amenities (Option A) 
• Real Time Transportation Information Displays 
• On-site Affordable Housing (Option C) 
• Unbundle Parking (Location B) 
• Parking Supply (OptionB) 
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K. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces 
accessory to residential uses in new structures of 10 dwelling units or more be leased or sold 
separately from the rental or purchase fees for dwelling units for the life of the dwelling 
units. 

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

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

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

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

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

preliminary shadow fan analysis accounts for the 14-foot-tall elevator penthouse on the roof of the 
proposed building. 

N. Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 41 lA establishes the 
Transportation Sustainablity Fee (TSF) and is applicable to project that are the following: 
(1) More than twenty new dwelling units; (2) New group housing facilities, or additions of 
800 gross square feet or more to an existing group housing facility; (3) New construction of a 
Non-Residential use in excess of 800 gross square feet, or additions of 800 gross square feet or 
more to an existing Non-Residential use; or (4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of 
1,500 gross square feet, or additions of 1,500 gross square feet or more to an existing PDR use; 
or (5) Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use is higher 
than the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use previously 
paid the 1SF or TIDF; (6) Change or Replacement of Use from a Hospital or a Health Service 
to any other use. 

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project includes more than twenty dwelling units, and the replacement of PDR space; therefore, 
the TSF, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies. 
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0. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program in UMU Zoning District. Planning Code Section 
415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would apply to projects 
that consist of 10 or more units, where the first application (EE or BP A) was applied for on or 
after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 the current Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative in 
the UMU Zoning District for Tier Bis to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as 
affordable. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to modify 
Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors 
(Board File Nos.161351and170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which include but 
are not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing required onsite or 
offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix requirements, will become 
effective after approval by the Board of Supervisors 

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing 
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and has submitted a 'Affidavit of 
Compliance with the lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to 
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable 
lwusing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for the Project 
Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternatrve, the Pro1ect Sponsor must 
submit an 'Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning 
Code Section 415,' to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site 
units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the project. The 
Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit on April 24, 2017. The EE application was submitted on 
February 6, 2015. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 415.3, 415.6 and 419, the current on-site 
requirement is 17.5%. 7 units (4 one-bedroom and 3 two-bedroom) of the 40 units provided will be 
affordable units. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, it must pay the Affordable Housing 
Fee with interest, if applicable. 

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

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

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

A. Overall building mass and scale. 

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

B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials. 

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 

The Project is consistent with the development density established for the Project Site in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan. The building's ground floor PDR, and residential lobby proposes a 55% 
active street frontage which will enhance and offer an effective and engaging connection between the 
public and private areas. It will enliven the sidewalk offering a sense of security and encouraging 
positive activities that will benefit, not just the immediate areas, but the overall neighborhood as well. 
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It provides a code compliant rear yard open space at the rear yard to face the adjacent buildings' rear 
yard, enhancing the natural light exposure and overall livability of the neighbors' units even without 
an established mid-block open space. The singular driveway on Mission Street and the proposed 
independently accessible mechanical parking spaces in the basement reduces vehicular queuing and 
minimizes potential conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. Overall, the design of the lower floors 
enhances the pedestrian experience and accommodates new street activity. 

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

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

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

Planning Code ~ection 'LlU.2 does not apply to the Project, and no mid-block alley or pathway is 
required. 

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

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

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

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

H. Bulk limits. 

The Project is within an 'X' Bulk District, which does not restrict bulk. 

I. Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any relevant design 
guidelines, Area Plan or Element of the General Plan. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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The Project, on balance, meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. See below. 

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

HOUSING ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

Policy 1.1 
Plan for the full range of housing needs in the City and County of San Francisco, especially 
affordable housing. 

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

The Project is a higher density mixed-use development on an underutilized lot along a primary vehicular 
transit corridor. The Project Site is an ideal infill site that is currently a vacant PDR use. The proposed 
Project would add 40 units of housing to the site with a dwelling unit mix of one-bedroom, and two
bedroom units. The Project Site was rezoned to UMU as part of a long range planning goal to create a 
cohesive, higher density residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The Project includes seven 011-site 
affordable housing units for ownership, which complies with the UMU District's goal to provide a higher 
level of affordability. 

OBJECTIVE4 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFECYCLES. 

Policy4.1 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 

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

Policy 4.5 
Ensure that new permanently affordable housing is located in all of the City's neighborhoods, 
and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided at a range of 
income levels. 

SAH FRANCISCO 
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The Project will add 40 dwelling units to the City's housing stock, and meets the affordable housing 
requirements by providing for seven on-site permanently affordable units for ownership. 

OBJECTIVE 11 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. 

Policyll.1 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 

Policyll.2 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 

Policyll.3 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 

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

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

Policy11.8 
Consider a neighborhood's character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption 
caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas. 

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

OBJECTIVE 12 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES 
THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and 
neighborhood services, when developing new housing. 

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

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

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

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

The Project Site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 14,14R, 
49, and 55. The 161h Street & Mission Bart Station is slightly more than a quarter mile to the south on 
Mission Street. Residential mixed-use development at this site would support a smart growth and 
sustainable land use pattem in locating new housing in the urban core close to jobs and transit. 
Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission District is highly developed and utilized. The Project 
provides an abundance of bietjcle parking on-site in addition to vehicle parking. 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

Policy 1.9: 
Preserve sunlight in public open spaces. 

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

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

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

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

OBJECTIVE 3: 
IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SP ACE 

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

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

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 24: 
IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT. 

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

Policy 24.4: 
Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages. 

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

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

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

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

The Project includes 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in secure and convenient location. 
OBJECTIVE 34: 
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND 
LAND USE PATTERNS. 
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Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring 
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit 
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping. 

Policy 34.3: 

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

Policy 34.5: 
Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply 
and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing 
on-street parking spaces. 

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

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

OBJECTIVE 4: 
IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL 
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 

Policy4.4: 
Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians. 

Policy 4.13: 

Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest. 

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

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

Objectives and Policies 

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

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

Policy 4.4: 

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

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

MISSION AREA PLAN 

Objectives and Policies 

Land Use 

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

Policy 1.1.7 
Permit and encourage greater retail uses on the ground floor on parcels that front 16th Street to 
take advantage of transit service and encourage more mixed uses, while protecting against the 
wholesale displacement of PDR uses. 

Policy 1.1.8 
While continuing to protect traditional PDR functions that need large, inexpensive spaces to 
operate, also recognize that the nature of PDR businesses is evolving gradually so that their 
production and distribution activities are becoming more integrated physically with their 
research, design and administrative functions. 

The Project will provide 2,250 square feet of replacement PDR space on the ground floor of the building 
while also providing new housing on a site where none currently exists. Therefore strengthening the mixed 
use character and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED, 
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD 
CHARACTER. 

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

Policy 1.2.2 
For new construction, and as part of major expansion of existing buildings in neighborhood 
commercial districts, require ground floor commercial uses in new housing development. In 
other mixed-use districts encourage housing over commercial or PDR where appropriate. 

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

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

Housing 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 
ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF 
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICES. 

Policy 2.3.3 
Require that a significant number of units in new developments have two or more bedrooms, 
except Senior Housing and SRO developments unless all Below Market Rate units are two or 
more bedrooms. 

Policy 2.3.S 
Explore a range of revenue-generating tools including impact fees, public funds and grants, 
assessment districts, and other private funding sources, to fund community and neighborhood 
improvements. 

Policy 2.3.6 
Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to 
mitigate the impacts of new development on transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and street 
improvements, park and recreational facilities, and community facilities such as libraries, child 
care and other neighborhood services in the area. 
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The Project includes 20 one-bedroom and 20 two-bedroom units of which 7 will be Below Market Rate 
(BMR). Three of the BMR units will be two-bedroom units. Furthermore, the Project will be subject to the 
Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability Fee and Residential Childcare Fee. 

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

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

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

Built Form 

OBJECTIVE 3.1 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION'S DISTINCTIVE 
PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC 
AND CHARACTER. 

Policy 3.1.6 
New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with 
full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the 
older buildings that surrounds them. 

Policy 3.1.8 
New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space. Where an existing 
pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new development on mixed-use-zoned parcels 
should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located. 

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

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

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

Policy 3.2.3 
Minimize the visual impact of parking. 

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

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

8. Planning Code Section 101.t(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies 
in that 

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

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

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

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

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced. 
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The Project will not displace any affordable housing because there is currently no housing on the site. 
The Project will comply with the City's Inclusionary Housing Program, therefore increasing the stock 
of affordable housing units in the City. 

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

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

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

The Project is consistent with the Mission Area Plan, which encourages mixed-use development along 
Mission Street. The Project does not involve the creation of commercial office development. The 
Project would enhance opportunities for resident employment and ownership in industrial and service 
sectors by providing for new 1wusing and PDR space, which will increase the diversity of the City's 
housing supply (a top priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-serving uses and 
employment opportunities. 

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

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

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved. 

There are no landmarks or historic buildings on the Project Site. 

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

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

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

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

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section 101.l{b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. 

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project Authorization would promote 
the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Com mission at the public hearings, and all o ther 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project 
Authorization Application No. 2014-002026ENX subject to the following conditions attached hereto as 
"EXHIBIT A" in general conformance with pl ans on file, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped "EXHil31T B", 
which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 

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

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329 
Large Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this 
Motion No. 19931 The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not 

appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if 
appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 
575-6880, 1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103. 

Protest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a cond ition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requ irements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed wi thin 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 

referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the d ate of the ea rliest d iscretionary approval by the City of the subject 

development. 

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier d iscretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Comm ission's adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary I~eview Action or the Zoning 
Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitu tes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun. Jf the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 

Jonas P. lonil 
Comm ission Secretary 

A YES: 

NAYS: 

ADOPTED: 
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I !illis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards 

Pong, Melgar 
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This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story 
industrial building and new construction of a six-story mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units and 
2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR space located at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Block 3532, Lots 004A and 005, 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and Planning Commission Resolution No. 19865 (Mission 2016 
Interim Zoning Controls), within the UMU Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District; in 
general conformance with plans, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped 11EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for 
Record No. 2014-002026ENX and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained. 
herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

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

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

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

SEVERABILITY 

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. 1'Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 

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

PERFORMANCE 
1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 

from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 
period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf..plamiing.org 

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 
within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
wurw.s(-planning.org 

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 
the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

5. Conformity with Current law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 
entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

6. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRP for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2014-002026ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to 
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avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project 
Sponsor. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
WWW·€f-planning.org 

DESIGN 

7. Final Materials. The Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the 
building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be 
subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.ef-planning.org 

8. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of 
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org 

9. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 
submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required 
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject 
building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
WUTW.s(-planning.org 

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

11. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has 
significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may 
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning 
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer va1,1lts, 
in order of most to least desirable: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 
separate doors on a ground floor fa~de facing a public right-of-way; 

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
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c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor fa91de facing a 
public right-of-way; 

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

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

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor fa91de (the least desirable location). 

Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Deparbnent, Department of Public Work's Bureau of 
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer 
vault installation requests. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://fl.fdpw.org 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

12. Unbundled Parking. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project residents 
only as a separate "add-on" option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with any Project 
dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be made 
available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units pursuant 
to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market rate 
units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. Each 
unit within the Project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking space until 
the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be placed 
on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner' s rules be established, which 
prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.$_f-planning.org. 

13. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 
than 30 off-street parking spaces. Per the Project Description, the Project Sponsor has specified 
that they will provide no more than 22 off-street parking spaces. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.m:g 

14. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall 
provide no fewer than 44 bicycle parking spaces (40 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of 
the Project and 4 Oass 2 spaces for both the residential and commercial/PDR portion of the 
Project). 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning org 
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15. Managing Traffic During Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 
shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMT A), the Police Department, the Fire Deparbnent, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
unuw.sf-planning.org 

PROVISIONS 

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

17. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring 
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring 
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor 
shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going 
employment required for the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, 
www.onestqpSF.org 

18. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(I'SF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 41 tA. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
W'll7UJ.sf planning.org 

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

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

MONITORING 

21. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 
this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

OPERATION 

22. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 
shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works. 
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org 

23. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 
and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For 

information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 
415-695-2017,.http:llsfdpw.orgl 

24. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

25. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding 
sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. 
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be 
directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.~f-planning.org 

ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION - NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS 

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

a) Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any 
businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of 
9PM-5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form. 
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b) Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shall include 
sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of 
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time. 
Readings should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of 
Entertainment to best of their ability. Any recommendation(s) in the sound study regarding 
window glaze ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls, 
doors, roofing, etc. shall be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when 
designing and building the project. 

c) Design Considerations: 

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

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

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

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

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 

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

a) Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419, the Project is currently 
required to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying 
households. The Project contains 40 units; therefore, 7 affordable units are currently required. 
The Project Sponsor will fulfill this requirement by providing the 7 affordable units on-site. If 
the Project is subject to a different requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and 
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new legislative requirements take effect, the Project will comply with the applicable 
requirements at the time of compliance. If the number of market-rate units change, the 
number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written approval 
from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development("MOHCD"). 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

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

5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

b) Unit Mix. The Project contains 20 one-bedroom, and 20 two-bedroom units; therefore, the 
required affordable unit mix is 3 one-bedroom, and 4 two-bedroom units. If the market-rate 
unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with written approval 
from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOHCD. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

U1U!W.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

c) Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as 
a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction 
permit. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

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

5500, www.sf-moh.org. 

d) Phasing. H any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project 
Sponsor shall have designated not less than seventeen and one half percent (17.5%), or the 
applicable percentage as discussed above, of the each phase's total number of dwelling units 
as on-site affordable units. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

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

5500, WUTW.ef-moh.org. 

e) Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 
415.6, must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project. 
For infonnation about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 

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

5500, W'lDW.ef-moh.org. 

f) Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the lnclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San 
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual 
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is 
incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, 
and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval 
and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 30 



Motion No. 19931 
June 1, 2017 

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX 
1726-1730 Mission Street 

copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue 
or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at: 
htq>:l/sf-planning.org!Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. As provided in the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual 
in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
wunv.sf-planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-
5500, WU1W.sf-moh.org. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

hllp://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view iJ=20&clip iJ=28002 

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

http: I /sf-plcinn i ng.org/ ci ree1-plci n-eirs 

(scroll down) 
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West Bay Law 

Law Office of J. Scott Weaver 

Commissioners. 
San Franc isco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street. Room 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

May 30, 20 17 

Re: Case No. 2015-004454PR V 1726-1 730 Mission Street 

I am unable to attend the meeting scheduled for June 1, 20 17 and therefore make this 
submission for your consi deral ion of the above referenced matter. 

The developer proposes a 6 story 69 foot tall building with 36 units along w ith a 29 car 
parking garage. The project seeks both Conditional Use and Large Project Authorizations. This 
project is s ituated on Mission Street between Duboce Avenue and 14m Street. T his area is the 
"Gateway to the Mission", an a lready gent rify ing area and one that is seeing numerous projects, 
proposed, entitled, and/or built in the immediate vicinity. The Department has not carefully 
evaluated the project from the standpoint of its cumulative impacts on an area that already faces 
chall enges with respect to tra ffi c and c irculat ion, noise, air qua lity, recreation, and open space, 
and displacement - especially of its SRO tenants. 

Context. 

The proposed project (36 units) is being bui lt in conjunction w ith a number o f other 
projects currently in the pipeline for the area. Pipeline projects between the intersection of Soutb 
Van Ness and Mission, and l 61h and Mission and one block ei ther s ide of Mission (eight blocks) 
arc: 130 Otis Street (220 units), 1601 Mission Street (354 units), 180 I Mission Street (54 uni ts), 
1863 Miss ion Street (36 units), 1900 Mission Street (9 units), 1924 M ission Street (J 3 units). 
1979 Mission Street (33 1 uni ts), 198 Valencia (28 units), 235 Valencia (50 units), 80 Julian (9 
units) , 1463 Stevenson ( 45 units), and 1500 J 5•h Street, ( 184 units - density bonus). 
Additionally, there are two affordable housing projects, one at 1950 M ission Sh·eet ( 157 units), 

and one a l 490 South Van Ness Avenue ( 133 units). Tota l number of pipe line units, including 
the proposed project are wi thin two blocks ei ther s ide of sausage fac tory is I ,659 units. 
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Built after 2008, but equally applicable to any cumulative analysis are 1880 Mission 
Street (202 units), 150115111 Street (40 units), 380 14111 Street (29 units) and 411 Valencia (16) 
1587 151!1 (26 units) 1972 units. 

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

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

Cumulative Impacts Reauire Examination 

Under Public Resources Code Section 21083 subdivision (b )(2).) "The possible effects 
of a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable. As used in this paragraph 
'cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." Stated otherwise, a lead agency 
shall require an EIR be prepared for a project when the record contains substantial evidence that 
the "project has possible environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively 
considerable.11 (Guidelines section 15065 subdivision (a) (3).) 

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

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

• We believe that the next wave of gentrification will result in a significant reduction in traditional SRO residents as 
Hotel owners "upgrade" their units. Currently there are hundreds of SRO units within the an:a between Duboce and 
1~ Street, Valencia and South Van Ness Avenue.. 
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O ther issues to consider arc noise (the I 0 I Freeway crosses Mission Street very close to 
the proposed project), Open space is v irtually non-exis tent, yet the thousands o f people who 
would move to the area would require it, and recreation (other than the local bars , there is none). 

Finally, we cannot overlook the gentrification impacts on the already gentrifying 
neighborhood which would effectively wipe out small mom and pop businesses and SRO Hotels 
as we know them. 

CLOSER ENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW IS REQUIRED 

Presumably, this and many of the o ther projects mentioned above received (or antic ipate 
receiving) a Community Plan Exemption based on the Eastern Neig hborhoods PEIR2

• The use o r 
the PEIR is inappropriate in thi s instance fo r several reasons. exemption was in error because 1) 
the eight-year-old PEIR is no longer v iable due to unanticipated circumstances on the ground, 
and 2) the PEI R did not consider impacts on this e ight block area, nor could it have antic ipated 
the intense level of development along this gateway to the Miss ion. 

Substantial New Information Negates the Exemption From Environmental Review. 

The Departme nt has issued a Community Plan Exemption which a llows the Department 
to use the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan E IR (PETR) ins tead of a project E l R - except w ith respect 
to areas of concern unique to the project. The use of the PE IR in this way presupposes that it is 
sufficiently current to address all areas required under CEQA. 

Unforn1natcly, circumstances on the ground have rendered the 2008 PEIR out of date, 
and it cannot be a re liabl e measure o r environmenta l impacts of market rate development in the 
Mission . It is well recognized that the Mission has already experienced extensive displacement 
o r its residents, so much so, that it is now in an advanced stage 
gentrification. h Lµ://n .i.:.,"' i\.): .: '"'(,~Lory/2015/08/sf . 1:8siOi . ;;~' , t;-i: . (,~~;cn ~d\/3~1:c~,1 
Should the project proceed, it wi ll cause significant economic and socia l changes in the 
immed iate area that wil l result in physical changes, not the least of which is di splacement of 
residents a nd buisinesses which will affect a ir quali ty, traffic a nd transportation, as well as 
negacivc impaccs on the immediate neighborhood (Sec CEQA guide li nes, 15604 (c). 

The demand for a ffordable housing has increased s ignificantly s ince the PEJR, anc.1 the 
glut or luxury housing only makes matters worse. T he most recent Nexus Study, commiss ioned 
by chc Planning Department, concluded thac the production of I 00 market rate rental units 
generates a demand of24 lower income househo lds through goods and services demanded by the 
market rate tenants. The affordable housing proposed by the project does not meet this demand. 

' We recognize that two projects , 30 Ot is Street and 160 I Mission arc outs ide the area s tudied under the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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When substamial new infom1ation becomes available, CEQA Guidelines require 
comprehens ive analysis of these issues. (CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15 183). The s ituation on the 
ground has changed substantia lly s ince the PEIR was prepared in 2008. 

The PEIR did not anticipate the "advanced gentrification" of the neighborhood, along 
with the extensive displacement of Latino fami lies and businesses, the reverse 
commute to dis tant areas, and that impact on greenhouse gas emissions and on traffic 
conges tion. 

/\long s imilar lines, at the time the PE IR was prepared, research regarding the exten t 
of increased automobile traffic and greenhouse gas emissions was not avai lable. 
There is now solid evidence that upper income residents arc twice as likely to own a 
car and half as li kely to use public trans it. (See Exhi bit 3) 

The unanti cipated additional demand for affo rdable housing due to the overbui ld o r 
luxu1y housing. 

T he unexpected disappearance of Redevelopment money to fund affordab le housing, 
w ithout new resources compensating for the loss. 

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

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

The PEIR did not anticipate the impact of tech shuttles from a traffic standpoint , nor 
from !hat of the demand for housi ng. T he specter of living w ithin a few blocks of a 
free ride to work has caused many tech e mployees to move to areas where the shutt les 
s top - predominantly in the Mission. As such we have high earning employees 
exacerbating the already high demand for housing. The anti-eviction mapping project 
has documented the connection between shuttle stops and higher incidences of 
nofault evictions. (http://www.antievictionmappingprojecl.ncUtechbusevictions.html ) 

The cumulati ve housing production in the Mission (built and in the pipeline) now 
exceeds projections under any of the three scenarios envis ioned when the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan created. According to Planning Department Data, projects 
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containing 2,451 housing units have either been completed or are under environmental 
review as of2/23/16. Option A of the PEIR envisioned 782 units, Option B 1,118 units 
and Option C 2054 units, with a Preferred Project at 1696 units. 

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

CONDITIONAL USE SHOULD BE DENIED 

In addition to exemption from environmental review, the applicant is seeking Condition 
Use authori7.ation under the Interim Controls instituted by the Commission on January 14, 2016. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mission-wide goals include: 
• Increase the amount of affordable housing. 
• Preserve and enhance the existing Production, Distribution and Repair businesses. 
• Preserve and enhance the unique character of the Mission's distinct commercial areas. 
• Minimize displacement 

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

The Proposed Protect Does Not Comply with Interim Controls or MAP 2020 Obleetives. 

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

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

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

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

More Rigorous Evaluation is Requested. 

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

JSW:sme 
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Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

John Rahaim 
Director of P la nning 

RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 5 
1 January 2007 - 31 December 2016 

SUMMARY 

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

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

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

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were 
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site 
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units 
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if 
included in the calculations. 
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Suite 400 
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CA 94103·2479 
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BACKGROUND 

On 21April2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning 
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on 
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production. 
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year 
and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department's 
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on 
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the 
City's housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.) 

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

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting 
the goals set by the City's Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the 
City's Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and 
2022, 57%1 of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.2 In November 
2014, San Francisco's voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all n ew housing 
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and 
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to 
low-income fam ilies as well as working, middle income families. 3 

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

1 
The Ordinance inaccurately stated that "22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of 

moderate means"; San Francisco's Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate 
income households is 19% of total production goals. 
2 Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here -
http:Uwww.hcd .ca.gov/communily-development/housing.-element/annual-progress-reporls/index.php .- or 
by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now fi le reports online. 
3 

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

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

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

Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] 
- [Units Removed from Protected Status] 

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

= 

CUMULATIVE 
HOUSING 
BALANCE 

The first "Housing Balance Period" is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005 
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years 
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2007 (Ql) through December 2016 
(Q4). 

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

TablelA 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4 

Net New 
Acquisitions Units Total 

Affordable 
&Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net Total Cumulative 

Bos Districts 
Housing 

and Small from Affordable New Units Entitled Housing 

Bui It 
Sites Protected Units Bullt Units Balance 

Completed Status Permitted 

Bos District 1 170 - (496) 4 340 114 -70.9% 

Bos District 2 37 24 (315) 11 871 271 -21.3% 

Bos District 3 205 6 (372) 16 951 302 -11.6% 

BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 115 98 -197.2% 

Bos District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 598 34.2% 

Bos District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 22.1% 

Bos District 7 99 - (220) - 530 104 -19.1% 

Bos District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,115 416 -34.2% 

Bos Di strict 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,034 237 -2.3% 

Bos Di strict 10 1,353 24 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 22.2% 

Bos District 11 30 - (323) 9 180 297 -59.5% 

TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1.,511 28,319 10,880 13.6% 
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor 
Districts ranging from -197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1 
(-71%), 2 (-23%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-197%), 8 (-35%), and 11 (-60%) resulted from the larger numbers of 
units removed from protected status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new 
housing units built in those districts. 

Table 18 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance calculation, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Net New 
Acquisitions 

RAD Program 
Units Total 

Expanded 
&Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net Total 

BoS Districts 
Affordable 

and Small 
and Hope SF 

from Affordable New Units Entitled 
Cumulative 

Housing 
Sites 

Replacement 
Protected Units Built Units 

Housing 
Built 

Completed 
Units 

Status Permitted 
Balance 

Bos District 1 170 - 144 (496) 4 340 114 -39.2% 

Bos District 2 37 24 251 (315) 11 871 271 0.7% 

Bos District 3 205 6 5n (372) 16 951 302 34.5% 

Bos District 4 10 - - (437) 7 115 98 -197.2% 

Bos District 5 709 293 806 (398) 196 1,744 598 68.6% 

Bos District 6 3,239 1,155 561 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 24.5% 

Bos District 7 99 - 110 (220) - 530 104 -1.7% 

Bos District 8 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,115 416 -12.7% 

Bos District 9 217 319 268 (582) 17 1,034 237 18.8% 

Bos District 10 1,353 24 436 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 29.1% 

Bos District 11 30 - - (323) 9 180 297 -59.5% 

TOTALS 6.166 1.838 3.483 (4.182) 1,511 28.319 10.sso 22.5% 

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE 

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning 
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit. 
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016is16%. This balance is expected to change as 
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met. 
In addition, three entitled major development projects - Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and 
Hunters Point - are not included in the accounting until applications for building permits are 
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will 
yield an additional 22,000 net new units; 22% (or 4,900 units) would be affordable to low and 
moderate income households. 
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The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be 
produced as a result of the lnclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle. 
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected. 
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the 
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen
iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans. 

Table 2 
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4 

Very low Low 
Total Total Affordable 

Net New Bos District 
Income Income 

Moderate TBD Affordable 
Units 

Unitsas%of 
Units Net New Units 

Bos District 1 - - - - - 19 0.00'6 
Bos District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0% 
Bos District 3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4% 
Bos District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0% 
Bos Districts - - 28 3 31 275 11.3% 
Bos District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5% 
Bos District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9% 
Bos District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5% 
Bos District 9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5% 
Bos District 10 - 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2% 
Bos District 11 - - - - - 1 0.0% 

TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1% 

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS 

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

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production 

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2007 Ql and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period 
resulted in a net addition of over 28,300 units to the City's housing stock, including almost 6,170 
affordable units. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten year 
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reporting period were in District 6 (17,160 or 61%and3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10 
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units. 

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

Table 3 
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Total 
Total Net 

Affordable Units 

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate Middle Affordable 
Units 

as %ofTotal 

Units Net Units 

Bos District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0% 
BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2% 
Bos District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6% 
Bos District 4 10 - 10 115 8.7% 
Bos District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7% 
BoS District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9% 
Bos District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7% 

Bos District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7% 
Bos District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0% 

Bos District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6% 
Bos District 11 13 17 - 30 180 16.7% 

TOTAL 3,364 1,628 1,151 23 6,166 28,319 21.8% 

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are 
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit 
homeless individuals and families - groups considered as EVLI - have income eligibility caps at 
the VLI level. 
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units 

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

Table4a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016 

Bos District 
No.of No.of 

Buildings Units 

Bos District 2 1 24 

BoS District 5 2 290 

Bos District 6 13 1,127 

Bos District 9 2 319 

TOTALS 18 1,760 

Small Sites Program 

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

Table4b 
Small Sites Program, 2014-2016 

Bos District No.of No.of 
Buildings Units 

Bos District 3 1 6 

Bos District 5 1 3 

BoS District 6 3 28 

Bos District 8 4 17 

Bos District 9 4 24 

TOTALS 13 78 
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RAD Program 

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

Table 5 
RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017 

BoS District 
No of No of 

Buildings Units 

Bos District 1 2 144 

Bos District 2 3 251 
Bos District 3 4 577 
Bos District s 7 806 
Bos District 6 4 561 
BoS District 7 1 110 
BoS Di strict 8 4 330 
BoS District 9 2 268 
BoS District 10 2 436 
Bos District 11 - -
TOTALS 29 3,483 

Units Removed From Protected Status 

San Francisco's Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and 
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords 
can, however, terminate tenants' leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion, 
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants' fault. The 
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent 
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of 
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition, 
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMls). It should be noted that initially, OMis were not 
specifically called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because 
owner move-ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a 
substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as 
intended by the legislation's sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and 
will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors 
amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMis as part of the housing balance calculation. 
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2007 
and December 2016. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner 
Move-In and Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (55% and 32% 
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with 
Districts 8 and 9 leading (16% and 14%, respectively). 

Table 6 
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Condo Owner 
Units Removed 

Bos District 
Conversion 

Demolition Ellis Out 
Move-In 

from Proteded 
Status 

Bos District 1 3 26 160 307 496 
Bos District 2 17 13 86 199 315 
Bos District 3 6 10 238 118 372 
Bos District4 - 87 76 274 437 
Bos District s 17 21 125 235 398 
Bos District 6 1 76 46 12 135 
Bos District 7 - 31 37 152 220 
Bos District 8 19 43 262 331 655 
Bos District 9 4 61 209 308 582 
Bos District 10 2 29 45 173 249 
Bos District 11 - 81 44 198 323 

TOTALS 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

10 



Entitled and Permitted Units 

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

Table7 
Permitted Units, 2016 Q4 

Total Total Affordable 
BoS District 

Very Low Low 
Moderate TBD Affordable 

Net New 
Unitsas%of 

Income Income 
Units 

Units 
Net New Units 

Bos District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5% 

Bos District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1% 

Bos District 3 - 12 4 - 16 302 5.3% 

BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1% 

Bos Districts 108 so 38 - 196 598 32.8% 

Bos District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0% 

BoS District 7 - - - - 104 0.0% 

BoS District 8 - 10 7 17 416 4.1% 

Bos District 9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2% 

Bos District 10 - 245 28 1 274 2,034 13.5% 

Bos District 11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0% 

TOTALS 343 812 348 8 1,511 10,880 13.9% 
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS 

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

ANNUAL HEARING 

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by 
April 1 of each year. This year's Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the 
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development, the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Developmen t, the 
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building lnspection, and the City Economist will 
present s trategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City's 
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine 
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the 
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold. 
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APPENDIX A 
Ordinance 53-15 

FILE NO. 150029 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
4/6/15 

ORDINANCE NO. 53-15 

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

:J Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor 

4 tho balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish 

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

6 Supervisors on strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance 

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

8 I onvlronmontal findings, Planning Code, Section 302 findings, and findings of 
I 

9 I consistency with the Gonoral Plan, and tho eight priority pollclos of Planning Codo, 

10 r Soction 101.1. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodlfied text are in plain Arial fonl 
Additions to Codes are in li!W&.-underlln( italics Timr.~ New Roman fom. 
Deletions to Codes are in ~"Sl• llalies H•Hl':9 Neu R6m.mfonl. 
Board amendment additions are Jn d.Qu~ CJ:' fooi. 
Board amendment deletions are m &tfik-·~~-----"c- ~--. 
Asterisks r • • •) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

16 Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

17 

18 Section 1. Findings. 

19 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

20 

21 

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 
I 

22 1 Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of 
I 

23 ! Supervisors affirms this detennination. 
! 

24 i (b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission. in Resolution No. 19337, adopted 
I 2511 findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistenl on balance, with the 

I! __ 
Ii BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page1 
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1 adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the 

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

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

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

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

6 herein by reference. 

7 

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

9 as follows: 

10 SEC lllJ. llOl/SING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING. 

11 (aJ Pump!q To mgintaln a hqlqncc hetween new affOrdqhlt und mur/wl rate lwuslng Citv-

12 ttide qnd wjd1jn nelghhor/wpds In make l1mLdng m·allqble IOr a// /nc1m1c levels and hou.'f/ng need 

13 U'J}fs to nrrserye thr mL'Ced inmme cl111r<lf(rr of the C/ly qnd it.t nrigl1horhnmls In offeet tl1e 

14 Wlb.drmral efr~ing unit.t from rent dqbUi;atiqn and tl:e let.t nfairrglr-room-nmmancy 

15 l101tl 1111jt.f to rnsure the ©'affability Qfltmd qml enco11rage the deployment ofre:wurm to provide 

16 sufflclenJ '1ousl11g affordable to households of ~'(O' low. low. and moderme /11comrs. to ensure qdeaJHlJ.t. 

17 l1oudng IOr tamillcs scnlt>rs cmd 1/ic ti/sabled comm11ni1v. to ensure that data on mrrting affordablf. 

18 ltnuslng tareet.t Cltv-wldt and within neighborhoods in!Orms tit(' approml process (or nrw housing 

19 cfe,'flopmcnt and to enable public oar1/c/ea1/011 in detem1inlng tht• aeeroprlate mix of new lzousing 

20 mmrom/s. Ihm /.t Jierchv c1tqh//she1I g requirement. a.r cletai/e,/ In tllis Sec1/"11 J OJ. to m<mltor and 

21 regulgr/y rmmt tm the lmu.,ing balance hetwetn mgrket rate hn11.dn{! arnf t1tfiml11hle ho1tdng. 

22 (bJ Findlng.t. 

23 OJ In Nownhrr 2014 tl1e C/(V voter ... enacted Propa.dtlon K, U'hlch cstC1h/lslted C/tv 

24 policy to hr{o co1utmrt or rthabi//tate at Ire.ti 30 QlHJ hames hv 1010 Morr tlum 5D°A> ,,f t/1Lt l10udne 

25 , would be qffordqble for mkld/e=efass householt# wit/J at lea.ft jJ% qfli>rtiqble ((,,low- ""'' mQt/erqte-
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i11come llousrlw/M, gm! tlu; Qty if erneeh!d ltJ do·e/np wategir, .. (Q acllie\'e 1/u1t goal. Tllis .rtctiOll 

/OJ sets ford• q mcthgdto track perforroqnce tpwqrdtlrr Cily'r llmLd1u: f:lemenr g<JO/.r qnc/ the 11ear

term Proooshlon K goal that 33% olall new lw11sing .tfwll he q,QiJrdqh/e hmttin,g '""defined here/11. 

f2J The Citv '.v rent ~d aadpmmmenl/y qf[ordable h11using 1t11fk SfO't'S ''<rv low

/ow-. and moderate-lncm11e families. long-time re.sic/ents rider.Iv m1jor;r <lisqbleclprr.rom qnd otl:er.r 

The Cio• seek.r to acllicw a11d main1t1l11 a11 apnronriate bg/qncc between market rate houst11g amf 

affordable /1ou.dttg Ci1Y-wide attd wl/h/11 11clghborhoods brcm1.re the qwila.l!.l!iD:JJ.[Jlrs.tt.D1.lJJY.WDUnd 

ti .n1/1ablc /Mng em•ironmetll tor everv San f ra,,clscan Is of vital imoorta~ilt!!WJ.l.J![J.h..~ 

hm1.dng goqlr req11/ru the cooneratfrc 1H1Tt/clDQ{lon ofgovrmmcnt a11d the private sector to cxvand 

/1m1,d11g rmpqrtuailie.r Ip acc<1mmotlate llou.dm: needr tor Su11 franclsca11s at all c,·onom/c levels and to 

remnnd '"the unique needs Q.frgch nejghh<Jrhood where hou.fillg wlll he ltJ('<llcd 

(J> F<1r {(nqntr jn muuhsit/i;ed hmtting affnrdahili(\• ir nDen pre.rcnv:<I hv the 

Ruidential Bent Stahili:ation qnd ArhitrqtWn Ordinance '.r limitn1lonr on the .ri;e Qfallmyghle rent 

/Jlm.JJ.-ra during a lenmu;y. ds...dlz£Hm.ented in dic. Budget gnd Legjslati« Analv.rt 's October 1013 

Policy Analysi.f Bwort 011 Te/1{llll D;splacemelll. Stm..Frmrci.rco Is exwrlen;ir1g a rise in units 

withdrawn from rent romrols. Such rises oDen occompa11v IXriocls of sham increases in proveCll! 

\•ailles and housing orlccs. From 1998 1hro11gh 1013. tll( Bent Boarcl rfPOrled a total of I J.027 no·f<!l!l!. 

evictions a.c .. c\•ictlons in which the tenant had not violated any lease It.mu b111 the ow11er sought to 

revat,, PAArcr.don nf the unltl Total ev/¢nns ofall tyHS ha\'t Increased by J,Y 1% from Rent Board 

frnr O.c from M11rch thmugh fehruqryl 1010 to Re111 Boar<I Yct1r 2fJI J. During the same rxtrio1l E'lli.v 

Act evict/nm (qr qulnw:ed other o•icli1mr inqcasilly hv 169 8% fmm 43 In Be11t llnard Year 2010 In 

I 16 in Reill Bogrd Year 20/j Vrcse n11mhm do trot capture thr large n11mlzrr ofmv11cr hurou/s n( 

tromrtt whifh contrjbU(e fimher 10 tire lo.rs Qfrrnt-,ytahjli;ed units from the hou..dng market. Any fair 

n.ucwnent Qftlre affordable hau.ting bq/qnce m1w incn'J'!1r«k into tire cglcy/qtion rmits witl1cirqwn 

from rent sttlbjll:atioa 
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I (41 furs11ant to Government Code &ft/011 65584. the hsociati01i ofBm1 Area 
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L 

Go,•ernments tABAGI i11 coordingtlon with the Cglif0n1/a S(ale Dcparrmcnl of Housing and 

Comm11nltv De\•e/opmelJI (HCD> detcrmlnc.t the /Jm• tfrca~t rcglonal ho11sing nettl ham/ on regional 

trends profected iob growth anti existing nerds. 111c regional ho11.dng needs assessment lRHN.AI 

11 determination include.f prodUf/lon targets adcfreu/11g lwutlng needs ofa range <>flzmuehold inmmc 

I\ t:lllf&"'rlts fnr rhc RIINA nqi11d caverlng 1015 llrrom:h 2022 ARA<i ho.-; pT<ljected that gt lea.o;t 38% 

1 i ofnrw lloiuinr demand-r /Pr .San frqnc/WJ will Ju: from 1xrv low 1m<f low iac11mc /10utrl1mdr 

lj! ·:·'·

1

,: .. · L., 116 ""•!ahle ft• ho1m•. 1•nU·s p(m:--!o•~t'" meu .. ,. ~eam1·nv1 hetu•een °0% fllld /2nn% n(ar"fl Ml!dl.1 111 , ~=~~~~.::::::4::.=: ~:::2~a:::::_~~w 
I I Income>. Mqrket-rgtr housing i.-r comidqed housjng with no Income limits or .tpecjal req1drtme'1Jl. 

I ! gltqchal 

1 I <51 Thr llnusing FJemeat afllte City ',-r General Pl<u.~B_nsed on the growing 

111

1 

po,nulat/ou. qnd wart growth gaqlf q.fprayidiJJg})JmsiJJg in ccntrq/_g«JJ!.li.k&!!l.EJ:Jrn.cfsco. near jobs 

and transit~tUkJmrtm.wLJlf.lhlmiDK.J!!ld C01mtruni1Y Develonmem fHCDJ. with the I Assoctt!IJRa of/Jgy drea Gm:wt•WI!• fA/MGI r.J!lmat<s that in the curr<nt 2015-1022 l/ous/n• 

Elcmem oeriod .~11 Pra11cisco must plan for the copocltv for mughlr 28. R70 new un/l.t 57% <Jf wldch 

should be s11i1ab/e (or housing tor tire extremely low. >'Cry low. low qml mmlc.•rate l11comr l:01L'>el10/dt 1" 

meet its share of tl1e region's projected housing demand ,. ObjecJb'e I efl/1e Houfing Elemrnt .<rlqtr.<r 

dial the City shoultl "ldent/fi1 011d make a'•allttble for develtmm(llt ode'lU<llf .tire ... '" meet the Chy~r 

' housing needs. espt•dal/11 oermanent/11 affordable l:01Ldng.,. Ohiecli'-e 7 ,,;ftlle.<r dUl( Sgn Frtmcl<rco~t 
i 
; j P..roie<:ts•d a@rdable housing 11eeds (Qr oumace the caooc/11• for lite Cf(>• (Q .-rernrr .-ruh,'f/Jir.-r for new 

i j aflOrdable 1111its 
I' 

I 

161 In 2012. the City ennctrtl Ordinance 2Ji-/ 2 the "llm1.dnJ: Prcim'tJ{inn nml 

Protl1«'t/on Ordlmmce " codilh•d /11 1fdml11/5trtl(/\'C Cade Clrapter tot:. 4 (Q reqrdu...fJ.mmiJJg 

/Jwgrtmenc .dafft" mmlarlv rrnort clata on vmvre1.<r mwanl mefljn~ &J.n..ElJIJJfP.SJJ~!JJ.ifk.d 
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i I production eoaU for difkr<nt howrlio/d Wcomr /mis <M ruavldalin We Generql Clan's Ueu.•i!IJI 
Ii 

2 l \ E/cme111. Vrat Ordimmce requires data on the number ofunitsJl!JllUJ_gges ofthe housing woductloa 

3 11 proms at vgriorts affordability ftve~nc/11ded ill stqffrrnorts on all orQpcmdprojects Q[~ 

4 

1

11 mddential units m: morc and..ia..tlua!tqlv hoigjng oroductjon reports to !hr e/01)lllne Ctmqnl.!Jion Thr 

5 /!J~pm1mrnt lw Imig tracked tllf 11umber qf offordabkJHluD.ng urzils and total 1111mber of 

: I :::~~=ughowffleCUv~tlwrmfocqll<d 
8 I G.LUJlwJllimte market hClS..£11Jll<ll'krd •IDOn~mJ.lIWllP.flkjgJS hm-e wxed an 

9 I f'mb.iLklHJ. nrogram to prod~lficant gmoums of new ho11.d11g i11 the Cl/\', the limited renminl11g 

10 1

1 

m•a/lable /Cllkl makr.v It esstntlql to assess the Impact of the approml of11cw market rate housing 

11 d..e\•elopmems on the m•qilabllitv of/a11d tor aQ'ordable housing and to encourage the tleployment of 
!I 
11· re.vo11rct•.s to provide suclr housing. 

!I, I (cJ Homing Balance Calculation. 

12 

13 

14 O> For Dll11JOSCS ofthls Section JOJ. "/lousing Balance" .thall he defl11M tlS tire 

15 . I prooortlon of all 11rw ho11slng 11nits uffordahle 10 ho11.tehtJltis nf extreme,ly low \'crv low itlw or 

16 . I modergte Income '1011.feho/1/s a.f defined in Callfi>rnia Health & Sak(V Cntlt• Srdimas 500i9.5 et ·""I 

17 :! 
i 

18 i! 
19 ;: 

20 Ii 
I 

21 

22 ,1 
1: 

:: ii 
25 ii 

ll 
j! 

ji 

11 L 

SAN FRANCISCO 

g~ si1ch 11ro\•i.d011S mav be amended from time to time. to thl.! total mm1her ofol/ new hm1.clug unit.v tiJr a 

JO war /lousing Ha/ance Period 

<2J The Housing Balance PerjoJ shall heg/11 with the first quarter "fl'fP' 1005 ln lhe 

la.~1 quarter o(20J 4 umJ tliereg,lier liJr the lru >'furs prltJr lo thr mmt recrul ro/emlt1r quqrkr 

m for each \'(UT that claltl is ©'Oilublr. heglm1inv iu 2005 the Planning Departmenl 

sliull rcpor/ nel hortdng con.tlntclfon hv Income lei'f!l" a.i; well tn unlt.f t/U1{ bm•e hren witllllrttwn (rom 

orotectlon affordetl b>• C:/(V lent• s11ch "-" lllW$ nrtwlding {Or rrnt-cnntrqllr<I mul .fiag/t• re1i<len1 

occueancv <SRO) 11n/1s. The t1f/Ordahle houstnr culegnrles .1hall l11d11de net new uait.'f at wdl tis 

rxl.f//11g units that w.:rr prei•io11slv not re.1trlctcd by deed'" rtgi1latm;y m.rrrement thlll qre qcguircd fJJL 

SupclWCf Kim 
BOARDOFSUPERV1SORS 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

11 

I 
Ii 

I 

preservatfon crs perma11cntlv alfordable hou,rlng as determined bv the Mat'Or S Office o{Hmulng anc/ 

Ctm1mu111tv Devc/onment lMOHCD> Q1ot lnc/11dlng refinancing or otlter reliabllltatl<>n 11111/cr txlsting 

owntrshlpl protected by deed or regulatory agrecmem tor a minimum of55 \'tars. 1'11e report shall 

Include by mu. and (Or the larest qu<1rtcr. all units that hm-c rccelvetl Temporary Cert/Ocqtes of 

Ocmeancy within tlwt rear. q .!ieparate cgtegnry (Or unlt.r tlrat tJhtaintJ g site '" building nermit anti 

anolltq cale!f!ITI' {Qr unif.f that hme w-e/~y/llJ?l1rPl'Ql frtmt tire Pluanim: Ct1mmir.dm1 ar Plqnniny 

Department hlll hal'C ntJt }'et qhtalne1l g ,dte ar hu//djng prnnit m commenq cnn.ftroctlmz <mwt qny 

e111itlen1e111i lhut have anjrrdamlnnt h«n renrwe1/ during the /louting Balance Period> Ma"tu 

plqnned enlitlememr /nchuling Im/ npt llmiled IQ .web qrrg.r ar Tmwffe /.flqnd lluntm Poinl 

Sl1inyqrd and Park Merced slrall nnt hr inc/udfll in thLr lqtter cntegorv until iadMdual buildin(l 

entil/(ment1 or $/le Mm1il.r qu qpflroYCd for wcific horL'iarar<yec~. for cqcb year or gpproygl 

.flatus tltr fnllqwlrrg cqlefnrier Mall be sqxu=ately reportecl· 

{Al f:yremdy Low Income Units. w'1ich are 1mi{S qvaiJJlilk.J!WU!.biJ/Hg/lJ!L 

fan1j/ir.t makjag betw«n O-JQ% Arm Mtdian h1fomc (A Mn as defi'1ed In Californlg Health & Sotetv 

Cot!t: $ect[Qn 50106 and ore subirct to orlce or rent restrictions betwren O-J004 AMI.· 

(B> Very low Income Units. which arr 11nifs avall11h/e to lndMdualf or tami/ie.ic 

: I making between J0-50% AMI as defined i11 Call{Ornla Healtlt & Safety Code Section 50105. and qre 

/ ~ mAfect to price or rent restrictions bfMcen 30-5004 AMI· 
d l <C> Lower Income Unll.r which qre rm/tr tn'Ullah/e to indMJualr '" familie.ic 

making between 50-80% AMI as defined In Calltomiq Ilea/tit & Safeti.• Code Srrthm 50079 5 muf qrc 

i 511b/ec1 to price or rent restrictions betwee11 50-800,4, AMI· 

ii 
/ 1 making between 80-120% AMI a11d qre sub!ccl to prife m· rent y.dr/ctiam hetwyn RQ-120% d Ml· 

(DJ Moderate Income l111iLf which are units m•ai/ablc to imlfrld11als nr fi1milie,, 

Pago6 I 

:1 
I 'I making between 120-1500& A Ml and qre .whiect 111 i1rice or rrut ratrirlions hen~~llfl&il.Mt. 

: 
Ii 

I I SUponrisof Kim 
I BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

<Ei Middlt lnrome l111it.f which are unilr m•<1ilablc In indU:iJJJJJ11LJlrJlU11ilk:I. 
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1 (fl Market-rate units. whicli are units no1.ir11bjec110 mw d<edor regulcuorv 

2 qgrermcllf wjlh price rc.ftrlctim1s.· 

3 ((ii /lousl11g unlt.ir wlthdrmvn from protected swtus. jncluding t1nlts wlthdraw11 

4 from rent can/ml frxccpt /hnse units otlrtnvlse comyrted Imo 1>ermunen1ly affordable l10usingl 

5 including qll unll.<t Iha/ Juux hem .m~iecl to rent contro/ rmdtr the San FrancLi:co Re.ddcntlal Rent 

6 Stnbili:tllion and Arhilrqt/on Ordinance hut th(ll q prneer/11 owm.•r remm~s vermanentlv fi-tm1 the 

7 rrn1al nrqrkrt d1Cqugh ronclominirmr cqm•er.f/cm pur.g1ant to Admini.i:tr<1lfre Cmle Srcllo11 3Z 9{aJ(9J 

8 demolition or alterat/qns (ft1ch1Cling dwelling 1ml1 merger.fl '" permcmrnl remnw1l nur.mmit to 

9 Adnrlnjstrath'( Cod( Section J7.9fal00> or remgml oursuant to dre Ellj.111 Art under Admi11W!:JJ1bx 

10 Code S«tion 37. 9fq)(J.ll;_ 

11 fHJ Public lzotLirlng rrplacemem u11its and subS{qntiallv rchabilita1cd u11lts 

12 tltrough d1e HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration <RADJ programs as well as other 

13 sulu1antiul rehabilitation programs ma11aged by MOHCD. 

14 (-IJ 711e lloud11g Balance .irhall be rxpreµeJ as q pcn·e11tuge obtained hy di\.'lding the 

15 cumulqtfrc lplq/ nf atrrmelv lt>w \'t'rv low low anJ moder11te j11come aOimlahle hmLdflg wrlt.ir fall 

16 wtll·' Q-11()% AMIJ mlnuf the /qst nrqtected 11nils bv the ttJtq/ number of1:e1 new houdng 1mit.r within 

17 the Unud1zg Dalqnrc P,r;nd The llnusjng 811/gnce .mall alw provide two cqlc11/ati<Jnrr.· 

18 (A> thr Crmtulmjvr l/m1.dng Bal<rncr cnnsi.ftj11g nflwuijag 11nif.,; that hm·e 

19 alwldy bun conslrUcled (tm{I rrceilxd a Temporqry Centficqte g/Occuvm10• or other cerl(Ocgte d1J!!. 

20 lf!/Jdjf_al/ow OCCUP.J.lll~ln.i!.1.l.J£.i.l!JhU.bc. J0-1mr Hoi11ing Ba/q11ce Period mm rltose 11nits that 

21 ~i11td a site or building vermlt. A separate ca/c11/ation of the Cum11/atfre I lortslt1g Balqnce 

22 shall al.fa be provided which l11c/11de.s JIOl'E SF a11d RdlJ publ/,· lro11slng replacenrtm aml 

23 subs1m11/a/111 rehab//ltatcd 1111/ls <bur not lncludillg general rellabllitatlon I ntalmenancc 01'11uh/lc 

24 housing or other alfordable ho11sing units} 1ha1 lun•e received Tt•m110rarv l'ertiOcales o(Occupa11£1• 

25 

11 Supervisor Kim I! BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page7 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

within the Housing Bolance Period The Housing 1Ja/a11ce Rrnorts wi/l 5/10w the Cumulath•e /lousing 

Balance with anti w/1/10111 m1b/lc ho1Ldng inc/11dql In the calcrtlatlon: 011el 

(Bl the Protected Housing Balance. which shall lnd11tle mw residential proit•ct 

that has received approval from the Pla1111lng Commission or J>la1111ing Department . ci.•en if the 

l101ulng proiect has 1101 wt obtained a site or building ecrmil to commence constr11ction (except mw 

ent/t/emenf.'i that hm•c expired ,,,,J not been re11cwed during 1l1c HotLdng 811/ance per/mil. Master 

plmmf(I cm/t/ernent.'i shall nnt be lnclm/et! W the colml11tlon until l11dit.olduql hrd/dlng cntiflemrnts or 

.die nrnnltr qre qpproved 

ldl Bl-annual Ueu.dng Balgnce fkeem WfthiA-30.day&-ef-the-effeGt~hi& 

SeGtion-WaBy Jyne 1. 2015 tire Planning D(pOrlment rludl calcu/qte lhe C11mu/111tre gnd P,Q/ected 

Housing llqlqnce for tl1e most recent oyo guqrlm Cil)'=wjde by Supmimriql District Plan Area. u11d 

by neiflilwrhood Planning Districts as J(fined in thr mmual l!ousjng Inventory andpublish it as <QI 

fJlSily Wible muf acquib/e P.D~ni to llnusing Bq]_qnce amt MQlli&d!Jg_gJHLB.~ 

/!Janning DfJl(l11ment 's website. By Avgu6t Septemb8r /11 and FebruafY Marcb /st efeach >'f!Jlr....lM. 

f.lmzning Dt,ppr(mtnt shgl/ publlsh and tlJX/att the HouV.!Jg Btrlance Reoort and prmnt this reuort at 

an lnformqt/0110/ hearl11g 10 the Plann/11g Commission and Board ofSupen•/.mrs. as well as to am• 

relet'Onl boJy witl1 geographic purview o .. 'Cr a plan area YR,RD.JeQUesl along w/tll tire other q11artrrJi1 

rcoorting rcqulrcmellls ofAtlministrative Code Chapter JOJ-:.4 The annual ceport.J.QJhe Boaa:l..o.f 

SupeOOsqrs shall be accepted by resolutiqn pf the Board which resolutfon..shall bejntraduced 

by the .elanning DepartmenL77re Housing Balance Renart .tlwll also be inet>rnnratcd into the 

Annual Plannl11g CommlY.don llousln,g !!curing qndAnn11ul Re1J!1rl Ct1 the Ovgrd<!,[Srmrrvl.'ior.t 

w1ulrcd in Atlminlstralive Ctkle Cllqpter /QI.;.{. 

i Ce) Annual llearlng hr Board of Smrvlsors. 

I 1 fl) 11JC /hu1Td o(Sunervlsors shall hold a nublic Ho11sil1g Bulcmce he11ring on a11 unnua/ 

[I ~Is hi• April I of eac/1 !'£"' 10 001u/J<r 1vogr<s.• IOK'Fds 1/1e Q!v '.ut!Tordqhlc h!11<d1J& eoof.• 

I . SUpotVisor Kim I BOARD OF SUPERVISORS P:igo 8 
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11 
11 ii 
!I 
j inc/11di11g the goal ofg 1!1l!1iJJ1JJm. J3% affordable hm1~ and m<u/4.'CQte jm:ome l1outeho/di;, as 

well as tlte Citv 's General Plqn Housl11g Elemem lwu.fing proJr~tjon goaly bv i11come mttf:O!Y V" 

first l1earlnr shall occ11r no lalt:r than JO davs aOer the cjksJi)'e date oftl1is ordinance. ~ 

of eat•h wt1r d1treaOer. 

m The hearing shall Jncl11de reporting bv tltc J>/annl11g Dceartmcm. which shall present 

the /q1es1 I lm1.dni.: Balance Renart C//10.wJde and hv Srwen•i:rorlal Dlslrlcl and Plan11lng District· the 

Mmpr ',t Olfke cifllm1.dng and Commrtnl!V Develapment the Mavor 's OUlcr nf &onomic and 

Worifnrcr Develonment the Bent Stahi/i;atinn B1mrd bv the Qenartmcnt "fllullding lnsnerlinn and 

tl1e City f,co110ml.tt nn .ttrateglr.t for achlrrin.g and mqlntalnln.g u hmt.dng balance In au<mlm1ce with 

Sgn Franci$CO '.t lwu..cing nr<JdUfliqn gnq/t {fthr Omrulatfrr llmW1iv Ba/miff ha.t fill/en belnw Jj% in 

~CJUhg}LdfJWiliJJLlw.w much titrufit1g js rrgttirrd to bring I}~ City jlllo a minimum 

11 33% Housing Bala11ce a11d tire Mmw .th~// submit to tile Boqrd ofSuP.PYisers a strategy to f!f.~ 

tire minimum of33% /1011.dm: Btdcwe. Ciw Deoartmellt.T shall at minimum reeort t>n tit.: fo//owi11g 

.. , issues reltl'OIJI to the a11nua/ Horuing Balance hearing: MOHCD silo/I rt•110rt 011 the a1111ut1l a11d 

I 11rolcctrd progress by lnc1m1c category In accordmtce ·with the Ci!V 's General l,lt1n llmLtlng f1cmcnt 

l10udng P"'d11f'1/on roalt nrolccrcd .vl1or1/Qlls am/ gqm· In fumling und .die rtllllrtJl a11d prt1m.~t 

1owt1rd the Cil,V '·' NelghhorhotJd Stahlliwllm1 go(ll<: for ctcqulring mu/ t1rr:trryitll! the offortlahffl()I of 

r.rbli11g mrtul rmll.t In 1rejrhhorl1opdt wjth high conqntmtlmu Q,flow ancl nrotlerqte income 

hnutthnldrc or IJ/.ttnrlca/1)1 hirb ln'Clt tz{e,:iclion.t · the Plqnning DepmWrent Wg// reporl on qnenl 

and nrop'1.'ftd :onjng qnd land rt.tr oofkjr.t that qf/rst tile City's Genrml Plan Housing Efemcnl 

housing prQJ{uctjon goal': the M<ovr 's ODicr of£r911omic mul JJ'.Qrifvrcc Devrlop.J!lrnl shgl/ rc.P.(m on 

c11rrent and proposed maior de}'flonmem projects. dedlc111ed oublic sitt•.f, and oollcie.s that affect the 

: SupcMsot Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pago9 
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Cilv S Gencml Plan Housing Element housing orodur.tWn goals· the Rent Boaalshall renort on the 

2 withdrawal or addition of rent-controlled units and p1rrent or prooosed oo/icirs that offed these 

3 num/Jers: the Department o(Building /nsDttt/on shall report 011 the withdrawal or addition of 

4 Rr.T/1/entlal Uot(i rmits and curre11t or nroposed oollcics that affect these n11mbc.rs· and the Cil>' 

5 F.conomist sball report on annual and eroiccted lob growth bv the income cateeorics sprdfiel/ in the 

6 c;rv 's Gcuerol Plan Housing Element. 

7 fJ> All reoons and nrqentatfon materials from the an11ual Housi11g Balance hegring 

8 shall be maintainetl by >'t"ar for oublic access on the Planning Deoartment '.t website on its oage 

9 dC\'Oted to Uoruing Balance Moniloring and Reporting. 

10 

11 Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

12 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the 

13 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

14 
1 
of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SAN FRANCISCO 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DEN~_IS J. HERRERA. City Attorney 

.;/LA .. }l -
By: MARCS~A BYRNE 

Deputy City Attomey 

SUpoNbor Kim 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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SAN FRANCISCO 

Cily and County of Snn Fruncisco 

Tnils 

Ordinnncc 

Clly ...... 
I Ur C'utum I~ (J11WlCU rtc.:c 

Sontnnc.,..,,CA "4t(ll-~O 

Fiio Numbor: 150029 Date Passed: Aptil 21, 2015 

Ordinance amending the Planning CO<lo to roquito tho Plnnning Oepanmcnt to monn04' the b3l:lnco 
between now markel rato hou3ing and new alfocdablo housing. and publish a bl-annual Housing 
Bal3ncc Rcporl ; requiring an ilmual hcanng al tho Boatd of Supervisors on stralcqics foe achieving 
nt>d mnll'ltalnong Uie requited hous.ng bal;ince In aC(X)rdancc With S;>n Francisco's housing 
production goals; and making effllronmenllll findlngs, Pl3nnlng Code. Scdl<>n 302. fi1l<fn9s. 3nd 
lindrngs of consJstcncy With the General Pinn. and the eight pootrty policies ol PbMlng Code, 
Section 10 I. 1. 

April 06, 2015 l.and Use and Transp()('labOn Committee - AMENDED. AN AMENDMENT 
OF THE 'MIOt.E BEARING SAME mLE 

Apn1 06, 2015 Land U~ and TmnsportaUon Committee · RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED 

Aptll 14, 2015 Bo:l<d of Supervisols · PASSED. ON FIRST READING 

Aye'!>: I \ - Avalos. Bleed, Campos. Christensen. Cohon, Fruroll, Kim, Mnr. Tang, 
Wlcnet 3lld Yeo 

Apnl 21 , 2015 Boatd of Supe<VtSOIS · FINALLY PASSED 

Ayes I \ - Av;ilos, Breed. Campos, Chnstcnson. Cohen, Farron. Kim, Mar. Tang, 
Wlcne< 3lld Yeo 

File N<' 150029 

IV•' 

I horoby cortify ""''tho forogolno 
Ordinnneo was FINALLY PASSED on 
4/21/2015 by tho Board of Suporvisors o f 
tho City and County of s~n Francisco . 

,{ - 4-QA .. ~ 
t;c r Angola Calvillo 

Clerk o f tho Bo..rd 

Dato Approved 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
23 



APPENDIXB 
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS 

Table lA 
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

New 
Acquisitions Units Total 

Total 
Affordable 

& Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net 
Entitled 

Cumulative 
Planning Districts 

Housing 
and Small from Affordable New Units 

Permitted 
Housing 

Built 
Sites Protected Units Built 

Units 
Balance 

Completed Status Permitted 

!Richmond 170 (569) 54 513 175 -50.1% 

2 Marina 2 24 (180) 2 282 160 -34.4% 

3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 753 271 -17.1% 

4Downtown 1,682 851 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 35.1% 

5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,809 448 37.6% 

6 Buena Vista 190 5 (239) 30 899 437 -1.0% 

7Central 18 (384) - 348 51 -91.7% 

8Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,504 469 8.5% 

9 South of Market 1,815 304 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 14.9% 

10 South Bayshore 753 (76) 1 1,807 322 31.8% 

11 Bernal Heights 240 8 (184) - 73 20 68.8% 

12 South Central 10 (375) 10 128 307 -81.6% 

13 Ingleside 119 (179) - 547 93 -9.4% 

14 Inner Sunset - (189) - 103 36 -136.0% 

15 Outer Sunset 10 (432) 7 109 96 -202.4% 

TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6% 

SAN FRANCISCO 24 
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Table 18 
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

New 
Acquisitions RAD Units Total 

Total Expanded 
Affordable 

& Rehabs Program& Removed Entitled Total Net 
Entitled Cumulative Planning Districts 

Housing 
and Small HopeSF from Affordable New Units 

Permitted Housing 
Built 

Sites Replacement Protected Units Built 
Units Balance 

Completed Units Status Permitted 

1Richmond 170 144 {569) 54 513 175 -29.2% 

2Marina 2 24 138 (180) 2 282 160 -3.2% 

3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 753 271 39.3% 

4Downtown 1,682 851 285 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 38.7% 

5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,809 448 78.3% 

6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 899 437 8.8% 

7Central 18 107 (384) - 348 51 -64.9% 

8Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,504 469 13.1% 

9 South of Market 1,815 304 276 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 16.3% 

10 South Bayshore 753 436 (76) 1 1,807 322 52.3% 

11 Bernal Heights 240 8 268 (184) - 73 20 357.0% 

12 South Central 10 - (375) 10 128 307 -81.6% 

13 Ingleside 119 - (179) - 547 93 -9.4% 
14 Inner Sunset - 110 (189) - 103 36 -56.8% 
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (432) 7 109 96 -202.4% 

TOTALS 6.166 1.838 3.483 (4.182) 1.s11 28.319 10.sso 22.5% 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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Table 2 
Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4 

Total Total Affordable 
BoS District 

Very Low Low 
Moderate TBD Affordable 

Net New 
Unitsas%of 

Income Income 
Units 

Units 
Net New Units 

1Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0% 
2Marina - - - - - 20 0.0% 
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 143 5.6% 
4Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7% 
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4% 
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6% 
7Central - - - - - 48 0.0% 
8Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4% 
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3% 
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2% 

11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 4 0.0% 

12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1% 
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4% 
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0% 
15 Outer Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0% 

TOTAlS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1% 

Table3 
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Middle 
Total 

Total Net 
Affordable Units 

Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate 
Income 

Affordable 
Units 

as% of Total 

Units Net Units 

1Richmond 170 - - - 170 513 33.1% 

2 Marina - - - - - 282 0.0% 

3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 753 25.4% 

4Downtown 1,048 338 273 23 1,682 5,630 29.9% 

5 Western Addition 367 174 80 - 621 1,809 34.3% 

6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 899 21.1% 

7Central 18 - - 18 348 5.2% 
8Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,504 22.9% 

9 South of Market 724 628 463 - 1,815 13,814 13.1% 

10 South Bayshore 298 300 155 - 753 1,807 41.7% 

11 Bernal Heights 240 - - - 240 73 328.8% 
12 South Central - 10 - - 10 128 7.8% 
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8% 
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0% 

15 Outer Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2% 

TOTALS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 28,319 21.S°.16 
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Table4a 
Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of 
Affordable Housing, 2007 Ql - 2016 Q4 

Planning District 
No.of 

Butldin2s 

2 Marina 1 

4Downtown 6 

5 Western Addition 2 

8Mission 2 

9 South of Market 7 

TOTALS 18 

Table4b 

No.of 
Units 

24 

826 

290 

319 

301 

1,760 

Small Sites Program Acquisitions - 2015 - 2016 

Planning District 
No.of No.of 

Bulldina:s Units 

3 Northeast 1 6 

4Downtown 2 25 

5 Western Addition 1 3 

6 Buena Vista 1 5 

8Mission 5 28 

9 South of Market 1 3 

11 Bernal Heights 2 8 

TOTAlS 13 78 
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Tables 
RAD Affordable Units 

Planning District 
No of No of 

Buildings Units 

!Richmond 2 144 
2 Marina 2 138 
3 Northeast 4 577 
4Downtown 3 285 
5 Western Addition 8 919 
6 Buena Vista 2 132 
7Central 1 107 
8Mission 1 91 
9 South of Market 1 276 
10 South Bayshore 2 436 
11 Bernal Heights 2 268 
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110 
15 Outer Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483 
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Table6 
Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4 

Condo 
Total Units 

Planning District Demolition Ellis Out 
Owner 

Permanently 
Conversion Move-In 

Lost 

!Richmond 4 31 193 341 569 
2 Marina 11 5 35 129 180 

3 Northeast 11 11 232 130 384 

4Downtown - 68 47 4 119 

5 Western Addition 7 10 63 127 207 

6 Buena Vista 4 11 94 130 239 

7Central 17 23 132 212 384 

8Mission 2 33 258 247 540 

9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125 

10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 76 

11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184 
12 South Central - 83 39 253 375 

13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179 

14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189 

15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 432 

Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182 
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Table 7 
Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4 

Total 

Very Low Low 
Total Affordable 

Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable Net New Units Units as% 
Income Income 

Units of Net 
New Units 

!Richmond - so 4 - 54 175 30.9% 

2Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3% 

3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4% 

4Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3% 

5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7% 

6 Buena Vista - 10 13 7 30 437 6.9% 

7Central - - - - - 51 Q.()% 

8Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4% 

9South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9% 

10 South Bavshore - - - 1 1 322 0.3% 

11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0% 

12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3% 

13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0% 

14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0% 
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3% 

TOTALS 343 812 348 8 1,511 10,880 13.9% 
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RESIDENTIAL PIPELINE 
ENTITLED HOUSING UNITS 2017 Q1 

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

This table represents completed units and development projects in the current 
residential pipeline to the first quarter of 2017 (Ql). The total number of entitled units is 
tracked by the San Francisco Planning Department and is updated quarterly in 
coordination with the Quarterly Pipeline Report. Subsidized housing units - including 
moderate and low income units - as well as inclusionary units are tracked by the Mayor's 
Office of Housing; these are also updated quarterly. 

RHNA New Units Entitled by 
Percent of 

Production Built Planning in 
RHNAGoals 

Goals 2015 Q1 to 2017 Q1 
Built and 

2015 - 2022 2017 Q1 Pipeline* 
Entitled by 
Planning 

Total Units 28,869 9,170 23,773 114.1% 

Abow Moderate ( > 120% AMI) 12,536 7,486 19,740 217.2% 

Moderate Income ( 80 - 120% AMI) 5,460 384 761 21 .0% 

Low Income ( < 80% AMI) 10,873 1,300 3,104 40.5% 

Affordability to be Determined 168 

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

Memo 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 



June 9, 2017 

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

I authorize attorney Scott Weaver to represent Our Mission No Eviction in our CEQA appeal of the 

recently approved development at 1726 Mission St, case 2014-002026ENV /2014-002026ENX. 

Sincerely, 



APPLICATION FOR 

Board of Supervisors 
~Di J~ _ -3 1-.r19=o ~ 

Appe·al ~Eee-W<Jiver)p 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

! APPUCANT NAME; 

_J 

[ NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION NAME: 

i 041' f)l\, ss- rblV No e~<C'ti.OT' 
: NEiGHBORHOODORGANIZATION .. ADDRESS: - -· -· - -·~ -- - -- - TELEPHONE: 

I C..fo '1 Sca,r ~r 
· 1.-{lOl.f ~~Si ~qs1. 

SQrl ~IQ,tvcrsc_O 1 C4 ql(. /l l{ 

[<'fLSl 3t1 ... o~s~ I EMAIL: . I 
I J Sc6tt'1>e4.vci., @,_!:i.ti • CtY'-

! PROJECT- AD- DRESS;··------·------....... ___ ,,, ____ .... _ ......... _ ....... ---·--·-·· 

i t T-~'l9-3o /}'nc..Ssro,.; Si-
l PLANNING CASE NO.: BUILDING PERMIT APPLICAilON NO.: ~- DATE OF DECISION (IF ANY): 

i 201S ,0044 S'-( _p~ __ 1 
_ _ ___ l~ r, ;loti. 

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 

(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

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

to' The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior 
\. to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 

to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

Ja.. The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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For Department Use Only 

·on received by Planning Department: 

Submission Checklist: 

0 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

0 CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

0 PROJECT IMPACTON ORGANIZATION 

0 WAIVER APPROVED . 0 WAIVER DENIED •C . , 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: 
Cail or visit the San Francisco Pfanning Department 

SAti Hlfo.NGISGO 
PLANNING 
OEPARTMENT 

Central Reception 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6378 
FAX: 415.558.6409 

WEB: http://www.sfplanning.org 

Planning Information Center (PIC) 
1660 Mission Street, First Floor 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.63n 
Planning staff are available by phone and at the PIC countec 
No appointment is necessary. 



MEMO 

WEST BAY LAW 
WARTELLE, WEAVER&SCHREIBER 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATON 

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

WELLS FARGO BANK, N.A. 
www.wellstargo.com 
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Select only if applicable)
1650 Mission St.

D Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) Suite 400

O Transportation Sustainability Fee (Sec. 411A) O Residential Child Care Fee (Sec. 414A) San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

D Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee (Sec. 423) ❑Other
Reception:
415.558.6378

Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 F~:
HEARING DATE: JUNE 1, 2017 415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

Case No.: 2014-002026ENX 415.558.6377

Project Address: 1726-1730 Mission Street

Zoning: UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District

68-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3532/004A and 005

Project Sponsor: Jody Knight —Reuben, Junius &Rose , LLP

One Bush Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94104

Staff Contact: Linda Ajello Hoagland — (415) 575-6823

linda. aj el lohaoa~land@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO A LARGE PROJECT AUTHORIZATION, PURSUANT TO

PLANNING CODE SECTION 329 AND PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 19865-

MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS, TO DEMOLISH A 11,200 SQUARE FOOT, TWO-

STORY INDUSTRIAL BUILDING, AND TO CONSTRUCT ASIX-STORY, 66-FOOT-TALL, 33,589

SQUARE FOOT MIXED-USE BUILDING WITH 40 DWELLING UNITS, APPROXIMATELY 2,250

SQUARE FEET OF GROUND FLOOR PDR (PRODUCTION, DISTRIBUTION AND REPAIR) AND

22 OFF-STREET PARKING SPACES FOR THE PROJECT AT 1726-1730 MISSION STREET WITHIN

THE UMU (URBAN MIXED-USE) ZONING DISTRICT AND A 68-X HEIGHT AND BULK

DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL

QUALITY ACT.

PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2015, Jody Knight (hereinafter "Project Sponsor"), on behalf of Sustainable Living LLC

(Property Owner), filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter "Department") for a

Large Project Authorization for the proposed project at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Lots 004A, 005, Block

3532 (hereinafter "subject property"), pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and the Mission 2016

Interim Zoning Controls, to demolish an 11,200 square-foot (sq. ft.), two-story, approximately 20-foot-tall

industrial building and to construct asix-story, 66-foot-tall 35,893 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 40

dwelling units, 2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR (Production Distribution and Repair) and 22 below off-

street parking spaces within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District, and 68-X Height and Bulk

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

On May 18, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly

noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Large Project Authorization Application No.

2014-002026ENX. At this public hearing, the Commission continued the project to the public hearing on

June 1, 2017.

'The environmental effects of the Project were determined by the San Francisco Planning Department to

have been fully reviewed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan Environmental Impact Report

(hereinafter "EIR"). The EIR was prepared, circulated for public review and comment, and, at a public

hearing on August 7, 2008, by Motion No. 17661, certified by the Commission as complying with the

California Environmental Quality Act (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA").

The Commission has reviewed the Final EIR, which has been available for this Commissions review as

well as public review.

The Eastern Neighborhoods EIR is a Program EIR. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15168(c)(2), if the lead

agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required of a

proposed project, the agency may approve the project as being within the scope of the project covered by

the program EIR, and no additional or new environmental review is required. In approving the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan, the Commission adopted CEQA Findings in its Motion No. 17661 and hereby

incorporates such Findings by reference.

Additionally, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provides a streamlined environmental review for

projects that are consistent with the development density established by existing zoning, community plan

or general plan policies for which an EIR was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether

there are project—specific effects which are peculiar to the project or its site. Section 15183 specifies

that examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that (a) are peculiar to the

project or parcel on which the project would be located, (b) were not analyzed as significant effects in a

prior EIR on the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent, (c)

are potentially significant off—site and cumulative impacts which were not discussed in the underlying

EIR, or(d) are previously identified in the EIR, but which are determined to have a more severe adverse

impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impact is not

peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that project solely

on the basis of that impact.

On May 24, 2017, the Department determined that the proposed application did not require further

environmental review under Section 15183 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section

21083.3. T'he Project is consistent with the adopted zoning controls in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area

Plan and was encompassed within the analysis contained in the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR. Since

the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR was finalized, there have been no substantial changes to the Eastern

Neighborhoods Area Plan and no substantial changes in circumstances that would require major

revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or an increase

in the severity of previously identified significant impacts, and there is no new information of substantial

importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the Final EIR. The file for this project,

including the Eastern Neighborhoods Final EIR and the Community Plan Exemption certificate, is
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available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San

Francisco, California.

Planning Department staff prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRI') setting

forth mitigation measures that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR that are applicable

to the project. These mitigation measures are set forth in their entirety in the MMRP attached to the draft

Motion as Exhibit C.

The Planning Department Commission Secretary is the custodian of records; the file for Case No. 2014-

002026ENX is located at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has

further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department

staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Large Project Authorization requested in

Application No. 2014-002026ENX, subject to the conditions contained in "EXHIBIT A" of this motion,

based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The project site is on the west side of Mission Street, between

Duboce Avenue and 14th Street in the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District. The property is

currently developed with atwo-story, 11,200 square foot industrial building that is 20 feet in

height. The subject properties are located mid-block with a combined street frontage of

approximately 78 feet on Mission Street. The existing industrial building occupies the entire street

frontage and is built to the front property line. In total, the site is approximately 7,800 square feet.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located in the UMU Zoning

District along amixed-use corridor within the Mission Area Plan. The Project Site is bounded by

Duboce and 13~ Streets to the north, 14th Street to the south, Woodward Street to the west and

Mission Street to the east. T'he surrounding neighborhood is characterized by a wide variety of

residential, commercial, retail, PDR and public uses. The adjacent properties to the north and

south include three-story, multi-family residential uses, three- and four-story multi-family

residential uses to the west and across Mission Street to the east is a four-story commercial

building. The surrounding properties are located within the: Urban Mixed Use (UMU);

Residential Mixed, Low Density (RM-1); and Production Distribution and Repair, General (PDR-

1-G). There is one school (San Francisco Friends School) located within 1,000 feet of the Project

Site. Access to Highway 101 and Interstate 80 is about one block to the east at the on- and off-

ramps located at South Van Ness Avenue and the Central Freeway. The Project Site is located

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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along Mission Street, which is a high injury pedestrian and vehicular corridor. Other zoning

districts in the vicinity of the Project Site include: PDR-1-G (Production, Distribution, and Repair

- General); RM-1 (Residential Mixed -Low Density); NCT-3 (Moderate Scale Neighborhood

Commercial Transit); and, P (Public).

4. Project Description. T'he Project consists of merging the two existing lots into a single 7,800

square-foot (sq. ft.) lot, demolition of a two-story industrial building, and construction of a six-

story, 66-foot tall, 35,893 sq. ft. mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units, approximately 2,250

sq. ft. of ground floor PDR (Production Distribution and Repair) use, and 22 off-street parking

spaces. One parking space would be handicap accessible, and the other 21 parking spaces would

be housed in mechanical stackers. A garage door would be provided on Mission Street. T'he

northernmost of the two existing curb cuts would be retained, and the other curb cut at the south

end of the project site would be removed. T'he project would provide a total of 68 bicycle parking

spaces, which would consist of 60 Class 1 spaces in the garage, and eight Class 2 spaces on the

Mission Street sidewalk. Usable open space for the residents of the proposed project would be

provided in the form of a common roof deck. Four new trees would be planted adjacent to the

subject property along Mission Street.

5. Public Comment. T'he Department has received one letter of support from San Francisco

Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC), and four letters opposing the project, expressing concern

over the height of the project, impacts to light and air to adjacent residential properties, increased

vehicular traffic and construction noise.

6. Planning Code Compliance: T'he Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the

relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Permitted Uses in UMU Zoning Districts. Planning Code Sections 843.20 state that

residential use is a principally permitted use within the UMU Zoning District. PDR uses

listed in Planning Code Sections 843.70-843.87 are principally, conditionally or not permitted.

The Project would construct new residential and retain PDR uses within the UMU Zoning District;

therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Sections 843.20 and 843.70-843.87. Depending on

the specific PDR tenant, they will comply as principally permitted PDR uses per Sec. 843.70-843.87

or seek a Conditional Use, as required by the Planning Code.

B. Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Section 124 establishes a FAR (Floor Area Ratio) of 5:1 for

properties within the UMCT Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District.

The subject lots are 7,800 sq. ft. in total, thus resulting in a maximum allowable floor area of 39,000

sq. ft. for non-residential uses. The Project would construct approximately 2,250 sq. ft. of PDR space,

and would comply with Planning Code Section 124.

C. Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 25 percent of

the total lot depth of the lot to be provided at every residential level.
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The Project provides a 1,950 square foot rear yard at the first residential level and would comply with

Planning Code Section 134. The Project occupies amid-block with frontage on Mission Street. The

subject lot does not currently contribute to a pattern of mid-block apen space, and the addition of the

proposed code-complying rear yard would help to preserve ligict and air to neighboring residential

dwellings.

D. Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires a minimum of 80 sq. ft. of open

space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible, or 54 sq. ft. of open space per dwelling

unit, if publically accessible. Private usable open space shall have a minimum horizontal

dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36 sq. ft. is located on a deck, balcony, porch or

roof, and shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 100

sq. ft. if located on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an inner or outer court. Common

usable open space shall be at least 15 feet in every horizontal dimension and shall be a

minimum are of 300 sq. ft.

For the proposed 40 dwelling units, the Project is required to provide 3,830 sq. ft. of common open

space. In total, the Project exceeds the requirements for open space by providing a total of

approximately 4,695 sq. ft. of Code-complying usable open space. The Project would construct common

apen space roof deck (measuring approximately 3,925 sq. ft.) as well as four private second floor

terraces in the rear yard (measuring approximately 770 sq, ft. Therefore, the Project complies with

Planning Code Section 135.

E. Bird Safety. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird-safe buildings,

including the requirements for location-related and feature-related hazards.

The subject lot is not located in close proximity to an Urban Bird Refuge as defined in Section 139, and

the Project meets the requirements for feature-related hazards.

F. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140 requires that at least one room of all

dwelling units face onto a public street, rear yard or other open area that meets minimum

requirements for area and horizontal dimensions. To meet exposure requirements, a public

street, public alley, side yard or rear yard must be at least 25 feet in width.

The Project organizes the dwelling units to have exposure on Mission Street or the code-complying

rear yard. As proposed, 20 dwelling units face the rear yard and 20 units face Mission Street;

therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 140.

G. Street Frontage in Mixed Use Districts. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off-street

parking at street grade on a development lot to be set back at least 25 feet on the ground

floor; that no more than one-third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given

street frontage of a new structure parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking

and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided within the first 25 feet of

building depth on the ground floor; that non-residential uses have a minimum floor-to-floor

height of 17 feet; that the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential

active uses and lobbies be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the
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principal entrance to these spaces; and that frontages with active uses that are not residential

or PDR be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent of

the street frontage at the ground level.

The off-street parking is located below grade and is accessed through one 12-ft wide garage entrance

located along Mission Street. The Project features active uses on the ground floor with a residential

lobby, and replacement PDR space. The ground floor ceiling height of the non-residential uses are at

least 17 ft. tall for frontage along Mission Street. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code

Section 145.1.

H. Off-Street Parking. Planning Section 151.1 of the Planning Code allows off-street parking at

a maximum ratio of .75 per dwelling unit.

For the 40 dwelling units, the Project is allowed to have a maximum of 30 off-street parking spaces.

Currently, the Project provides 22 off-street parking spaces via mechanical lifts, and one handicap

parking space. Therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1.

I. Bicycle Parking. Planning Section 155.2 of the Planning Code requires one Class 1 bicycle

parking space per dwelling unit and one Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for every 20 dwelling

units. Additional bicycle parking requirements apply based on classification of non-

residentiai uses, at least two i.:iass 1 spaces are requirea for retail uses.

The Project includes 40 dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to provide 40 Class 1 bicycle

parking spaces and two Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for residential uses and 2 Class 2 spaces for the

ground floor non-residential uses. The Project will provide 62 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces and 8

Class 2 bicycle parking spaces, which exceeds the requirement. Therefore, the Project complies with

Planning Code Section 155.2.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169

and the TDM Program Standards, the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior to Planning

Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. As currently proposed, the

Project must achieve a target of 14 points.

The. Project submitted a completed Environmental evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016.

Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program

Standards, resulting in a target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its required

7 points through the following TDM measures:

• Bicycle Parking (Option D)

• Bicycle Repair Station

• Delivery Supportive Amenities

• Family TDM Amenities (Option A)

• Real Time Transportation Information Displays

• On-site Affordable Housing (Option C)

• Unbundle Parking (Location B)

• Parking Supply (OptionB)
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K. Unbundled Parking. Planning Code Section 167 requires that all off-street parking spaces

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

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

units.

The Project is providing off-street parking that is accessory to the dwelling units. These spaces will be

unbundled and sold and/or leased separately from the dwelling units; therefore, the Project meets this

requirement.

L. Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires that no less than 40 percent of the

total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two bedrooms, or no less than 30

percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least three bedrooms.

For the 40 dwelling units, the Project is required to provide at least 16 two-bedroom units or 12 three-

bedroom units. The Project provides one-bedroom units and 20 two-bedroom. Therefore, the Project

meets and exceeds the requirements for dwelling unit mix.

M. Shadow. Planning Code Sections 147 and 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures

exceeding a height of 40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park

Commission. Any project in excess of 40 feet in height and found to cast net new shadow

must be found by the Planning Commission, with comment from the General Manager of the

Recreation and Parks Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission,

to have no adverse impact upon the property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and

Park Commission.

The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis and determined that the

proposed project would not cast shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year. The

preliminary shadow fan analysis accounts for the 14 foot-tall elevator penthouse on the roof of the

proposed building.

N. Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A establishes the

Transportation Sustainablity Fee (TSF) and is applicable to project that are the following:

(1) More than twenty new dwelling units; (2) New group housing facilities, or additions of

800 gross square feet or more to an existing group housing facility; (3) New construction of a

Non-Residential use in excess of 800 gross square feet, or additions of 800 gross square feet or

more to an existing Non-Residential use; or (4) New construction of a PDR use in excess of

1,500 gross square feet, or additions of 1,500 gross square feet or more to an existing PDR use;

or (5) Change or Replacement of Use, such that the rate charged for the new use is higher

than the rate charged for the existing use, regardless of whether the existing use previously

paid the TSF or TIDF; (6) Change or Replacement of Use from a Hospital or a Health Service

to any other use.

The Project includes more than twenty dwelling units, and the replacement of PDR space; therefore,

the TSF, as outlined in Planning Code Section 411A, applies.
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O. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program in UMU Zoning District. Planning Code Section

415 sets forth the requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing

Program. Under Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements would apply to projects

that consist of 10 or more units, where the first application (EE or BPA) was applied for on or

after July 18, 2006. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419 the current Inclusionary

Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative in

the UMU Zoning District for Tier B is to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as

affordable. This requirement is subject to change under pending legislation to modify

Planning Code Section 415 which is currently under review by the Board of Supervisors

(Board File Nos.161351 and 170208). The proposed changes to Section 415, which include but

are not limited to modifications to the amount of inclusionary housing required onsite or

offsite, the methodology of fee calculation, and dwelling unit mix requirements, will become

effective after approval by the Board of Supervisors

The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing

Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and has submitted a 'Affidavit of

Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,' to

satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable

housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for the Project

Sponsor to be eligible for the Un-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Project Sponsor must

submit an 'Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning

Code Section 415,' to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site

units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the project. The

Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit on April 24, 2017. The EE application was submitted on

February 6, 2015. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 415.3, 415.6 and 419, the current on-site

requirement is 17.5%. 7 units (4 one-bedroom and 3two-bedroom) of the 40 units provided will be

affordable units. If the Project becomes ineligible to meet its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

obligation through the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, it must pay the Affordable Housing

Fee with interest, if applicable.

P. Residential Childcare Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 414A is applicable to any

residential development citywide that results in the addition of a residential unit.

The Project includes approximately 27,145 sq. ft. new residential use and 2,250 sq. ft. of PDR use.

The proposed Project is subject to fees as outlined in Planning Code Section 414A.

Q. Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 423 is applicable

to any development project within the UMU (Urban Mixed-Use) Zoning District that results

in the addition of gross square feet of residential and non-residential space.

The Project includes approximately 35,893 gross square feet of nezv development consisting of

approximately 27,145 sq. ft. of residential use and 2,250 sq. ft. of PDR use. These uses are subject to

Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fees Tier 1 for residential and Tier 2 for non-resiential,

as outlined in Planning Code Section 423.
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7. Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use District. Planning Code
Section 329(c) lists nine aspects of design review in which a project must comply; the Planning

Commission finds that the project is compliant with these nine aspects as follows:

A. Overall building mass and scale.

The Project would construct a new six-story mixed-use building on the west side of Mission Street.
The scale of the Project is appropriate from an urban design perspective because it recognizes the

significance of this location along the Mission Street transit corridor, where the height limits were
increased to 68 feet, as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. These increased height limits

provide the opportunity to support the City's housing goals and public transit infrastructure. Overall,

the Project's massing also recognizes the existing block pattern as it relates to the street frontage and
block wall along Mission Street. The Project's rear yard location contributes positively to the irregular

pattern of interior block open space in the subject block. The adjacent properties to the north and south
include three-story, multi family residential uses, three- and four-story multi family residential uses to
the west and across Mission Street to the east is afour-story commercial building. The neighborhood is
characterized by a wide variety of residential, commercial, retail, PDR and public uses. In addition, the
Project includes projecting vertical and horizonatal elements, which provide modulation along the
street facades. Thus, the Project is appropriate for amid-block lot and consistent with the mass and
scale of the intent of the height-bulk and zoning changes from 50-X to 68-X and M-1 to UMU, which

occurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.

B. Architectural treatments, facade design and building materials.

The Mission is one of the City's most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City's General
Plan. The proposed facade design and architectural treatments with various vertical and horizontal

elements and a pedestrian scale ground floor which is consistent with the unique identity of the
Mission. The new building's character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building
materials (including white veramic frit glass, French balconies with metal mesh guardrails and

Swisspearl panels) that relates to the surrounding structures that make-up the Mission's distinct

character while acknowledging and respecting the positive attributes of the older buildings. It also
provides an opportunity for an increased visual interest that enhances and creates a special identity

with a unique image of its ozun in the neighborhood. Overall, the Project offers an architectural
treatment, which provides for contemporary, yet contextual, architectural design that appears
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood

C. The design of lower floors, including building setback areas, commercial space, townhouses,

entries, utilities, and the design and siting of rear yards, parking and loading access.

The Project is consistent with the development density established for the Project Site in the Eastern

Neighborhoods Area Plan. The building's ground floor PDR, and residential lobby proposes a 55%

active street frontage which will enhance and offer an effective and engaging connection between the
public and private areas. It will enliven the sidewalk offering a sense of security and encouraging

positive activities that will benefit, not just the immediate areas, but the overall neighborhood as well.
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It provides a code compliant rear yard open space at the rear yard to face the adjacent buildings' rear

yard, enhancing the natural light exposure and overall livability of the neighbors' units even without

an established mid-block open space. The singular driveway on Mission Street and the proposed

independently accessible mechanical parking spaces in the basement reduces vehicular queuing and

minimizes potential conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists. Overall, the design of the lower floors

enhances the pedestrian experience and accommodates new street activity.

D. The provision of required open space, both on- and off-site. In the case of off-site publicly

accessible open space, the design, location, access, size, and equivalence in quality with that

otherwise required on-site.

The Project provides the required open space for the 40 dwelling units through common open space

located on the roof deck. In addition, the Project includes private open space for four dwelling units,

which are in addition to the required open space. In total, the Project provides approximately 4,695 sq.

ft. of open space, which exceeds the required amount for the dwelling units.

E. The provision of mid-block alleys and pathways on frontages between 200 and 300 linear feet

per the criteria of Section 270, and the design of mid-block alleys and pathways as required

by and pursuant to the criteria set forth in Section 270.2.

Planning Code Section 27U.Z does not apply to the Project, anti no mici-biotic aiiey or pathway is

required.

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

lighting.

In compliance with Planning Code Section 138.1, the Project provides four street trees along Mission

Street. The Project will also add bicycle parking along the sidewalk in front of the Project for public

use. These improvements will enhance the public realm.

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

Since the subject lot has one street frontage, automobile access is limited to the one entry/exit

(measuring 12 ft wide) along Mission Street, minimizing impacts to pedestrian and vehicular traffic

along Mission Street. Pedestrian access is provided to the residences via a lobby and two secondary

exits directly to the sidewalk. The Project includes ground floor PDR along Mission Street with an

independent pedestrian entry from Mission Street.

H. Bulk limits.

The Project is within an 'X' Bulk District, which does not restrict bulk.

I. Other changes necessary to bring a project into conformance with any relevant design

guidelines, Area Plan or Element of the General Plan.
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The Project, on balance, meets the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. See below.

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

and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1

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

Policy 1.1

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

Policy 1.8

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

The Project is a higher density mixed-use development on an underutilized lot along a primary vehicular

transit corridor. The Project Site is an ideal infill site that is currently a vacant PDR use. The proposed

Project would add 40 units of housing to the site with a dwelling unit mix of one-bedroom, and two-

bedroom units. The Project Site was rezoned to UMU as part of a long range planning goal to create a
cohesive, higher density residential and mixed-use neighborhood. The Project includes seven on-site

affordable housing units for ownership, which complies with the UMU District's goal to provide a higher

level of affordability.

OBJECTIVE 4

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

Policy 4.1

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

Policy 4.4

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

Policy 4.5

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

requirements by providing for seven on-site permanently affordable units for ownership.

OBJECTIVE 11

SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN

FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS.

Policy 11.1

Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty,

flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character.

Policy 11.2

Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals.

Policy 11.3

Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing

residential neighborhood character.

Policy 11.4

Continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized residential land use and

density plan and the General Plan.

Policy 11.6

Foster a sense of community through architectural design, using features that promote

community interaction.

Policy 11.8

Consider a neighborhood's character when integrating new uses, and minimize disruption

caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

The Project would construct a new six-story mixed-use building on the west side of Mission Street. The

scale of the Project is appropriate from an urban design perspective because it recognizes the significance of

this location along the Mission Street transit corridor, where the height limits were increased to 68 feet, as

part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan. These increased height limits provide the opportunity to

support the City's housing goals and public transit infrastructure. Overall, the Project's massing also

recognizes the existing block pattern as it relates to the street frontage along Mission Street. The Project's

rear yard location contributes to the pattern of interior block open space in the subject block. The

neighborhood is characterized by a wide variety of commercial, retail, PDR, public and residential uses. In

addition, the Project includes projecting vertical and horizontal architectural elements, which provide

vertical and horizontal modulation along the street facades. Thus, the Project is appropriate for amid-block

lot and consistent with the mass and scale of the intent of the height-bulk and zoning changes from 50-X to

68-X and M-1 to UMU, which occurred as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan.

OBJECTIVE 12

BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES

THE CITY'S GROWING POPULATION.
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Policy 12.2

Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and
neighborhood services, when developing new housing.

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

OBJECTIVE 13

PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING
NEW HOUSING.

Policy 13.1

Support "smart" regional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.

Policy 13.3

Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to

increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

The Project Site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 14,14R,

49, and 55. The 16t" Street F~ Mission Bart Station is slightly more than a quarter mile to the south on

Mission Street. Residential mixed-use development at this site would support a smart growth and

sustainable land use pattern in locating new housing in the urban core close to jobs and transit.

Furthermore, the bicycle network in the Mission District is highly developed and utilized. The Project

provides an abundance of bicycle parking on-site in addition to vehicle parking.

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:

ENSURE AWELL-MAINTAINED, HIGHLY UTILIZED, AND INTEGRATED OPEN SPACE

SYSTEM

Policy 1.9:

Preserve sunlight in public open spaces.

The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis and determined that the proposed

project would not cast shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year.

OBJECTIVE 2:

INCREASE RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE TO MEET THE LONG-TERM NEEDS OF

THE CITY AND BY REGION

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

environmentally sustainable.

The Project proposes landscaped open space at the rear of the second level, and the roof deck has potential

for planters and additional landscaping.

OBJECTIVE 3:

IMPROVE ACCESS AND CONNECTIVITY TO OPEN SPACE

Policy 3.6:

Maintain, restore, expand and fund the urban forest.

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

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 24:

IMPROVE THE AMBIENCE OF THE PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 24.2:

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

Policy 24.4:

Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

The Project will install new street trees along Mission Street. Frontages are designed with transparent

glass and intended for active spaces oriented at the pedestrian level.

OBJECTIVE 28:

PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES.

Policy 28.1:

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

Policy 28.3:

Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient.

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

OBJECTIVE 34:

RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD

COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND

LAND USE PATTERNS.
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Policy 34.1:

Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring

excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit

and are convenient to neighborhood shopping.

Policy 34.3:

Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and

commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets.

Policy 34.5:

Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply

and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing

on-street parking spaces.

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

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4:

IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL

SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 4.4:

Design walkways and parking facilities to minimize danger to pedestrians.

Policy 4.13:

Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

Policy 4.15:

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible

new buildings.

As the Project Site has only one street frontage, it will provide only one vehicular access point for the
Project, reducing potential conflict with pedestrians and bicyclists. The garage security gate is recessed to

provide queue space to reduce the potential of arriving cars blocking sidewalks and impeding the path of

pedestrians. The 17 foot ground floor heights and active use will enhance the pedestrian experience and the
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site will be further improved through the removal of a curbcut, and the addition of street trees. Currently,

the site contains a vacant industrial building formerly occupied by Home Sausage Company.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4:

IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING INDUSTRY IN THE CITY AND THE

ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

Policy 4.3:

Carefully consider public actions that displace existing viable industrial firms.

Policy 4.4:

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

The Project will be replacing approximately 2,250 square feet of PDR space. The building is currenty

unoccupied, therefore displacement will not occur.

MISSION AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

Land Use

OBJECTIVE 1.1

STRENGTHEN THE MISSION'S EXISTING MIXED USE CHARACTER, WHILE

MAINTAINING THE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A PLACE TO LIVE AND WORK.

Policy 1.1.7

Permit and encourage greater retail uses on the ground floor on parcels that front 16th Street to

take advantage of transit service and encourage more mixed uses, while protecting against the

wholesale displacement of PDR uses.

Policy 1.1.8

While continuing to protect traditional PDR functions that need large, inexpensive spaces to

operate, also recognize that the nature of PDR businesses is evolving gradually so that their

production and distribution activities are becoming more integrated physically with (heir

research, design and administrative functions.

The Project will provide 2,250 square feet of replacement PDR space on the ground floor of the building

while also providing new housing on a site where none currently exists. Therefore strengthening the mixed

use character and maintaining the neighborhood as a place to live and work.
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OBJECTIVE 1.2

IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS ENCOURAGED,
MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH NEIGHBORHOOD
CHARACTER.

Policy 1.2.1

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

Policy 1.2.2

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

Policy 1.2.3

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

T'he Project will replace a vacant industrial building with a new mixed-use building with ground floor

PDR space and residential units above, consistent with the existing residential, commercial and PDR uses

in the nighborhood. Additionally, the Project complies with the applicable building height and bulk
guidelines and with the bedroom mix requirements.

Housing

OBJECTIVE 2.3

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

Policy 2.3.3

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

Policy 2.3.5

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

Policy 2.3.6

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

(BMR). Three of the BMR units will be two-bedroom units. Furthermore, the Project will be subject to the

Eastern Neighborhood Impact Fee, Transportation Sustainability Fee and Residential Childcare Fee.

OBJECTIVE 2.6

CONTINUE AND EXPAND THE CITY'S EFFORTS TO INCREASE PERMANENTLY

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRODUCTION AND AVAILABILITY.

Policy 2.6.1

Continue and strengthen innovative programs that help to make both rental and ownership

housing more affordable and available.

The Project will create forty residential units, seven of which are BMR units, on a site where no housing

currently exists, thus increasing affordable housing production and availability.

Built Form

OBJECTIVE 3.1

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION'S DISTINCTIVE

PLACE IN THE CITY'S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS PHYSICAL FABRIC

AND CHARACTER.

Policy 3.1.6

New buildings should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with

full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of the best of the

older buildings that surrounds them.

Policy 3.1.8

New development should respect existing patterns of rear yard open space. Where an existing

pattern of rear yard open space does not exist, new development on mixed-use-zoned parcels

should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located.

The Project will replace an unremarkable concrete industrial building with swell-articulated, contempory,

mixed-use building. The Project will be constructed with high quality materials and within the allowed

height limits for the zoning district to respect the surrounding buildings. The existing buildings on the

Project site are built out to the rear property line leaving no rear yard open space. The Project will provide

a conforming rear yard open space, thus improving the existing pattern of rear yard open space which

exists on the adjacent properties.

OBJECTIVE 3.2

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS

WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM.

Policy 3.2.1

Require high quality design of street-facing building exteriors.
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Policy 3.2.2

Make ground floor retail and PDR uses as tall, roomy and permeable as possible.

Policy 3.2.3

Minimize the visual impact of parking.

Policy 3.2.4

Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk.

The Project is largely residential, but includes amoderately-sized ground floor PDR component along
Mission Street. The Project provides the mix of uses encouraged by the Area Plan for this location. In
addition, the Project is located within the prescribed height and bulk limits, and includes the appropriate
dwelling-unit mix, since 50% or 20 of the 40 units are two-bedroom dwelling units. The Mission is one of
the City's most distinctive neighborhoods as identified in the City's General Plan. The new building's
character ensures the best design of the times with high-quality building materials that relates to the
surrounding structures that make-up the Mission's distinct character while acknowledging and respecting
the positive attributes of the older buildings. It also provides an opportunity for an increased visual
interest that enhances and creates a special identity with a unique image of its own in the neighborhood.
Overall, the Project offers an architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and that is
consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 1'he Project minimizes the off-street parking
to a single entrance along Mission Street.

8. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review

of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the Project complies with said policies

in that:

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

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

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

No housing exists on the Project Site. The Project will provide up to 40 new dwelling units, thus

resulting in a significant increase in the neighborhood housing stock. The Project offers an

architectural treatment that is contemporary, yet contextual, and an architectural design that is

consistent and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. For these reasons, the Project would

protect and preserve the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.
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The Project will not displace any affordable housing because there is currently no housing on the site.

The Project will comply with the City's Inclusionary Housing Program, therefore increasing the stock

of affordable housing units in the City.

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

neighborhood parking.

The Project Site is served by public transportation. Future residents would be afforded close proximity

to bus or rail transit. The Project also provides sufficient off-street parking at a ratio of .55 per

dwelling unit, and sufficient bicycle parking for residents and their guests.

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project is consistent with the Mission Area Plan, which encourages mixed-use development along

Mission Street. The Project does not involve the creation of commercial office development. The

Project would enhance opportunities for resident employment and ownership in industrial and service

sectors by providing for new housing and PDR space, which will increase the diversity of the City's

housing supply (a top priority in the City) and provide new potential neighborhood-serving uses and

employment opportunities.

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

life in an earthquake.

The Project will be desigrred and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety

requirements of the Building Code. This proposal will not adversely affect the property's ability to

withstand an earthquake.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

There are no landmarks or historic buildings on the Project Site.

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

development.

The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis and determined that the

proposed project would not cast shadows on any parks or open spaces at any time during the year.

9. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring Program

as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative

Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this Program as to all

construction work and on-going employment required for the Project. Prior to the issuance of any

building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, the Project Sponsor shall

have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program approved by the First Source

Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event that both the Director of Planning
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and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the approval of the Employment Program may
be delayed as needed.

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

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

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Large Project Authorization would promote
the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other

interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other

written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Large Project

Authorization Application No. 2014-002026ENX subject to the following conditions attached hereto as

"EXHIBIT A" in general conformance with plans on file, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B",

which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

The Planning Commission hereby adopts the MMRP attached hereto as Exhibit C and incorporated

herein as part of this Motion by this reference thereto. All required mitigation measures identified in the

Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR and contained in the MMRP are included as conditions of approval.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Section 329

Large Project Authorization to the Board of Appeals within fifteen (15) days after the date of this

Motion No. 19931 The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of adoption of this Motion if not

appealed (after the 15-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Appeals if

appealed to the Board of Appeals. For further information, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415)

575-6880, 1660 Mission, Room 3036, San Francisco, CA 94103.

Pretest of Fee or Exaction: You may protest anv fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section

66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government

Code Section 66020. The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and

must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development

referencing the challenged fee or exaction. For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of

imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject

development.

If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the

Planning Commission s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning

Administrator's Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the

development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code

Section 66020 has begun. If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun

for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period.

I here cert' y that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on June 1, 2017.

Jonas P. Ioni

Commission Secretary

AYES: Hillis, Johnson, Koppel, Moore, Richards

NAYS: Fong, Melgar

ADOPTED: June 1, 2017
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This authorization is for a Large Project Authorization to allow the demolition of an existing two-story

industrial building and new construction of a six-story mixed-use building with 40 dwelling units and

2,250 sq. ft. of ground floor PDR space located at 1726-1730 Mission Street, Block 3532, Lots 004A and 005,

pursuant to Planning Code Section 329 and Planning Commission Resolution No. 19865 (Mission 2016

Interim Zoning Controls), within the UMiJ Zoning District and a 68-X Height and Bulk District; in

general conformance with plans, dated May 1, 2017, and stamped "EXHIBIT B" included in the docket for

Record No. 2014-002026ENX and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the

Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931. This authorization and the conditions contained

herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning

Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder

of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is

subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning

Commission on June 1, 2017 under Motion No. 19931.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 19931 shall be

reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit

application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional

Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

T'he Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section

or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not

affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. "Project Sponsor" shall include any subsequent
responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.

Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.

SAN FRANCISCO 
23PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19931
June 1, 2017

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
1726-1730 Mission Street

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years

from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a

Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within

this three-year period.

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

www.s~plc~nning.org

2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year

period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an

application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for

Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit

application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of

the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of

the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued

validity of the Authorization.

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

www.s~planning.or~

3. Diligent Pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence

within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued

diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider

revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was

approved.

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

www.s~pl~ztTning.org

4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of

the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an

appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or

challenge has caused delay.

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

wzvw.s~plannin~org

5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other

entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in

effect at the time of such approval.

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

zvww.s~planning.org

6. Mitigation Measures. Mitigation measures described in the MMRI' for the Eastern

Neighborhoods Plan EIR (Case No. 2'014-002026ENV) attached as Exhibit C are necessary to
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avoid potential significant effects of the proposed project and have been agreed to by the Project

Sponsor.

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

wwzu.s~planning.org

DESIGN

7. Final Materials. T'he Project Sponsor shall continue to work with Planning Department on the

building design. Final materials, glazing, color, texture, landscaping, and detailing shall be

subject to Department staff review and approval. The architectural addenda shall be reviewed

and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.

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

www.s~planning.org

8. Garbage, Composting and Recycling Storage. Space for the collection and storage of garbage,

composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly

labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans. Space for the collection and storage of

recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other

standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level

of the buildings.

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

www.s,~planning.org

9. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment. Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall

submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit

application. Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required

to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject

building.

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

unuw.s,~plannin~orQ

10. Lighting Plan. The Project Sponsor shall submit an exterior lighting plan to the Planning

Department prior to Planning Department approval of the building /site permit application.

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

www.sf planning.org

11. Transformer Vault. The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has

significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located. However, they may

not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations. Therefore, the Planning

Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults,

in order of most to least desirable:

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

separate doors on a ground floor facade facing a public right-of-way;

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground;
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c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor facade facing a

public right-of-way;

d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet,

avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets

Plan guidelines;

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

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

guidelines;

g. On-site, in a ground floor facade (the least desirable location).

Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work's Bureau of

Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer

vault installation requests.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public

Works at 415-554-5810, http:lls~w.org

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

12. Unbundled Parking. All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project residents

only as a separate "add-on" option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with any Project

dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units. The required parking spaces may be made

available to residents within a quarter mile of the project. All affordable dwelling units pursuant

to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market rate

units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit. Each

unit within the Project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking space until

the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available. No conditions may be placed

on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner's rules be established, which

prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units.

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

www. s~planning. org.

13. Parking Maximum. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more

than 30 off-street parking spaces. Per the Project Description, the Project Sponsor has specified

that they will provide no more than 22 off-street parking spaces.

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

www.s~planning.org

14. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall

provide no fewer than 44 bicycle parking spaces (40 Class 1 spaces for the residential portion of

the Project and 4 Class 2 spaces for both the residential and commercial/PDR portion of the

Project).

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

www.s~planning.org
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15. Managing Traffic During Construction. T'he Project Sponsor and construction contractors)

shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco

Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the

Planning Department, and other construction contractors) for any concurrent nearby Projects to

manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.

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

www.s~planning.org

PROVISIONS

16. Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti-

Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61.

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

www.s~planning.org

17. First Source Hiring. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring

Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring

Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code. The Project Sponsor

shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going

employment required for the Project.

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

www. ones topSF. org

18. Transportation Sustainability Fee. The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee

(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A.

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

www.s,~planning.org

19. Child Care Fee -Residential. The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as

applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A.

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

www.s~planning.org

20. Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee. The Project is subject to the Eastern

Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.

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

www.s~planning.org

MONITORING

21. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in

this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject

to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code

Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to

other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

SAN FRANCISCO 27
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Motion No. 19931
June 1, 2017

CASE NO. 2014-002026ENX
1726-1730 Mission Street

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

wzvw.s~planning.org

OPERATION

22. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers

shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when

being serviced by the disposal company. Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to

garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public

Works at 415-554-.5810, http:lls~zu.org

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

and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance

with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For

information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works,

415-695-2017,. http:ll s~w. oral

24. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to

deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Proiect

Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business

address, and telephone number of the community liaison. Should the contact information

change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison

shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and

what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.

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

zvww.s~planning.org

25. Lighting. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding

sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.

Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be

directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.

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

zvww.s~plannirz~org

ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION -NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS

26. Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the "Recommended

Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects," which were recommended

by the Entertainment Commission on Apri15, 2016. These conditions state:

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

businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of

9PM-5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form.
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b) Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shall include
sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time.
Readings should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of
Entertainment to best of their ability. Any recommendations) in the sound study regarding
window glaze ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls,
doors, roofing, etc. shall be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when
designing and building the project.

c) Design Considerations:

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

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

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

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

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

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

a) Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 419, the Project is currently
required to provide 17.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying

households. The Project contains 40 units; therefore, 7 affordable units are currently required.
T'he Project Sponsor will fulfill this requirement by providing the 7 affordable units on-site. If

the Project is subject to a different requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and
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new legislative requirements take effect, the Project will comply with the applicable

requirements at the time of compliance. If the number of market-rate units change, the

number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written approval

from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and

Community Development("MOHCD").

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

zvwzu.s~planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, wurw.s~ moh.or~

b) Unit Mix. The Project contains 20 one-bedroom, and 20 two-bedroom units; therefore, the

required affordable unit mix is 3one-bedroom, and 4two-bedroom units. If the market-rate

unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix will be modified accordingly with written approval

from Planning Department staff in consultation with MOHCD.

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

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

5500, unuw.sf-moh.or~

c) Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as

a Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction

permit.

for information about compiiance, coniact the lase rianner, rianning Deparrmenz ai 4i5-558-63i8,

www.s~planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, wzvw.sf-moh.o~.

d) Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project

Sponsor shall have designated not less than seventeen and one half percent (17.5%), or the

applicable percentage as discussed above, of the each phase's total number of dwelling units

as on-site affordable units.

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

www.s~planning.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, www.s~ moh.or$.

e) Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section

415.6, must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project.

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

www.s~planni~.org or the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-

5500, www.s~ moh.org,

fl Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable

Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San

Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual

("Procedures Manual"). 'The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is

incorporated herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission,

and as required by Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval

and not otherwise defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A
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copy of the Procedures Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue

or on the Planning Department or MOHCD websites, including on the Internet at:

htt~://sf-~lanning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.as~x?documentid=4451. As provided in the

Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual

in effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale.

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

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

5500, www.s~ moh.or~

(i) The affordable units) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the

issuance of the first construction permit by the Department of Building

Inspection ("DBI"). T'he affordable units) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in

number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2) be constructed, completed,

ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate units, and (3) be

evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall

quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the

principal project. T'he interior features in affordable units should be generally

the same as those of the market units in the principal project, but need not be the

same make, model or type of such item as long they are of good and new quality

and are consistent with then-current standards for new housing. Other specific

standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures Manual.

(ii) If the units in the building are offered for sale, the affordable units) shall be sold

to first time home buyer households, as defined in the Procedures Manual,

whose gross annual income, adjusted for household size, does not exceed an

average of ninety (90) percent of Area Median Income under the income table

called "Maximum Income by Household Size derived from the Unadjusted Area

Median Income for HUD Metro Fair Market Rent Area that contains San

Francisco "but these income levels are subject to change under a proposed

Charter amendment and pending legislation if the voters approve the Charter

Amendment at the June 7, 2016 election. If the Project is subject to a different

income level requirement if the Charter Amendment is approved and new

legislative requirements take effect, the Project will comply with the applicable

requirements. The initial sales price of such units shall be calculated according to

the Procedures Manual. Limitations on (i) reselling; (ii) renting; (iii) recouping

capital improvements; (iv) refinancing; and (v) procedures for inheritance apply

and are set forth in the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the

Procedures Manual.

(iii) The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and

monitoring requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual.

MOHCD shall be responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of

affordable units. The Project Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months

prior to the beginning of marketing for any unit in the building.
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(iv) Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of

affordable units according to the Procedures Manual.

(v) Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the

Project Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that

contains these conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the

affordable units satisfying the requirements of this approval. The Project

Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the recorded Notice of Special

Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor.

(vi) The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable

Housing Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of

the Affordable Housing Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with

the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the

Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site units

shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of

the Project.

(vii) If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing

Program requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building

permits or certificates of occupancy for the development project until the

Planning Department notifies the Director of compliance. A Project Sponsor's

failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code Section 415 et seq.

shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the development project

and to pursue any and all available remedies at law.

(viii) If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing

Alternative, the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing

Fee prior to issuance of the first construction permit. If the Project becomes

ineligible after issuance of its first construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall

notify the Department and MOHCD and pay interest on the Affordable Housing

Fee and penalties, if applicable.
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